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,ME PRINCIPLES TO LIVE Br
For Brain-persons

Apply thy mind with infinite small pains;
Dturt is more than title, war} than brains.

For Neck-persons
What is the use of Heaverhshaking will,

If what it seeks be chosen without Mill?
Fot Sho-Idem-penons

Though Martha labour till she shed hot tears,
She will not gain what Mary simply '17td'rs.' '.

For Chabpersons
Careful in details, ah, be carefiil too

In keeping thy weak seal to Heaven true.
For Heart-penom

0 Love, that passest even rigbrmemm,
Be true to God with fervour pitiless.

Pot Plexus-peuons
Do not reje€t Atfirt thou lmow’st IrIm’s meant:

Wlmt thou hast learnt, tlrm show thy argument.
For Reins-persons

0 than who canst discern the mm]/at thing.
How failest thou thy answering to see?

For Beg:-tt'm;s—pu-sons
Cmmiag, at best, will go but little ways;

Unselfishnesg at last, far better pay».
Fox Thigh-pawns

Ra.rbrt:.ts the best-intemioned sank offends
Whom no small services will turn to_/‘rials

' Ear Knee-penons ’~
As lbw tb_y:efwould’st have, to others do:

Who gladly serves, is greater e’en thanyou.
For Ankle-peuons

Guide not thy path. by Wlmt mi/[pup]: my?‘
Just you and God form a majoxity'.

Fox Feet-persons
If still afabé’ Heaven seems to thee

Blame than thineeyes that have not lime: to me.



DEVOTIONAL MEDITATIONS

I love Thee, Father, not because this is Thy sovereign will,
Because Thy hand created me with true and loving skill.

I love Thee, not because with Thee abideth strength and health,
Because Thy favor makes men great and blesses them with

v wealth.

I love Thee for Thy purity,—Thy purity of fire,
VVhose flames ascend forevermore in infinite desire.

I love Thee for Thy face serene, whose beauty glows with light,
Reflecting all the fragrant prayers that rise from out our night

I love Thee, Father, for Thy love, I know not how or why;
I only know I yield to Thee a love that cannot die.

M. E. WILLIAMS 8: CO.

BOSTON



I believe in physical health, cleanli-
ness, temperance; and utter purity in
thought, word and deed.

And in truth, honesty, accuracy and
scholarship which demands reason for
all things, and without prejudice yields
its own opinion if shown to be false;
which tolerates in each man his own

opinions; which leads to art, literature
and science; which in earnestness, sin-
cerity and candor perfects all human
powers.

I believe in Love, the Father and
Destiny of all things, Light of light.
Fragrance of fragrance, Beauty of
beauty; who, working both here and
beyond, is inexorably just, and there-
fore is the Comforter of the Afilicted
and the Avenger of the Evil to the
thousandth generation; who leads, by
conscience, within myself to the King-
dom of Heaven, which only the hum-
ble can inherit, and which shall have no

end, forever and ever. Amen.

r
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DEVOTIONAL MEDITATIONS.

MEDITATION FIRST.

IMMORTALITY.

Under the Providence of God it is the privilege of the writer
to setrforth in a few simple words suflicient instructions to lead
to all truth, to all perfection those who will give themselves the
trouble of complyingwith them in their daily lives.

He speaks positively. He does not seek to dispute. to convert.

Gladly and freely he ofiers that which he has to give. It is for
the reader to take or leave. He would oppose none, except as

the assertion of truth implies the negation of falsehood.
These instructions will be divided into six meditations. Th:

First will deal with Immortality. The Second, with Mental De-
velopment. The Third, with Regeneration. The Fourth with
the Everlasting Covenant. The Fifth, with the Intelligible
Light. The Sixth, with Practical Methods.

The first Meditation deals with Immortality. This topic may
be best considered under six headings. First, Immortality. Sec-
ond, the Bourne of Death. Third, the Certain Present. Fourth,
the Two Ways. Fifth, Transitoriness. Last, the Mental Prin-
ciple of Utility.

1. Immortality Proper.-—-This is, after all, the chief aim of hu-
man endeavor. Consider any actions that are called good, such
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as feeding the hungry, clothing the naked, refreshing the weary.
What is the essence of these all, if not to prolong the stay of
the human spirit in the world? The main endeavor of goodness
is then to prolong life, physical, mental, and spiritual.

Physically much has been done to prolong life. Sanitation
and proper medical attendance, and still more hygiene, have
perceptibly lowered the death-rate, and increased the average
age at death. So far, so good.

But this is only,so to speak, a drop in the bucket. The ideal
is to prolong life for ever; and the universal desire for some

such state is revealed in the persistent belief in a physical resur-

rection to life eternal. Persistence of existence, immortality,
life eternal, or whatever it be called, is the shibboleth of all
religions, creeds, and doctrines.’ This is the promise which all
religious prophets have given, this is the cry which has arisen
to God from every portion of the globe. The problem is, how
to attain eternal life; and whosoever succeeds in doing this, in
however small a degree, is hailed as a benefactorof mankind.

2. The Bourne of Death.—Whatever be our desires for eternal
life, one fact is certain today: Death. We shall all pass away
from this earthly tabernacle. The day must come when this
garment, the flesh and bones of the body, must be laid aside.

Let us not hesitate to look this fact in the face. Let us not
do as the ostrich, and hide our heads in the sand, at the
approach of danger, or of unpleasant thoughts. Rather, let us

face the evil boldly, and see if there be no remedy. Let us at
least recognize all its conditions, understand its laws, and be
prepared for its catastrophe.

One of the most certain facts about the change of death is
that we know little that is certain of the state after death. The
visions of spiritualists are not so certain as they might be. And
even if they be true, we desire guidance not from man, but God.
We seek also an immortality more glorious, more free, more

divine than that which spiritualism offers. We seek conscious
beatific vision and divine guidance and help. And these are

indeed mysteries, not lawful nor possible to utter.
Yet, whatever the state after death may import, we are certain

of one thing. It is not magical. It is natural. It is only a

change, a passing beyond. If the spirit survive, it will remain
the same it was here. The unclean will be unclean still. -The
wise will remain wise. The murderer will not be suddenly
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transformed into an angel of light. The murderer will remain
a murderer, the angel will remain an angel. There will be no
such thing as drifting into perfection; no such thing as gravi-
tating into heaven. People fall downward, not upward. No
man drifts up stream. Effort, conscious, determined effort;
this is the only imaginable means of moral progression and
sanctification.

And it is the sad thing about death and the state after death,
that we know not if there be there possibilities of moral pro-
gression. We may gladly, with Tennyson, hope the larger
hope; but, as far as we know, all moralization is connected with
a body, as instrument of sanctification and self-control; and we

have no shred of evidence pointing to a moralization without a

body. We know not; we cannot tell.
This brings us to the Certain Present, the third topic. There

is perhaps no law of human life which applies with more cer-

tainty to the spiritual life than that one vulgarly expressed in
the maxim, “A bird in the hand is worth two in the bush."
Of this life, its opportunities, its powers, its functions: of all
this we are certain. Of the state after death, on the contrary,
we know little or nothing; and the little we guess is contradic-
tory. As God is just, He will not expect us to stake our salva-
tion on somethingconcerning which we know little or nothing.
We may therefore consider God's confining our knowledge to
this life as a sufficient indication that He permits us, nay, advises
us. to omit consideration of it, and to centre our attention
wholly, and to stake our salvation wholly, on this present life.
Re-incarnation is a beautiful dream; it is a beautiful vindication
of God's ways with man; but it is beyond our knowledge. We
dare not risk our salvation on such an uncertainty. Nay; we

dare not. God knows all things; and though He may hear the
full harmony of the partial tones, we hear none but the latter,
and must do the best we can. I will have none of a salvation
that depends upon conditions that may or may not arise after
death. I only know for certain the present. Let me find the
best salvation I can here and the rest I am willing to leave to

God. So Angelus Silesius says: “Who gains not his kingdom
here, will never be a king beyond."

As has been suggested, present salvation means a solution
of the problem how to resist, delay and minimize death. This is
the fourth topic: the Two lVa_v:.
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There are two ways of meeting death, a passive and an active
way. The passive way is that of animals. who, drifting on the
tides of brute instinct, blindly suffer death whenever the time
comes. The active way is that of intellect, possessing the power
of recognizing facts, laws, opportunities, problems, and solu-
tions, and directing the life purposively. These are the two

ways; which will you take? In those men in whom the animal
nature is dominant, the passive way is chosen; but in those
with whom the mind has gained a sufl-icient power of independ-
ence, fitful gleams and efforts to embrace the latter often occur.

This implies sufficient mental lucidity to clear the mental vision.
5. Tran:itorine.rs.—Stated in its lowest terms, the problem is

as follows: Given an individual life, at birth, with a certain
endowment of vitality, of brains, of spiritual development, and
opportunities, this may be regarded as a certain amount of
capital. The problem is, how can this be laid out or employed
to best advantage?

There would be no such problem, if there was only one way
of employing the capital. But it may be put to various uses, like
any other capital. A young man, for instance, may spend a

fortune on the pleasures of the senses, or he may employ it to
refine and educate himself. So with his endowment of vitality,
mind and opportunities. He may develop his spirit, or develop
his mind, or develop his body. Which will he do? It is a

question of business sagacity, demanding like any other serious
worldly decision, much careful deliberation, much wisdom, and
far-sightedness.

Concerning this problem, one thing is certain: The capital
with which he starts will never increase. It can only diminish.
The question is not, how much he will make, but, how much
will he save out of it? How much of his capital will he put to
eternal uses, and how much in transitory uses? For a short
time the spirit is in contact with the body, thereby having cer-

tain opportunities given to it of spiritual development. How
many of these opportunities will the soul embrace? How much
intensity of external consciousness will it gather from the physi-
cal life? How much will he during the sea-voyage transform
into such a form as will survive the certain shipwreck of death?
How much treasure will he have laid away in heaven,,where
moth and rust do not corrupt, and where thieves do not break
through nor steal?



Immortality. 9

At death, the violinist must leave behind his violin; the pian-
ist, his piano; the painter, his brush; the weaver, his loom; the
printer, his press. If, then, he has devoted his whole energy,
his whole life, to this, must his life not be also left behind? But
if his life have consisted in that which makes character, in
strength and clearness of mind, this he will retain to all eternity.
Happy he who knows how to discern the things that are seen

_and transitory, from the things that are not seen and eternal.
The problem must be left, in a certain measure, to each

individual. But it may be stated distinctly, and driven home;
a man may be implored, for his own sake, to consider it; to be
pleaded with in the causes of his own soul, to be beseeched,
if he have any pity or compassion, to pity and have compassion
upon himself; to listen to the voice of God that speaks in the
heart of each; to regard the promptings of the Divine Spirit, to
listen to the Wind of Destiny calling our souls into the Great
Deep of the Will of God.

6. Pleasure versus Utility.-—Utility,the mental element, the
Secret of Divine Guidance! Ah, to be true utilitarians! To cut
off every useless physical impulse and passion! Ah, to judge of
everything according to its divinest uses, in spite of custom,
society, prejudice, and lust! Ah, to shake off the fetters that
chain our souls! Ah, to seek the purer air of light and strength!
Ah, to awake to the infinite dignity of being Gods. Ah, to let
each action contribute to eternal accomplishment.....

Foiled by our fellowmen, oppressed, outworn,
We leave the cruel world to take its way,
And, Patience, in another life, we say,
The world shall be thrust down and we'upborne.
And will not then the immortal armies scorn
The world's poor routed leavings, and will they
Who failed under the heat of this life's day
Support the fervour of the heavenly morn?
Nay: the energy of life may be
Kept on beyond the grave, but not begun;
And he who flags not in the earthly strife,
From strength to strength advancing, only he,
His soul well-knit, and all his battles done,
Mounts, and that hardly, to eternity.



MEDITATION SECOND.

MENTAL DEVELOPMENT.

The subject of mental development may be best discussed
under seven heads. First, Psychology. Second, Inter-relation
of Mental Freedom and Control over the Body. Third, Free-
dom of Thought. Fourth, Control of Body. Fifth, Control of
Intellect. Sixth, Independence of Soul. Seventh, Present Im-
mortality.

1. P:ychalogy.——It is plain that, before using terms, we must
define them; and a definition of psychological terms implies a

provisional psychology. The sevenfold division of the Nature
of Man may be simplified into a threefold division: (I) The
Body, or that which is assumed at birth and dropped at death.
(2) The Intellect, a growth of the former, around (3) The
Spirit, the Eternal Part. In short, we may oppose the Passions,
Senses and Affections on one part, and the Mind or Reason on

the other.
In all persons, more or less, both of these elements are pres-

ent. Yet the Body is generally predominant, and especially in
early childhood, the mind is almost wholly quiescent. The body
grows of itself. _The Mind needs conscious development. In
short.;‘th'e ‘mind.grows by struggle: the body, by drifting. The
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problem of life is to evolve the mind so that it will first be dis-
tinct from it, and second, will control it, finally becoming
wholly independent and self-depending.

This distinction between the Passions and Reason may be
made more plain by contrasting the two poets, Walt Whitman,
the poet of the Flesh, and MatthewArnold, the poet of the Spirit.
Walt Whitman preaches the doctrine of Bestiality, not nega-
tively, but positively, consciously, ferociously. Remove it, and
you bereave him of his whole message, so he distinctly says.
The passions are beautiful. but blindly drifting down circum-
stance to certain death of the personality. Arnold,'the poet of
the Spirit, exhorting man to rally the good in himself, warning
him that eternal life. can only be deserved by conscious struggle.
self-control, and dogged persistence. Verily. this life of his
father at Rugby showed this forth, developing a character which
cannot end at death,-as described in “Rugby Chapel.”

If this distinction between Flesh and Spirit, Passion and
Reason be fully grasped by the mind, we are ready for our

second topic, the Inter-relation of Mental Freedom and Control
of the Body. We now understand the difference between the
carnal, and the spiritual life.

The carnal life is any life, howsoever refined or beautiful, in
which in eating, in sleeping, in loving persons and animals, in
dealing with persons, in dressing, in working, in amusement,
the'promptings of the passions are followed, reason being only
the helper of the passions, but never daring to guide them, or

question them. ' He eats according to the flavor and
delicacy of the food, not his physical requirements. He will
commit a crime or tell a lie for the sake of his friends or rela-
tions. He sleeps -unconsciously, already half-dead, as long as

he is sleepy, whether eight hours or ten. He receives the sacra-

ments of the Church because either he was brought up as a child
among them, or because when he was in trouble the minister
was humane to him, or because he likes aesthetic ritual. He
believes firmly what he cannot understand nor investigate; and
that which remits his sins, either by magic or upon payment of
money. He studies and reads when he is in the mood; he
laughs and jokes away his most precious hours and years.

The spiritual life is any life, howsoever hard or lonely, in
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which, in eating, sleeping, dealing with persons and animals,
the reason, and reason alone, guides, controls. and transfigures
each affection, each passion, each instinct. He eats food ac-

cording to the exact need of his body. He rests his body ex-

actly as much as necessary, no more. He loves Morality, God,
and Truthmore than all men, all institutions. and all ideals. He
mounts to eternity by paying his moral debts, and attaining as
much physical, mental, and spiritual cultivation as he can pos-
sibly lay hold of. He loves no Church more than truth, moral-
ity, and God.

In short, the carnal life, or, Passions ruling Reason, is, by
this very fact, immoral, unreasonable, irrational, dogmatic, and
insane. In short, the spiritual life is alone moral, rational, rea-

sonably passionate, since all passions are controlled by reason,
agnostic, yet eternally searching after further truth. Thus, the
spiritual life is both Control of the Body, and Freedom of
Mind; either implies the other.

From this insight follow five consequences.
3. Freedom of Thought.-—From the explanation of what the

spiritual life is, it follows that spiritual life can only be fully
and successfully led by him who is willing to waive all doc-
trines, and follow no guidance but his own inner light, or, in
other words, the Guidance of the Spirit. Most people say, Dear
God, lead me, guide, and teach me; but remember, if you lead
or guide me to anything else than what my prejudice or passion
holds, or if you teach me any opinion which conflicts with my
prejudice, I will have nothing to do with thee. We only want

God's guidance to confirm, not alter our opinions. And when
I said that a spiritual man must waive all doctrines, I meant

not only the doctrines of others, but, primarily,his own.

4. Control of Body.—Every portion of the body, every affec-
tion, every passion, is good, since God made it. But it is only
good in its place: only reasonable, when controlled by reason.

The method for controlling the body is the only natural one.

Sit still, send the thought into that part of the body, until it
obeys. And we want to have the obedience, not only of the
nose, until we squint one way, or the centre of the stomach, till

we squint another, but the obedience of every portion, not by
turning the eyes on it, but by going to it with the mind, which
has an interior eye. Persistent practice will accomplish all re-

sults, drive away all diseases, and transfigure with light divine.
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5. Control of the IuteIIeet.—If we are monists,—and many see

reason to be monists,—-we understand that thought is motion,
and motion thought. You cannot quiet the body, without first
quieting the mind. You must so discipline your intellect until
you can pick up and lay down any thought you please, as your
hand would pick up or lay down a book. Memorize facts and
sentiments, and drill your mind to follow long series of
thoughts. Let your mind be your tool; be not the sport of your
thoughts. Be not a bundle of random ideas, as so many men

are. You are an eternal spirit, judging of the issues of life and
death, and if you are faithful, you shall sit down as one of the
Assistant Judges at the Great Day; you shall be your own

Judge.
6. Independence of Con:u'ou.mess.—-By thus drilling the intel-

lect, and controlling the body, reason will gradually assert itself
over the body or passions. The spirit’s consciousness will be-
gin to be assimilated to the consciousness of the intellect. A
new consciousness will be experienced, which will persist while
the body is sleeping, while the body is eating or exercising.
Bodily sleep, while the mind is active, sleeplessly meditating on

God, day and night, will rest a hundred times more than the old
mental death during sleep. And it is not until this eternity of
consciousness is attained that sleep will be reasonable, and the
body controlled. What, do you expect the body to remain con-

.
trolled, while the controller is absent, or to all intents and pur-
poses, dead? Need you be surprised if the enemy spoils the
tower when the strong man is drunk with physical sleep at his
post? Absolute bodily control can never be gained until im-
mortal consciousness is attained, for since we will not permit
the body or any passion to go wrong while we are awake or

conscious, there is only one way to insure its absolute right-
ness; eternal consciousness. Liberty is to be bought only at the
price of eternal vigilance.

7. Present Immortah‘ly.—This eternal consciousness is immor-
tality; as much immortality as we will ever get, or can get, or

want to get. What is immortality, if not consciousness inde-
pendent of and surviving the body? Unless immortality or con-

tinued consciousness be attained before death, our souls will
relapse into unconsciousness after death, just as during sleep.
Whether we shall have beyond another chance of developing
immortality by association with another body,—I cannot tell,
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as I do not know; and I dare not risk my eternal welfare on

such a chance. Herc, to-day, now, we can be immortal, by
the least bit of mental efiort, well planned, and carefully and
inexorably executed. And he who attains this mental power
will immediately come face to face with the facts of the spiritual
world, and he will be led into all perfection. Immortality, at
the price of so little, just a little mental efiort, some little dex-
terity of the intellect. Ah,

While the hair is black on thy head,
While thy soul still looks through thine eyes,
While the heart still pours
The mantling blood to the cheek,
Sink to thyself, 0 Youth,
Yearn to the greatness of Nature,
Rally the good in thyself!



MEDITATION THIRD.

REGENERATION.

I come to-day to the central points of Religion. What is this,
but a new, a higher life? If it be this, it must be a con-version,
a changing of the heart, a new life, a closer walk with God.
How shall this be expressed better than by the beautiful meta-
phor of the “second birth”? A terser word is Regeneration;
and as none can see the Lord without this second birth, it is not
too much to say none shall see the Lord without Regeneration.
True, there is no need of Regeneration for talk about the Lord;
and the answer to those who insist that Regeneration is not

necessary is as follows: Have you seen face to face God's Holy
Ones? Have you heard ear to ear, the very voice of God?
Your answer will show whether you have, or not, entered with-
in. Is it not wiser to postpone your doctrine that you can enter
Heaven without Regeneration until you have without it at-
tained the same or better results?

Regeneration is then the absolute prerequisite of all actual
touch with God. Let us consider it seriously, under eight head-
ings: (1) Difficulty of Subject. (2) Assumptions. (3) Mental
Control. (4) Exception. (5) The Four Great Proofs. (6)
Weariness and Sleepiness. (7) The Paradisaical Tree. (8) Fur-
ity of Heart.

I
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(I) Diflicullies of the Subjec!.——-There are several difiiculties
connected with the subject. First, thatof the apparently incredible
claims which are made for Regeneration by those who have
made the experiments for themselves. Absurd as it may seem
to develop the power to actually see the Holy Ones, and to
hear the very voice of God, it is so. Be not so dogmatic as to
call anything impossible, except what you have found to be so

by experience. If you are agnostic, be truly agnostic, and refuse
to judge till you have experienced for yourself. Tennyson has
well answered this difficulty. Gawain ridicules the visions of
those who followed the Holy Grail. Arthur answered:—

“Deafer.....and blinder unto holy things,
Hope not to make thyself by idle vow_s,
Being too blind to have desire to see.

But if indeed there came a sign from heaven,
Blessed are Bors, Lancelot, and Percivale,
For these have seen according to their sight.”

Second, that of the nature of the subject. It is difficult to

touch, because of social conventions. Remember, however, that
the New Testament is full of the matter; and that there is
nothing for which a man need be ashamed except sin. To the
pure all things are pure—and we may appeal to God if any man

blame us in the matter. Our bodies are temples of the Holy
Ghost; let us cleanse them boldly, and keep them sweet and
clean for him.

2. Assump!ions.—For the present we must assume the follow-
ing premises: (1) Regeneration is the secret of successful
conduct, and (2) is of the very essence of biology. (3) Physi-
ology shows that it is not only a possible but a normal process
of human life. (4) The New Testament teaches it explicitly,
and (5) It is the method by which the early church produced
the illumination of her converts. (6) History shows it under-
lies all greatness, and (7) Poetry confirms it. All these state-
ments must be here assumed: further consideration of them can

be met in a book called “Regeneration."*
3. Mental Control.—-The secret of it is this: We all grant that

mental control over every physical function is imperative. But
when we come to the most important of all, we hesitate. And
yet it is this creative function which, as the most important of

*Published by the Barta Press, 144 High street, ‘Boston, Mass.
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all, should be most under control. On account of this pre-
eminence of importance, the word Regeneration may be re-

stricted to absolute mental control of our creative powers.
Mental control means intelligent use, as the mental element is
that of utility. Hence intelligent use means absolute cessation
of its exercise for pleasure; and devotion to the creation of
unborn generations, or to the re-creation of self. This is re-

generation, the second birth, or, re-creation of self.
4. E.r¢‘ept£on.—In the Lord there is neither bond nor free,

male nor female, Jew or Gentile, married or unmarried. To
all the message comes, without exception: We must harness
the Niagara of our energies. Suppose we had a splendid young
unbroken colt. Which would be best, to wait until he grew
gentle by the normal loss of energy that comes by age, or to
break him immediately, to use him, before he grew feeble and
old? Let us break our colts young, that they may carry us to
the Promised Land.

5. The Four Great Proofs.—The four great proofs of Regen-
eration—that from Senility, from Virility, from Disease, and
from Vitality—can only be mentioned, and the reader be in-
vited to study. They will show this: That every physical and
mental welfare is bound up with purity. None but the 144,000
white-robed virgins shall be the first-fruits of the earth. None
but the maiden Galahad shall behold the Holy Grail, and pass
away, crowned in the far spiritual city.

6. Wearineu and Sleepiness.—To prove the point, shall we

even mention the gradual dementia of the libertine, the solitary
criminal? Surely, how could a man hesitate? There all evil, here
all good. Whether in married or unmarried life, continence
will, by increasing vitality, destroy all diseases. No evil conse-

quences can possibly follow—except weariness and sleepiness,
at the crucial times of transmutation, when, if a man will but re-

main active and awake, he shall immediately taste of the foun-
tain of eternal life ascending within him; but if he succumb to
the enemy, he shall be spoiled and shamed,—and awake once

more to this world, while the dawning consciousness of the
other has once more grown uncertain or a fable. None but
the pure can be conscious of heaven.

7. The Paradisical Tree.—Hard by the river of the Waters
of Life grows the Tree of Life, yielding twelve manner of fruits,
once a month. Those who shall conquer shall every month
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have an increase of power; a new divine germ shall iructify,
and a new glory be revealed. So life is no more without a pur-
pose, but crammed full of joy and of opportunity of self-con-
quest, as each moon waxes and wanes; each day its own oppor-
tunities, each hour its conquests over self. Oh. the ioy of the
battle that shall never be over till victory be ours! Thank God
for it, and thank God for a knowledge of its existence, instead of
regularly, blindly, falling down before it like a calf or a sheep.
Up, know your enemy, and the times of his approach, and slay
him.

8. Purity of I-Ieart.—Blcssed are the pure in heart, for they
shall see God. Yea, blessed are they. For if a man shall only
for a few months remain undefiled, he shall behold the Holy
Ones, and he shall himself know that God is in the world.

Let us not deceive ourselves. None shall see God but those
who are pure in heart. Over the Gate of Heaven, as over the
entrance to the temple at Eleusis, stands written: “Let none

but he whose heart is pure enter within the incense-perfumed
,

fane."



MEDITATION FOURTH.

THE EVERLASTING COVENANT.

Although it is true that Regeneration ‘of itself is sufficient to

produce all spiritual illumination, yet it will do so only under
the condition of the Everlasting Covenant. For Regeneration
will of itself sooner or later entail the latter, if the highest life
be led. Yet the Everlasting Covenant had best be understood
thoroughly to produce the best results. It may then be viewed
from the following standpoints: First, the Persistence of Law;
second, The Father Present Everywhere; third, Two Ways,
Alone and With God; fourth, Form of Covenant; fifthHearing
the Guidance; sixth, The Presence of God; seventh, Conform-
ity; eighth, Few Able to Hear.

I. The Persistence of Law.—It would be useless for us to con-

sider the metaphysical problems connected with laws of all
kinds. Our only interest here is to notice how the persistence
of natural law opens the spiritual path to all, in every age, in

every race, in every religion. Hence it is useless to make any
claim to special revelation, or to claim exclusive wisdom. For
every age Nature, Man and God have been the same; and
wherever Man, consciously or unconsciously, has obeyed nat-
ural and spiritual law, he has come to a full knowledge of the"
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Divine. This knowledge is not one which can be sold, or con-

veyed by one more favorite individual to others. Knowledge of
it, without money and without price, has come to all -who are

ready for it. It is therefore something open and natural to all,
and its only condition is obedience of the human will to law.

2. The Father Present Everywhere.—The first condition oi this
universal law is the recognition of the Fatherhood of God.
Everywhere the Father is present to all who recognize him,
and care to enter into personal relations with Him. The mere

doctrine of the Fatherhood of God is but a useless intellectual
toy. Yet, if this doctrine be considered from all sides, and prac-
tical deductions be made from it, it may be possible to deduce
from it eternal salvation. In other words, we can have either
first or second-hand religion. Second-hand religion is com-

paratively useless, except as a party cry, or as food for conceit.
First-hand religion, on the contrary, is that which a practical
realization of the Fatherhood of God entails, and which by
virtue of the persistence of law, has always, and will always be
possible to man, and is possible to us here today.

3. Two Ways; Alone or W9th Gad.—Re-stating the problem in
slightly different terms, second-hand religion appears as walk-
ing in this world alone, on one’s own responsibility,and first-
hand religion as communing with the Divine. Second-hand re-

ligion is almost as useless as no religion at all; and is not as

safe, as it tempts man to self-satisfaction and pride. First-hand
religion, the religion that makes us talk of God in our daily lives
as well as in our formal devotions, that makes us grasp His
hand by day and by night, in joy and in sorrow, this is the only
religion worth speaking of. .

There are two ways, then, of going through the world. Either
“going it alone,” or, secondly, proceeding under the guidance
of the Divine. If we are “going it alone,” we should not be
surprised if Providence does not work together with us, if we

run the risk of being disappointed, of having sorrow and dis-
tress. Why blame God for not providing for us when we do
what we want as we want? If we choose our path on our own

responsibility,why blame God, and question Him? Ah, He is
so good, He knows our needs before we ask Him, and is more

ready to hear than we to pray. But if we are “going it alone,”
what can He do but watch us with sorrow?

If we intend, however, to go through life hand in hand with
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Him, he shall guide, support, strengthen and purify with a

perfectly powerful hand. “I hold myself so still within Thy
loving hand.” But if we would walk hand in hand with God,
we must remember that we cannot deceive Him. If we want
His help, His guidance, His support, we can have it only on

condition we accept it. That is, we can only receive it if we

agree to the terms of the Everlasting Covenant.
4. Form of the Co1Jenant.——The Covenant is called everlasting

because it expresses those conditions of natural law which are as

everlasting as nature, man and God. While nature, while man.
while God, remain as they are, the Covenant between them must
necessarily remain the same. The form of the Covenant is as

follows. Sit down in silence and solitude, and say:
'

“I hereby dedicate, and consecrate to Thee, 0 Eternal Father.
myself, and all I hope to have and to be, to Thee. and Thy pur-
poses. I reserve nothing. I am weary of myself and my human
purposes. I would do Thy will, and accomplish Thy purposes.
But I am blind and weak. Support and guide me, and I prom-
ise to obey Thee in everything. Use me as a hand to do Thy
will; I only ask to remain Thine forever.”

This must be repeated continually, until the soul receives
within an assurance that its self-dedication has been accepted;
after that nothing remains but obedience. This assurance will
come to all whose heart is right, and who persist long enough.
But as long as some cherished hope is retained, as long as some

sin is retained, so long will the prayer be vain! But whoever
knocks sincerely and persistently, to him shall it be opened.
It is not too much to say that to get this personal relation to

the Father is worth the struggle not only of a week, a month,
a year. but of a lifetime. Think of it, to be a child of the Uni-
versal Kingl What a privilege! To know we are in harmony
with everything, to know we are right, without peradventure,
no more to be grouping in the dark, no more to be seeking
the truth from one man or another man,——but to have hold of
the absolute religion, the absolute truth! Oh, joy; oh, glory.
Ah, what a priceless treasure the Everlasting Covenant is!

5. Hearing the Guidance.—The value of the Everlasting Cove-
nant is, then, to be able to hear the Divine Guidance. To some

it comes easier than to others; but to all it is possible, to all
who take it by violence—as the Kingdom of Heaven must ever

be. Practice of psychometrising is useful; daily and hourly
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watching for intuitions, and telling them apart from impressions
——all this is useful and necessary. But above all, to seek the
Universal Father with childlike devotion, with burning love,
with divine passion. Childlike devotion—here is the great se-

cret for which ages have longed in vain. What is meant here is
given at length in the little book called “Of Communion with
God."*

6. The Presence of God.—This continual guidance of God
-becomes little by little the Presence of God, brooding over the
whole life, till we, too, become divine. Any one who has once

gained access to God need never remain lonely,or wander in
darkness. It can be gotten in a day, perhaps; but most human
beings die without it—and alas! can the holiest of us say he has
gotten as near the Divine as he might? This practice of the
Presence of God is of inestimable value to all. It will preserve
us pure, and restrain hand and tongue from word. and deed we

would afterwards prefer not to have said and done. Oh, to live
in the presence-chamber of the King, and to be constantly en-

couraged by the light of His eyes!
7. Conformity of Will to Law.—But this state of at-one-ment,

of Divine union, can only be gotten by conformity of Will to
Law. The secret of life is this, Conformity to the Will of the
Blessed Father. If we are in harmony with it, all fights for us;
if not, all opposes and retards us. Yea, the stars in their courses

fight against us. Disobey God's will of Gravitation, and you
are crushed to powder. Disobey God's will of Purity, and you
shall die a thousand deaths. Learn wisdom; seek and find all
laws, physical, mental and spiritual. And behold, in using them
and conforming yourself to them, you shall attain all truth.

8. Few Able to Hear.—But, say you, if this glorious state of
salvation is so easy, so near us, why are more not on it? Why,
when deification is in our hands, without money or price, do
men persist in paying fees to teachers of spiritual methods, as

if they had a monopoly of God? Why persist in wandering
through the dark?

Because the price of the Pearl of great value is so high.
Which soul is ready to pray, Dear God, take from me all that
keeps me from Thee! Are we willing to give up all for God?

*Published by G. W. Jacobs & Co., 113 S. Fifteenth St., Phila.
35c.
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Do we not think it worth while? Oh, yes, we say; wait a

little, dear Lord; after a while-—when it will be too late.
A householder invited guests to a supper. When the supper

was ready he sent servants to fetch them. And with one con-

sent they all began to make excuse. One had bought land,
another oxen; another had married a wife. And the Lord of the
[cast said, Go out into the by-ways and hedges and compel
them to come in—and I say unto you none of those who were

asked shall taste of my feast.
There was once a rich young man, who came to Jesus to learn

from him what was necessary for perfection. The answer was,
“Sell all that thou hast, give it to the poor, and follow me.”
The rich young man in sorrow turned away, for he was very
rich. And Jesus wept, for he loved him.

Dear Lord, make us ready to come; not to love anything or

anybody else less, but Thee more than all else; may I lose all
things that I may find all things in Thee, my only joy, my only
light, my only desire, my only gladness, my crown, and my
peace!



M EDITATION FIFTH

INTELLIGIBLE LIGHT.

\Vordsworth in one of his minor poems has used an expres-
sion which is often quoted. It is this: “The light that never

shone on land or sea.” Clement of Alexandria used a like ex-

pression—thc “intellectual” or “intelligible” light. Shelley
speaks of

“That light whose smile kindles the universe,
That beauty in which all things work and move,
That benedictionwhich the eclipsing curse
Of birth can quench not, that sustaining Love,
Which, through the web of being blindly wove,
By man and beast and earth and air and sea,
Burns bright or dim, as each are mirrors of
The tire for which all thirst.”

We must speak about a cosmological fact of experience, to

which these names, especially the latter, may well be applied.
We need not mention the name “astral light,” for it has been
used in so many senses we may well fear to make confusion
worse confounded by applying it to denote something which all
may personally have experienced. Let us discuss the question
from eight standpoints: First, Cosmology; second, God's Om-
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nipresence; third, Spirit with Spirit; fourth, Transfigured Body;
fifth, Its Value for Control of the Body; sixth. Its Value for
Mental Struggle; seventh, Access to God's Strength; eighth,
Practical Methods.

1. CosmoIogy.—In order to understand what the Intelligible
Light is, we must consider it from the cosmological stand-point.
I cannot repeat the proofs which show that we can only know
phenomena or effects with our senses. The cause behind all
these varying efiects is one, and this is the vitality of creative
strength of God. Like a finer atmosphere, it interpenetrates
this atmosphere of ours, as Stewart and Tait in their work, the
Unseen Universe, explain to be quite possible. In Tenny-
son's words: “The world is the garment, the vision of Him
that Reigns”—the Intelligible Light. This Intelligible Light
is the Light which God created before sun, moon and
stars, which were formed by the maker's hand from the
plastic material, the intelligible Light. It interpenetrates all
things, and is the basis of the living process-—is the breath
which drives consciousness and life to ever increasing organiza-
tion through evolution. It is strongest when the physical light
is weakest, and bursts in on the soul when earthly help is be-
yond reach. The sun’s light buoys-up the physical body, when
physical darkness quiets the body the Intelligible Light remains
clear and undimned. -

2. God’: 0mm'pre.rcncc.—God is omniprescnt——there is no such
thing as physical space to spirit, which alone dwells in the time
form. The space of God is intelligibility. Think clearly and
you are where the thought is. Let this suflice. This Light is
intelligible. It is" the very union of physical and mental exist-
ence; it is monism in its highest sense. Hence this Light,
like God, exists everywhere, and can be reached from every-
where by the mind.

3. Spirit -with Sp:'rit.—The question is: How can a man lay
hold on it? Not with his hands, since it interpenetrates the
tiniest atom, and he could not grasp it. But he can seize it by
its intelligible side, by the forceps of his mind, as it were.

Tennyson sets this forth:
“Speak to him, for he hears, and spirit with spirit can meet;
Closer is he than breathing,and nearer than hands and feet.”

4. Transfigured Bady.—This explains why prayer is so valu-
able. Those who with childlike devotion fasten their minds on
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God without being conscious of what they are doing, fasten
their minds’ tentacles on the sphere of Intelligible Light and in
their breath draw it in a ray of pure white light into their body
until it becomes transfigured, glistening white so as no fuller on

earth can whiten. So the mediaeval saints attained illumina-
tion almost in spite of themselves. What they did in faith, we

can do in knowledge. We can formulate its law and use it for
our purposes.

5. Its Value for Control of Bady.—This leads us immediately
to the question, What is the use of it? First, its use for the
body. It is impossible to get control of the body until the
Divine white light has cleansed every muscle, every nerve, and
has driven away all the spirits of darkness that fatten ofi a

man. Ah, how a man is humiliated, when his spiritual sight
is opened and he beholds himself oppressed by Legion—ob-
scssed, intoxicated, producing energy only to fatten the spiritual
vampires. The temple of the Holy Ghost must be cleansed;
the money changers and merchants driven out that a man may
own and control his own body.

As soon as man attains this power of going with his mind
through his body with the light he is able to create himself
anew-that is, to heal himself. It is a mistake—healing cannot

occur by dumb luck, by blind trust. It comes. like all good
things," by mental discipline; by labour, by the mind's not deny-
ing the existence of imperfection, but by purposively and
inexorably taking control and cleaning each fibre—the divine
white light being healing, restorative, as it is the essence of life.
Those whose spiritual eyes are open can see that all the healing
that does occur takes place because people stumble on this law
by chance. Thus the Intelligible Light means perfect physical
health to every man——not to heal another, but each to heal him-
self, and claim his own divine sonship.

6. It: Value for Mental Struggle.—Not only is the Intelligible
Light necessary for the body, but also for the mind, which in a

certain sense is the bloom, the outgrowth of the body. It
assists mental work, strengthens the memory, drives away
sleepiness when not wanted, enables the mind to think clearly,
and cures all headaches that proceed from imperfect nutrition
of the brain tissues.

7. Access to God’: Strength.——I fear to tell you more of the
value of the Intelligible Light lest its marvelous power seem to
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you absurd. But I may sum all up by saying that it constitutes
God's infinite power, love and knowledge. Whosoever has
learned how to gain access to this infinite ocean can at any
moment of night or day draw thence all strength, courage and
wisdom he needs. As God is omnipotent, so nothing hinders
man from being omnipotent but his own reluctance to seek it.
Ask and it shall be given to you; seek and you shall find; knock
and it shall be opened to you. Open thy mouth_wide, says the
Psalmist, that I may fill it. God blesses man not according to
His omnipotence, but can only bless him according to his
receptivity. He who knows how to get this strength need never

be in anything but perfect health. You will ask for practical
directions how to gain access to it. Here are a few suggestions.

It is not to be had for money; it is to be had by intensity of
thought.

Most people can learn to gain access to it in from one to two

weeks; all depends upon the person's earnestness. Once access

is gained you can never be deprived of it except by your own

laziness.
_

Imagine a dazzling white light—those who have once seen it
in vision or reality describe it as golden.

Then concentrate the mind on the white light, and imagine
you draw a ray of it from the central sphere of it by your
breath, through the nostrils, into the lungs.

As the breath leaves your mind will carry it down into any
portion you carry it into, by your mind, but the minute your
mind lets go, the light disappears.

If you happen to be blind spiritually you will know you have
it by a strong glow, even in the midst of winter. You can thus
permanently cure cold feet and hands.

If you persist, draw it through every part of the body, begin-
ning at the feet, and going upwards. But do not do so until
you are fairly advanced in Regeneration. If you do this part
of it too early, either the light will stick in some one part and
you will not be able to go on, or if you succeed it will so inflame
the lower nature as to work great harm.

You are absolutely safe, however, in drawing it into the lungs
and brain. As soon as you get it here the clearness of mind
and thought that results will almost intoxicate you with a deli-
cate fragrant happiness.

And if you continue to succeed the palms of the feet and
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hands will, at times of prayer, burn like fire and you will later
behold the light in full noon-day. When you do so, you will
not need my guidance, your teachers will never more be re-

moved out of your sight, and you will be one of those who shall
live forever. God speed that day.



MEDITATION SIXTH.

PRACTICAL METHODS.

What has been said in the former meditations may have
sounded to some as vague, intangibleideals; to others, to speak
politely, nonsense; to others, absurdity. To others, merely so

many words. Yet, realizing the tremendousness of the claim,
nevertheless, “I have given you the end of a golden string
which, if you will but wind into a ball, within a short while,
yea, a very short while. you shall know all truth for yourself,
and you shall attain the good of all human desire and attain-
ment.”

Notice. The writer has not preached obedience to himself,
or belief in what he said. As Whitman does, he bids you stand
alone. Make the experiment—none can do that for you. If you
succeed in the path he has marked out, you will abandon him
immediately. for you shall be immediately, by God Himself, put
under the guardianship of one of the Holy Ones of God whose
whole duty it shall be to guide, guard and protect you. The
writer says this advisedly. No person thinks a pure thought,
or restrains himself from an impure deed but that automatically
the Divine Spirit assumes guidance over him. Try it, and if you
are sincere you shall experience this within.

The truth is free to all—who will conquer it by clear thought
and humility. The truth must remain the same as long as man,
as nature, and as God remain as they are. In all nations, ages,
and races, those who have consciously or unconsciously obeyed
these laws have had the natural result, and so it will be to the
end of time.
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Devotional Meditations.

The writer in presenting practical methods deems it wise to
refrain from much necessary detail here. If any soul is earnest,
God will see to it that the guiders are not wanting. He will
confine himself to some generalities which are sufficient to guide
unto all truth those who are sincere and determined in their
aspirations.

I. Regular Hours for Devotiom'.—Regular hours for devotions
are more necessary than a regular hour for eating or sleeping.
By the amount of time you consecrate to devotions you will
show God how high a valuation you set on Him and eternity.

2. Mental Gymna:tics.—Do not be afraid of injuring yourself
by studying too hard. No man’s judgment is safe under the fear-
ful trials of the spiritual life, but he whose mind is balanced by
all knowledge. The Bible is sacred; but so also are the Dic-
tionary, the Table of Logarithms, and the Anatomy. Unless
your facts are studied you run the danger of being either a

crank, a fanatic, or a blind, helpless, superstitious devotee.
3. Planm'ng.——Planning is a remarkable help in attaining

mental control of the body. Plan every detail beforehand.
You thus accustom it to follow the mind, not lead it. Let the
body only obey. Plan how much to eat. and let not gluttony or

weakness mislead—even harmlessly.
4. The Divine LighI.—Remember what a marvelous resource

you have at hand in the Divine Light. Do not forget to make
use of it by day and by night.

5. The Midnight Haurs.—The midnight hours are the most

dangerous in many ways. Forewarned is forearmed. Watch
and pray lest ye enter into temptation. Let the hours of dan-
ger be hours of spiritual struggle and activity.

6. SnIInes:.—Learn to seek God in the stillness within. All
good things proceed from physical stillness and spiritual activ-
ity. Calm your body.

7. The Divine Cammum'on.—The Divine communion has al-
ready been described, incidentally. Sit still. back not leaning
against anything, hands on knees, facing the East. Think
“will” as the breath enters; “still” as it goes. Draw the White
Light. But before starting renew your self-consecration. Do
this daily, no matter how little or when; if possible, much and
regularly. Fight wandering thoughts and sleepiness. One
falling asleep does as much harm as five hours of success. If
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you have succeeded you will be told of it by a peace, a calm-
ness, a still joy, that is Heaven.

8. Bodily Healiug.—Do not deceive yourself about your sick-
ness; but resolutely heal yourself. Insist on perfect health-
and it will come; it must come, or you will be barred from
many attainments. “Mens sana in corpore sane.” It is best
not to meddle with others; rather let them be helped to heal
themselves.

9. Value of our Small Po:.sibiIities.——We are but poor and
helpless? True; but our slight opportunities are the best we

have. Let us not throw away the meat for the shadow. Oh,
the infinite value of today! Oh, it will never return. Let us

labor today, lor the night is coming when no man can work.
Let "us make the best of the little we have, and let us seek to
make the best of the little we are.

10. Conscious SIeep.—Conscious sleep is the outcome of men-

tal control. If the master of the house had known at what hour
the thief should come he would have prepared his weapons and
stood on guard.

II. hwentiveness.-—lnventiveness is a quality of the spiritual
man. No man who is not inventive will ever succeed in con-

quering himself. Let the rule be to consider success as the
judge of method; and a man will need much inventiveness to
circumvent the enemy.

12. Walk with God.—What is walk with God but childlike
devotion?" Ah, let us be humble, like little children, cause our

prayers to grapple at the throne of God, our Father. Let us
with strong crying and tears call aloud to Him Who is Light
and Love. Let us walk daily with our Father in simple devo-
tion. Believe me, this will stand you in good stead in the day
of temptation. Like little children, may we today and for ever
stand in the presence of our Father and our God.

Thy Glory alone, 0 God,
Be the end of all that I say;

Let it shine in every deed,
Let it kindle the prayers that I pray;

Let it burn in my inmost soul
Till the shadow of self pass away,

And the Light of Thy Glory, 0 God,
Be unveiled in the dawning of day.

a
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SUPPLEi\~‘lENT.

ON HOW TO CONSERVE THE VITAL ENERGIES.

REGENERATION, TI-IE GATE OF HEAVEN. is a book which
seeks to explain the scientific proof for the physical possibility of in
life of continence. and showing its beneflcent results. The practical
aspects and methods of this conservation of Vital Energy will be
set forth in a Second Part. the chapters of which will be issued
serially in this magazine as supplements to each number, or as parts
oi.’ it, until the book is finished. If these sheets are preserved they
can be bound together, forming a volume, the second part of Re-
generation. All those who have the First Part will want to have
the Second also. Preserve your sheets. The price of the Second
Part. when complete, will be $1.25.

CHAPTER XI.

REGENERATION IN CONSERVATION.

I. Natural Limitations of E-nergy.—-In considering the methods
of making the most of our energies of life, it is well to realize
their natural limitations.

In the first place, it is evident that it is impossible to increase
the capital of energies which by his time of birth and surround-
ing circumstances may have fallen to the lot of any one indi-
vidual. Vital energy is too subtle an element [0 be tampered
with, manufactured, or multiplied. It is part of the inherent
property of protoplasm, and depends on the life-processes of the
organised being, being the nascent psychic element. The racial
element will inevitable set limits of growth and decay. Plants
grow to a certain size. and then cease growing in that way,
but begin to develop in another. These bounds are yet in-
scrutable. Direct increase or manufacture of energy is there-
fore still impossible, and must be left out of account.

In the second place, none will deny that the average indi-
vidual of to-day does not possess as much brute physical energy
as the average human being of earlier stages. Howmuchso-
ever better organized a Caucasian may be, an African possesses
a far greater and more powerful animal nature. His sexual
nature has more energy at its command, and forms perhaps
a greater part of the life than with the more refined. chastened
Aryans. This is shown by Africans’ frequent crimes against
chastity, and by their magnificent singing voices which, as in

Ilnrds at pairing time, betray the impulses and desires of the
>oc.y.

It would seem, therefore, that whatever methods of increase
of power should be adopted, direct increase was impossible.
If this be true, then the only hope for increased life can be
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the preservation an(l exploitation of the energy that is present.
actual or potential.

2. The /fxplailatimiof Iiuergy.-Tlie problem of life may. tliert-—
fore, be said. not to increase our energies. but to make the
best use possible of them. This implies first the preservation
of them from all waste. the stopping of all leaks. This (lone.
it may be feasible to begin to think of making the best use

possible of them. To this first question this Chapter is devoted:
how to stop all leaks of Vital Energy.

This really. in more senses than one. is the great question
of questions. how to preserve. not only Vital Energy, the
quintessenee of what makes life worth living. but all other
things and processes helpful to life. The goodness of God
consists in his preserving the world. avoiding all waste of
life. as well as creating the Universe. “A bruised reed will he
not break. and the smoking flax will he not quench." The
Conservation of Energy therefore makes a threatened cataclysm.
such as many religious fanatics expect. improbable. God never

destroys; he builds up, he preserves, and makes the best pos-
sible use of everything. suggesting to those who listen to His
word methods how to save themselves and the world.

Returning to Vital energy, we see that this thought solves
the temptation which meets almost every earnest beginner in
the higher life. If vital energy is good, why not increase it
by drugs. such as will stimulate the sexual organs? The fact
is that for one who really needs to increase his vital energy
by sun-baths, or the like. there are ninety and nine who need
to know how to preserve that which they have already. And
what is the use of increasing the vitality before all leaks have
been stopped? Is it not likely that it would be only. the
more energy produced. the more W'lSlC€(l? Therefore, before
even thinking of producing more energy. the first thing to do
would be to exclude all possibility of wasting any of it, and
then if any new energy was to be gotten. it would not be
lost. A purse should have no holes; how foolish would he
be thought who did not stop its holes. rather than endeavor
to keep money in it by replacing in it continually new money.

3. Nature of the Leak.—In speaking thus generally of vital
energy it has not been made plain just \vhat is meant by this
term. In a certain sense it might be said to cover that feeling
of well—being which is destroyed by physical exhaustion conse-

quent upon physical labor. But this would not be so much
vital energy as good nourishment of the muscles. Vital energy
is, so to speak, a qualitative feeling which persists even when
the body may be very tired from physical exhaustion. It is
something more lasting than the immediate accident of physical
exhaustion: it comes more slowly, but persists longer than the
momentary states of feeling. It is, as it were, the color in

N.
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which the world appears to the individuality, and hence has
a far more direct effect on mental states than physical mo-

mentary weariness.
The leak to be sought is then not a leak of physical weariness

merely. Of course, even this should be carefully attended to.
There is much useless labor which many perform. Much ex-
citement. much confusion, might well be dispensed with. But,
after all, as long as the vital energy remains intact, physical
expenditures of the kind are soon recovered from, and are of
little if any permanent significance.

The leaks to be stopped are those by which the concentrated
nerve-energy. the mood-coloring dependent on the feeling of
sexual continence and potential life—energy may be retained
within the body.

The possibilities of loss of energy are then two-fold. First,
the direct physical loss of the sexual secretions. The effects
of this is not felt for at least eight hours, in its most far-reaching
consequences. There is a certain amount of lnnniliation and
weakness which accompanies the act; the sense of pressure .in
the vas deferens is gone, and consequently there is weaker in~
nervation there. But it is after eight or more hours that the
lassitude, and mental discouragement affect the individual; the
“acute’ occurrence of what is chronic in continued dissipation
and consequent incipient dementia, such as physicians are ac~

quainted with in extreme cases of gonorrhea. or the like.
The second kind of loss that may occur is not marked by any

physical sign, such as presence of the "Gone” outside the penis.
or within the urethra. It is a direct loss of the energy in its
highest vitalized state, such as occurs only eight hours or so
after physical loss. It is accompanied by the same absence of
sense of pressure, apparently, that is, by some feeling very much
like it. It occurs after sleep, usually the “dend" sleep which
many experience at times. That such a psycho-physical loss
occurs is the only solution of the fact that often the dead
sleep. even if prolonged. and even sometimes the more pro-

-longed it is, leaves a sense of exhaustion. whereas often short
sleeps of a much less (lead description are possessed of great
recuperative powers. These experiences are so common and
universal that they need only be mentioned. And their only
explanation can be that during heavy slccp such .1 psycho-
physical loss takes place.

The fact of such losses is certain, whatever the explanation of
them be. Those who have any vision into the spiritual realm
will not need to be told; whereas those who do not possess
such vision would not believe if told of the cause of it. Sufiice
it, however, that these losses do occur in sleep, whereas they
do not occur in the waking state.

_How far can either of these two sources of loss be avoided?
If the physical loss occur during the waking state. none but
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the individual himself is responsible. it may occur in sleep.
The psycho-physical loss can alone occur in sleep. It would
then seem necessary, in order to stop these two leaks to comrol
the sleeping state. The question then is, how to keep control
during sleep?

4. I umpir1'sm.—It is not strictly accurate to say that this
psycho—pny.~ical loss occurs in sleep only. It does occur some-

times in the waking state, but this occurs rarely, and can be
avoided easily. This psycho-physical energy is the magnetic
element about a personality, and can be communicated by touch
of the hand, or any angular or pointed part of the body. This
is the reason why we shake hands. the union of our vital ener-

gies. So the touch of some hands are healing, and in fact
massage is dependent on this to a great extent. The ancient
King David's method of keeping young by merely having a

young woman to “comfort" him. without any sexual inter-
course, by mere physical touch, by day or night, was dependent
on this. So lovers “pet" each other. which would be a useless
operation if there were no vital energy transfused in this physical
contact. This is the reason of the “at’fection" of pets, dogs. for
instance. In fact, a person who is at all sensitive can with
the hand or any part of the body "feel" the snout of a dog
even when physical contact has not yet occurred. So it seems
"cold" to sit far apart, whereas, even without physical contact,-
to sit close together gives a sense of intimacy which can only
be explained by some such hypothesis. Vital energy is how-
ever transfused or lost in kisses to a far greater extent than
by mere touch of the hand, and on this account lovers “enjoy"
each others’ kisses, which would be either a delusion or a lie
if it were the mere contact of muscle with muscle. The older
and more decrepit a dog becomes, the more “affectionate" he
becomes; that is, the more he presses up against one, and pro-
longs the contact. It is mere Vampirism.

That this Vampirism is a fact is proved by the medically-
recognized injury which is inflicted on children who sleep
together with older people. Their vitality is absorbed, sucked
in. by the stronger. This is the secret of the instinctive turn-
ing away of children from some people. and their attraction to
others.

In order to avoid this p.<ycho—physical loss during waking
hours. it is only necessary to preserve oneself from the touch
of human beings, yea, even to insulate properly one’s bed, so
that the electrical currents of the earth may not disturb one
when lying passively. But this is for'the most part in the power
of anybody; so that there is no need of discussing this at length.

If then Vampirism explains waking losses of psycho—physical
energy, what shall explain the losses during sleep? It has
already been said that in a work like this there is no need to
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1'1-IE ISRUTHERHOOD OF THE ETERNALCOVENANT

This Brotherhood offers to all men and women who are strong
enough to take, or are willing to try to take, the Eternal Covenant
as their acknowledged standard of life, a definite means, and all the
earthly assistance they will require, to reach their highest hopes.

The following Covenant is the Gate to the narrow path of the
Brotherhood:

I bereby der/ote, eonxeerate, ana raertfite er/erytbingI am, bane,
and bop: to be and bone, to ‘Tbee, o Dir/ine Fatber, to be wed for
Tby ptzrpoxex, bot}: bere and beyond, now andforever. I rereroe no-

tbing. I willobey immediately, tbe StillSmall I/oire willguide me.

I am weary of myrel ,
and of my lmman pttrpoxer. Do Tby Will in

me, rbat I may be tonformed to tbe eternal pttrporer. Use me as a

}.»'47:7.4I to do Tby Will; I only an? to remain Tbine forwermore.
The management will be in the hands of a General Secretary,

who will appoint Group Secretaries as needed. No fees of any kind
will ever be permitted, but a stamp should be enclosed with any
communication when an answer is desired.

The Brotherhood will hold a General Meeting on the sand of

every month. Members can report to the Secretary by mail. Non-
attendance at six General Meetings constitutes suspension; re-ad-
mission in the hands of the General Secretary. The purpose of this
Meeting is to review the life of the past month, and to adopt defin-
ite plans to increase the fruitfulness of the future month. The Ge-
neral Secretary will answer communications as will be best for all.

The Weekly Meeting takes place on Tuesday evenings, 8 p.m.,
Eastern time. Its purpose is to renew the Consecration Vow, keep-
ing before the mind the thought, 0 tbat I migbt know wbal God’:
Willfor me now it, tbat I may do it immediately. It may be kept
either in groups or separately, and all non-memberswho desire to

do so are invited to join in this, wherever they may happen to be;
it can certainly do no harm, and unity is strength. Reports are

beneficial, but not required.
Blank applications for admission to be had of the Secretary,

Dr. KennethS. Gtttbrie, P. 0. 30x 9, Medford, MA8S., U. S. A.
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Why I Must Leave
The Protestant Episcopal Organization.

On taking the serious step of forsaking the sheltering arms
of that Protestant Episcopal Mother which we all love, I owe it
to my friends to make a concise but accurate statement of those
principles that have animated me. The past confidence, aEec-
tion, and loyalty of these friends deserves a reciprocal openness
and confidence.

This statement is not headed, Why I must leave the Church,
because I neither am leaving nor could leave the Church. Out
or the pure and spotless Church of the Living God, of the God
of all the prophets, all the saints, all the saviours. of all the
ages and races, and Who still speaks through His prophets to-
day, no man can drive me. God alone can, and to Him am I
ready to answer on the Day of Judgment.

But I desire to state here at length those reasons that have
moved me to sever my connection with that civil institution
recognized by law in the United States as the Protestant Epis-
copal ecclesiastical organization.
I not owe it some loyalty?

Loyalty, properly speaking, can only be reckoned as existing
toward some one ideal to which a man has devoted himself; as,
for instance, to a nationality, or to an organization, or to an
individual. My loyalty must be judged wholly according to
the standard I have set for myself.

If a man identifies himself with an organization, it is proper he
should conform to its rules and regulations. If certain prob-
lems connected with its principles are full of difficulty, let him
“stop thinking," till his mind is diverted from them, or_some
probable theory has suggested itself. And thus irrespective _of
the actual validity of the grounds of argument, a man can, with
tolerable mental integrity, belong to the most different organiza-
tions; as, indeed, is the case, in the several Christian denomina-
tions.

But if a man identifies himself with a principle, he will connect
himself with an organization only as a means. He will abide
in the one so long as it forwards that principle, no more and no
less. His loyalty to truth, to intellectual light, suffers no rival’s

Why should I leave it? Do '
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existence. All organizations are only means through which
he works; he owes no loyalty to them, any more than a work-
man owes loyalty to the tool he employs in laboring. He will
pick it up, use it, reject it, and select another in the degree that
utility dictates. The work, the purpose is the-only object of
his loyalty.

The aim to which I have consecrated my life is Truth. If I
remain loyal to that, I have fulfilled my destiny. I know of no
loyalty to any organization. I have no more compunction in
stepping from one organization to another than the laborer
would have to change pick for shovel. As long as I remain
loyal to the truth, I am well pleased.

If the clergy generally should spend less of their time and
energy in seeking referment, and more in analysing what they
preached, it were getter for all concerned. Nevertheless, it
stands to reason that a clergyman who consciously or uncon-
sciously has made worldly success his object, or the success of
the Church—should with blind obedience, accept and preach any
doctrine set forth by the religious body to which he has subor-
dinated himself, and through which he seeks preferment. Only
he who insists on absolute, literal, and unevasive truth, success
or no success, will either have the strength of mind or the
courage of heart to forsake the land of his fathers, and to seek
the land only promised by faith in the guidance of the Supreme.

What is Truth? Investigation. The only crime against truth '

is to stop investigation. How easy, after a man has attained
a settled and comfortable position, to stop thinking! How
easy, amidst the pleasures of the home, the smile of the bride,
and the kiss of the babe, to be lulled by mental laziness! How
easy to rest content -on the oars of a course of study, basking
amidst the smiles of approval of the brethren, and of an affec-
tionate congregation! But he who would be loyal to truth must
overcome all these temptations, and must think continually.
However correct his opinions, if a man has ceased thinking, in-
vestigating, he may be sure he is on the wrong road. Self-
gratification is the grave of investigation. And self-gratifica-
tion is death. Life is thought; thought is life.

The very fact that the Church's formularics and symbols are
fixed unalterably, and present a “dead line" beyond which all
thought is contraband, deadens, partially at least, thought. To
be loyal to investigaiton, to thinking, to truth—this loyalty
conflicts with adherence to any standard.

Let us paraphrase this into the religious dialect. Is it not a
farce to pray to God after this fashion: “Dear God, I praythee to inspire me, and to reveal me thy truth. But remember,
if thy revelation is not orthodox, I will have none of it." And
yet this is in substance the meaning of those who, while bound
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to a certain symbol, pray for the inspiration and revelation of
God. It is an insult to God. But, “God is not mocked,” for
after Death is the Judgment. -

But, all things considered, what is the use of the inspiration
or revelation of God. if orthodoxy is once for all revealed?
Once the orthodox creed is made, there is no more need,
according to this position, for the Holy Spirit. But for each
man to cease desiring the inspiration and revelation of God is
to resign himself to mental and spiritual death. “Lead, Kindly
Li ht, o’er moor and fen,” until the night he done.

estless Investigation, is truth, as far as man can attain it.
How many books there are which those who are weak in the
faith are advised not to read! Miserable condition, is that not,
to be right in belief only because some book has not been
read! The truth can take care of itself; read not only one
book. but all books. Why taboo the works and hesitate to
mention some of the world’s greatest writers, because they held
different opinions? Investigate every shade of belief, every sci-
entific statement; if a thing be true, it will stand every scru-

tiny, and the more it is investigated, the 1110!‘: will it be vindi-
cated. If it l)e false, the sooner it is known to be so, and is re-

ject€d, the better for all concerned, even if it be dearly loved.
Let us have the truth, before all things!

Moreover, if Christianity be truth, can any truth be foreign
to Christianity? What is to be feared from science. and from
the results of science, if. indeed, truth be the business and end
of Christianity? If all truth be all Christianity. then must all
Christianity be all truth? Study anatomy. physiology, geology.
chemistry; work them out to the fullest extent: for God is the
God of Truth. not the God of Prejudice. or Tradition. as said
the early Fathers. Tradition is well enough for a working
hypothesis till the scientist is the instrument of the Holy Spirit
in revealing new truth; but as soon as the truth is found. let it
be accepted joyfully, and not, if at all. sordidiy and unwillingly.
Theldscientist is an apostle of the Divine Revelation in the
wor .

Investigate. Investigate even the facts of tradition. Nay;
the more sacred a fact is. the more important is it. the more
serious the scrutiny to which it should be subjected. Human-
ity can afford mistakes in minor matters; but in the momentous.
the crucial, the fateful interests of religion. no man can afford
to risk his salvation on an error. on a misstatement. purposive
or otherwise: or on a pious forgery.

The facts of traditions are subjects for historical inquiry. not
for symbolic statement. Only history can decide whether
Jonah was swallowed by the whale, or Balaam’s ass spake. ‘A
rational being cannot "believe," on the pain of heresy. or
damnation. in such matters. any more than in a problem of
quadratic equations. Working hypotheses have to be made. but
these are not matters of “faith:” they are subject to
revision at the hands of historical science alone. Did such a
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thing take place, or did it not take place? That is a. question of
investigation, of the photograph, of the phonograph, not of
“orthodoxy” or “heresy.” What, salvation dependent on a re-
sult of historical inquiry? On adherence to Philonic meta-
physics? On Ptolemaic astronomy? On Pauline exegesis? On
Aramaic hermeneutics? Truth is something higher and
broader in scope and possibility than all that. True Faith
rests on no historical fact that may or may not be discovered; it
rests on the soul's acceptance of a higher moral vision, of a
diviner standard of action, as the law of its being; faith is the
recognition by a soul of its own divinity; divinity as its destiny.

The greater number of the facts of tradition are so remote in
time and place that any convincing and satisfactory scientific
investigation is out of the question. No physician would risk
a patient's life with a potion which had not undergone the most
serious scientific scrutiny. But the soul is risked on traditions
which can never be proved or disproved, for lack of scientific
evidence. Penny-wise, and pound-foolish! The eternal inter-
ests are staked on something that cannot be investigated, and
of which any investigation is resented; while the body is trusted
in the hand of only the most skilled physicians! =

If every one of the facts of tradition could have been recorded
with a photograph and phonograph, under proper scientific re-
strictions, it were possible and justifiable to stake eternity on
them, as it were possible to do on the statement that twice two
is four. Ah! to know what actually did take place in the past,
and especially in the case of occurcnces of which seriously con-
flicting traditions are the only reports! But at best, that is the
business of scientific historical investigations, not of heretical
prosecutions and damnations of the soul.

Salvation must be something broader than that. It must be
possible for every human being, whetherhe have studied his-
tory or not; whether we have come in contact with emissaries
of some particular school, or not. It must be possible and
rational to all generations, whether they lived before or after
any particular event. It must be just as true if all the past
were wiped out. “The aids to nobler life are all within.” Sub-
lime, austere morality; the inspiration of the Divine Spirit;
the grace given to earnest prayer; these are the same in all
times and ages; these alone are eternal.

Because of the facts of the spiritual life, the wildest supersti-
tions have been reverenced; so religions is the soul of man,
that even the merest element of truth attracts him, though sur-
rounded and vitiated by senseless tradition. Superstitions have
risen and fallen, and will rise and fall; but these facts alone
live forever, in spite of the most absurd formulations which
weigh them down. For this reason men defend their supersti-
tion: for to their minds these eternal elements are bound up
with their traditions, and they fear that destruction of their tra-
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ditions means destruction of the spiritual light. But they need
not fear; nothing that is true. that is essential can be lost; ten
thousand years hence, though a hundred superstitions rise and
fall, school-children will know that twice two is four. So will
they know that the Inner Light is the only hope of man; so will
they enthrone inexorable righteousness above "the howling
senses’ ebb and flow." Whatever is temporal, must pass away;
no event in time can persist; only laws of nature survive; and
laws of nature are only expressions of the Divine will‘. Salvation
is too vital to depend on any historical event. It depends on the
recognition, knowledge, and adaptation of the laws of the Divine
Will. Any doctrine which must be defended passionately;which
leads to uncharitableness; nay, to persecution, torture, the devas-
tation of continents and the consignment to hell-fire of infants
and millions of millions of souls; is adventitious. The scientist
is calm. He knows that the truth will tell itself. His only busi-
ness is to recognize and publish it. It will live in spite of every
opposition. He has no need to use the thumbscrew and the
rack, and to preach tolerance only when powerless. In spite of
the numberless superstitions which have claimed the devotion
of man, man has remained the same. Humanity mocks super-
stitions. The Pyramids have looked down on a hundred genera-
tions. The very fact that man is the same in every country, every
period. that he has ever striven upwards, according to his lights;
that to-day he passionately defends, with equal sincerity, the
mast contradictory views, proves that the only permanent ele-
ment is man himself. Whatever the opinions, the soul is within;
inexorable righteousness points Godward from every soul.
Each man holds a different opinion of what is righteous; but
righteousness, guilt, duty, inspiration, and beatific vision; these
are universal. Is it denied that man has remained the same,
even in historic times? That he grows, develops? Then the
final end and perfection of man cannot occur in the middle of
the process. Either in the beginning or at the infinitely distant
and glorious fruition of the process of evolution. His salvation
cannot depend on a historical occurence that has been left be-
hind by century after century. In every stage of growth the ele-
ment of development remains the same; and to partial stages,
partial light is suflicient. But when that which is perfect is come.
then shall we also know as we are known. Salvation is the same
in all ages, in all places: Upward! Higher! Better! Truer!
Stronger! Wiser! More beautiful! More fragrant! Gentler!
Tenderer! Humblerl Divinerl

Morality, first. But, do you object that morality is not sulfi-
cient? True; but see to it that you have morality, at least.
Surely “ethical” culture is not sufficient any more than physical
or intellectual culture. It is “spiritual” culture that is wanted.
But there is no foundation for it other than morality. “In the
sublimest flights of the soul rectitude is never surmounted, love
is never outgrown.” Be not only moral; but be sure you are
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fully moral. See that your life is put in order, see that your
ways are amended, see thatyour character be firm, see that your
moral ideal be at least sensibly approached to, before you object
to the preaching of morality. There is somethingwrong in any
doctrine that makes morality secondary or uncomfortable, or
whose prime requisite and practical insistence is not morality;
that lays the primary stress on anything else than morality.
Theories? No; they are useless. The only proof of the fruit
of the tree is the fruit itself. The only proof of morality is the
fact that to all around him the soul of man’s light shines. The
congregation that is moral should be such that it were possible
for a stranger to say: "That man belongs to that parish because
of the character of his actions.” And so long as there are people
of blameless walk outside, so long as some of the most conscien-
tious unbelieversare more moral, by general consent, than some
of the professors, so long is that profession partial hypocrisy.
“Let your light so shine that men may see your good works"
(not only in the alms-bason) “and glorify your Father which is
in heaven."

The only Gate of Heaven is morality; nothing less,-though in-
deed, much more, perhaps. Inexorable righteousness; that is
the price of admission to the Beatific Vision.

But, say you, inexorable righteousness is “too hard?” Do
you want a "comfortable” doctrine for those whose lives are not
in order, and have not the slightest intention of conforming
them to the Divine Pattern shown in the Mount? To those
who flatter their sins by strenuously insisting that it is impossi-
ble to become perfect? Who shift their responsibilityto “origi-
nal sin” and that innocent soul accused of successfully bargain-
ing in morality with the source of all morality? What, can

righteousness ever coexist with “comfortableness?" The truth
is that those who plead for a comfortable doctrine are practically,
whether consciously or not, seeking to give eternal salvation to
persons, without asking them to give themselves the trouble of
leaving their sins. It is the most fiendish immorality, inasmuch
as it erfdeavors to destroy the belief in morality itself. But God
is not mocked. What a man sows, that also shall he reap.

' And those who preach that “comfortable" doctrine will by the
very fact of doing so be blinded to the truth for a long period.
The divine retribution will visit them inexorably.

Can righteousness coexist with any sort of vicariousness? Is
it not as immoral to free the sinner as to punish the innocent?
Can any man enter heaven on the shoulders of any other r-

Can true love ever conflict with or sriftcn justice? Na
love will insist on inexorable justice, tooth for tooth,
eye; since only through such means can souls be trained
ing prevision. to become as fixed in character and as in
just as God Himself. This is the highest love of God,
is inexorably just, giving to each according to his works
His dealing may be a source of terror to the evildoer

.Goc
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comfort to the righteous. Love that in any way antagonizes the
fullest measure of justice is only immorality. covered with
sheep’s clothing. Divine love is inexorable justice; and inexor-
able justice is Divine love. Justice is love in this, that man is
by grace assisted to choose freely, whether he will do what will
bring punishment, or what will bring reward. And as he is pun-
ished and rewarded his character develops, and he becomes able
to be himself. The only thing one man can do for another, or
that God can do for man is to help the latter to help himself.
Thus, .as man pays his debts, and pays the ‘full price for every
sin he has committed, are his sins remitted, and his offences for-
given. And as one man furnishes the sinner with the opportu-
nity of paying his debts. and incites him to do so by teaching,
by comfort, and by example, does and can he alone remit or for-
give the sinner's sins. But this fearful responsibility for sin is
only the reverse of the possibility of merit, of spiritual attain-
ment. Unless the sinner were punished, he could not be reward-
ed. Hence a vicarious forgiveness of sin, and a complementary
reward to admission to heaven, is an absurdity of the wildest
kind. It is in this matter that any religious system which
preaches remission of sins in any sense other than here sug-
gested is actually preaching naked immorality. And though
some of the theological systems of the world have for genera-
tions been in practice, at least, doing their utmost to uproot
morality, yet the latter is so innate in man that it has survived
all thunibscrews, racks, and fat benefices.

Is it impossible to become perfect? Then see to it that you
become better than you are to—day; that you become “more per-
fect." Keep a'record, and demonstrate your improvement sci-
entifically. “Poor Richard” was not far wrong. It is not that you
immediately become “perfect," but that you strive, struggle. la-
boriously “cultivate" yourself. That is the meaning of spiritual
"culture.” As long as a soul struggles, strives, seeks to realize
its own ideals, and consciously seeks to broaden them, by study,
reflection and inspiration, so long is that soul on the straight and
narrow way .

Do the best you can: angels can do no more.
But see to it that what you do is your best; you may deceive
others and yourself. but the Awful Eyes are watching you day
and night, and cannot be deceived. The musician practices till
tears come in the eyes; till the muscles be wholly altered, and
complains not. The laborer in some factories for a little wage
will work with poisons that are sure to kill him in a few years;
and yet, is it too much to ask, that the sincere spiritual self—culti—
vator shall even endanger his temporary comfort? Work while
it is day; for the night is coming, wherein no man can work.

The night is coming. All run in the race. but not all are
crowned. How many die. evidently unfit to stand in the pres-
ence of God. Many will fail in the examinations of life. Whether
another trial will be given them. and whethei those who have
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succeeded here will be promoted to a still higher examination,
we know not; we can only hope. But we do know that many
will fail in this examination. “Straight is the gate, and narrow
is the way * * * and few there be that find it.” “Not every
one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the king-
dom of heaven; not every one." There is no greater mistake
than to suppose that every professor of the doctrine will be saved
by accepting it. That, eventually,all will be saved, even if so as
by fire, is a pious hope which we need not scruple to profess
openly. But, so far as we know here, so far as we are certain
beyond peradventure, here and to-day is the opportunity for im-
provement, for perfection. Here it is that each ma.n’s ideal must
be striven towards, and measurably approached. This opportu-
nity’gone, we know not what shall happen. But we are certain
that those whose lives are not conformed to the Divine standard
before death must certainly “suffer loss.” Let each work out his
salvation “in fear and trembling.”

And let that salvation be worked out here. If there is oppor-
tunity for future sanctification, your present sanctification will
be only so much gained. If there is not, you are safe. So, in
any case do your duty by yourself here. It is the only business-
like course.

Does this deny immortality.of the soul? Nay! Immortality
of the spiritual self is so sure, to those who have any spiritual
knowledge, that it is no more a matter of discussion. Immor-
talitv of the conscious soul is something to be attained; some-
thing very real, something within our grasp. But beyond and
above this, the spiritual germ or vortex of divine life, can never
be destroyed by merely dropping the garment of the flesh. Im-
mortality does not depend on any doctrine. It anticipated and
will survive all forms of doctrines; all absurd, if authoritative,
formulations. The most narrow are the first to squirm when
the traditional standards are pressed home in their historical
significance, not their present day interpretation.

But why, it is urged, should a man forsake the Church when
he is in a position in which he can do much good? In which he
can preach and teach the truth—grantingit to be such—to advan-
tage from within, while from without he could never reach the
same people? For the sake then of those who need the truth,
who are entitled to it, stay within, and teach and preach. In
fact, a man who insists on morality and spirituality has a much
truer right to be within the Church than many who profess to
be the most stanch supporters of it. He is much more in accord
with the early methods and practice of the Church, than they.
Supposing the man in question is forced to keep still about cer-
tain things; to interpret some details. What then? For the
sake of those whom he can help. let him deny himself.



I0 WHYIMUST LEAVE

But the answer to all this is that one of Mrs. Browning:
“Leave results to God; but you be clean.”
Again, Matthew Arnold's words are brought up:

“And when my ill-schooled spirit is aflame,
Some nobler, wider stage of life to win,

I'll stop and say: There were no succer here;
The aids to noble life are all within.”

Why then move? Truly, this may be applied to laymen, who
may take or leave as much as they please, and can remain silent.
But for the clergyman, who must continually teach and preach;
who must continually commit himself, it is impossible.

Another objection to a man's forsaking the Church withwhich
he is connected is the harm which he might inflict on it, and on
those persons who have honored him with their confidence, and
on those principles he has most at heart. First, he will inflict
but little, if any, harm on the Church by leaving it. Granted
that the man in question is not conceited enough to suppose that
he is some great one, history shows that however intelligent or
moral the man who has left a Church, the effect has at best been
temporary, local, and personal. The great majority of church-
goers. at least in the Catholic churches, though they may join a
Church through personal confidence in the man who represents
it to them, nevertheless make it a social, a practical part of their
lives, and though congregations may temporarily be injured, in
the long run those who belong to a congregation will remain
with it whether the head of it is disgraced, or not. The man who
leaves the Church must also remember that a great number, if
not the greatest numberof his supposed admirers, will never take
the trouble of investigating the full merits of the case for them-
selves. The fact that he is disgraced will be suiiicient to deprive
him of the practical support of the greater number of the par-
ishioners. Moreover, if the man happen to be only an assistant
minister, his departure will hardly be noticed by those members
of the congregation who are accustomed to judge a man, not ac-
cording to his merits, but according to his position. Second,
he will inflict little, if any harm on those who have honored him
with their confidence. If they are relying for their salvation,
and for their knowledge of the truth on a man,
whosoever he be, the sooner they are taught to put
their reliance on none but God, so much the better for them.
Indeed, there are always some members of a congregation who
seek to enter heaven on the shoulders of the minister; and the
sooner these are dropped on the hard ground, so that they may
learn to walk on their own feet, the better for them. And surely,
if any man places his confidence in any other (or any reason
other than that they believe the man is looking for the truth—if.
for instance, they trust in him as a business and social success,
the sooner such kind of “confidence" is destroyed. the better for
al[ Put not your trust in princes, but in God alone. Third, he
will inflict little damage on the principles he really has at heart.
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Doubtless, this is the most serious of the dangers of the course
of a man who is willing to sacrifice his all for the truth. It has
been already noticed that the great majority of religious people
accept a given theology merely because they suppose that moral-
ity is bound up with it. And when they find a man opposing
their theology, they consequently suppose that he is also oppos-
ing, consciously or unconsciously, the morality they suppose is
bound up with their form of belief. Consequently the man who
leaves a Church because he sees that its formularies not only do
not produce morality, but contain morality only in spite of them-
selves, and sometimes explicitly preach immorality, will be in
danger of being misunderstood by those who are sufficiently
innocent of learning to identify their theology with the purest
form of morality. Doubtless, to them, the man who separates
himself for the sake of morality, will seem to be immoral, and
to antagonize morality. But this evil effect is not the fault of the
more enlightened man, but of the less enlightened people; and
if any harm is done to them, it is their own fault. Doubtless
there are many sincere and devout souls, who have not the
ability,even if they have the will to learn better; but, after all, a
man may be required to produce arguments, but not to furnish
brains, too, for his hearers. If it is not their fault, then, that a
bad impression is produced, it is their own misfortune.

Many of the clergy—at any rate as many as have sufficiently
limited acquaintance with the technical history of the Church
and its formularies-rand the greater part of the laity, would
agree with the crucial importance of morality, and other princi-
ples enunciated in this paper. But they will say, why leave the
Church on the account of morality? Is not this morality what
the Church is driving at? Cannot the standards of the Church
be interpreted with sufficient laxity to permit the fullest preach-
ing of such principles? Is it not. in fact, the case that most
modern preachers who gain popularity or reputation are the
very ones who so interpret the formularies? For my own part
I should say that it may be possible for a man to do so. I would
be the last man to endeavor to fasten on the Church the unfair
methods of Athanasius and the ecclesiastical councils, the im-
moral doctrines of Augustine and Thomas of Aquino, the im-
moral stories and lax business principles, and the imprecatory
psalms of the Hebrews, the unequaled tortures, persecutions and
wars of religions, or the immorality of the historic sense of the
Thirteenth Article of Religion. I should be perfectly willin to
maintain that the Church “at heart," or the “true" Churc is
consistent with, and helpful to the most enlightened morality.
I would be perfectly willing simply to avoid certain errors, ab-
surdities and impossibilitiesas to matters of fact in standards and

.

formularies. The only trouble, but the sufficient one, is,that those
men who represented the Church to me when I was admitted
understood it not so, being satisfied with dubbing their
opinions “facts," and refusing to entertain any “theories” or elf

AI
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planations, or authentificationsof these so-called “facts." This
is a cheap but effective means of deceiving one‘s own mind, and
disguising bold refusal to think. Doubtless, it would be possi-
ble for me to merge their personalities into official representa-
tives of the Church, so that although they themselves were in-
nocent of learning or mistaken, nevertheless they acted only
as agents for the supposititious "true" Church, or "heart" of the
Church. But it remains that my admission was in the light of
a personal contract between them and me, and I would never
have been admitted except on this basis; so that, although I
might now interpret my admission in some other way, yet at the
time of the occurence, that was the interpretation they held.
Hence I must be bound by it. If any other agent of the
Church is willing to readniit me on the wholly liberal interpre-
tation, I for my part would be willing to sacrifice much mental
comfort, by using language that needed interpertation, so as to
retain fellowship with the Church I love so well. But though
the bishops in the Lambeth Conference promulgated a Quadri-
lateral, and many bishops would be willing to retain men within
the Church on that basis. yet none would be willing or able, per-
haps, to abide by it in admitting a man to the Presbyter-ship.
This double standard was well exemplified by the proposal for
reunion with other larger Christian bodies on the basis of the
Quadrilateral, although no motion was made—at least no suc-
cessful motion—for union with the small Reformed Episcopal
Church, which was perfectly willing to accept it. The fact is
that there is a great difference between the Quadrilateral as a

succinct epitome of the Thirty-nine Articles, and the Quadrilat-
eral as interpreted by the best scholarship. It was this difference
which frustrated all attempts at Church unity.

It is in respect to the clause, "interpreted according to best
scholarship,” that the shoe pinches. All clergy in the Episco-
pal Church are willing to accept the Bible as the sole and sum-
eient standard of faith. But at any rate those who admitted me
to the Presbytership qualified this “sufficiency” by a certain
“interpretation” of the Bible. One of them, a very saint of God,
distinctly stated that only the Church's interpretation of the

' Bible was meant by that Article of Religion, since, said he, "men
of all shades of belief have justified themselves by appeal to the
Bible.‘_' but was not this begging the question? The faith is
to be proved by the Bible: but the Bible is only to be used as

interpreted by the faith! Imagine a cashier gravely pretending
to straighten out his cash in accordance with the written record
of transactions. after he had “interpreted” the record, so as to
agree, even in its greatest divergencies_ with the actual cash in
hand! Consider the well—known fact that the Muhammadan
proves that Muhammed was inspired in writing the Q’uran, by
showing that there is not a single error in grammar in that
whole series of incoherent and harmless vaticinations: whereas
it is a well-known fact that the Arabic grammar was formed
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by minute and slavish deductions from‘ the language of the
Q’uran! This inconsistency is as old as Athanasius and the
Arians, the latter insisting just as strenuously as the former on
the Bible as the only rule, and sufficient standard of faith; but
each insisted on his or their own interpretation as the only one.
Yet this interpretation is legitimately a matter of scholarship
only, of scientific investigation only, just as the cashier's written
record must be considered in its historical sense. Such is the
heliocentric theory, formerly condemned by the Church. And
the Roman Catholic Church has the merit of frankness in its
insistence on its own interpretation of the Bible, and consequent
discouragement of reading the Bible in any other version, and
apart from its own interpretations. Other churches insist just
as strenuously as the Roman Catholic Church on their own in-
terpretations of the Bible; but they dare not acknowledge this
to others, or even to ourselves. I personally am willing to ac-

cept the Bible as the sole rule and sufiicient standard of Faith, if
I am permitted to take it for just what scholarship shall show it
is worth. Let each man have "his own interpretation, according
to his best light, but let no man impose his own interpretation
on any other man. The fault with the religious bodies men-
tioned above is not that they have an interpretation of the Bible,
but that they force it on human beings. Each should decide as
to what best scholarship is according to his own reason, and
highest light. And if the faith is to be deduced from the Bible.
the Bible must not be taken exclusively in the sense of the faith,
but in that of the best historical scholarship obtainable.

The question which drives me out of the Church is in last
resort one of the right of reasonable interpretation, of the use
of my best light, my reason—understanding the words I use.
To insist for proof of doctrine, on the Bible interpreted accord-
ing to it, is sham; and in the last resort it amounts to insisting
on the doctrine without any reason beyond the fact that it is
held bv some particular person. The controversy is therefore
not between those persons I mentioned above and me, but be-
tween them and scholarship.

Cardinal Newman had seen all this. The “Via Media" is
humbug; it is unsatisfactory. both in point of doctrine, and in
point of rationality. He who has the courage to sweep the
whole house systematically. till he finds the lost piece of silver
comes to the following dilemma: (1) Either the Truth. the
unshackled exercise of common-sense and reason. with conse-

quent abandonment of mediaeval formulations——while no ele-
ment of spiritual truth can be lost. since it is “truth”—or. (2)
the Church and Mediaeval Formulations—with mental suicide
and childish recreation with dolls and relies. and millinery, and
even, on Newman's own confession. public immorality. coupled
_with and flowing from the death of individual responsibility
through the doctrines of vicariousness. Cardinal Newman
stood at the parting of the ways. and chose deliberately the
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Church, in preference to truth and thought and morality. Will
God blame me if 1, also standing at the parting of the ways,
choose otherwise, and prefer Truth, Thought and Morality to
the Church?

But why make the change at this particular time? Have
doubts never presented themselves before? Have these facts,
which now move me, been unknown to me till the present time?
Such questions would not be asked by men who have either been
accustomed to think, or who desire to think. They will know
that doubts must be carefully considered before they can be
asserted as convictions. Rash steps are always unfortunate, both
for the man and the Church; and often, when a rash step has
been taken, it is wiser to go back until full time has been
given to mature and reflect. It demands much patience and
sacrifice of life, but it is only justice to all concerned. And so
the period of conviction should be reckoned as that one when
the thinker is willing to stake his external career on those
principles, when he announces publicly that such are his con-
victions. Then the change will be safe for all. Doubtless
there are men in the Church who insist that it is dishonest
merely to entertain a doubt; but this very opinion deprives
their judgment of any value. It is proof positive that they
neither have studied or thought, nor are willing to study and
think. They are rather to be pitied.

The writer of these lines is anxious not to be misunderstood
by any fault of his. He does not deny that many of the most
dogmatic of the clergy are educated, refined, cultured, nay, even
“learned" men. But the very fact that they hold certain opin-
ions about facts which would be corrected by mere careful ac-
quaintance with historical data shows that their learning is either
unorganized, or extends only to some one department of human
life. A man may be learned in vestments and ecclesiastical mil-
linery, in “canon law,” in the mere writings of certain men, with-
out either carefully organizing his learning, or without removing
from his mind principles which are clearly inconsistent with
themselves and other facts. This careful revision and organiza-
tion of knowledge is what has here been called the function of
the “thinker”—which is a better word than “philosopher,” since
many of those who lay claim to the title limit themselves to in-
terpretative, rather than constructive, work. The thinker is he
who threshes out every grain of his knowledge, and digests it
thoroughly. The thinker is the least dogmatic of men; and there-
fore these “theologians" who are most positive, and who prob-
ably persecute me and my convictions most bitterly,and in their
own eyes most triumphantly—for the wolf can always refute the
sheep-—are those who can least lay claim to the title of “think-
ers.” As for me, I care not for my own opinions, but for truth;
and he who will point out to me, by arguments, not by invectives
or persecution, where I am mistaken, and will take the trouble
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of convincing me of error, will have my most heartfelt gratitude.
Such a man would be my most veritable benefactor.

This train of thought leads naturally to an objection which
may possibly be suggested by readers of these reflections. Are
not all these considerations merely vague generalities, which, if
irrefutable, are irrefutable only on account of their “vagueness”?
On the contrary, although the most ardent traditionalists are
such only because they insist most strongly on details, this ap-
parent definiteness is the result of the most deplorable mental
incoherence. They_never inquire whether these details be self-
consistent. More mental grasp, more power of generalizing,
more abilityto appreciate a mental difficulty,would incontinently
stagger them by a revelation of their inconsistencies. The
careful thinker seeks the principle, the law, behind all details
and applying everywhere the law of casualty, of continuity, finds
that the truth consists of those eternal principles of morality
which have in different ages been applied and interpreted in

so many different ways. It is the very richness of details which
has led to their exclusion here. Even only a partial considera-
tion of these details would have demanded a volume for each of
the'rnany departments of intelligent theological education, evi-
dences, criticism. history, ethics, and so forth. As a matter of
fact, I have, from time to time, endeavored to state my views on
these subjects elsewhere as systematically as circumstances per-
mitted. But a public demonstration of them would not have ac-
complished my present purpose. My mission 15 not that of a
destroyer. I have no desire to inflict on the world a recital of
the superstitions and mistakes I cannot away with. Probably
such a recital would contain little that was new; if any would feel
the difliculties I have felt, let him study, extensively and impar-
tially, and let him reflect; if he does so, he will soon be freed
from error. My purpose here is merely to state those things
which I am believe most certainly, and for the sake of which I
am willing to risk my career—a great risk, since I must leave
all those who so far have assisted my onward course. And in
taking this serious step I desire merely to assert the principles
which in my sight must underlie all spiritual truth and progress;
relentless discovery of every phase of the truth, as the supreme
motive of life. “If I am right, Thy grace impart, still in the
right to stay; if I am wrong, oh teach my heart to find that
better way."

But there remains one reason for my forsaking the Church
which is more weighty than any or all of the foregoing. None
will question that a s i_r_it‘ua_l»’_m_an, let alone a reacher, a prophet,
should be utterly co secrated to "God. "Kr? yet how can a man
be consecrated to God while he. is bound by a promise, or
afiirmation, to any sect, organization, or doctrine? While he has
any promise outstanding, how can he be wholly free, wholly
responsive to the least motion of the Divine Spirit? The
Church of the future will be one in which free men will freely
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work for their Father above; not that they would deny any doc-
trine, or disapprove of any particular canonical requirements.
It is the conception of freedom which characterizes the ideal
Church. And the day will come when it will be so; may God
speed that day. Then will it be possible for men to listen to and
follow the voice within, and to be led by God himself, and his
teachers shall no more be removed from his sight.

It is for reasons such as these that I must sever myself from
the Church to which I have freely given, and gladly given the
best years of my life. This decision is not hasty; for several
years the cogency of them has more and more penetrated my
mind until to-day, with such calmness of heart and judgment of
mind as I can command, 1 must take the irrevocable step, lest
my whole life be a truce. not a challenge. Separated from the
few friends of my youth, from every means of support, from
familiar scenes, I must go out in faith trusting in the Lord; if it
be His will that I shall find souls to whom I may preach the
truth as He has revealed it to me. well; if, on the contrary, it be
His will that my usefulness and life be cut off, it is well, too; for
He knows best. It is with great sadness that I go from those
abodes of fragrant devotion; but I can be devout wherever I am,
God giving me the strength to keep my heart rixed on Him.
“Thy glory alone, 0 God. be the end of all that I say;
Let it shine in every deed, let it kindle. the prayers that I pray;
Let it burn in my innermost soul. till the shadow of self pass

away,
And the light of Thy glory, 0 God. be unveiled in the dawning

of day.”
I believe in physical health. cleanliness, tempeiance; and utter

purity in thought, word and deed.
And in truth, honesty. accuracy and scholarship which de-

mands reason for all things. and without prejudice yields its own

opinion if shown to be false; which tolerates in each man his
own opinions; which leads to art, literature and science; which
in earnestness, sincerity and candor perfects all human powers.

I believe in Love, the Father and Destiny of all things,
Light of light. Fragrance of fragrance, Beauty of beauty; Who,
working both here and beyond. is inexorably just, and therefore
is the Comforter of the Afilictedand the Avenger of the Evil to
the thousandthgeneration; Who leads by conscience within my-
self to the Beatific Vision. and all the mysteries of the Kingdom
of Heaven, which only the humble can inherit, and which shall
have no end forever and ever. Amen.

 



FAITH AND REASON.

1. The Stand-point of Superstition and Scicncc.—Shall Reason
serve Faith, or shall Faith serve Reason ?

In accordance with these alternatives, men have ranged
themselves in two great parties : the one relying on external
intellectual authority,the other on individual reason. There
have always been men who are satisfied to have their think-
ing done for them, and there have ever been men who in-
sisted on understanding why they should assent to any belief.
The former stand-point may be called thatof superstition, the
latter that of science.

It would be a great mistake, however, to identify these two
stand—points with those of religion and atheism. There are

superstitious atheists and there are religious scientists. The
stand-point of superstition applies equally to all who owe
their intellectual position to anything except personal re-
search and conviction. There are many Christians who be-
long to a particular Church only because they have never
severely questioned its doctrine ; and there are many nominal
non-Christians who are such only because they were born or
educated in a circle where there was much prejudice against
Christianity. There is as much superstition in flippant unbe-
lief, as in unquestioning assent. The stand-point of science
applies, on the contrary, to all who owe their intellectual
position to personal research and conviction alone. Research
may, and often does, justify one’s original position, because
there is always an immense presumption in favour of the
position already held. Yet, research, more or less thorough,
may lead the inquiring mind far from its original position.
The fact of changing or retaining one’s former position, or
the fact of occupying either position would not of itself de-
cide whether superstition or science had guided the onquin-r.

It is however true that, in respect to religion, Llw unimi of
Church and State, in pre-Christian as well as Chl'i:~'i.i:ui times,
has always made for the acceptance of the Sl4'ln(l~1)0lllb r’
superstition, consciously or unconsciously; for it lius ide‘
fied to a certain extent, in its moral sanctions, the conccp'
of unbelief and criminality. Both oflences were avenge
the same punishment, and consequently the same obl
fell to their lot.

The conception of the separation of Church and State,
with the French Revolution, and adopted in the Constit‘

J3“
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of the United States, has gained many adherents to the stand-
point of science and has destroyed its former moral obloquy.
Whereas in former ages the heretic was always accused open-
ly or implicitly of moral offences, the popular mind has come
to recognize the perfect compatibility of agnosticism with
pure morals. Every chemical experiment made by a school-
boy is a reassertion of this stand-point of the sovereignty of
individual reason over its beliefs. There is no doubt that the
welfare of humanity is imseparably bound up with the uni-
versal recognition of freedom of conscience, and the obso-
lescence of the stand-point of superstition until it be for ever
buried in the silent archives of the past.

2. The Stand-point of Science Advanced to those Outside the
0hurch.— If it should be asked which of these intellectual
stand-points had been occupied by the Christian Church, the
answer would be that it has usually employed both,impossible
as thiswould seem at first sight. It has been thecustom of the
Church to advance the scientific standpoint to those outside
her, in order to make converts of them, but to insist rigidly
on that of superstition to all who are within her pale.

Justin Martyr, Clement of Alexandria, Arnobius,Lactantius,
and Augustine of Hippo, not to mention numberless other
less representative apologists, urge strenuously that if the
heathen will but lct their reason sway their belief, they must
necessarily abandon the old faiths, and embrace Christianity.
Justin Martyr says: “ Reason directs that all who are truly
pious and truly philosophers, should love alone that which is
true, and refuse to follow the opinions of the ancients, should
theyprove to be worthless ; for sound reason requires thatwe
should not only reject those who act or teach anything con-

trary to that which is right; but that by every means, and
before his own life, the lover of truth ought, even if threaten-
ed with death, to choose to speak and to do what is right (‘).”
Again, “Those who lived according to Reason (Logos) are
Christians, even though accounted Atheists. Such among
the Greeks were Sokrates and Herakleitos, and those who re-
sembled them ; of the Barba.ria.ns, Abraham, and Azarias, and
Misael and Elias, and many others (').” Arnobius says, “ ‘ But
ours (the pagan religion) is more ancient,’ say you, ‘there-
fore most credible and trustworthy ;’ as if indeed antiquity
were not the most fertile source of errors (‘)." Lactantius,
with characteristical vehemence, demands, “ Will you prefer
to follow antiquity or reason (‘) ?” The patristic evidence
is so copious we can but mention it ("), closing with notice of
the fact that Gratian’s Decretum asserts that the Canonical
authorityof the Holy Scriptures stands or falls with its in-
errancy, so that if the least mistake could be found in it, it
would possess no canonical authoritywhatsoever.

_

Nevertheless, Christianity advanced this rationalistic stand-
point only where it lacked the power to enforce its claims.
The earliest apologists asked only for toleration ; but as soon
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as Christianity possessed the power to do so, it demanded. the
destruction of its religious opponents. - Even so clear-headed
a man as Ambrose did not think justice need be observed
when dealing with Jews and heretics. When the emperor
'1‘heodosius had commanded the Christian bishop of Callicli-
num in Mesopotamia to restore the Jewish synagogue and
Valentinian Church, which monks had without any reason

destroyed, Ambrose forced him to rescind his edict on the
ground that it was not fitting that money in the hands of
Christians should be used for such a purpose. Charlemagne
received praise for giving’ the conquered Saxons/thechoice of
immediate death or baptism. Torquemada was acting with
ecclesiastical authority when he forced the heretics to be
saved in spite of themselves. Finally, a Pope himself ap-
proved of the Massacre of S. Bartholomew, Aug. 24, 1572, at
Paris, and caused a medal to be issued in commemoration of
the event. Even the Reformers approved of such means of
conversions, as the persecutions of Quakers and Episcopalians
In New England testify. .

3. The Stand-point of Superstition Advanced to those Within
the Oh-urch.—To those who are within her.own pale, however,
the Christian Church has always advanced the intellectual
stand-point of superstition. We are told that at the Council
of Nicaca the debate wasnot on the question which contention
—of the Catholicsor the Arians—was the true one ) the guid-
ing maxim was : “ let the ancient customs prevail.” We now

begin to hear of the traditions of the “ Fathers” handed down
from the Apostles, which are to be considered the norms of
truth (°). This plea is very deceptive. Historical psychology
shows thatevery man considers his own opinion to agree with
thatof the wise men of ancient times. Hence the bare fact of
being in a majority carries with it the sanction of agreeing
with the “ Fathers.” Reason is permitted to do its utmost to
defend any dogma, but it must never presume to question it.
This is the position of Clement of Alexandria, the first Chris-
tian since the days of Paul who countenanced philosophy at
all. It may be succinctly stated in the following words of
Anselm of Canterbury: “As the right order‘ of things re-
quires that we believe the deep things of the Christian faith
before_we presume to discuss them by reason, so it seems to
me to be a sign of negligence if after we have been confirmed
in the faith we are not eager to understand what we believe.
Wherefore since, by the prevcnient grace of God, I thinkthat
I hold the faith respecting our redemption so firmly thateven
if I could not comprehend what I believe by any process of
reasoning, there is nothing which could tear me away from
its firm basis, I beg you to explain to me, etc.” The “ pre-
venient grace of God ” is merely a metaphor for the fact of
having been born and educated amongst orthodox Christians,
a ground of belief which the most abased fetish-worshipper,
and the Muhammadan could claim with full as much reason
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as Anselm ; and in consideration of which his orthodox firm-
ness becomes sheer unreasoning obstinacy. Yet, not all
Christians were as moderate as Anselm. The Church does not
lack her Tertullian who cried out: ‘‘It is credible, just be-
cause it is foolish ; it is certain because it is impossible (')."
In view of such opinions, we see the cogency of the emperor
Julian's declaration against the Christians that “ The highest
point of your wisdom is to believe (').”

4. Defence of the Stand-point of 8uper8titlon.—-It is but nat-
ural, however, that Christians would have been, from time
to time, forced to defend this stand-point. Cyril of Jerusalem"
(") returned an answer which agrees almost word for word
with thatof Origen to this objection : “ Why should it not be
more reasonable, since all human affairs are dependent on

faith, to believe God rather than men? For who takesa voyage
or marries or begets children or casts seeds into the ground
withoutbelieving that betterthingswill result, although the
contrary might and does happen (“) ?” Cyril adds the ex-

ample of the mariner who trusts himself on the ocean with
but barely two inches of plank between himself and destruc-
tion ; Arnobius (") adds many other like circumstances.

But these arguments do not prove what they were intend-
ed to show. Every one of these instances is a case in which
reasonable experience has demonstrated that such a course, in
the great majority of cases, yields satisfactory results. Doubt-
less, they are instances of the use of faith ; but it is not faith
dominating and contradicting the experience of reason, but
in every case being limited and dominated by it. No sailor
trusts himself to the ocean till he has examined his craft, to
assure himself she is seaworthy. The sower does not sow his
seed in thedesert or on stone pavement; he carefully prepares
the ground that is to receive it. Each of these instances is a

capital proof of the rationalistic stand-point, and diiferent in
kind from faith in God, which, in its dogmatic statements,
eonfessedly opposes or neglects reason.

'

5. Modern Defem;e.—Christian writers have in modern times
pointed out that every advance of science is dependent on an
exercise of faith. The doctrine of Conservation of Energy,
which has been satisfactorily proved only in very isolated
cases, has become a doctrine of faith, and as such has been
the means of every achievement in physics, biology and psy-
chology. By faith in the analogy of the families of chemical
elements several elements were announced a few years before
their actual discovery,—not only their mere existence at-
flrmed, but their weight, nature, and properties predicted.
If then, it is said, scientists must use faith in order to pro-
phesy accurately,why should it not be equally right for souls
to attain their salvation by faith ‘I

It may be shown, however, that in this argument there is
the same undistributed middle we found in the last section.
Religious and scientific faith are wholly diflerent in their re-
lation to reason.
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Religious faith demands unquestioning assent, while refus-
ing to permit any rational investigation of its mysteries : and
everything which reason cannot understand is called a

mystery.
Scientific faith, on the contrary, i founded on an induction

of facts. Universal and exhaustive research of phenomena
being out of the question, we can only say : as far as we have
heard from investigators, we have always found that water
is composed of two particles of hydrogen, to one of oxygen.
Consequently, until we find a drop of water whose composi-
tion is different, we have the right to use our faith in declar-
ing thatall water is so composed. Hypotheses, on the strength
of which experiments are made, are only partial inductions
and are only valid as long as no undoubted faet incompatible
with them is discovered. In such scientific research we have
an admirable example of the use of human faith assisting,
but in every case relying for its warrant on reason.

The earliest apostle of scientific faith was Abailard, whose
efforts were futileonly because scientific investigation was in
those days impossible. Neander (") says of him: “He as-
sumed as his own position that faith proceeds first from en-

quiry, that it works itself out of doubt by means of rational
investigation. In this respect, then, he makes faith develop
itself out of intellection, becauseone must flrst know why and
what he believes before one can believe ; though in another
respect he acknowldged that this intellection has its root in
fait .” -

6. Scientific Faith not Necessarily Irreligious.—Yet it may
asked, is scientific faith necessarily irreligious ? This question
may be emphaticallyanswered in the negative. It is possible
to investigate the field of religious facts with scientific meth-
ods, using only scientific faith, and there is no reason why
such investigations should not be as satisfactory as investiga-
tions in the field of physics or chemistry. In fact, the field of
morals and of psychical phenomena has already been cleared
for thescientific plow. Results have so far proved thatnothing
need be feared for any legitimate facts of human nature.
Whereas it has been customary in former times to consider all
apparitions of the dead as being imaginationor deceit, a. com-
mittee appointed by the Society for Psychical Research, the
chairmanof which was Dr. Sidgwick of Cambridge (“),hasae-

knowledged that they must be granted credence, if properly
authenticated. The veracity and standing of the invetigators
assure us that justice will be done to the subject, so that
we have nothing to lose, but all to gain, by continued re-
searches. Besides, if Christianity is coextensive with truth,
then truth must be co-extensive with Christianity; and in-
vestigation can only vindicate it. The more ardent out re-

ligious faith in Christianity the more ardent should be our
desire for its scientific investigation and vindication.

The opposition of Christianity to science, before and since
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the condemnation of Galileo's heliocentric theory as scientifi-
cally absurd, and opposed to religious truth (“) might be
interpreted as consciousness on its part of its own falsity, if
we did not know it proceeded from nothingworse than ignor-
ance of scientific methods and results, and from blind party
prejudice, which would not in itself be criminal, if it did
not oppose itself to the march of enlightenment.

7. Mustery.—Nor let this question of “mystery” be mis-
un(lersto0d. Nobody would object to a bomzrflde mystery,
which was immediately, on revelation from a satisfactory
source to a reliable recipient, understood to be a mystery.
But when hundreds of y s elapse before it is discovered that
a certain doctrine is a my tery ; when every element of this
supposititious mystery can be traced ultimately to pagan phil-
osophy, or to religious utterances published first centuries
before the revelation of the supposed mystery, then it is a

question whether the particular “ mystery ” is not merely the
formulation of undigested heterogeneous elements in the
mind of a man who was not strong enough to fuse them,-and
who-preferred to excuse the illogical by calling it a mystery.
Moreover, even if a mystery was to be revealed, it could only
be revealed to the mind of a man, which could only apprehend
it by its reason. Hence, in the last resort, it is the reason of
a man which must exist as the condition of any mystery.
Besides, supposing thata revelation should have been granted
which had no practical bearing on the moral life, and was

incomprehensible, what use could it subserve ‘P It could only
be of value as a cabalistic magical incantation, like Solomon's
‘Schemahamphorash ! ’ Again reason would have to judge
of its value, whether its effects were of any‘ use or not.
Hence, ultimately reason would be the arbiter.

8. The Necessity of Thought.—There is a final consideration
which would seem to decide the question whether it is ad-
visable to trust in reason or in superstition as criterions of
truth. The fact is that whatever theories be held, reason is
relied on, even to discredit itself. When, for instance, the
argument against reason is put in this form, that it is un-

trustworthy as a guide, on account of such and such imper-
fections, it is evident that this very fallibilityof son is
proved by absolute reliance on reason itself, by. w ich any
ratiocination must be conducted. Hence, in endeavouring to
prove the fallibilityof reason, we have actually given reason

an infallibleauthority,and on account of its infallibilitycon-
cluded to its fallibility. Do what we will, therefore, it is
evident it is impossible for the human mind to transcend it-
self, and that even in suiciding, it vindicates itself.

This impossibilityfor rational beings of escaping from this
kind of rationality need not be thought anything strange.
It is only one phase of the universally recognized metaphysi-
cal impossibilityof transcending thought. This is called the
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“necessity of thought,” the impossibility of doubting one’s
own doubt.

Do what man will, he cannot flee away from himself ; he
only knows himself in his consciousness, and outside of his
consciousness, of course, he cannot be conscious of himself.
Hence, reason is actually his guide and criterion of reality,
even when he discredits it. Hence to exalt faith as against
reason is self-contradictory, and a consideration of the facts
forces man, in spite of himself, if he would use faith at all,
to be rationally,and not irrationally a truster in faith.

9. Throwing away the Handle after the A.1:o.—It is objected to
a reliance on reason that it is unsatisfactory. It is but an
unsafe, and an untrustworthy guide.

This must be granted, for ignorant of himself must that
man be who does not recognize how often his reason is a

halting guide. Yet, it may be asked, supposing that this is
so, what difference does it make ? Grant that reason, as a

guide of life, is not infallible, and yet, it is the best that
we have, it is the best that we can have. Shall we throw
away the only thing we have or can have because it_is not
better ? Shall we not rather preserve it carefully, educate
it as. far as possible, and make it go as far as possible ‘P Is
it not better to do this than to suicide intellectually, and to
be the plaything of a superstition which originally was
founded on a pitiful attempt at rationality ?

The light of reason is poor, perhaps, but it is better than
darkness. Protect the flame from the rude blasts of the
wind ; trim the candle, and make the best of what you have.
And perhaps, by careful education, reason may grow more
able to be trusted, more continuous, more impartial, more
likened unto the Divine Reason of which it is a faint, but yet
genuine image.
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THE APOS'I'LF$' CREED.

Church History has perhaps no greater surprise, or changes
the conception of the lay mind in nothing more than that
the Apostles’ Creed, in the form in which it is used to-day,
is not older than Pirminius, A. D. 758, or 433 years after the
formulation of the Nicene Creed. It is customary to con-
sider the former the more original Creed, and the latter the
younger; but, in point of fact, the relation is reversed.

Symbololatry is but a thing of to-day. Creeds until the
time of Pirminius were effects, not causes. They were the
natural outgrowth of the living faith of the Churches, and
varied with the life of the Church. In other words, the
Church was the measure, the cause of the Creed. To-day,
the case is reversed. The life of the Church is the outgrowth
of the Creed, and the Church is unprogressive, having crystal-
lized around one single form of the Creed. In other words,
the Creed is the measure, the cause of the Church.

1. Within a few years Professor Harnack has written a

pamphlet bearing on the history of the Creed commonly re-
ferred to as theApostles’ Creed. Mrs. Humphrey Ward trans-
lated it into English, but in its new dress it has not become so

popular as it deserved to be. A short outline of its main ar-

guments will therefore not be out of place.
The basis of the present Apostles’ Creed, is the Roman

Creed, although more directly the formulary of to-day de-
scends from the Gallican form, which seems to have been
based on the former.

The Roman Creed is as follows :
“I believe in God the Father Almighty. And_ in Jesus

Christ, his only Son, our Lord ; Who was born by the Holy
Ghost of the Virgin Mary, crucified under Pontius Pilate, and
buried. The third day he rose again from the dead, ascended
into heaven, sitteth at the right hand of the Father, whence
he shall come to judge the quick and the dead.

And in the Holy Ghost, the Holy Church, the remission of
sins, the resurrection of the flesh.”

The Gallican Creed reads as follows :
“I believe in God the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven

and earth :
And in Jesus Christ his only Son our Lord : Who was con-

ceived by the Holy Ghost, Born of the Virgin Mary, Suffered
under Pontius Pilate, Was crucified, dead and buried: He
descended into hell ; The third day he rose again from the
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dead: He ascended into heaven, And sitteth on the right
hand of God the FatherAlmighty :

From thence he shall come to judge the quick and the dead.
I believe in the Holy Ghost: The holy Catholic Church,

The Communion of Sainst: The Forgiveness of sins, The
resurrection of the Flesh: And the Life everlasting."

The African Creed had, in the latter clauses, the following
alteration : “ The Life everlasting through through the holy
Church.”

The reason that these Creeds were called Apostolic, is well
rendered by Pirminius, who recounts at leisure the myth that
at Pentecost each of the disciples spontaneously uttered as
exclamations one or several of the clauses. This Apostolic
origin must have been a Roman innovation, Rufinus, and
Ambrose setting it forth at length. But nevertheless the idea
cannot have been old, because many provincial Churches re-
cited creeds derived from the form given above, but diflering
from it. The omission of clauses cannot be traced with cer-
tainty.

The Roman formulary appears to have been in use from
A. D. 250-460; the Gallican form can be traced to Southern
Gaul, in the year A. D. 450. The probabilities are that it
was descended from the Roman formulary, with the evident
additions. Yet the Roman form was probably originated at
least by 150 A. D., for it had spread all over the West a short
while after. While it lived in the provincial Churches, it died
out in Rome itself after A. D. 460. The reason of this was
that the Nicene formulation, or rather the Epiphanian Creed,
was used in opposition to the Arian barbarians. Then, in
Rome itself the French form was introduced, because the
Pope was later under the domination of the French. Then
the doctrine of Apostolic origin was revived, and applied to
the new developed Gallico-Roman formulary. From Gaul
came also the so-called “ Athanasian Creed,” so that France
is really responsible for both formularies.

Nevertheless, the Gallico-roman form remained elastic till
A. D. 750, under the hands of Pirminius, and showed how
great an enlargement the Baptismal formula was susceptible
of.

Dr. Harnack contends that even the earliest form of the
Roman Creed to which we have access contained articles of
belief in excess of tl1 Apostolic teaching. Such are the mira-
culous conception, the ascension, and the resurrection of the
flesh. Again, the reader must be careful not to import into
the simple language of the Creed Nicene and Post-Nicene con-

ceptions, in respect to the Fatherhood of God, the Sonship of
Jesus, and the Personality of the Holy Ghost. The descent
into hell, and the communion of saints does not even appear
in the earliest Roman form.

The arguments of Dr. Harnack in respect to the mira-
culous conception are as follows :
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(1). Notice of it is wanting in all the Epistles of the New
Testament.

.

(2). Certainly not to be found in Mark and John.
(3). Not in original Matthew and Luke.
(4). Genealogies are inconsistent, but agree in leading back

to Joseph, not Mary.
(5). Jesus proclaimed himself Messiah only at the time of

his baptism by John. The ascension does not belong to '

primitive tradition because not to be found in the three-fold
Synoptic record.

The resurrection of the flesh, it is true, is found in respect
of Jesus ; but otherwise the passages I Cor. xv : 50, and John
vi : 63, are decisive against it for general resurrection.

In respect to the Fatherhood of God, Dr. Harnack contends
the Creed referred to nothingmore than to a general Father-
hood, of the Universe, such as belongs to a Creator. All that
the Gospels say of the nature of the Son is Matth. xj : 27 and
Luke x : 22. The “ Lord ” means Redeemer, and “ only Son ”

refers to eternal Sonship only after Council of Nicaea. The
“ Son ” is the Jesus of history. Since the clause in respect to
the Holy Ghost is not defined, the Holy Ghost should not be
looked upon so much as a Person, as a Power and Gift. The
“ Spirit of God ” is God himself. ‘

As to the Descent into hell, this clause is first found in the
creed of Aquileia and Sirmium, A. D. 359. It is otherwise
found only rarely, and with many differing interpretations.
The Communion of Saints is never found in Greek. First, in
Faustus of Reii, who believed in a worship of saints ; and in
Augustine of Hippo, “ with the perfected saints.”

II. Such are the negative facts to which Professor Harnack
draws attention. Dr. Swete in his “ The Apostles’ Creed : its
relation to Primitive Christianity" explicitly sets himself to
refute Dr. Harnack’s claims. It is interesting to notice what
his plea will be.

First in order, it may be worth while to give a passing
glance at the general aspect of the book, as affording an in-
sight into thehabits of Dr. Swete. Of course, its scholarliness,
and style is irreproachable ; but it is noticeable that in the
Creeds Dr. Swete gives at the end of his book not one is pro-
vided with a date. Since the main object of the book is to
show the early period of certain doctrines, it might be ex-

pected thathis chronology would be explicit ; but perhaps he
did not add them because the dates of all of them would be
very late. Besides, just as if nothing had been done on the
subject for the last twenty years, he prints at length the
Epiphanian Creed under the caption of “ Creed of Constan-
tinople,” as if the Council of Constantinople had adopted any
Creed at all, let alone the Epiphanian.

Dr. Swete does not grasp the historical method which Dr.
Harnack employs. The historian is not concerned to prove
that there is no testimony to deny that a certain doctrine
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was held at an early date, although possessing no objective
proof. The historian's business is to gather objective facts,
and to make deductions from them, without any regard to
consequences arising therefrom. Theology may then accomo-
date itself to history, not history to theology. Dr. Swete
seems to be at pains to show that it is with him a question
of doctrine that historical facts are such or such. His per-
sistent method is to hold as much as the facts of history can
be tortured into bearing, besides, at times, taking facts for
granted, which make for him, without examining them: as,
for instance, in respect to the “Creed of Constantinople,”
mentioned above. Instead of acknowledging the full signifi-
cance of negative facts which make against him, and which
he cannot deny, he ignores them. ‘

Dr. Swete answers the em stlentio arguments in respect
to the Miraculous Conception in the following words : “ Much
has been made of the silence of St. Mark, but the argument
cm silentio was never more conspicuously misplaced; it is
puerile to demand of a record which professes to begin with
the Ministry of the Baptist that it shall mention an event
which preceded the Baptist’s birth. The plan of the Fourth
Gos 1 equally excludes _a reference to the manner of our
Lor ’s entrance into this world. It would have been a de-
parture from St. Paul’s plan, if he had directly referred
to the fact of the Conception.” But Dr. Swete does not seem
to realize that the writers of the Gospels and the Epistles did
not write with any other “ plan ” or “ purpose ” than to give
an account, full, and convincing of the life and teaching of
the Master. Consequently, so great a miracle could not have
been omitted, unless it was not known. Neither the Second
nor the Fourth Gospel could have begun only with his bap-
tism, if the Miraculous conception was known to the writers.
The fact is that a Miraculous conception is a Miracle so as-

tounding, so absolutely unique, so absolutely contradictory
to all other experience of all races in all times, that if it oc-
curred it would have been the one most noticeable thing of
the life of Jesus, overshadowing everything of his healing or

teaching except his own resurrection. Dr. Swete refers to
.

a Miraculous Conception as if it were an every day affair of
which nobody would take much notice, and which might pos-
sibly be recounted as a minor detail of the life of Jesus by
fond disciples years after the life and death of Jesus. If the
Miraculous conception is true at all, it is the one great mir-
aele of the life of Jesus and no complete account of his life
and teaching could be given without a reference to it.

But Dr. Swete has no fear of logical self-contradiction.
“On the other hand, no adverse conclusion can fairly be
drawn from Rom. I: 3, ‘made of the seed of David accord-
ing to the flesh,’ as if the words asserted the paternity of
Joseph. Ignatius more than once combines in the same sen-

tence the Davidic dscent with the Virgin birth.” Dr Swete
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seems to thinkthat if Ignatius’ mind was illogical enough to
combine two contradictory things in one sentence, all other
minds should be so too. The case is plain : both genealogies
of Davidic descent lead to Joseph, not Mary. If then there
was Davidic descent, Joseph was father of the Child ;' if the
Child was virginborn, it was not the child of Joseph, and
through him of David. The words of Paul seem to be de-
cisive against Dr. Swete.

Dr. Swete may well say that “ the narrative of the Concep-
tion in the first Gospel is absolutely independent of the nar-
rative in the third.” He does not mention that the two
genealogies contradict each other, both however professing
to lead to Joseph, not Mary. “ Even if it should appear that
in the original Matthewthe Genealogy ended with the Formu-
la ‘ Joseph begat Jesus,’ the words would no more be a denial
of the miracle than S. Luke's references to Joseph as the
‘Father’ and to Joseph and Mary as the ‘parents’ of the
Lord.” It would only remove the last shred of objective evi-
dence of the miracle, and leave all objective denials of it in
plain sight.

On one page Dr. Swete says that the Protevangelium of
Luke “betrays unmistakeably—an independent origin; ” on
another he says : “ one an integral part of the Third Gospel.”

Which of these two statements does Dr. Swete intend to
abide by ‘I Hypotheses are cheap : the differing Protev-
angelium may have been written before, but it may also have
been written after; no argument should therefore be drawn
from this source. The only question that presents itself is the
following: if the writerof the third Gospel was not able,when
introducing into his Gospel the Protevangelium, to re—write
it, and eliminate all the bad Greek, why could he so success-

fully manipulate all the rest of his material, which makes a

perfect unity in the Gospel ? In the Introduction the writer
professes nothingmore than to compile from earlier Gospels ;
and his handling of the material of the First Gospel’s “ Ser-
mon on the Mount ” showed what a masterly compilerhe was.

Why did he become suddenly unable to correct grammar, and
style, when he met the Proteyangelium ? The only inference
can be that some other hand than his inserted the section
under discussion. This is so much the more likely as the
Synoptic tradition seems to begin with the Baptism, in all
three Gospels ; the First Gospel begins with the Baptism as
if it began a separate writing.

Dr. Swete concedes Dr. Harnack’s contention, that the‘Con-
ception does not belong to the earliest Gospel preaching, if
the words are restricted to their narrowest sense. But if the
Miraculous Conception was a fact, it is impossible that the
Twelve could hope to give any kind of an account of the life
and mission of Jesus without mentioning such an unique,
unheard of, marvellous fact. In the Acts of the Apostles,
when the Apostles speak of Jesus in their preaching, they
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never mention it, as they must have done, had they known
of so great a marvel.

Concerning the Ascension, Harnack claims that it is not
mentioned by the Synoptists, or by St. Paul in his Creed-like
summary of the Faith (I Cor. XV : 3 11.), or by the chief sub-
apostolic writers. Dr. Swete answers this em silentio argu-
ment in the same manner as above. Putting aside acknowl-
edged interpolations, Dr. Swete claims the Ascension did not
fall within the proper scope of the Gospels. Strange, that so
marvelous an occurrence, thata body which could be felt and
could eat should fly up into space in the very teeth of the
law of gravitation, should be held so little miraculous by the
Synoptists, that they should omit to mention the occurrence,
especially if the places in their Gospels were so well fitted to
tell the story that interpolators should add it ! Why should
not the crowning event of a man’s life fall within the scope
of an account of his life ? As to S. Paul, Swete thinksthat if
he had added a notice of the Ascension it would have been su-

perfluous and misleading—and this to a “ creed-like summary
of the Faith I ” The omission is so unaccountable, beause the
place is so easily amplified by the addition of a single word.
Dr. Swete does not understand that if the Ascension is true at
all, it is a miracle of so astounding a nature as to make any
account of the life work of Jesus which did not mention it
hopelessly incomplete. As to the chief sub-apostolic writers,
“ what reason is there to expect them to touch upon the sub-
ject of the Ascension ?” The fact that it is the greatest
miracle of the life of Jesus, and if it had been known and be-
lieved, so many Christian apologists and writers could not
have omitted it any more than the Resurrection of Jesus,
which, on the whole, is not so great a miracle as the Ascen~
sion.

Dr. Swete scores one point against Dr. Harnack. “ In some
of the oldest accounts the Resurrection and the sitting at the
right hand of God are taken as parts of the same act, without
the mention of any Ascension.” Texts from the New Testa~
ment disprove this assertion. -

In respect to the last argument, that “in the Epistle of
Barnabas both Resurrection and Ascensionhappenin oneday,”
both Dr. Harnack and Dr. Swete are at fault. Dr. Swete
shows thatBarnabas’ words may be interpreted so as to allow
of an interval; which,however,heconfessesdoes contradictthe
Acts. He refuses to accept the witness of some Valentinians
which Dr. Harnack adduces, without suflicient grounds. Be-
sides he is forced to acknowledge that the statement of the
Acts must be taken with great latitude.

In respect to the Resurrection of the flesh Dr. Swete is
forced to concede that there is no biblical authority for it,
except a Septuagint version of Job, a passage applied in the
New Testament only to the resurrection of Jesus. Paul con-

tinually speaks of a resurrection of the dead, or of the body ;
not of the flesh.
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The historical method, which Harnack represents, denies
everythingwhich facts do not affirm ; Dr. Swete, on the con-

trary, aflirms everythingwhich he is not forced to deny. The
contrast is interesting. “ But if the phrase does not appear
within the limits of the Canon, ‘we can hardly doubt that
from the very earliest times the resurrection of the flesh as

preached by a few Christians, but it was not a universal doc-
trine.’ It would have been more exact to say that while the
doctrine was in substance universally taught, the phrase
seems to have been unknown in the earliest times." Dr. Swete
may be asked, what proof have you of this ? Especially in
view of the fact Paul distinctly avoids the expression ? Har-
na.ck’s position is the most exact. Barnabas and Clement of
Rome hold to a resurrection of the body; Ignatius asserts
only a resurrection of the flesh of Jesus. Justin knows not
of it. Tertullian, Methodiusand Jerome are the first to preach
it. Origen opposes it. Ruflnus improved on Jerome by adding
“ this" to “ flesh,” to be quite definite on the subject. The
Epiphanian Creed does not contain “of the flesh,” nor, ac-

cording to Dr. Hort, do any “ revised Eastern creeds " contain
it. -

Dr. Swetc, does not care to concede Dr. Harnack is right,
although the evidence he adduces proves it. He contents him-
self with showing that the Anglican Church professes all
three forms together—certainly "a logical way out of the
difliculty !

III. A Creed is a statement of necessary doctrine, gleaned
out from the great body beliefswhich a man may hold. What
is not contained in a Creed is then matter of opinion, which
a man may hold or not, according to his pleasure and in-
sight. It is interesting to notice therefore what doctrines
were in earlier times considered matters of opinion, although
in latter days they came to be considered necessary doctrine.

Comparing the Roman Creed with its Gallican development,
it appears that the following doctrines were in Rome at
least considered matters of opinion. This will appear more
plainly from a consideration of later additions.

(1). Creator of heaven and earth.
(2). “ Conceived of Holy Ghost.”
(3). “ suffered,”
(4). “ dead,”
(5). “ descended into hell.”
(6). “ Father Almighty.”
(7). CatholicChurch, Communion of Saints, eternal life.
The increase of doctrine may appear still more patent if,

following the footsteps of J. Rawson Lumby in his History of
the Creeds, we compare the Creeds of Cyprian, A. D. 250, and
Novatian, A. D. 260, with that of Marcellus, A. D. 341, which
is the next creed in chronological order, and just after the
Nicene Crede.

The creed of Cyprian runs as follows.
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“ I believe in God the Father ; In Christ his Son ; In the
Holy Ghost within the Holy Church, the Remission of sins,
and eternal Life."

The creed of Novatian is the following.
“ I believe in God the Father ; In Jesus Christ, the Son of

God, the Lord of God ; and in the Holy Spirit.”
Next in order is the nearest postrNicene formulation, that

of Marcellus. '

“I believe in God Almighty; in Jesus Christ his only-
begotten Son our Lord ; being born of the Holy Ghost and the
Virgin Mary, crucified under Pontius Pilate, and buried; he
rose on the third day from the dead : ascended into heaven,
and sitteth on the right hand of the Father, whence he shall
come to judge the quick and the dead. And in the Holy
Ghost, the Holy Church, the Remission of sins, the Resur-
rection of the flesh, and the Life eterna ."

This creed has the following additions to the Nicene Creed,
and consequently to that of Cyprian and Novatian :

(1). Being born of the Holy Ghost and the Virgin Mary.
(2). Crucified under Pontius Pilate, and was buried.
(3). And sitteth on the right hand of the Father.
(4). The Holy Church, the Remission of sins, the Resur-

rection of the Flesh, and the Life eternal.
Looking back to the additions to the Nicene Creed, found

in the Epiphanian Creed, called by the Fathers of Chalcedon
the “ Creed of the 150,” the strange fact appears‘ that almost
the same additions to the creeds of Cyprian and Marcellus are
found in that of Marcellus, which are added to the Nicene
symbol by the Epiphanian. There can only be one conclu-
sion: that shortly after the Council of Nicaea, perhaps six-
teen years after it, there arose a popular craze for symbolic
definitions; and that as a consequence of this the opinions
concerning the Virgin Birth, the Crucifixion, the Death, the
Session, and of the additions to the last clause were incor-
porated into the Creed, and considered dogmatic definitions.

This does not mean that these doctrines had never been
held before; or that before this time thy had not been
found in the Gospels. But it seems that only‘ at this time
were they added to the Christian statement of faith as neces-

sary articles of belief.
If, however, the Nicene Creed is a suflicient statement of

the Christian faith, as the LambethArticles declare, then it
is evident that these later additions to both the Nicene and
the Apostolic formulations must be omitted from what should
be considered necessary parts of the Christian’s faith. This
does‘ not deny that these facts may be found in the Gosepls.
It. only points out the fact that they are not. essentials of
faith.- They are non-essentials, beautiful, and blessed; but
not to be demanded of any.
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1.—The Nicene C'reeds.—The presence of Athanasius at the
Council of Nicaea, and the condemnation of Arianism, were

of such moment to the doctrinal history of the Church, that
ever since then it has been considered a universal test of
orthodoxy to abide by the decision and Creed of that Council.
The Church asserts this, but gives another Creed in place of
the Creed of Nicaea. in the Prayer Book. The rubrics con-

cerning it shed light on the question.
The first two Rubrics, p. 12, and 25, are completely non-

committal, and merely order “ this ” to be recited. The
Church has full right to order any formulary it may set forth
to be recited, only referring to it as “this.” Such is the
case, for instance, with the General Confession.

But when we consider the Rubric on p. 224, the circum-
stances are different. It is here distinctly set forth that the
formulary which follows is a Creed, and to be recited, and be-
lieved as a Creed. It becomes therefore important to know
what Creed it is which is to be recited. As long as the
worshipper does not know that the formulary which follows
is not the Creed of Nicaea, no difficulty occurs. But as soon
as this fact is known, it is necessary to ask, What Creed, then,
is this ? The answer is, Not the Nicene Creed, but, “the
Creed commonly called the Nicene.” Yet the rubric proceeds,
“ Provided that the Nicene Creed ”—therefore not the “ Creed
commonly caleld the Nicene ”—“ shall be said— ” The Rubric
therefore speaks of two distinct Creeds: “ the Creed com-

monly called the Nicene,” and “ the Nicene Creed.” It is de-
sirable that in pursuance of this Rubric the actual “ Nicene
Creed ” should be printed at length for the benefit of the
clergy and people on Christmas-day, Easter-day, Ascension-
day, Whit-Sunday, and Trinity-Sunday. This is the meaning
of the actual words of Rubric.

Either the Rubric refers to two distinct formularies, or

only to one.
If it refers to two separate formularies, the actual Nicene

Creed should be printed below, for use on the Holy Days
mentioned. I -N '

If it refers to one single formulnry, then-th ' rical
blunder in the Rubric, for the Nicene Crebdjg’ ' e
“ Creed commonly called the Nicene.” wgi 2
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The only way to avoid the dilemna is to deny history, for
which proceeding, however, it is too late in the course of
civilization.

The Nicene Creed, as given by Sokratés, is as follows :
“ We believe in one God, FatherAlmighty, the Maker of all

things visible and invisible;
And in one Lord Christ, the Son of the God; born only-

begotten of the Father, that is, from the being of the Father ;
God of God, light of light, very God of very God ; born, not
made, consubstantial with the Father, through whom all
things in heaven and earth arose; for us men and for our
salvation he descended, and was incarnated and became man ;
he suffered and rose on the third day, he ascended into
heaven, and will come to judge the quick and the dead.

And I believe in the Holy Ghost.”
2. TraditionalisticPlea.—This historical fact of the difference

between these two formularies has been known more or less
clearly for some time past. It was smoothed over by assum-

ing as a fact that the later formulary was the same as the
earlier. only expanded, and amplified. The consequence was
that it is not wrong to substitute the later, fuller, form for
the earlier, tentative expression of it.

Bishop Wordsworth refers to the matter in the following
words, Hist. of the Church, Vol. II, p. 332 : “ The Council”
(Constantinople, A. D. 381) “agreed, without a dissentient
voice, as far as we know, in the following determinations :—

1. To confirm the faith of Nicaea in precisely the same
words as those in which it was originally put forth in A. D.
325.

2. To add to that Creed some words declaratory of the doc-
trine of the Holy Scripture, and the Church, in opposition
to the Apollinarian heresy. *

3.—(To add some declaration concerning the) “ Godhead of
the Holy Ghost in opposition to the Macedonian heresy.”

Besides Bishop Wordsworth, two well-known writers have
touched the question, Dr. Bright, and Dr. Fulton. Their
words are given below.

(Bright, William D. Notes on the Canons of the First Four
General Councils. Oxford, Clarendon Press. p. 80.)

But here a question arises. The Council of Chalcedon as-
cribes to this Council of Constantinople and under the name
of ‘the 150 fathers,’ (Mansi vii. 109), that Recension of the
Nicene Creed which has practically superseded the original
form, with the restoration of the Nicene phrase ‘God from
God ’ in East and West alike, and with the additional of the
‘ Filioque ’ and the change of ‘ and ’ into ‘ of ’ before the name
of Mary, in the West only. But is this statement compatible
with the formal ratification of the Nicene Creed in the Canon
now. before us ‘P It may be answered that the members of
the Council of A. D. 381 would not consider themselves to be
in any sense invalidating, but rather confirming and per-

\
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petuating, the formulary of A. D. 325, when they adopted,
'

with hardly any change, a development of it which had been
embodied just eight years previously in the Ancoratus of
Epiphanius, and therein described as the Creed of the Church,
set forth by ‘bishops more than 310 in number ‘ (Ancor. 120,
121). This creed was in eifect theNicene confession expanded,
in view of present doctrinal requirements, by means of ma-
terial borrowed from what might be called the Creed of
Jerusalem, as it may be collected from the Catechetical
Lectures of Cyril delivered in 347 or 348. It may seem strange
thatEpiphanius should use such language respecting a. formu-
lary which was not verbatim identical with the Nicene :——but
he is not to be judged by our notions of accuracy,and it is,
on the other hand, practically incredible, that he should not
have known the wording of the Nicene Symbol itself, which
had been solemnly exhibited, as accepted by 3 Semi-Arian
deputies,before an orthodox Council at Tyania,in Cappadocia,
6 years before he wrote his Ancoratus in Cyprus for a Church
in Pamphilia.C. Cp. Basil Epist. 226, 3 : 244, 7. Sok. vi. 12. It
is true that these deputies, in their letter to Liberius, alter
the Nicene wording in one clause of the creed, so as to read,
‘ And in one Only-begotten God, the Lord Jesus Christ ’ Sok.
iv. 12 : but for the rest they commit their 64 brethren to that
wording. And if any of the prelates at Constantinople could
have taken this ‘Epiphanian’ Symbol for the Nicene in a

literal sense, Gregory of Nyssa, whose brother, S. Basil, had
emboded the Creed of 35 (omitting Theon ek theou) in a
letter to the Antiochene Church, written on 373 (Epist. 142.2),
or Pelagius of Laodicea or Zeno of Tyre (cf. Mansi, iii, 568),
who had sat in the Synod of Tyania, could have at once cor-

rected themistake, and shown in what sense the Symbol could
be called the Nicene—a sense sufficient for that purpose, al-
though it might fail to satisfy a modern standard of precision.
It is remarkablethatBasil, 377, had written to Epiphanius, to
the efiect that ‘ not the smallest addition ’ could be made to
the Nicene Creed, except on the divinity of the Holy Spirit;
some proposed additions on the Incarnation he had declined
even to consider (Epist. 288. 2). On both these points the
‘Epiphanian’ creed contained additions which the Council,
according to the received opinion, saw reason to adopt : What
again been objected that between the years 381 and 451 this
recension of the Creed which we call the Constantinoplitan,
is never alluded to, in other words, no ‘ Creed of the Second
Council’ appears to have been known ; Sokratés says merely
that the Nicene Creed was ‘ confirmed ’ (v. 8). The Western
churches, the Alexandrianchurch, the Council of Ephesus, the
Antiochene party opposed to that Council (comp. Mansi, iv.
1341, 1375,) recognize the original Nicene Creed and no other
(cp. Lumby Hist of Creeds, p. 72). But the authorityof the
Council of Constantinople itself was ignored by the West and
by Egypt (see Neale, Hist. Alex. i. 209, Le Quien, Or. Chr. ii.
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405): the Council of Ephesus was largely under the influence
of the great prelate whom his enemies called the ‘ Egyptian : ’

and the Syrian Churches, however keenly opposed to ‘Apol-
linarianising’ tendencies, might not have had occasion to con-
sider or adopt the recension before us, which in one passage,
relating to the Nativity, bears tokens of hostility to Apol-
linarian mysticism. At any rate, none of the bishops at Chal-
cedon appear to have challenged the assertion of the imperial
commissioners that ‘ the 150 ’ made an ‘ ekthesi ’ of the faith
(Mansi, vi, 937); and when in the next Session the same com-
missioners caused the present Creed to be read as what ‘the
150’ had thus put forth, ‘ all the bishops exclaimed, This is
the faithof all ’ (Mansi , vi. 957): and the whole Council, in its
FifthSession, solemnly adopted it as forming, with the origi-
nal Nicene Creed, a ‘wise and salutary Symbol’ (Mansi vii.
112). It was quite possible in ancient times for persons to be
religiously attached to the Nicene formulary, and yet to use,
side by side with it, some other formulary agreeing with it in
doctrine, but not altogether in language,—as was probably the
case with Charisius (see below on Eph. 7), and certainly with
Gregory of Tour, who prefixes to his ‘ Historia Ecclesiastica
Francorum,’ a ‘ creed ’ of his own as ‘ quod in Ecclesia credi
praedicatur.’

(John Fulton,The Chalcedonian decree,p.97.) “The Seventh
Canon of Ephesus is generally but erroneously supposed to
have set forth the Nicene Declaration as a creed in the strict
sense of the word, but, as a creed, we have clearly seen that
the Nicene Declaration would have been defective in several
important particulars; and if the Fathers of Ephesus had
intended to establish a creed for universal use, they would
hardly have forgotten the Declaration of Constantinople,
which would have perfectly answered that‘end. In what they
did they followed the invariable example of theirpredecessors.
They want no further than the matters before them required
that they should go. In those maters they had found the
Nicene Declaration to be sufficient and satisfactory,and they
therefore enacted, first, that it should thenceforward be an

ecclesiastical offence to compile or compose any doctrinal
statement which should be inconsistent with that Declara-
tion ; and Second, that to ofier or propound any such state-
ment to any person desiring to enter the Christian‘ Church
should be punishable with the penalty of deposition. It must
be admitted, I think, that the language of the canon is ob-
scure. Closely examined it seems to have been made up of
two originally’ independent propositions, one of which was

probably engrafted on the other as a rider or amendment;
and in a council so stormy, it would be nothing wonderful if
such an amendmentwere to be clumsilyjoined to the original
proposition. This at all events is clear, that if the Council
intended the very language of the Nicene Declaration to be
universally obligatory, it does not say so; and it is equally
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clear that if it intended to make the Nicene Declaration a test
of all heresies, it adopted a formula which the Fathers of
Constantinople had found to be insuflicient to answer that
purpose.

Twenty years later the work which was imperfectly done
by the Council of Ephesus was unequivocally completed. In
451 the greatest of all the Councils, numbering 630 bishops,
assembled at Chalcedon for the correction of recently in-
vented forms of heresy; and as the Council of Ephesus had
found the Deflniton of Nicaea, fairly and grammaticallycon-
strued in its obvious sense, was a sufficient protection against
Nestorianism, so the Fathers of Chalcedon found that, in the
definitions of Nicaea and Constantinople united, the Church
had a sufficient protection against all heresies whatsoever.
It was now 126 years since the Council of Nicaea had assem-
bled and nearly 420 years since the Apostles had received
their commission to go and teach all nations. In all that
time the Catholic Church had never but twice, and then
with great reluctance, exercised its supreme function of exact
doctrinal definition. Heretics, on the contrary, had been ever

ready with irreverent self-conceit to aflirm or deny, as the
whim took them; and the absence of a. fixed formula or

symbol of faith had been severely felt. For want of it, faith-
ful members of the Church had been liable to be led away by
heretics who professed the greatest devotion to Orthodoxy
and the utmost reverence for the Councils of the Church, but
who availed themselves of the unrestrained liberty of expo-
sition to set forth new formulas which were inconsistent with
the faith of the CatholicChurch.—The Declarations of Nicaea
and Constantinople, were theologicallyexact in their terms ;
they had been unequivocally approved by the Christian
Churches throughout the whole world ; and they had been
found to be amply sufiicient in their scope to express the
CatholicFaith. Therefore the Fathers of Chalcedon, in deal-
ing with the new heresies of their day, imitated the example
of the Fathers of Ephesus. They did not adopt or impose
new definitions. They tested disputed doctrines by simply
comparing them with the definitions of Nicaea and Constan-
tinople. For the protection of the Church in the future they
renewed the prohibition of Ephesus, which forbade the set-
ting forth of any doctrinal statement which should be incon-
sistent with the definitions of Nicaea; they extended that
prohibition to statements inconsistent with the definitions of
Constantinople; and lastly they declared that not only the
doctrines expressediin those definitions, but the very ipsissima
vcrba, the identical words in which they were defined should
be and remain unalterable. The distinction is very clearly
brought out in the two words pistis and symbolon; pistis re-

ferring te the doctrine, and 81/mbolon to the formula of the
Creed. Repeating the prohibition_of Ephesus, the Father of
Chalcedon declared “that it is not lawful for any man to



16 71: [Vinny Creed.

produce, or compile, or compose, or hold, or teach to others
any different faith (heteran ptstin),” a prohibition which
manifestly applied to the substance of the faith, and to all
modes of teaching; and then they proceeded furthermore
to enact that “ those who shall presume either to compose a
diiferent faith, mstin, or to publish or teach or deliver a

diflerent formula, symbolon," to persons desirous of turning
to the truth from paganism, or Judaism, or any heresy
whatsoever, shall be deposed, if they be bishops from the
Episcopate, and clergymen from the Clergy; and if they be
monks or laymen, they shall be anathematised.”—

3. The TraditionalisticPlea Ea:amined.——The above arguments
have been set forth to show that the later formula was the
same as the earlier, only amplified.

It will be worth noting that in spite of all the arguments
adduced, the historical fact that the two fcrmularies are not
the same, has not been touched. These arguments endeavour
merely to show how possibly the development of Christian
formularies from the first form to the second may have taken
place.

Bishop Wordsworth’s remarks may be criticised for two
points :

(1). It is misleading to say that the Council of Constanti-
nople agreed “without a dissentient voice, as far as we
know ”—to any determinations. The fact is that historians
know absolutely nothing about the amount of unanimity of
that Council in this or any other determinations. And un-
less Bishop Wordsworth has access to some source of evidence
unknown to historians generally, it were wiser to state ex-

plicitly that nothing is known, for or against the unanimity
of the council from first-hand sources.

(2). The Bishop is mistaken in stating that the Council
reaffirmed the Nicene Creed in precisely the same words as
those in‘which it was originally put forth. It can be shown
that the changes amounted to more than 50 per cent. of the
words, and that not only additions were made, but that im-
portant test-expressions were deliberately omitted, if it be
true at all that the Nicene Creed was the base of the deliber-
ations of the Constantinopolitan Fathers. The deliberate om-
issions, and changes of phraseology—apa.rt from additions—-
prove that the assertion of Bishop Wordsworth that theCoun-
cil confirmed “the faith of Nicaea in precisely the same words
as those in which it was orginally put forth in A. D. 325 ” is
contrary to fact,and in matters so elementary that the simple
reading of the two documents would have shielded him from
committing so patent an error.

Dr. Bright is more careful than Bishop Wordsworth. He,
at least, has read the authorities, even though his conclu-
sions may be questioned.

If we arrange chronologically the facts he adduces it will
be possible to gain a tolerably clear insight into their signifi-
cance. . l <

.
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A. D. 325. Council at Nicaea adopts Nicene Creed as given
by Sokratés.

347-348. Cyril, at Jerusalem, delivers lectures which con-
tain expressions similar to the Epiphanian formulation.

367. Nicene Creed adopted by Council at Tyana in Cappe-
docia. Alteration : “ And in one only-begotten God, the Lord
Jesus Christ.”

373. Epiphanius, in Cyprus, writes to a Church in Pamphilia
his Ancoratus. It contains his Creed (Prayer-Book Nicene).
He refers to it as “set forth by bishops more than 310 in
number.”

373. Basil writes to the Antiochene Church the Nicene
Creed, omitting several words of it.

377. Basil writes to Epiphanius that “ not the smallest ml-
dition” could be made to the Nicene Creed except on the
subject of the Godhead of the Spirit. Declines to consider ad-
ditions in respect to Incarnation.

381. Authorityof Council of Constantinople (of “ the 150 ")
questioned in West, and in Egypt.

381-451. No mention anywhere of a creed of the Second
Council.

431. Council of Ephesus. The Antiochene Party opposed to
it recognize no creed other than the Nicene, although keenly
opposed to “ Apollinarizing” while the new Epiphanian, sup-
positiously of 381, Constantinople, directly opposes Appoi-
inarianism in terms.

451. Council at Chalcedon. The Fathers do not question
that the Epiphanian Creed was adopted by “ the 150 ” in “ the
holy city.” They adopt and recite two Creeds, of “ the 318”
and of “ the 150.” The latter with the original Nicene Creed
forms a “ wise and salutary symbol.”

451. Sokratés says that the Council of Constantinople con-
firmed the Nicene Creed.

These are Dr. Bright's facts. Let us see what they omit.
They omit any reference to contemporary witness that the
Constantinopolitan Fathers either confirmed theNiceneCree(l,
or adopted the Epiphanian formulary as the Nicene Creed.
The first notice of this is years later at Chalcedon. By that
time a mistake may easily have become current.

Dr. Bright holds that it was “ practically incredible that he
(Eusebius) should not have known the wording of the Nicene
Symbol.” The best proof is that Eusebius did mis-state the
wording of the Creed adopted by more than 310 Bishops.
Eusebius may however have only meant that his formulation
contained the doctrine of the Nicene Creed, without at the
time vouching for the verbal accuracy.

It is impossible to understand what Dr. Bright means.
Jither Eusebius did set forth his formulation with belief it

was the Nicene Creed, or he did not. If he did, he needs not
that Dr. Bright should excuse his inaccuracy as failing to
satisfy “modern” standards of “precision.” In this case,
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Eusebius is right, and his Creed is the actual Creed of Nicaea,
and Sokratés, and Sozomen are fools or liars.

But if he did not set forth his formulation as the actual
Creed of Nicaea, in all sincerity, then in saying it was, he
knew he was deceiving. Then he needs Dr. Bright’s excuses
for lack of “ modern ” standards of precision. It may be re-
marked that this is not a matter of “ precision,” but a matter
of morals, of righteousness, of honesty ; and these standards
remain the same in all ages. In this case, since it is “ prac-
tically incredible that he should not have known the wording
of the Nicene Symbol,” and since he distinctly claims thathis
formulation was the Nicene Symbol, and since he must have
known the truth, as Sokratés and Sozomen give it, then
Epiphanius was consciously deceiving.

That is all ; for facts are stronger than theories. Either
Sokratés and Sozomen, or Eusebius are right. If Eusebius is
right, his formulation is the Nicene Symbol, and it is exact;
if he is wrong, his claim is false and it is not a question of
precision, but of veracity or ignorance.

In another matter does Dr. Bright contradict himself
grievously, in his own words.

(1). He says that the Creed of the “150 Fathers” was a
recension of the Nicene Creed which practically superseded
“the original form—a development of it—expanded in view
of present doctrinal requirements, by means of material bor-
rowed from the Creed of Jerusalem.”

(2). He admits that the Council of Chalcedon adopted and
recited two creeds, that of the “ 318 ” and of the “ 150.” “ It
was quite possible in ancient times for persons to be zealously
attached to the Nicene formulary, and yet to use side by side
with it some other formulary agreeing with it in doctrine,
but not altogether in language.”

The consequence of these two statements is a dilemna.
Either the Creed of “ the 150 ” is a development of, but the

same as the creed of the “ 318,” the Nicene Symbol, or it is
a different creed.

It seems unnatural that in a Council two separate creeds
should be recited, together with anathemas for any one who
should alter even a letter of the first if the second isadevelop-
ment of the first, and has superseded it already, and is so
much the same as the first as to permit the Church of to-day
to call it the first.

If the second is a difierent creed from the first, then every-
thing in the procedure of the Council is natural, and easily
explained. But in that case Dr. Bright is mistaken when he
urges that the second is a development of the first, and has
superseded it. It is then an “other” formulary, not the same.

So Dr. Bright fails to show the continuity between the
Epiphanian and the Nicene Creed.

Dr. Fulton is not happier than Dr. Bright.
In the first place, with the inimitable naiveté of apparent
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ignorance that it had ever been doubted that the Council of
Constantinople had adopted a recension of the Nicene Creed,
he states that fact dogmatically over and over. “ If the

‘Fathersat Ephesus had intended to establish a Creed for uni-
versal use, they would hardly have forgotten the Declaration
of Constantinople, whch would have perfectly answered that
end.—-It adopted a formula which the Fathers of Constanti-
nople had been found to be insufficient toanswerthatpurpose.
In the definitions of Nicaea and Constantinople united the
Church had a suficient protection against all heresies_
soever. They tested disputed doctrine by simply comparing
them with the definitions of Nicaea and Constantinople.
They extended that prohibition to statements inconsistent
with the definitions of Constantinople.”

But Dr. Fulton's naiveté extends still further. He never
mentions, as Dr. Bright does, thatthe authorityof the Council
of Constantinople was immediatelyandpersistentlyquestioned
in the West and in Egypt. “ The Declarations of Nicaea and
Constantinople were theologicallyexact in their terms ; they
had been unequivocally approved by the Christian Churches
throughout the whole world.” This is pretty severe on the
whole West ! ’

Besides his naiveté in respect to these important matters,
Dr. Fulton is a greater theologian than Athanasius. “The
Nicene Declaration would have been defective in several im-
portant particulars.” And yet he himself insists strenuously
that theNicene Creed is a sufficient “ eirenicon ” for all Chris-
tians, and with approval quotes the words of the Councils of
Ephesus and Chalcedon which anathematize anybody who
should demand any more than the Nicene Creed of any new
convert. Probably Dr. Fulton overlooked the fact that in
making this statement he was anathematizinghimself.

The oversight that the Council of Constantinople “ brought
down the Nicene Creed to its -present form," with the ex-

ception of the Filioque, is asserted, among others, also by so

scholarly a man as Robertson, in his History of The Chris-
tian Church, Vol. 1, p. 377.

4. The Plea of Modern Reaearch.—The writer of these lines
was flrst interested in the question under discussion by- a
note in Harnack’s Dogmcngeschichte, in which he considered
I-Iort’s work decisive in the matter. This led him directly to
the words of Dr. Hort, and Dr. Gwatkin, on the subject.

(Henry Melvill Gwatkin, M. A. Studies of Arianism, Cam-
bridge, Deighton Bell & Co, 1882, p 262). We surely need not
condescend to discuss the story that the Council of Constantl-
nople solemly revised the Nicene Creed. Dr. Hort, Two Dis-
sertations, has conclusively shown that the document in ques-
tion is not a revision of the Nicene Creed at all, but of Cyril's
Jerusalem formula, and that it cannot have had any sanction
from the Council beyond an incidental approval when Cyril's
case came before them. Bishop Wordsworth Ch. Hist. II, 332-
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5, tells the old story all the bettr for his ignorance that it
ever been disputed. He only alludes to recent doubts in a

postscript. Recently it has found a more serious defender in
Bright, Canons of the_First Four General Councils, 80-82. But
he lays unaccountable stress on the assertion of Aétius at
Chalcedon, makes no new point whatever, and seems not to
have met with Dr. Hort’s decisive work. At any rate he ab-
solutely fails to touch its arguments. Nor is his own account
of the matter free from serious objection. When he tells us

that “ this creed was in effect the Nicene confession expand-
ed ” he forgets that there is something more than expansion
in it. Surely Athanasius would have had an anathema for
the men who left out the all-important ek tés ousias.

(Hort, Two Dissertations, p. 114.)
No unquestionable trace of the ‘ Constantinopolitan Creed '

has yet, as far as I am aware, been found in the writings of
theologians throughout, this period. It is certainly unnoticed
and unused in numerous places where the results of an ecu-
menical revision of the work of the 325 were not likely to be
ignored. The contrast in the writings of John of Damascus is
significant, p. 74. It is now certain thatwe have no evidence
of any public recognition of the ‘ Constantinopolitan ’ Creed
before the Council of Chalcedon in 457, when it was read by
Aétius a Deacon of Constantinople, as the ‘ Creed of the 150 ’

—and accepted as orthodox, but not in any way placed on a
level with the Nicene Creed, the Creed of the 318, which was
likewise read, much less accepted, as taking its place.

p. 115. It was to all appearance reserved to a later time
than the age of Chalcedon to confuse the Creed of the 150
with the enlarged Nicene Creed, and thus to complete the
fictitious history which was begun when the 150 Fathers of
Constantinople were first reputed to be the authors of the
Creed of which we may well believe that they had expressed
approval.

The short records of the Council of Constantinople illus-
trate indeed the watchfulness with which the sufliciency
of the Nicene Creed was maintained; but threw no direct
light on the foundation of the tradition which 70 years later
associated the new form of Creed in some way with the 150
Bishops then assembled, and which does not seem likely to
have been a mere invention. It is not however an unreason-
able conjecture that the Creed was submitted to the Council
by some one of its members and accepted as legitimate, with-
out any idea of its becoming in any sense an ecumenical sym-
bol, regulating the faith of many lands. However this may be,
it was certainly in existence some years before the Council
met, and already included those clauses which in a later age
were specially said to have been introduced by the Council.
(E. g. Note: ‘Not only the additional clauses on the Holy
Spirit, but hou tés basileias ouk estai telos, which stands in
the Creed of the Apostolic Constitutions as well as in.thatof
Jerusalem.)
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The responsibilityfor the ‘ConstantinopolitanCreed’is thus
shifted from the Council of 381, in which various distinguish-
ed men took part, to an unknown, person, synod or church
at an earlier date, possibly a. much earlier date.

The ‘Epiphanian’ or ‘Constantinopolitan Creed’ is not a re-
vised form of the Nicene at all, but of the Creed of Jerusalem.

Written by Cyril 362, on return to his diocese, now as ortho-
dox, inserting Conciliar (p. 96.) language into his own Semi-
arian symbol (p. 99. Note 1). The ratification of the Nicene
Creed was thus the act which defined the doctrinal position of
the Council both positively and negatively. It is diflicult to
see how on such an occasion an enlargement of the Creed as
a standard of conversion could have been carried out without
suicidal inconsistency.

p. 107. The Epiphanian Creed has 33 out of 178 words of the
true creed of Nicaea : Note : that is, less than a fifthof the
whole. This reckoning of course excludes words found in
both the Nicene and the Jerusalem Creeds, but proved by the
preceding comparison not to have been in fact derived from
the Nicene Creed.

p 111. Subsequent to its early transcription by Epiphanius
the creed

. . . .
thatbecomes visible 70 years after the Council

of Constantinople. Apparently it then relapses into total
obscurity for 85 years more : and 172 years have passed since
the Council so far as ca.n be gathered from my clear evidence
yet advanced before it is found identified with the Nicene
Creed, that is, treated as an improved revision of it.

p 115. It was to all appearance reserved for a later time
than the age of Chalcedon to confuse the “ Creed of the
150" with the enlarged Nicene Creed, and thus to complete
the fictitious history which was begun when 150 Fathers of
Constantinople were first reputed to be authors of the Creed
of which we may well _believe that they had expressed ap-
proval.

5. The Conoiliar Documents.—In order to judge of the ques-
tion independently,'itmay be interesting to notice the actual
words of the Councilar decrees, as Mansi has given them.

The following are extracts from the report of the Council
of Constantinople, 318 A. D.

Letter of the Synod to the Emperor Theodosius the Great.
Then we pronounced some concise definitions ratifying the

Faithof the Nicene Fathers, and anathematisingthe heresies
which have sprung up contrary thereto.

Cannon I. The Faith of the 318 Fathers assembled at Nicaea
in Bythyniashall not be set aside, but shall stand fast.

The reader will of course ask, Do the records of Council
contain the Epiphanian Creed ? Yes: Mansi gives it: but
in a. small parenthesis adds : “ As contained in the acts of the
Council of Chalcedon.” So it becomes plain thatsome one, out
of the ofiiciousness of a compiler, gave ground for the univer-
sal misconception on the subject. Yet Mansi had the honesty
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to add the source from which he derived it ; and it is in the
last resort the opinion of the Chalcedonian Fathers which is
responsible for the trouble.

The Fathers of Constantinople confine themselves to re-

affirming the Nicene Council which they could hardly do
honestly if they were just about to supersede it by a. later
reeension, or development of it. In another version of the
same canons, Mansi, Hist. Counc. Vol. III, p. 577, it is said:
“Change not the faith, nor transgress its statutes: namely
the statutes of the Holy Fathers who congregated at Nicaea. ;
but let them remain whole, just as they were given forth.”

The following are Canons of the Council of Ephesus, A. D.
431.

Canon VII.-—These things having been read, theHoly Synod
decrees that it is unlawful for any man to bring forward or
to write or to compose any other Creed than that established
by the holy and blessed Fathers assembled, with the Holy
Ghost in Nicaea.

But those who shall dare to compose another Creed, or to
Heathenismor Jndaism, or from any heresy whatsoever, shall
be deposed of they be Bishops or Clergymen ; Bihops from
the Episcopate and Clergymen from the Clergy ; and if they
be laymen they should be anathematised. ‘

And in like manner, if any, whether Bishops, Clergymen or

laymen, should be discovered to hold or teach the doctrines
contained in the exposition prduced by the Presbyter Chari-
sius concerning the Incarnation of the only-begotten Son of
God, on the abominable and profane doctrines of Nestorius
which have been condemned ; they shall be subjected to the
sentence of this Holy and Ecumenical Council.-—
Preface to Canon VII.—

‘The Decree of the same Holy Synod, pronounced after
hearing the exposition (of the Faith) by the 318 holy and
blessed Fathers in the City of Nicaea, and the impious Creed
composed by Theodore of Mopsuestia and given to the same

Holy Synod at Ephesus by the Presbyter Charisius of Phila-
delphia.’

Here follow Canons of the Council of Chalcedon, A. D. 451.
The Definition of Faith agreed upon at the Council of Chal-

cedon.—-
And this we have done with one unanimous consent, driving

away envious doctrines and renewing the missing faith of
the Fathers, publishing to all men the creed of the 318, and
to their numbers adding as their peers, the Fatherswho have
received the same summary of religion. Such are the 150
Fathers who afterwards assembled in the great City of Con-
stantinople and ratified the same Faith. Moreover observing
the order and every form relating to the Faith which was ob-
served by the Holy Synod formerly held in Ephesus, of which
Celestine of Rome and Cyril of Alexandria, of holy memory,
were the leaders, we do declare that the exposition of the
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right and blessed Faith made by the 318 holy and blessed
Fathers assembled at Nicaea in the reign of Consta.ntine'of
pious memory shall be pre'e'minent: and that those things
shall be of force also, which were decreed by the 150 holy
Fathers at Constantinople, for the uprooting of the heresies
which had then sprung up, and for the confirmation of the
same one Catholic and Apostolic Faith.

‘This wise and saving Creed of the divine grace sufiiced.
This present holy and great oecumenical Council . . has at the
very outset decreed that the Creed of the 318 Fathers shall
not be tampered with. And on account of them that contend
against the Holy Ghost, it confirms the doctrine afterwards
delivered concerning the substance of the Spirit by the 150
holy Fathers who assembled in the holy City.’

From consideration of the above it will appear that all
three Councils agree on insisting on the Nicene Creed as an

unchangeable witness of faith, than which no more shall
he demanded from converts, on pain of deposition, and an-
athematization.

It i equally clear that the Council of Chalcedon recited
along with the Nicene Creed, another Creed, the Epiphanian.
Nowhere is it stated to be the Nicene Creed; if it were, it
would not be referred to and recited beside the other. On
the contrary, it is only said it was originated by the holy 150
Fathers at Constantinople, an excusable anachronism. There
is in this no excuse to call it a. “Creed commonly called the
Nicene,” or “ The Nicene Creed.”

6. Hort’s Proof.—It is not suflicient to prove merely that
the Epiphanian Creed is not the Nicene Creed. It is desirable
to know actually whence it came.

Dr. Hort’s work, which Harnack and Gwatkin think de-
cisive, leads the enquirer to the Creed of Jerusalem, which
Cyril amplified with orthodox phrases, when he returned from
exile to his home. Before he went into exile,although he had
been considered one of the orthodox party, his Creed was
Semi-arian, and when he returned he felt it incumbent upon
him to correct this defect.

Dr. Hort proves his point by giving all the Creeds in full,
and by showing that if the Epiphanian Creed was derived
from the Nicene, the additions would be many, the changes
of many expressions still more, and several expressions would
be omitted. On the contrary, if the Epiphanian Creed was an

amplification of the Jerusalem Creed, the only changes would
be the consistent addition of whole clauses, not separate un-

important words, here and there.
The omissions would be the important Athanasian (1) “that

is, from the being of the Father ;” (2) God of God, (3) only-
begotten. Besides, the “ Epiphanian Creed has only 33 out of
178 words of the true Creed of Nicaea, note, that is, less than
a fifthof the whole. This reckoning of course excludes words
found in both the Nicene and Jerusalem Creeds, but proved

: .
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by the preceding comparison not to have been in fact derived
from the Nicene Creed.”

I. Cesarean Creed.
We believe in one God, the FatherAlmighty, he who is the

Maker of all things visible and invisible.
And in one Lord Jesus Christ,—the Logos of THE God,-

God, of God,—Light of Light,—-Life of Life,——-the only-begot-
ten Son,—the Firt-born of every Creature,—Being born of the
Fatherbefore all ages—through whom all things arose.—Who
being incarnate for our salvation,—and dwelling among men
—and suflering,—andrising on the third day,—and ascending
to the Father,—andsitting again in glory to judge the living
and the dead.

(And we believe) And in the Holy Ghost.
II. The Nicene Creed, exhibited with the Creed of Caesarea

as its base.
(The original words of the Cesarean Creed are in capitals ;

words which, in Greek, are in the Cesarean, but not the Ni-
cene Creed, are omitted. These can be seen by comparison
with the Creed above.)

WE BELIEVE IN ONE GOD, THE FATHER ALMIGHTY,
THE MAKER OF ALL THINGS VISIBLE AND INVISIBLE.

AND IN ONE LORD JESUS CHRIST,—THE SON OF THE
GOD,—begotten only-begotten of the Father,—that is, from
the Being of the Father,—GODOF GOD,—LIGHT OF LIGHT,
—Very God of very Got1,——Begotten, not Made ;—Consubstan-
tial with the Father,—THROUGH WHOM ALL THINGS
AROSE, both those in heaven and in the earth (on the earth),
——Who for the sake of us who are men, AND FOR OUR SAL-
VATION came down and WAS INCARNATE,—BECOMING
MAN, SUFFERING, AND RISING ON THE THIRD DAY,——
ASCENDING into heaven, (the Heavens),—Who shall come
TO JUDGE THE QUICK AND THE DEAD.

AND IN the Holy GHOST.
But those who say of the Son of THE God, There was not

a time when he was not, or, He was not before he was begot-
ten, and thatHe was made out of things not existing, or, who
say thatHe is of an other Substance and Being, (or created),
or Variable, or changeable, (these) the catholic (and apos-
tolic) Church anathematizes.

III. The “ Constantinopolitan” Creed, or Revised Creed of
Jerusalem, with the Nicene Creed as its assumed base.

(Nicene Creed in _capitals.)
WE BELIEVE IN ONE GOD THE FATHER ALMIGHTY,—-

Maker of heaven and earth,——AND OF all THINGS VISIBLE
AND INVISIBLE :—

AND IN ONE LORD JESUS CHRIST,-—THE only-begotten
SON OF THE GOD ;—He who is begotten of his Father be-
fore all worlds,—LIGHT OF LIGHT,—VERY GOD OF VERY
GOD,—-CONSUBSTANTIAL WITH THE FATHER ; BY
WHOM ALL THINGS AROSE. WHO FOR US WHO ARE
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MEN AND FOR OUR SALVATION DESCENDED from the
heavens,-—AND WAS INCARNATEof the Holy Ghost and the
Virgin Mary,—And WAS MADE MAN :—And was crucified
also for us under Pontius Pilate ;—He suffered and was
buried :—AND THE THIRD DAY HE ROSE AGAIN accord-
ing to the Scriptures :—And ASCENDED INTO THE HEA-
VENS,—And sitteth on the right hand of the Father,-—Andhe
SHALL COME AGAIN with glory TO JUDGE BOTH THE
QUICK AND THE DEAD ;—Whose kingdom shall have no
end.

AND IN THE HOLY GHOST, The Lord, and Giver of Life,-
Who proceedeth from the Father,—Who with the Father and
Son together is worshipped and glorified ;—Who spake by the
Prophets. .

In one Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church :—We acknowl-
edge one Baptism for the remission of sins,—And we look for
the Resurrection of the Dead :—And the life of the coming
Age. Amen. '

IV. The Earlier Creed of Jerusalem.
We believe in one God, the Father Almighty,—Maker of

heaven and earth,—and of all things visible, and invisible.
And in one Lord Jesus Christ,—the only-begotten Son of

THE God,—being born very God from the Father before all
the_Ages, Through whom all things arose.—He was incarnate
and made Man,—crucified and buried,—He arose on the third
<lay,—and ascended into the heavens,—and sat down at the
right hand of the Father,—He shall come again in glory to

‘judge the quick and the dead, of whose kingdom there shall
be no end.

_And in one Holy Ghost,—The Comforter,—Who spoke by
the Prophets.

And in one Baptism of repentance for the remission of sins,
—And in one Holy CatholicChurch,—And in the resurrection
of the Flesh,—-and in the Life everlasting. ~

V. The Constantinopolitan Creed or Revised Creed of Jerus-
alem, Exhibited with the Earlier Creed of Jerusalem as its
base.

(Capitals, Earlier Creed of Jerusalem; Italics, Nicene In-
sertions.)

WE BELIEVE IN ONE GOD THE FATHER ALMIGHTY,-—
MAKER OF HEAVEN AND EARTH,—AND OF THINGS VIS-
IBLE AND invisible :—

AND IN ONE LORD JESUS CHRIST,—-THE ONLY-BE-
GOTTEN SON OF the GOD ;——HE WHO WAS BEGOTTEN
OF HIS FATHER BEFORE ALL AGES,—Light of Light,-
Very God of very God,—Begotten, not made,—G'onsubatann'al with
the Father; BY WHOM ALL THINGS AROSE. Who for us
who are men and for our salvation descended from the heaven,-
and WAS INCARNATE of the Holy Ghost and the Virgin
Mary,—AND WAS MADE MAN ;—And WAS CRUCIFIED
also for us under Pontius Pilate :——He sufierd AND WAS
BURIED ;--And THE THIRD DAY HE ROSE AGAIN, ac-

.
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cording to the Scriptures ;—AND ASCENDED INTO THE
HEAVENS,-— AND sitteth ON THE RIGHT HAND OF T E
FATHER,—AND HE SHALL COME again WITH GLO Y
TO JUDGE BOTH THE QUICK AND THE DEAD;—WHOSE
KINGDOM SHALL HAVE NO END.

AND IN the holy GHOST, The Lord, and Giver of Life,
—Who proceedeth from the Father-,—Who with the Father
and Son together is worshipped and glorified ;—WIIO SPAKE
by the PROPHETS.

IN ON E HOLY CATHOLICand ApostolicCHURCH;—We ac-

knowledge one Baptism for the remission of sins,—And we
look for the RESURRECTION of the Dead :—AND THE
LIFE of the coming age. Amen.

VI. The Interpolated Nicene Creed as recited in the de-
finition of Chalcedon, Exhibited with the Interpotations dis-
tinguished from the Original Creed.

(Interpolations in Capitals.)
We believe in one God the Father Almighty,—the Maker

of all things visible and invisible.
V

And in One Lord Jeus Christ,—the Son of THE God,—HE
WHO was born only-begotten of the Fa.ther,—God of God,-
Light of Light,—Very God of very God,—Begotten, not made,
—Consubstantia.l with the Fa.ther,—Throughwhom all things
arose. Who for us men and for our salvation came down
FROM THE HEAVENS, and was incarnate OF THE HOLY
GHOST AND THE VIRGIN MARY,—And was made man ;—
HE WAS CRUCIFIED FOR US UNDER PONTIUS PILATE,
AND suffered, AND WAS BURIED ;—And he rose again on
the third day ACCORDING TO THE SCltIPTURES,—And
ascended into the heavens,—AND SITTETHAT THE RIGHT
HAND OF THE FATHER,—And shall come again WITH
GLORY to judge both the quick and the dead,—Wl{OSE
KINDGOM SHALL HAVE NO END.

And in THE HOLY Ghost, THE LORD AND GIVER OF
LIFE.

But those who say, of the Son of THE God, There was a
time when he was not, or, He was not before he was begotten,
and thatHe was made out of things not existing, or, who say
that He is of an other Substance and Being, or Variable, or

Changeable, these the Catholic and Apostolic Church anathe-
matizes.

7. Theological Significance of the Changes.-—The difierence be-
tween the Nicene and the Epiphanian Creeds has been point-
ed out above; it remains to consider its theological signifi-
cance. The difierence is as follows.

(1). “And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son
of God,” for : “ And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of the
God, born only-begotten of the Father, that is, from the
being of the Father.”

The important additions are as follows.
(2). “ Begotten of his Father before all worlds.”
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(3). “ By the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary.”
(4). “ And was crucified also for us under Pontius Pilate.”

'(5). “And was buried.”
(6). “According to the Scriptures.”
(7). “ And sitteth on the right hand of God.”
(8). “ With glory.”
(9). “Whose kingdom shall have no end.”
(10). “The Lord, and Giver of Life, Who .proceedeth from

the Father and the Son ; Who with the Father and the Son
together is worshipped and glorified ; Who spake by the
Prophets : And I believe one Catholicand Apostolic Church ;
I acknowledge one Baptism for the remission of sins: and
I look for the Resurrection of the Dead, and the Life of the
world to come. Amen."

A sharp distinction should be drawn between the essentials,
and the non-essentials of the Faith. It matters but little in
how many non-essentials two men may differ; as long as they
agree in respect to the essentials, they are both entitled to
to orthodoxy as designation of their ecclesiastical status.
Now a Creed is a statement of the essentials of Faith ; what
it omits is one of the non-essentials, on the subject of which
two orthodox Christians have full liberty to difler.

When it is pointed out, therefore, what a Creed does not
contain, it is not meant to assert that such doctrine was not
believed or preached by orthodox Christians; far from that.
But it does mean that such a doctrine was by the framers
of that Creed considered a non—essential, which men might
hold or not as they pleased. The very fact that the framers
of a Creed held some doctrine which they did not insert into
it is sufficient proof that they considered that it belonged to
the non-essentials of Christianity, that it was possible that
a man should be a Christian while withholding his assent
from them.

The Bible, without a doubt, contains many facts and
doctrines which the Creed does not mention ; they are none
the less true, and worthy of belief for that. But the Creed
chooses from among them those vital facts which constitute
the Christian interpretation of all that the Bible teaches.
And therefore, nothing more than the Creed should be de-
manded of any Christian.

Not only is this reason, but it is Canon Law. The Ephesine
and Chalcedonian Councils go as far as to decree anathe-
matization and deposition from the ministry not only against
those who should presume to alter even a letter of the Nicene
Creed, but who should, in receiving a convert or member of
the Church of some other Diocese, demand even a word more
of doctrine than the Creed itself sets forth. This could hardly
have been the case if they, the framers of these canons, had
not considered that anything outside of the Creed of Nicaea
was more than a non-essential of theology.

With these principles in mind, and remembering that to
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prove a. thing a. non-essential has not the slightest reference
to the question whether or not earlier Fathers held some

particular belief, it will be worth while to make the logical
deduction from the differences between the Nicene and the
Epiphanian Symbols. '

Any man has the canonical right to be called an orthodox
Christian, without a belief

(1). That Jesus was only—begotten, except inasmuch as it
means that he was born ofothe very being and nature of the
Father ;

(2). That Jesus was begotten before all worlds ;
(3). That Jesus was born “ by the Holy Ghost of the Virgin

Mary ; ”

(4). That he sat down at the right hand of God ;
(5). That the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Fathers and the

Son, that with the Father and the Son he is worshipped and
glorified ; that he spake by the Prophets ;

(6). In one Catholic and Apostolic Church ; in Baptism for
the remission of sins, in the resurrection of the dead, and the
life of the world to come.

On the contrary : the essentials of Chalcedonian orthodoxy
are :

“ We believe in one God, the Father almighty, the Maker
of all things visible and invisible ;

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of the God; born
I

only-begotten of the Father, that is, from the being of the
Father ; God of God, very God of very God ; born, not made,
consubstantial with the Fathers, through whom all things
in heaven and earth arose ; for us men and for our salvation
he descended, and was incarnated, and became man ; he suf-
fered and rose on the third day, he ascended into heaven, and
will come to judge the quick and the dead.

And I believe in the Holy Ghost.”
Agreeing on these broad lines of the only Nicene Creed in

existence, and permitting full latitude on all points not cover-
ed by this Creed, the scattered flock of God may reunite some

day, if only none will arise who will seek to increase the
difierences between different men in regard to all non—es-
sentials. May this long-‘prayed for event come soon!



THE LAMBETH ARTICLES.

1. Position of the Laity.—There are, within the pale of Chris-
tianity, many conscientious laymen who, more or less, have
become aware of the difliculties of dogmas. To each of them
the question presents itself whether they can conscientiously
remain where they are. The decision must be determined
mainly by the particular circumstances of the case.

If they happen to be in Churches where the crude and
repulsive notions of extreme dogmatism are preached, as re-

quired by Methodist vicarious salvation, or Presbyterian in-
fant damnation, prudence would dictate putting an end to
continual unpleasant thoughts, as suggested by preacher or
service.

As a rule, however, even among the bodies mentioned
above, there would be no necessity of severing connection
with those organiztions. The clergy as a rule have been led
to insist less and less on the distinctive features of the doc-
trines they are commissioned to preach; and that for the
‘very practical reason that they do not care to preach to
empty benches. All the Churches have become more or less
liberalized,and without realizing it, and most of the clergy
are as unorthodox as their congregations or more so.

It is always the part of wisdom to remain in the place in
which the Providence of God has placed us, until circum-
stances show duty to go elsewhere. Besides, it is not the
highest form of work for the truth to destroy, and deny.
Negative work is, at best, incomplete, and fraught with dan-
ger to weak consciences. Much more divine is the construct-
ive work which proceeds regularly and perfectly, feeding the
souls of the weak, until they become strong enough to seek
the light for themselves. Besides, there is no divine com-
mand to judge of others. If we do set forth the truth, we
do all that is required of us.

In any case, however, change of association with religious
bodies is easy enough for laymen, and can take place without
unpleasant stirring up of animosity, and uncharitableness.
And perhaps the wisest position for the layman is the scien-
tific attitude of doubt, which is, seeking the truth every-
where, and ready to receive it from any source, without, in
the meanwhile, attaching themselves formally to any body.

2. Position of the Glory:/.—The position of the clergy, how-
ever, is much more difficult than that of the laity. The
layman is not expected or forced to believe anything but a
minimum of doctrine. The clergyman, however, before he
can enter his life-work, must solemnly declare his unfeigned
assent to the whole of the doctrine of the body with which
he is connected. -

.
Whether it would be possible for a Christian determined

to assert freedom of thought to remain in the Christian body
in which he is at home, depends entirely on the condition
of subscription which prevail in that body. In some the
conditions are stricter, in some laxer.
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3. The Lambcth Articles as test of Orthodoan/.—Before it is
possible to acknowledgeassent or dissent from the doctrines
of the Church, it is necessary to define these. In July, 1888,
a. “ Conference of Bishops of the Anglican Communion,”
holden at Lambeth Palace, in England, proposed the follow-
ing articles as a basis of Church union with other bodies.

(a). The Holy Scriptures, of the Old and New Testaments,
as “containing all things necessary to salvation," and as
being the rule and ultimate standard of faith.

(b). The Apostles’ Creed, as the Baptismal Symbol; and

t£he lyicene Creed as the suflicient statement of the Christian
ait

.

(c). The two Sacraments ordained by Christ himself-
baptism and the supper of the Lorfl—ministered with un-

failing use of Christ’s words of institution, and of the ele-
ments ordained by him.

(d). The Historic Episcopate, locally adapted in the
methods of its administration to the varying needs of the
nations and peoples called of God into the Unity of his
Church.

It is evident that if the Anglican Church defined these four
articles as a sufficient statement of doctrine, that we may
consider her doctrine to be these four a.rticles.Besides, these
four articles should be interpreted not in a preconceived tra-
ditional sense, but on its merits. What is the use of a defini-
tion if this formulation stands in need of a further defini-
tion ? That is, if it is to be interpreted in one sense alone ?
When learned men deliberately set forth a definition in the
sight of the whole world, it must be supposed that they mean
just what they say, neither more nor less.

,

In view of these facts, it is worth while to examine these
four articles narrowly,in order to ascertain whether the con-
scientious Christian can accept them, and therefore retain
his place within the body in which he may chance to be.

4. The H014; Scrtpture8.—-The first article reads as follows :
“The Holy Scriptures, of the Old and New Testaments, as

containing all things necessary to salvations, and as being
the rule and ultimate standard of faith.”

This proposition contains the following assertions.
(1). The Holy Scriptures mean the books of the Bible held

to be of canonical authoritywithin the Anglican communion.
This excludes the books commonly called Apocryphal.

(2). These books contain all things necessary to salvation.
(3). They are the rule, and ultimate standard of faith.
More interesting than what this proposition contains, is

that which it omits.
(1). It omits all mention of the doctrine of inspiration,

or of any particular theory of inspiration.
(2). It omits a proviso such as we find in the Profession

of faith of Pius IV, in which the Scriptures must be inter-
preted only in the sense which the Church directs.

(3). It omits all condemnation of critical and rational study
of the origin, growth, and nature of the books of the Bible.
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Few if any will object to the assertions implied in this
article. ‘

No one who has read the Apocrypha of the Old Testament
with any impartiality will hesitate to pronounce them
hardly equal to the canonical books in point of depth, moral-
ity, style, and probability.

No one will object to the statement that they contain all
things necessary to salvation. Their choice of subjects is so

varied, their spiritual insights so deep, their lovely simplicity
so aifecting, that in comparison with the other Bibles of the
world, the Jewish Scriptures by universal consent are ranked
first ; and to be the first of the best and wisest books of the
world insures the fact that it contains the most of what is
known to be necessary to salvation, and therefore to contain
all things necessary to a salvation according to their stand-
ard ; which is by common consent the highest standard yet
known.

The next assertion of this article is the truth complemen-
tary to this. They are the rule and ultimate standard of
faith. The best book of the world should certainly be yielded
the preeminence in the matter of authority,and of furnish-
ing a standard of belief. No man has the right to deny such
authority to the wisest and most lovely thoughts the world
has known. No other standard than this should be permitted;
not a General Council, run by the majority or an unbaptised
Constantine ; not the pope or the bishop ; not the writings
of well-meaning men who were looked up to in the ages of
ignorance that succeeded the sub-apostolic Church. If we
are to seek anywhere for an authority,here it will be found,
and we will have no rest in our search for one until we accept
it, the best book of the world.

We must now turn to some points which it omits.
That the Bible is inspired, no one will doubt. There is no

good in us which is not of the influence of God. Should not
then the best that we have be of him ? All good books are

inspired, inasmuch as they are good ; the best that we have
must be most inspired.

Yet, although we may yield nnfeigned assent to this opin-
ion, is important to remark that it says nothing of the man-
ner in which it is inspired, of the psychological theory of the
influence of the divine spirit on the human spirit by which
the inspired record is produced.

It says nothing of inerrancy, in word and letter, nor does
it make claims exclusively for itself. It tells its story simply,
naively, plainly. It is not hard, to find contradictions, incon-
sistencies, improbabilities; but the very fact that these ex-
ist shows the entire good faith of the writer, whoever they
were. They spoke to the best of their ability,nor did they
endeavor to arrange their statements so that they might
attain some ulterior purpose. This very sincerity is proof
of its inspiration.

In the second place, the first Lambeth article lays down
no rule of interpretation. Reason and common-sense, with
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scientific determination of what a writer living in those days
would be likely to mean must be the guide. This excludes
the straining of texts to favour some theory, orthodox or
heretical.

In the third place, it is important to remember that the
articles do not exclude rational, scientific criticism such as
would be applied to any other book. In calling the Bible
the rule and ultimate standard of faith, the enquirer does
not accept any theory as to who wrote the Pentateuch or the
Gospels. He accepts the Bible for exactly what it is worth ;
and scientific criticism will tell him just what is its real
value. Calm critical reflection will judge of the date of a
book, and thereby decide of the meaning and importance of
its expressions. There is therefore no reason why any should
be afraid to accept the Scriptures as the rule and ultimate
standard of faith; for reason will decide first what this
rule and standard of faith actually is.

5. The C'reed8.—The second Lambeth article reads as fol-
lows : “ The Apostles’ creed, as the baptismal symbol; and
the Nicene creed as the sufficient statement of the Christian
faith.”

The first question occurs immediately, what are these
creeds ‘I

The Apostles’ Creed in the form we have it is found for the
first time in the works of Pirminianus in 750 A. D. The
Nicene Creed was adopted by the Council of Nicaea, in the
year 325 A. D. On account of its priority, it is wise to begin
with a consideration of the Nicene Symbol.

The Nicene definition reads as follows:
“We believe in one God, the Father Almighty, the Maker

of all things visible and invisible ;
“ And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of the God ; born

only-begotten of the Father, that is, from the being of the
Father; God of God, light of light, very God of very God ;
born not made, consubstantial with the Father, through
whom all things in Heaven and earth arose; for us men
and for our salvation he descended, and was incarnat/e(l, and
became man ; he suffered and rose on the third day, he as-

cended into Heaven, and will come to judge the quick an

the dead. -

“ And I believe in the Holy Ghost.”
But the Nicene Creed as given by the Church has the follow-

ing important alteration, besides some additions :

(1). “And in our Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten
Son of God,” for: “And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the son

of the God, born only-begotten of the Father, that is, from
the being of the Father.”

This change is significant. It omits the important defini-
tion of what is meant by being only—begotten, and also the
Philonic distinction of “ THE ” God, as applied to the Father.

The omission of the definition of what is meant by “only-
begotten ” is so much the more important, as without it the
famous expression is misleading. Standing by itself it seems
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to infer that there can be only one only-begotten Son,
whereas when the explanation is given, it is plain that there
can be an infinity of Sons begotten from the being of the
Father. Theologically the omission amounts almost to a
misstatement.

The additions are as follows :

(2). “Begotten of his Father before all worlds.” This ad-
dition makes a great distinction between the Son of God
and the rest of creation, inasmuch as be preceded everything
else. The Nicene Creed does not so much as hint this radi-
cal distinction.

(3). “ By the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary." These are
the words which are the only foundation of the doctrine
of the Virgin birth; and it is significant that they do not
appear until the Council of Chalcedon, A. D. 451, 126 years
after the Council of Nicaea. The Virgin Birth may have
been held by the Bishops of Nicaea, but it does not appear
in the Creed, so that the burden of proof lies on those who
assert that they held it and believed it.

(4). “And was crucified also for us under Pontius Pilate.”
(5). “And was buried.”
(6). “According to the Scriptures.”
(7). “ And sittcth on the right hand of God.” Thus the doc-

trines of the divine Session is also a novelty of the Council
of Chalcedon.

(8). “With glory.”
(9). “Whose kingdom shall have no end.”
(10). “The Lord, and Giver of Life, Who proceeded from

the Father and Son ; Who with the Father and Son together
is worshipped and glorified; Who spake by the Prophets:
And I believe one Catholicand Apostolic Church ; I acknowl-
edge one Baptism for the remission of sins: and I look for
the Resurrrection of the dead. and the life of the world to
come. Amen.” This is a very material and bulky addition
to the Nicene Creed, full of weighty doctrines, and a start-
ling innovation.

These ten changes and additions evidently alter the very
marrow of the faith. Yet the Lambetharticle declares that
the Nicene Creed is a sufficient statement of the Christian
Faith. Consequently these additions are not necessary be-
liefs of the Christian. A man may therefore be a. Christian
withoutdeclaring in his statement of belief thathe holds.

(1). that Jesus was only-begotten, except inasmuch as it
means that he was born of the very being and nature of the
Father.

(2). that Jesus was begotten before all worlds.
(3). thatJesus was born “ by the Holy Ghost of the Virgin

Mary.” This includes the doctrine of the Virgin birth.
(4). that he sat down at the right hand of God.
(5). that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and the

Son, thatwith the Father and the Son he is worshipped and
glorified ; that he spake by the prophets ;

(6). in one Catholic and Apostolic Church; in Baptism
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for the remission of sins, in the resurrection of the dead, and
the life of the world to come.

Those who believe in the Scriptures will believe exactly
what is written there, since they are the rule and ultimate
standard of faith ; but, since the Nicene Creed is a suflicient
statement of the Christian faith, no more than this should
be demanded from a man when he gives a statement of his
belief. Doubtless many will find these omitted doctrines in
the Bible, so that they are not lost beliefs to him who ac-

cepts the Scriptures as ‘the rule and ultimate standard of
faith. Yet, according to the Lambetharticles, they must not
be required in a confession of belief, or in a definition of
what forms Christian belief.

It is time to turn to the Apostles’ Creed, as the Baptismal
Symbol. This infers that before a neophyte can be baptized
he must profess to believe this Creed. The question occurs

immediately, What is it ?
The form in which the Church uses it is first found in the

writings of Pirminianus, A. D. 750. This is 375 years after
the Council of Nicaea, whose Creed was by the LambethAr-
ticle declared to be a sufficient statement of the Christian
faith. If it be really a sufficient statement, we are not bound
to accept any formulation later than that; and if we are to
believe the Apostles’ Creed, we must by that mean a form of
it prior to 325 A. D., not one found for the first time 375 years
after that event. It will be necessary therefore to consider
that form which was found last before the Council of Nicaea ;
and it will be instructive to see the one next after the Coun-
cil. J. Rawson Lumby, in his History of the Creed,. gives the
former form as that of Novatian, 260 A. D., and the latter as
thatof Marcellus, 341 A. D.

The Creed of Novatian runs as follows:
“ I believe in God the Father ; In Jesus Christ, the Son of

God, the Lord our God ; and in the Holy Spirit.”
The Creed of Cyprian, 250 A. D., ten years older than this

one, reads as follows:
“ I believe in God the Father ; In Christ his Son ; In the

Holy Ghost within the Holy Church, the Remission of sins,
and eternal Life.”

These creeds are of startling simplicity when compared
with any Post-Nicene formulation, as, for instance, that of
Marcellus, 341 A. D.:
“I believe in God Almighty; in Jesus Christ his only-

begotten Son, our Lord ; being born of the Holy Ghost and
the Virgin Mary, crucified under Pontius Pilate, and buried ;
he rose on the third day from the dead: ascended into
heaven, and sitteth at the right hand of the Father, whence
he shall come to judge the quick and the dead. And in the
Holy Ghost, the Holy Church, the Remission of Sins, the
Resurrection of the flesh, and the Life eternal.”

This form has the following additions to the Nicene Creed,
and to that of Cyprian and Marcellus:

(1). Being born of the Holy Ghost and the Virgin Mary.
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(2). Crucified under Pontius Pilate, and was buried.
(3). And sitteth at the right hand of the Father.
(4). The Holy Church, the Remission of Sins, the Resur-

rection of the Flesh, and the Life Eternal.
Looking back to the additions to the Nicene Creed found

in the Creed “of the 150,” the strange fact appears, that al-
most the same additions to the creed of Cyprian are found
in that of Marcellus, which are found added to the Nicene
Symbol by the “Creed of the 150.” There can only be one
conclusion : thatshortly after the Council of Nicaea, perhaps
sixteen years after it, the doctrines of the Virgin Birth, of
the Crucifixion, of the Session, and of the addition to the
last clause, were deliberately added to the Creed. This
does not mean that these doctrines had not been held before,
or that they had not been found in the Gospels before ; but
only now were they added to the Christian statement of faith.
If however, the Nicene Creed is a sufiicient statement of the
Christian faith, then it becomes evident that these later addi-
tions to both the Nicene and Apostolic formulations must
be omitted from what we consider necessary parts of the
Christian statement of faith, not denying that they may be
found in the Gospels. They are not then essentials; on
the contrary they are superfluous additions, immaterial to a
statement of Christian belief.

When,however, the Lambeth Article declares the Nicene
Creed 1:. sufficient statement of the Christian faith, and then
adds that the Apostles‘ Creed is suflicient as a baptismal
symbol, then we must suppose the baptismal symbol is sim-
pler_ than a “sufficient statement of the Christian fait ;”
and that it must mean some form of the Apostles’ Creed
anterior to the Nicene formulation, and free from the addi-
tions which were made to both in later times.

The Baptismal symbol must therefore be a form of the
Apostles’ Creed anterior to 325, that is, Cyprian’s, in the year
250 A. D. But in this Jesus of Nazara is not even identified
by explicitmention with the Messiah of God. The Remission
of sins is not explicitly limited to a vicarious sacrifice ; and
the Life eternal is the common hope of mankind.

The Lambetharticle is therefore sufficiently liberal to per-
mit a Christian, without straining of his conscience, to claim
and assert his right to a position within the Church which
adopted the LambethArticles.

6. The 8¢wraments.—The third Lambetharticle reads as fol-
laws: “The two Sacraments ordained by Christ himself-
Baptism and Supper of the Lord—ministered with unfailing
use of Christ's words of institution, and of the elements or-
dained by him.”

The Sacrament of Baptism is a rite so beautifullyappro-
priate to that which it signifies, the dedication of the life
to the service of God, that that it is inconceivable how any
should object to it. It was in use long before the time of
Jesus, and deserves to remain in use as long as men dedicate
their being to the service of God. The formula, In the name
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of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, is a most
poetic formulation of dedication of the organism to all the
laws of the Universe in its great realms of transcending di-
vinity, common humanity, and the divine influences which
are alway seeking to guide and elevate seekers after God.

The Supper of the Lord is alike beautifulrite. Who would
not commemorate the saintly life and unique example of the
Master of Nazara, by eating bread and drinking wine, “in
remembrance” of him ? Humbler and more reverent must
he grow who assembles together with his brethren to com-
memorato the «divine mission of the great Christ, Jesus of
Nazara. Word for word may be the formula of institution
be used ; and he who does so with childlike simplicity will
receive the fulness of the blessing that always blesses him
who seeks the heights of his life on the heights of the life
of the world.

7. The Mim'stry.—The fourth and last Lambeth article de-
clares belief in “ the Historic Episcopate, locally adapted in
the methods of its administration to the varying needs of the
nations and peoples called of God into the unity of his
Church.” '

The “ Historic Episcopate,” as the name implies, is a matter
of history. It is therefore not a matter of discussion, and
speculation. Whatever history, unbiassed, and sincere, will
declare, that must the world accept. There is no use, there-
fore, of declaring as the Anglican Ordinal does that “it is
evident unto all men, diligently reading holy Scriptures and
ancient authors,that from the Apostles‘ time there have been
these orders of ministers in Christ’s Church,—l}ishops,
Priests and Deacons.” A matter of history cannot be the
subject of dogmatic assent and belief.

Apart then from the witness of history, which must be left
to future generations to work out, it is very evident that if
there is any organized body there must be some authority
at the head to direct and guide. There i an absolute need
of overseers, “bishops,” of some kind or another. If the
Church insists on such a. matter as ordination by tactual
succession through a definite line of bishops, well and good.
It can do no harm, and if it is any comfort to the Church to
feel that the overseers are chosen and ordained in this man-

ner, surely no one would have the bad taste to object. Wisely,
however, does the Lambeth article direct that it shall be
locally adapted to the varying needs. of the nations and
peoples called by God into the unity of his Church. To the
Church that desires it, let ordination be granted; to other
bodies who seek God as Christians, let the succesion of over-
seers, theoretical or practical be permitted in the natural
course of events. There will always, by virtue of the law
of ,the survival of the fittest, remain a leader of some kind
in an organized body ; so the historic episcopate—for every
event is historic, and every overseer is episcopa.l—will never
fail to the end-of the world. With this hope in their hearts
the Christians need not fear for the future, but may with
full confidence leave it in the hands of God.
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CHAPTER I.

THE RESURRECTION IN THE FIRST GOSPEL.

The passages of the First Gospel bearing on the Resurrection
are as follows : (A) xvi : 21-23 ; (B) xviii : 3, 4 ; (C) xxii : 23-
33; (D) xxii: 59-64; (E) xxvii: 52, 53; (F) xxvii: 62-66;
xxviii : II-I5 ; (G) xxvii : 1-8, 16-18.

(A) XVI : 21-23. From this it would seem hardly probable
that Peter would have been disinclined to the belief of the rising
again of Jesus; hence he must have misunderstood Jesus, or
Jesus must have spoken very indefinitely as to the meaning of
rising again.

That Jesus looked forward to being killed by the Jews need
not imply any but common powers of observation of their tem-
per. Whether being raised the third day referred to a resur-
rection of the physical body, or only a survival of the soul, is not
mentioned.

Again, it may be asked whether the “third" day is meant as a
denotation of an exact period of time, or only a proverbial ex-
pression for any short period, such as “ten days,” or “forty
days,” among the Jews.
f

(B) XVII : 3, 4. The Transfigurationseems to imply certain
acts.

The suggestion of building tabernacles for the three implies a
certain equality in the physical appearance of the three. Moses
had certainly died, physically, whether Elias had or not. The
interesting question remains, what was the status of Moses?
It is not elsewhere in the New Testament claimed that he was
physically resurrected.

The suggestion of building a booth for him implies that he
had a physical body, for it would be an absurd thought if he was
only a spirit. If he was physically resurrected, then it implies
the physical resurrection of an Old Testament character, before
the death and resurrection of Jesus; and consequently, inde-
pendently of its virtue.

Nevertheless, in verse 9, the whole occurrence is spoken of as
a “ vision." It remains therefore that the apostles were men
liable to see “ visions ” in which the appearances were identical
with those of living men, or at least like enough to suggest the
thought of building tabernaclesas much for the one as the other.

(C) XXII : 23-33. The conclusions which this passage leads
to are as follows :

The Sadducees were opposed to the Pharisees, of whom the
former considered Jesus a follower in this respect, at least, on
the subject of the resurrection. » It seems then that the Pharisees
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who formed one of the most religious, popular, and influential
political parties of the nation believed openly in a resurrection.
So did Josephus, too, among others. The doctrine of the resur-
surection was then well known, and a familiar religious topic.

The answer of Jesus tells of the resurrected only that they
neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are as the angels in
heaven.

hAngels of heaven have no physical bodies resu-rected for
t em.

The answer of Jesus seems to infer that Abraham, Jacob, and
Isaac, whose bodies nobody claimed to have been resurrected,
and had become earth, were already “living” or resurrected
long ago. It seems then that resurrection had no connection
whatever with the physical body, and that it took _place com-

monly during Old Testament times, without reference to the
resurrection of Jesus himself.

.

(D) XXVI : 59-64. It seems that those who said that Jesus
had taught that he would destroy the temple, and rebuild it in
three days, were false witnesses.

The utterance of Jesus, beginning with “ nevertheless” seems
to imply that it was not true.

What, in opposition to this that was not true, he ‘ neverthe-
less " was willing to assent to, was a Jewish final restoration of
all things at the end of the world, at which the “Scribes and
Pharisees ” could take no umbrage, since they themselves held
a like doctrine. The offensive portion seemed to be that Jesus
declared that he himself should be the protagonist of this restor-
ation or resurrection.

(E) XXVII : 52, 53. It is extremely strange, if the occur-
rence narrated in these verses actually took place, that so little
attention has ever been devoted to an analysis of it.

It would seem that the saints were vivified immediately at the
time of Jesus’s giving up of the ghost. They did not go into the
city till three days after. It is to be surmised then that being
perhaps dazed they preferred to stay near the graves in which
they had lain a long while. They must have been almost starved,
by this waiting of three days, after a period of death. If people
had given them food, the miracle would have become sufficiently
well known to preclude their waiting so long before taking a
walk. And when they did go to Jerusalem, why did they appear
only to a few, and not to all ? Either they had to die again, or
live eternally. Now they did not live eternally, because they are
not to be found at the present day. Consequently, they must
have died again. It would seem then that the resurrection of
Christians is only a temporary revivification, to die again.

It may be asked again, what kind of saints were they P Not
Christians; for no followers of Jesus were martyred till long
after his death. They cannot then have had any faith in him,
nor can their resurrection be due to any interest in his death.
The fact that they were buried near Golgotha suggest that they
were criminals, and no saints ; for the “place of skulls ”

was the
official place of execution of criminals.

I
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It is to be noticed that their resurrection seems to have been
dependent on the death, not the resurrection of Jesus. They
celebrated the latter event only by taking exercise and walking
over to Jerusalem. The former circumstance brought them
back to life. Their own resurrection can then not be dependent
on their faith in him, nor on the power of his resurrection. It
seems to have been due to his death.

(F) XXVII : 62-66; xxviii : II-I5. One thing is made per-
fectly clear by this event of watching the sepulchre that the two
portions of it which are inserted, in several pieces, in a narrative
that forms a unity without it. The lesson is that the grave was
empty after the resurrection. The resurrection of Jesus was a
resurrection of the body. The actual physical skeleton, that was
not “ broken ” like that of the two thieves, was reanimated. The
skeleton of the resurrected body was the same as that of the
crucified body. It was a physical resurrection in his case.

(G) XVIII: 1-8, 16-18. It appears that the resurrection of
Jesus was a resurrection of the same body that hung on the
cross : for the grave was empty when the women came.
Whether those who came doubted his identity, or if not his iden-
tity his death, is not stated.

The results of all these circumstances is :
The resurrection of Jesus was one which left the grave empty,

taking the old bones, muscles, nerves and bloodvessels that
hung on the cross.

The resurrection of other persons does not seem to depend on
knowledge of him, faith in him, or faith in his resurrection. His

defath alone seems to have been an occasion of resurrection for
a ew.

There are no promises to his disciples that they shall also be

resurrected, or that such resurrection would occur by the power
0 his.

CHAPTER II.

THE RESURRECTION IN THE SECOND GOSPEL.

The account of the Resurrection as given in the Second Gos-
pel does not add any new points to that of the First Gospel. In
viii : 31, ix : 31, x : 34, xiv : 28, are prophecies of the event ; in
xii : 18-27 is a repetition of the episode with the Sadducees ; in
xiv : 58 a repetition of the “false accusation” that he had said
he would destroy the temple in three days ; and in xvi : 1-18, is
an account of the event itself.

CHAPTER III.

THE RESURRECTION OF THE THIRD GOSPEL.

The account of the Resurrection as given by the Third Gospel
is fuller than that of the First and Second. The passages re-
ferring to it are, (A) ix : 22, xviii : 33 ; his own prophecy of his
death and “rising again.” (B) ix: 7, 8; (C) xi: 32; (D)
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xvi: 30, 31 ; (E) xxiv: 1-47. It appears that a belief in the
resurrection of dead persons, recently or long dead, was current

ilmong the Jews, and even credible with so skeptical a person as

ero . .

(C) XI : 32. Jesus speaks of the resurrection of the whole
people or race contemporaneous with Jonas, and of the gener-
ation of Jews that lived contemporaneously with him. Knowl-
edge of or faith in him, the effect of his own resurrection seem
here to be recluded by priority of time.

(D) XVY: 30, 31. The returning of a man from the'dez1d
seems to be spoken of in a most commonplace manner, as if
such a thing was at all possible. Abraham’s refusal to send
some one is not based on the impossibilityof such a thing. but
upon the fact that even such an event would not command the
obedience of his brothers. It would seem, however, that so

great a miracle would persuade anybody, unless it were a matter
of common and general experience and belief. This is postul-
ated by the matter-of-factway in which so astounding a thing is
spoken of.

(E) XXIV : 1-47. It seems from this account that the resur-
rection—body is physical. The grave is empty, vv. 3, 12; he
went with the disciples, v. I5 ; spoke with them so that they did
not know that their interlocutor was not an ordinary man, v. I7;
went in to tarry with them, v. 29 ; took up physical bread, broke
it, and handed it about, and thus must have been subject to the
law of gravitation and conservation of energy, v. 30; declares
expressly he is not a spirit, v. 39 ; invites the disciples to handle
his hands and feet, v. 40 ; takes and eats fish and honey-comb,
and thus must have digestive and assimilative tracts, v. 43;
spoke to them as a usual man, v. 44. In all this he did nothing
impossible to the physical body of any living man, or his own
before death. Against this it might be adduced that he “ drew
near,” v. 15; “vanished out of their sight,” v. 31 ; “stood in
the midst of them,” v. 36 ; was “parted from them, and carried
up into heaven,” v. 51. These expressions do not necesitate a

spirit-like quality, which would be inconsistent with the above.
Sudden» appearance among persons who did not look for him,
and equally sudden departures, are not proofs of spirit-power.
It does not say that his body was taken up into clouds. He was

parted from them, and carried up into heaven. This phrase-
ology could be explained on the hypothesis of departure, and
ultimate destination. It would seem quite natural to appoint all
his disciples to meet him in a mountain at the final leave-taking.

CHAPTER IV.

THE RESURRECTION IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL.

Whereas in the first three Gospels the subject of the Resur-
rection is referred to explicitly only in the case of Jesus, beyond
a popular belief in the actuality of such occurrences, in the
fourth there seem to be three main topics; first, the case of
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Jesus himself ; secondly, the literal resurrection of the faithful,
and thirdly,their figurative resurrection during life.

I. The Resurrection of Iesu.r.—The passages referring to the
Resurrection of Jesus are the following: (A) II: 18-22. (B)
x:17, 18; (C) xx; (D) xxi : 1-15.

(A) II : 19-22. In the first three Gospels the utterance con-
cerning the destruction of the temple was brought forward by
false witnesses. In the Fourth Gospel it is advanced by Jesus
himself, as a figurative expression which would have been very
hard to understand.

Moreover, like the driving of the money-changers out of the
temple, it has been taken from the very end of the career of
Jesus to its very beginning. This is a significant and important
alteration of order. By this process it becomes a distinct pre-
diction of his resurrection. How far this is then a prima facie
prophetic evidence remains a matter of discussion.

(B) X : 17, 18. This statement is difficult to reconcile with
the numerous passages in which it is distinctly stated that it is
the Father who “ raised up” Jesus. The latter are however to
be found mostly in the Pauline Epistles.

(C) XX. A few facts concerning the body of Jesus may be
gathered from the above passage. The grave was empty, v. 8 ;
the place where the body itself was laid, was unoccupied, v. r2.
Consequently the resurrected body contained all the osseous and
muscular skeleton of the dead body. It was so different in ap-
pearance that the experienced eyes of Mary did not at first re-
cognize him, v. I4. The sufferings through which the body had
been put though would have probably satisfactorilyaccounted
for this change. He asked not to be touched, because he had
not yegascended to the Father, v. 17. The reason given for the
request not to touch him is obscure; the natural inference
would be that it would be proper to touch him after he had as-
cended to the Father; but this is an impossibility. Jesus goes
out of his way to speak of “ my Father and your Father, and my
God and your God,” v. I7. This seems expressive of possessing
a nature common to himself and other men. He shewed his
hands and his side, v. 20, and encouraged Thomas to handle his
hands and his side. The only thing that qualifies these distinctly
physical signs is that twice, while the disciples were assembled,
and the doors being shut, he stood in their midst, vv. 19, 26.
But in no other document would that appear strange, or mean

any more than that he entered unnoticed, or entered before the
doors were shut, and when they were closed, stood in their
midst.

(D) XXI : 1-15. In this passage it is related that Jesus pre-
pared a fire, and fish and bread, and gave to them to eat. This
could not have occurred unless his body had been physical and
able to hold in his physical hand physical bread and physical
fishes.

II. The Resurrection of the Dead.—Besides referring to the
resurrection of Jesus himself, it refers to the resurrection of
other dead persons, as is recorded also in the Third Gospel, in
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the case of the son of the widow of Nain. The passages which
relate to this topic are (A) v : 25-30 ; (B) xi : 21-27, 40-46.

(A) V : 25-30. If there be any real distinction between verses

25, and 28, it would seem that when the above was written was
the time when the dead should hear the voice of the Son of God,
with a choice of “ hearing" and “not hearing.” Than, when
“the hour” should come, those who had decided to “hear”
should enter the resurrection of life, and the others, the resur-
rection under the name of “damnation.” It is evident that a

person must be as alive to go into the resurrection of damnation,
as into the resurrection of life. The latter word is then a figura-
tive expression, that does not mean life as distinguished from
death, but which seems to denote a pleasant state of life. This

‘will henceforth be referred to as “life (II)."
It is evident from the above that conscious existence after

death, that is, life (I), of the same kind of life as is enjoyed be-
fore death here on earth, is the lot both of good and bad, either
in damnation or life (II). Actual existence after death is then
the lot of all men, before the advent of Jesus, as well as after.
This life (I) after death is moreover a state in which a man may
choose whether he will or will not “ hear ” the Son of God. This
state is not dependent on Jesus in any way, and would have ex-
isted even if the latter had never been born on earth. The resur-
rection spoken of, besides, is not said to have any relation to the
resurrection of Jesus. That there will be a resurrection for all
men, naturally, is plainly stated. Of course, the resurrected
state may be one of pain or pleasure, but still it is a state of life

.

(I), or conscious existence; for it is absurd to speak of the
damnation of a person who does not exist.
‘ The only influence which the “Son of God ” seems tojiave is
to preach to the dead, and, inferentially only, to preach judg-
ment to the dead ; to decide whether they shall be in pain or

pleasure.
(B) XI : 21-27 ; 40-46. It may be convenient to consider the

case of the son of the widow of Nain together with the case of
Lazarus.

It seems that this “ resurrection,” of which Jesus says, v. 26,
that those who believe in him shall “never die,” and is therefore
‘of the same category as the other cases of promised resurrection,
reanimated the same body that had “died.” The same osseous
muscular, nervous, and blood—vessel skeleton that was laid in the
grave was revived to former life. Lazarus and the young man
of Nain must have died again later on, or they would be living
to-day. A resurrection meant nothing more, then, than a tem-
porary prolongation of life, in cases where the body was still in-
tact in its main outline and parts.

The strange part of this is that Lazarus, who must have be-
lieved, during his life-time, on Jesus as much as his sisters, did
die. And when he was dead, his resurrection did not take place
because, like other normal dead, he “ heard " the voice of the
Son of God, but only because his sister believed, v. 40. It is not
then those who believe who shall be resurrected, and shall never
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die, but those “for whom” other people believe. They them-
selves, apparently, have nothing to do with the matter, and
might be as unbelieving, or as evil-mannered as any of those
who are not as fortunate in having other people believe for
them. '

If however it be contended that Lazarus rose, not because his
sister who, according to strict justice should have been the one

,
to “ never die,” but believed for him——but because he heard the
“voice of the Son of God," then it remains that the dead who
who decided to “hear ” the voice of the Son of God should have
been resurrected during the lifetime of Jesus ; and as very few
were then resurrected, it would then appear that no other resur-
rections should ever take place.

It is to be noticed that Martha believed as a common~place
matter in a resurrection “at the last day." Such a resurrection
“at the last day" had then no connection with Jesus, his life,
death or resurrection. The point made in the passage above
quoted is that the resurrection shall not only take place at the
last day, as all the Pharisees believed, but immediately, and in
connection with this immediate resurrection Jesus uses the full
language that is anywhere applied to any normal, and not only
extraordinary, resurrection. It would seem then that Lazarus,
the young man of Nain, and the “saints” of Golgotha,.were
persons in whose case the real resurrection occurred; but this
would leave the rest of the world without hope. If, again, it be
held that the resurrection preached by Jesus was the resur-
rection “ at the last day,” it ‘is evident that this was nothing new
to the main body of Jewish people, as Paul proved when he
freed himself by appealing to the belief of the Pharisees on the
subject, as against the Sadducees.

.

III.'The Resurrection of the Living.-Besides a resurrection
promised to the dead, a Resurrection was generally promised to
the living while alive. This is referred to in (A) IV: 1o—_I_4,
36; (B) v: 24, 39. 40; (C) vi : 27-38. 47- 3. s6_5_8; (D) vuz

38; (E) viii: 12, 24; (F) xii: 24, 25, 50; G) xvn : 2, 3.
In all these passages it is asserted ‘that immediately on knowl-

edge of God or faith in Jesus Christ the person is passed from
death unto life eternal. It is plain that this word “life ” is not
life (I), the natural, physical life of mind soul and body. It may
mean life (II), an undefined addition of some sort which is
called “life eternal,” but which does not hinder the person from
dying, in the primary and usual sense. This is a resurrection
from the dead (not dead) (I), but dead (II),meaning something
as far from death (I), as life (II) is from life (I), but which does
not hinder full health of life (I), the only actual life known or

spoken of usually. This is the resurrection of the living, resur-
rection (II), a theoretic state whose use and purport and nature
is apparently still unknown. For if it were of any use, if it were
an actuality, if it is an immediate change into eternal life, it
should at least prolong life on earth, or in some way efiectuate
an actuality which could be in some manner seen, felt, observed,
or understood. .'
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IV. Special Resurrection of the Dead.—When it is asked what
use this theoretic resurrection (II) is, it is pointed out that it
actually constitutes being raised at the last day.

Such passages are, vi : 39, 4o, 54.
But it may be asked, what is the use of this “ resurrection at

the last day ” P It has been already seen that a resurrection will
take place in any case, for good and bad.

Again, the former passages represent the believer as immedi-_
ately receiving eternal life, and therefore, it would seem, in no
need of being raised once more at the last day.

As it has been seen, the dead possess the power of “ hearing "

or “not hearing” at will. If then the resurrection unto “life
(II) ” can take place, what is the use of additional faith in this
life P

For the sake of greater clearness, it will be well to distinguish
two senses of life (II). It is used to denote the theoretic “life ”

added to the natural “life ” immediately on having faith in the
Son of God, here on earth. Above it was used to denote the
opposite of damnation, or an atlded somewhat to the life (I) of
the soul after death in the resurrection of just and unjust. Per-
haps it may be wise to denote the former by “life (III),” and
the latter by “life (IV).” The senses of “death” will be anal-
ogous to these distinctions.

CHAPTER V.

THE RESURRECTION IN THE BOOK OF ACTS.

The utterances of the Book of Acts on the subject of the
Resurrection fall naturally into four main topics : first, that the
Pharisees held the doctrine ; secondly, that the apostles consid-
ered themselves witnesses of the event, God being the power
that raised Jesus. Thirdly, explanations of the fact are at-
tempted; and lastly, the accounts of the occasions on which
Paul stood face to face with Jesus.

I. The Resurrection Taught by Pharisee.r.—The passages of the
Book of Acts which bear on the belief of the Jews on the sub-
ject of the Resurrection are (A) iv : 12 ; (B) xxiii : 6-9 ; xxiv :

15, 20, 21.
(A) IV : 13. In this passage the gist of the opposition of the

Pharisees to the Christians is set forth. They did not find fault
with the latter for preaching the resurrection of the dead, as will
appear in the following passages, in which, on this subject, the
Pharisees undertook to support Paul against the Sadducees.
The trouble was that the Christians restricted this universal
resurrection to believers in Jesus, and “through ” him preached
the doctrines of a judgment to come, in which he was to play the
most prominent part. It is evident, therefore, how far the
Christians were from being the discoverers of the doctrine of the
Resurrection. They were accused by the Pharisees of pervert-
ing it by limiting it to the followers of Jesus. In modern times

. the impression prevails that it was the Resurrection of Jesus
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which originated and substantiated the idea of a Resurrection.
This opinion could hardly be more erroneous, especially as

Jesus preached, as recorded in the Fourth Gospel, a resurrection
of the just and unjust, the distinctive tenet of the Pharisees.

(B) XXXIII : 6-9; xxiv : 15, 20, 21. It is plain from these
lines, which show that the Pharisees were more opposed to the
Sadducees than to Paul, that they believed in a resurrection. In
xxiv 2 15 Paul distinctly acknowledges this ; and later brings to
bear the fact that by that appeal to prejudice of party he saved
himself. His conscience did not seem to be quite at ease about
his appeal to the prejudices of his accusers. This very fact shows
how thoroughly he realized the deep-roote_d faith of the Phari-
sees on the subject.

II. Witness of the Resurrection of Ie.m:.—The passages that
aflfirm the resurrection of Jesus, and assert that God raised him,
are very numerous, and mostly alike. They may follow here.
(A) 1:21, 22; (B) ii: 32, 33; iv: 10, 33; v: 29-32; (C) x:

40-42 ; xiii : 30, 31.
The texts adduced need no comment. In x : 41 it is expressly

stated that the apostles eat and drank with Jesus after his Resur-
rection. This of course implies a physical digestive tract, and
complementary organs of assimilation and rejection of elements
containing no nourishment.

III. Explanation: of the Resurrection.—The only attempted ex-
planation of the Resurrection are quotations from the Psalms,
and two further statements. (A) II : 31 ; xiii : 32-37; (B)_ ii :

24; (C) xvii: 31, 32.
_ _ _It is hard to make the portions of this text illustrate each

other. Either God, who is stronger than death, raised up Jesus,
or Jesus resurrected himself ; in which case alone the statement
that “it was not possible that he should be holden of it,” would
have any significance. For if it was God that raised him, it is
quite comprehensible that death could have held him ; at least,
this is the logical inference, whether the writer of these words
was aware of it, or not.

The objections of the Athenians seem to have been directed
against the Pharisaic doctrine of the Resurrection. The words
of Paul are directed at another subject, that of the Judgeship of
Jesus at the Last Day. The raising from the dead of Jesus
seems to have been considered by Paul an assurance that he
would return at the latter day as Judge of all. There does not
seem to exist between the two ideas, however, any necessary
philosophical connection. The one event could exist perfectly
without the other, and conversely.

IV. Paul’: Personal Expcriem:e.—Although Paul was as “ one
born out of due time,” yet he considered himself not one whit
behind the chicfest of the Apostles. His call had not been from
man but from Jesus himself. This personal experience of Paul's
is the basis of his “ gospel.” References are: (A) XXV : 19;
(B) xxii : 17-21 ; (C) ix: 3-9; xxii : 6-11 ; xxvi : 12-18; (D)
xxvi : 19.

(A) XXV : 19. What this “alive” means when Paul afiirmed
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Jesus to be such, is not clear. It might signify the opposite of
“dead,” and thus apply to a physical resurrection. Yet, the
word " alive ” might merely apply to spiritual existence outside
of the body.

(B) XXII : I7-21. This conversation with the Lord in the
temple evidently took place “in a trance.” There was no need
of a resurrection of the physical body for such a spiritual ap-
pearance in a trance.

(C) IX : 3-9; xxii : 6-II ; xxvi: I2-I6. Paul's conversion
seems to have formed the turning-point of his career. If ever he
saw the Lord Jesus it was now. And yet, serious inconsisten-
cies arise in his repetition of the story. In the first version, his
companions hear a voice, but see no light ; in the second, they
hear no voice, but see a light. In the third, the glory covers
them too and throws them to the ground. These inconsisten-
cies cause opportunities for grave reflection as to the objectivity
of the vision. Certainly, at any rate, Jesus did not have a physi-
cal body that could be handled, and seen, and which could eat.
If this was Jesus himself, it remains to be asked, why was his
body here of different consistency than it was when Thomas,
and the other Apostles saw it ?

(D) XXVI: 19. The objectivity of the above visions, or
rather the actual presence of the physical body of the resurrected
Jesus is set at rest by the following lines, which impress on the
reader clearly the fact that it was a vision, and not the appear-
ance d the resurrected Jesus in his resurrected physical body :
“I was not disobedient unto the heavenly vision.” It would
seem then that Paul himself saw Jesus, but only in trances and
visions. He never saw the resurrected Jesus himself in his
physical resurrection-body. Whether therefore he saw a differ-
ent Jesus or whether he and the other Apostles differed as to his
nature and body, is not clear. It should be remembered that
under ordinary circumstances an event of so marvelous a nature,
and so great a significance would have been unlikely to remain
so much in doubt through so serious inconsistencies in the
stories of those who were witnesses of the events.

CHAPTERVI.

THE RESURRECTION IN THE EPISTLE TO THE
' ROMANS.

As is to be expected from the nature of an Epistle, that to the
Romans contains few assertions of the fact of the Resurrection,
or explanations of it. On the contrary, it sets forth at length
the practical application of the resurrection of Jesus.

I. Assertion: of the Resurrection of Jesus.-—There are two verses,
i : 4, and x : 9, which set forth the actuality of the Resurrection
of Jesus.

II. Explanation: of the Re.rurrech'on.—There are two short pass-
ages which may explain in which manner immortality can be
attained, (A) II : 7, and iv : 22-25. “To them who by patient
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continuance in well doing seek for glory and honour and im-
mortality, eternal life.” This has reference evidently to life
(III), or that immortality which can be attained during the pre-
sent life, or life (I). The means is said to be, well-doing. This
is righteousness, and may be distinguished by the sign right-
eousness (I).

‘The writer of the Epistle to the Romans knows of a different
kind of righteousness, which is theoretical, being imputed to
those who by faith believe in Jesus.

This is set forth in the following lines. It may be incidentally
remarked that by this means, of the similarity of sound between
righteousness (I) and righteousness (II) the whole difficulty of
reconciling justification by faith and personal morality is appar-
ently solved, verses 22-25.

This seems to be a step in advance of the Fourth Gospel in
which eternal life by faith in Jesus is the only thing promised.
The writer of it does not define eternal life, nor its use. The
writer of the Epistle to the Romans connects that theory with
the practical life, and likens the death of Jesus to the atonement
or reconcilement, and his resurrection to every man’s personal
sanctification, or righteousness (II) by the assistance of the
Spirit of the Resurrected Jesus. Voluminous reassertions of
this stand-point are given below.

(B) XI : 15. Such a life from the dead, depending on the
Jews being received back to glory, or, in other words, by their
conversion to Christianity, is not here applied to any particular
being; and as immortality is inseparable from a person who
shall be immortal, it is only a figure of speech.

III. Practical Aspect of the Resurrection.—The stand-point of
the writer of the Epistle to the Romans seems to be contained
mainly in v: 6-21 ; vi : 4-11, 22, 23; viii: 11-13. The theory
seems to be as follows :

By his death on Golgotha, Jesus effected the atonement, or

reconciliation, good for all men at all times. By his resurrect-
ion into a spiritual state, he has become able to assist each per-
son in gaining their salvation, or sanctification. This is called
resurrection (II), or eternal life (III). This “eternal life” is
given to men's “mortal bodies” while still in the flesh. The
promise of life does not touch life (I), but probably refers to
some post—mortem state.

CHAPTERVII. '

THE RESURRECTION OF THE EPISTLES TO THE
CORINTHIANS.

The First Epistle to the Corinthiaris contains special treat-
ment of the topic under discussion. It contains more variety
of argument and illustration than other writings of the New
Testament. It treats not only of the fact of the Resurrection of
Jesus, but also of the necessity of the connection between the
Resurrection of Jesus and the resurrection of all other people.
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It asserts that a resurrection in life, would not be worth while
without the one after death, discusses the circumstances and
facts of the post—mortem resurrection, the kind of change that
will take place at death, and during life.

Before beginning these involved considerations it may be
heipful to define the terms to be used. .

(I) Life (I) is the natural physiological and historical human
life, death (I) being its ending.

(2) Life (V) is the natural continuation of this beyond the
grave, both for just and unjust. There is no kind of death to
correspond to this.

(3) Life (II) refers to figurative life, or theoretical life, its
opposite being death (II). It refers collectively to the two fol-
lowing kinds of life and death.

(4) Life (III) and death (III) refer to a theoretical state of
life (I) and death (I). It arises from faith in Jesus, or denotes
its opposite. This life in no wise interferes with the normal his-
torical and physiological life (I) and death (I). It is called im-
mortality, but does not seem to affect death (I) in the least de-
gree. There is no experimental sign by which its presence can
be ascertained.

(5) Life (IV) is not opposed often to death (IV), or “ second
death ”

; more often to “ damnation." It is a state of life (V),
a superadded somewhat, possibly being -pleasurableness of life
(V). Death (IV) is likewise only the painfulness of life (V).

(6) Resurrection (I) refers to the change between death (I)
and life (V). This occurs naturally for all men, just as well as

unjust.
) Resurrection (II) refers to the addition of life (III) to

life (I), the inference being that all men while in life (I) are

naturally in death (III).
(8) Resurrection (III) may refer to the change from or rather

addition to life (V) of the theoretical conditions referred to as
life (IV) and death (IV). This is presumably to occur at “the
last day."

(9) Resurrection (IV) may be the label of the temporary re-
animation (a short while after death) (I) which occurred in the
cases of Jesus, the young man of Nain, and Lazarus. _The same

physical body constitutes the resurrection-body ; so that the

gIr;1ve or bier are empty. This may be called resurrection-body
( .

(Io) Resurrection-body (II) may denote the “spiritual body”
of it Cor. xv, which is different from the “natural body,” or

resurrection-body (I), and which arises from the total disinteg-
ration of the “ natural body,” or potential resurrection-body (I),
as a seed. It is “ changed” from body (I), and differing from
it in the matter of corruption, dishonour, weakness.

1. Facts of the Resurrection of Ie.m.r.--The writer of the Epistles
under consideration claims to have seen the resurrected Jesus,
xv : 4-8, and vi : 14.

It is however to be noticed, that although the writer claims to
have seen Jesus in the same way and with the same veridicity as
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the other Apostles, the accounts of these appearances differ.
When Jesus came to the Apostles he had"a physical resurrect-
ion-body (I), which could eat and drink, be handled, and walk
around to Emmaus,-in full sight of all men. When the writer
saw Jesus it was only in a “heavenly vision,” by-standers not
seeing the form, and, according to conflicting accounts, either
hearing the voice, or seeing a light. This seems to be closer to
resurrection-body (II). It may be - questioned, therefore,
whether the writer was under the impression that the resur-
rection of Jesus did not imply a resurrection-body (I) such as
the other writers describe. There seems to be here a hopeless
difference of opinion.

The greatest significance of this conflict of opinions is that it
should occur in a matter of so vital an importance ; for the sake
of witness to which, in fact, the Apostles considered themselves
bound to perpetuate their body from among men who had been
witnesses along with, them. But it seems clear that if the early
witnesses disagreed, it is hopeless to attain any certainty on the
subject at this late date.

Besides, it is the investigator's duty to ask himself what the
actual circumstances could have been which by any means could
have led to so serious a divergence of opinions. That the wit-
nesses did their work independently is the best proof of the dif-
ference of their teachings. The whole matter, however, can
never lead to any conclusions more certain than conjectures,
without power to enforce the assent of any other man.

II. Necessity of Connection.
In the opinion of the writer, the connection between any resur-

rection of other persons depended directly upon the validity or
power of the resurrection of Jesus himself, xv : I2-15.

If the dead rise not, then Christ is not raised ; and if Christ is
not raised, the dead rise not.

This position is hardly scientific. The fact of the resurrection
of Jesus, and the fact of the resurrection of other people, should
be historically verifiable on their own merits; and should not
depend for veridicity on the supposed consequences of such a
fact. If it is a historical fact that Jesus rose, it matters not
whether others rise or do not rise, as far as its veridicity goes,
it matters not what happened to Jesus. Such verification is only
of use if the facts are not historically verified.

It is capable of proof, however, that many resurrections (II)
took place which did not depend on the resurrection of Jesus.
50 with the young man of Nain, Lazarus, and the “ saints” of
Golgotha.

Moreover, if it be true that there be a resurrection of the just
and of the unjust, as Paul in the Book of Acts teaches, then this
resurrection (I) has no connection whatsoever with the resur-
recton of Jesus.

This is not all. Even if it be true that all resurrections de-
pend on that of Jesus, how does the connection take place?
What is the agency by which the influence of the one event aff-
ects the other? If appeal is taken to the infinite and inscrut-
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able wisdom and power of God, the question may be asked, if
ever thing is explained by omnipotence, then what was the need
of t e resurrection of Jesus himself? Omnipotency could as
well resurrect persons because it desired to do so, as resurrect
them by the resurrection of some other person.

III. Deadness in Sins.-—Abandonment of sins depends on the
resurrection of Jesus, xv : 16, 17, 31.

It is evident that if the question of being in sin or not, even
for the past, is dependent on the question whether, at some par-
ticular time in the past a faith in the resurrection of Jesus was
entertained or not, the state of being in sin or out of it is purely
an intellectual abstraction. For if it be more than an intellect-
ual abstraction, if it have ever so little an actuality correspond-
ing to it, this is a fact of experience, which no kind of intellect-
ual belief or assent would alter, especially in a retroactive sense.
The mere possibility of a retroactive application of the depend-
ence of sin or freedom of sin on faith in the resurrection of Jesus
Christ shows that that actual sins and the sins Paul speaks about
are distinctly different things ; the first, facts of experience, the
second, theoretic abstractions. It becomes clear that in reality
Paul considered that as soon as a man believed in Jesus's resur-
rection, he was saved by that opinion, wholly irrespective of the
sins he had or still should commit in the future.

To die daily infers that organic life (I) persists continually :
life (III), the theoretical abstraction, and death (III), having
not the slightest influence on it. '

It is plain that Augustin and Calvin were only logical in con-

cluding from such premisses that all who did not believe in the
resurrection, and sealed that by baptism, were eternally damned;
for then all men, bad or good, were in sin, irrespective of the
actual sins. So then a person who theoreticallywas out of sin
could be saved even if he were worse than the heathen who was
damned. But this separates religion wholly from morality ;
makes it immoral ; in other words, relegates it to the limbo of
theoretical abstractions.

IV. Belief and Destruction.—If Jesus is not risen, then are the
dead perished. XV: I8. Besides, even if life (III) was pos-
sessed, it was useless if it did not lead to life beyond the grave,
XV 3 19» 29, 30: 32-

Evidently these passages show two things.
Firstly, Paul has changed his mind about a ‘ resurrection of

the just and unjust,” among whom those “ which are fallen as-

leep in Christ ” would be in any case resurrected, good or bad,
and hence, would not be “ perished.” -

Secondly, it shows that, after all, the immortality attained dur-
ing life, or life (III), is a completely theoretic affair, of no value
in itself; except as a means -to a wholly difierent kind of “im-
mortality” after death. Paul would not avoid sin merely be-
cause of a desire after a purer life. He only struggles to become
free from it, he only spreads the Gospel, in order to capture an
existence of some kind after death. He goes as far as to say
that if it were not for the opportunity of this life (V) he would

I’
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recommend eating, and drinking, and comfort in sinmng, im-
plicity. “ For to-morrow we die.”

Belief in this magical connection between faith in the resur-
rection of Jesus and life (V) is then the logical reason and justi-
fication of “baptism for the dead,” and this “baptism for the
dead” becomes a necessary consequence of this belief. A dis-
use of this rite would indicate necessarily an abandonment of
this belief ; or at any rate, a traditionalistic habit of mind which
sees sin in thinkingclearly.

V. History of Resurrem'on.—The writer now uses the word
“ resurrection” in a different sense ; resurrection (III), or the
resurrection at the last day. This is found in xv : 20-26.

The whole argument advanced is a vague analogy of death
coming by one man, and life by another. Then, another anal-
ogy of both these circumstances to each life. This disagrees
with former descriptions of the life (III) -process taking place
in causal connection with the death and resurrection of Jesus,
and not with the death of Adam, and the resurrection of Jesus.
Again, both resurrections are different.

Firstly, comes the question of the analogy of death coming by
one man, and life through another. The nerve of this analogy is
then that “manhood” existed in both cases, the latter “man
rectifying the mistake of the other “ man.”

It is capable of proof that this analogy does not hold. The
death which Adam brought in was death (I), and this persists in
all human beings, since Jesus, and in the case of Jesus himself.
What Jesus brought in then was not a correction of the mistake
or fault of Adam, but the addition of a totally new order of
things, which left the old untouched. Firstly, life (III), which
Paul himself acknowledges is worthles in itself. Secondly, life
(V) or life (IV), whichever Paul may refer to here, if, indeed,
he here still holds his own former distinction.

But Paul himself acknowledges that the resurrection of Jesus
did not originate the opinion of the Pharisees, and the resur-
rections (IV) of the young man of Nain and Lazarus—not
speaking of Old Testament resurrections. Hence it may be
doubted if he himself is sincere when he says that the resur-
rection of the dead came by faith in the resurrection of Jesus, as
expressed above.

Secondly, it can be shown that the analogy of both events
does not hold. It was seen above that what Jesus brought man

was an immortality or life (III) which existed during life (I),
and on which any future existence depended. Now, the work
of Jesus is merely this future existence. The work of Adam is
not undone. It is only added to.

Finally, it may be interesting to notice that the resurrection of
Jesus, resurrection (IV), and the resurrection of all other per-
sons, resurrection (III).

In the case of Jesus the resurrection took place about thirty
hours after death, while the organic body remained intact, and
the grave was emptied of the physical body put in it at the
burial. In case of resurrection (III) it only takes place “ at the
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last day,” zvhich is an indefinite period, and when by physical
experiment it is possible to show that all the physical bodies are
absolutely dissolved, and often form part of some new organism.
The difference is then exceeding great.

VI. Submission of the Son.—It seems to be a part of the
writer's conception of the’ resurrection at the last day, that the
Son shall be made wholly subject to “The God,” the Father,
xv: 27-28. This implies that the Son is not The God, and is
subordinated to The God.

VII. Modu: Operandi of Re.mrrection.—The manner in which
the resurrection takes place is described in xv : 35-38.

The resurrection-body (II) is connected with the natural body
by the intermediation of a seed. It is distinctly stated that the
natural body must disintegrate wholly, and in some unexplained
manner leave behind it the seed of a new one, which indeed is
different from the old, being spiritual, whereas the former was
“ natural.” This is the exact doctrine of Tertullian. The latter
supposed that the teeth, as the most indestructible parts of man,
were the seeds of the spiritual body. But this theory falls to the
ground before the fact that even teeth decay and that those of
former generations have already long ago disappeared for ever.
If this theory were true, the dentist would be a very important
personage indeed.

Two remarks may be made concerning this theory.
If it be true that the physical body leaves behind a seed which

forms the spiritual body,the strange spectaclewould bepresented
of the seed of one thing giving birth to another. This is equal
to gathering grapes of thorns, and figs of thistles.

If, in the second place, it is true that the spiritual body cannot
be born until the physical one be dead and decayed, how was it
that Jesus rose before the physical organism was thoroughly de-
cayed, as a seed would be, and that he took with him everything
that had been laid in the grave, with the exception of the nap-
kins and other external things P

The seed-theory of the resurrection, which is taught by the
writer of this Epistle, has some serious difficulties to meet.

VIII. The Change of the Re.rurrection.—How does the actual
Resurrection (III) occur ? This is told in xv : 39-52.

The main lesson of these lines is that the “ physical " flesh and
blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God. Hence a change is

necessary; the seed must die before the plant can live._ The
whole explanation volunteered by the writer is a description of
the fact that a change will suddenly take place. But it does not
explain how such a change is possible, under the operation of
what laws it takes place, and the like. Simply to affirm that
there are many kinds of things, —and among these many things
alike, like the flesh of men and beasts—arid that there will be a

change is not to demonstrate how, when, and why it takes place,
and from what to what the change is.

The passage is eloquent, but inconclusive. -

IX. Confusion Between Resurrection:.—After describing the
Resurrection “ at the last day,” without apparent change of ar-
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gument of subject, the writer suddenly leaves resurrection (III)
and speaks of resurrection (II), in xv : 53-57.

Evidently it does not agree with the foregoing, that the seed
must die, and that flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom
of God, to speak of the mortal part not being done away, but
merely putting on a garment, or avoiding sin, and contemplat-
ing the law. There is some transition here. The jump is from
the “last day” when the “trump ” shall sound, to the present
day, when only dinner-gongs ring. How then can the former
argument apply to so different a thing ?

It has been the endeavour of the present writer to distinguish
these numerous quaternione: terminorum by setting apart separate
labels for different connotations. Had Paul done that, his ideas
would have flowed methodically,one subject at a time, without
repititions, and he would have probably checked himself in many
illicit processes. But he did not; and when it is done, it be-
comes evident how unclear, unmethodical, chaotic,—though ex-

tremely picturesque—-all that he says is.
This continual confusion of thought is the reason that this

writer's statements are so conflicting, and inconsistent. The
only hope is to analyze clearly just what he did mean, and what
he was referring to.

X. Living Re:urrecn'on.—The Second Epistle to the Corinthi-
ans refers only to immortality during life (I), or, life (III). The
quotations refer too plainly to this present order of things, im-
plying in some cases future effort, to permit any mistake as to
the period of their application. Such references are i: 9; ii 2

14-17; iv: 10-12, 14; v: 1-4, 15, 16.

CHAPTER VIII.

THE RESURRECTION IN THE EPISTLE TO THE
GALATIANS.

The reference to the Resurrection in the Epistle to the Galat-
ians is contained in i : I, 12, I6 ; ii : 2o ; 21 ; vi : 8, 9.

In the‘first passage, the writer reaffirms that he has seen the
resurrected Jesus. The circumstances of the occurrence have
already been detailed above.

In the second, the writer takes the extreme position that ifmorality were possible without “faith ” in the resurrection 0

Jesus, there would have been no use for this. Again in this
place the scientific position would have been to investigate
whether morality were possible or not by persistent self-dir-
ection. Then he would have been in a position to establish ac-

‘¢I:urately the real value of the influence of the resurrection of
esus. ‘

In the third he distinctly speaks of everlasting life as in con-
nection with life (I)..His extreme confusion of thought is shown
here by his insisting on well-doing as the essence of righteous-
ness (I), when in the excerpt above salvation was limited to
righteousness (II) by imputation, or justification by faith.
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CHAPTER IX.

THE RESURRECTION IN THE DEUTERO-PAULINE
EPISTLES.

The Soteriology of the Deutero-Pauline Epistles is slightly
different from that of the main Pauline Epistles, in insisting a
little more strongly on the influence of the Holy Ghost. Not
being directly interested in Soteriology, it will be the reader's
task to ask himself concerning the assertions of the resurrection
of Christ, the nature of the living resurrection, the manner in
which this saves man, and the nature of the resurrection at the
last day.

I. Assertion: of the Resurrection of Iesu:.—The resurrection of
Jesus is insisted on in the Deutero-Pauline Epistles in Eph. i :

20, and i Thess. i : I0. -

II. Nature of Living Re:urrec!ion.—The living resurrection, or
immortality, flie (III), is the theme of continual discussion, in
Eph. ii: 5, 6; iv: 16; Phil. ii: 16; ii: 3; III: Io-I3;.Col. ii:
:2; iii:3,4;iTim. vi: 19.

In the above lines it is evident that this immortality is some-
thing already attainable before the grave. In fact, in Phil. iii :

10-13 it is implied that it is possible to attain unto the resur-
rection of the dead in this life, since the writer is fearful lest his
readers will think he has already attained, which they would not
do if it were impossible, and out of the question. Those who
share this life have their names inscribed in “ the book of life.”
Even in i Tim. vi : 19 it appears possible before the grave to lay
a good foundation of eternal life, although this eternal life does
not seem to interfere with death (I). -

III. Soteriology.—The greatest part of the Soteriology that is
relevant to these discussions concerning the Resurrection is con-
tained in ii Tim. i : I0 ; ii : Io-13 ; Titus i : 2, 3 ; iii : 6, 7. Also
Col. ii : 11.

What death has Jesus abolished? Certainly notdeath (I),
which is the death that has been known throughout all historic
time, and of which men have been afraid. If Jesus abolished
death (I) by taking up again the same physical body, it is quite
certain that so much cannot be said for any of his disciples
whose bodies are not raised as his was. -

The fourth passage seems to call life (III) not immortality it-
self, but only a hope of immortality. Such a meaning would in-
deed be admissible, and it is possible to explain life (III) under
this conception ; but it must be said that the greatest part of the
statements quoted elsewhere on the subject do not limit them-
selves to so moderate a view.

_IV. Resurrection at the Last Day.——The Deutero-Pauline Epis-
tles contain a description of the expected resurrection at the last
day, i Thess. iv : I3-I7 ; Thess. ii : 1-3.

It is very evident that the writer of the first passage looked
forward to the last day during his own life-time. This belief, '
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however, was only introduced unintentionally, to all appear-
ances. The resurrection of Jesus seems to be looked upon as a

guarantee of the resurrection of persons. The difference in the
conditions has been pointed out above. The resurrection of
Jesus being physical, however, the bodies of the dead were also
to rise physically. Besides, it seems that the living were to be
caught up together with Jesus and the resurrected dead ; and as
the former were physical, so must also the latter be.

The writer seems to have been betrayed in stating that he ex-

pected the last day during his own lifetime, in the heat of his en-
thusiasm of prophetic description. The converts to whom the
letter was addressed seem to have noticed that fact, and made
much of it. Then the same writer realized his mistake in speak-
ing about the matter, and wrote the second excerpt to endea-
vour to turn the attention of the Christians from an expectation
to the last day to an observance of all the necessary duties of the
present. The signs he mentions are to-day, of course, unintelli-
gible ;»yet it suffices that the writer expected the last day in a

measurably short time. History has shown that that was a mis-
taken opinion, at best.

CHAPTER X.

THE RESURRECTION IN THE CATHOLIC EPISTLES.

Two main lessons are illustrated in the General or Catholic
Epistles. First, the living resurrection, and secondly, its so-
teriological aspect. '

I. The living resurrection is openly treated of, i Jno. iii : I5 ;
Jude 21.

II. The soteriological aspect of this living resurrection is
touched upon in i : Pet. i : 3-5, 2! ; Ill : I6-21.

CHAPTER XI.

THE RESURRECTION ACCORDING TO THE ANTE-
NICENE FATHERS.

The Ante-Nicene Fathers touch upon the subject of theResur-
rection from time to time. The following lines give a short
outline of their doctrine on the subject.

Clement of Rome, Ep. i : 24, seeks to explain the possibilityof
a return of the body by the analogy of the return of day and
night in regular succession ; also the resurrection of the plant
from the’ sowed seed. In i: 25 the example of the phoenix is
adduced. Hence, i: 26, the resurrection is not extraordinary
“when even by a bird" God “shows us the mightiness of his
power.” God, i: 27, cannot lie; hence if he has promised a

resurrection, he will fulfill it.
Polycarp, Phil. ii : 5, trusts that God will raise us up as Jesus

was raised, if we keep his commandments.
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Ignatius, Trail. 9, writes concerning the resurrection, and
takes pains to insist on the bodily resurrection when writing to
the Smyrnians, 3. Jesus after the resurrection eat and drank
with his disciples for forty days, invited handling, and certainly
was not incorporeal.

Justin Martyr, in his First Apology, mentions the fact that
God raised Jesus, i : 45. He devotes, however, to the subject a
separate treatise—if indeed it be his. The objections. de Res.
2, usually advanced against the resurrection,.are three : (i) that
it is impossible ; (2) that it would entail a return of all weakness
and deformities, and (3) if it is a perfect resurrection will entail
a resurrection of the sexual organs, which, according to Mark
xii : 25, would be useless in an angelic state. To this the answer
is, 3, that Jesus did not use the sexual function during his life ;
and therefore the righteous may put these organs to better uses
than they are naturally put. All the deformed, 4, will rise healed.
That it is possible, 5, is proved from the fact that it would seem
far more impossible to create the body from a formless drop of
sexual secretion, which however is confessedly the case, than to
re-form it from pre-existent materials. Besides, man was cre-
ated from the earth, in the first instance; this need not make
any difliculty, then, in the second. Finally, God is omnipotent.

The doctrine of a resurrection cannot be attacked by the hea-
then, for Plato, Epicurus, and the Stoics held opinions consist-
ent with it. The flesh is valuable, 6, 7,in the sight of God,hence,
it is worthy of a resurrection. The body is a sinner, as well as
the soul, 8; hence both must be resurrected together. Christ,
9, raised the dead in the flesh, and he himself rose in it, eating,
and drinking, and being handled. The resurrection, i0, is of the
flesh that died; hence it is guarded by divine guidance from
sins, as it is to be resurrected. -

Irenaeus, in the course of his Treatise against all Heresies,
touches upon the Resurrection. Christ, iv : v : 2, taught a
resurrection. He was incarnated, v : i, and resurrected in order
to gain human experience, and become one with man. It is
much more diflicult, v : iii : 2, to create bones, veins, and nerves,
in the first instance, than to reintegrate them when decomposed.
So some of the earth will become an eye, an ear, and so forth.
The flesh, v : iii : 3, can be a partaker of the power _of God as
well afterward as to-day. For the earth partakes of life now, in

the human body. The lit torch, and the wet sponge, can re-

spectively be lit and wetted again. The prolonged life of the
ancient Israelites, v : v, the translation of Eli)_ah and Enoch, the
preservation of Jonah, and of the Three Children, proves that
God can if he wants raise up physical bodies. So_, v : vi, God
will raise up both body and soul. As Christ, v : vii, rode in the
substance of the flesh, so shall we in our mortal bodies do_ the
same. The impossibility,v: ix, of flesh and blood inheriting
the kingdom signifies that not only a part, but the whole of man
will be resurrected. The graft, v : x, of the wild olive tree i_m-
proves it; so shall the resurrection alter our natures. S_ick
bodies, v : xii, will be healed in the course of the resurrection.
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The highest proof, v : xiii, of the resurrection is the resurrection
of Jairus’s daughter, the widow of Nain’s son and Lazarus.
Finally,v : xiii : 5, either Paul contradicted himself, or did not
mean the impossibility of the admittance of the flesh into the
kingdom to refer to the resurrection of the body. Unless, v:

xiv, the flesh was to be saved, the Logos would not have as-
sumed it, and unless he had done this the salvation of man by
the atonement could not have taken place. The same God, v: xv,
who created, will resurrect. As bodies, v : 16, return to earth,
they will have their substance from it. If, v 2 xviii, the flesh had
been imperfect, the Logos would not have assumed it. The pre-
servation, v: xxxi, of bodies is confirmed by the resurrection
and ascension of Christ. In the flesh, v : xxxii, in which men
have suffered and sinned, ‘shall they be rewarded and punished.
Real men, v : xxxvi, must be re-established really.

Hermas has nothing to say concerning the resurrection, as
also Cyprian, Gregory Thaumaturgus, and Methodius.

Tatian, ad Graec. 6, states that the resurrection will take place
after the restoration of all things, once for all, the disintegrated
body, in the meanwhile, being in the storehouse of the Lord, as
elements.

Theophilus answers the objection that if, ad Aut. i : 3, even
only one case of resurrection should be authenticated, belief
might be placed in it, by referring the objector to heathen my-
thology, in which such strange occurrences are of frequent oc-
currence. This vital change finds natural analogies in the dying
of seasons, days, and nights; by the natural fructification of a
plant from a seed. Besides, in many lives, such a resurrection
actually takes place, as when a sick, lean man grows stout by
health. The objection that this is due to the kind of food and
drink absorbed is met that by the contention that it is just by
such means that God works.

Athenagoras devotes a whole treatise to this subject. A
resurrection is not impossible unless it be impossible to or
against the will of God, 2. He who can create, 3, can also re-
construct. It is possible to suppose that that an element would
go through several bodies in rotation and yet return to its ori-
ginal source at last. The objection, 4, of the transference of a
particle from being an organic part of one body to that of an-
other, is, 5, shown to be worthless, as it is against “ nature ” for
one human body to assimilate the part of another one, and any
such particle must therefore, if it form part of nutrition, be, 6,
immediately voided. The new bodies, 7, will be constituted
from the same elements as the old, but be incorruptible. Be-
cause, 8, anthropophagy is the most hateful deed, human flesh
is not a proper food for man. It is absurd, 9, to argue from the
impotence of man to that of God, and, 10, it is impossible to
show that God does not will a resurrection. As, 11, defence of
truth is secondary to proof of it, the end, 12, of man's action is
both the use of God, and of the life itself. Hence it is impos-
sible to suppose that man should have been created in vain,
namely, to pass away wholly after having been created. The
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resurrection, 14, must take place for the sake of just retribution ;
but the argument of judgment is not of_ itself sufficient, as sin-
less children, who cannot need to undergo it, will rise again.
Man, 15, being both body and soul, if he is to be eternal must as
much have an eternal body as an eternal soul. The space, 15,
of death and dissolution is a period of time intermediary be-
tween the two lives, is considered an analogy between two wak-
ing states—and therefore is as temporary and as harmless as the
other. The drop, 17, of sexual secretion, which develops into
a man,,has no likeness to him. Hence a resurrection may be
possible even from things unlike the body that is to be. Re-
ward, 18, 20-23, and punishment demand both body and soul to
be rewarded and punished for their own individual deeds. Un-
less, 19, some resurrection occurred, with a judgment of reward
or punishment, man would be treated by God, in comparison
with lower animals, unjustly. For in view of the hope of the
resurrection they do not eat, and drink, and enjoy themselves
like the animals do. If the former state of life did not exist
really, all these self-sacrifices were in vain. Since, 24, every-
thing exists for the sake of some end, 25, the only proper end
of body and soul, is a conjoint eternal life of both body and soul.

Tertullian thinks that if, Apol. 48, it is commonly granted by
the heathen that a transference of souls from one body into an-
other is not impossible, there is not a much greater presumption
in favour of a return of the soul to the very substance restored.
For the purposes of judgment, every man must come forth the
same that he was while meriting that judgment ; namely, body
and soul. It is easier to reconstruct each suffering for itself,
than to create it in the first instance. Light and darkness, stars,
seasons return; fruits are reproduced. Shall the lord of these,
man, not return also P After the millenium, the servants of God
will be clothed upon with eternity. Their bodies will be inde-
structible, although sensitive. Mountains, for instance, burn,
and last. So shall it be with the wicked. The resurrection will
affect the nature of man much more comprehensibly than the
best scheme of metempsychosis, ad Nationes i: 19. It is the
actual body, c. Marc. 9, which will be resurrected.

What the ceremony of “ baptisms " for the dead was, as men-
tioned in i Cor. xv : Tertullian says he “does not know,” but,
with a

“ never mind that,” he proceeds to show how it could
apply very well to the body, which of itself without the soul is
dead, c. Marc. 10. The body that is to be eternal rises from the
old as a seed, and is “ spiritual.” The body must not escape
punishment ; shall the cup be punished and the poisoner escape?
Judgment of works done in the body, 12, requires a body.

Tertullian has, himself,.written a Treatise on the subject under
consideration. With much suggestiveness, he calls it an Essay
concerning the Resurrection of the Flesh. He fears that the
heathen, 4, vilify the body. Nevertheless, 5, it was created by
God before the soul was. The flesh, 6, however, is only worthy
because of God’s skill that was employed in fashioning it. It, in
'

7, becomes the chief work of creation. Christianity, 8,
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puts the highest honour on it. The flesh, 9, is the best means
possible of exhibitingthe bounty of God. God is fully powerful
enough, II, to effect its resurrection. The body will return, be-
cause, 12, the light, the sun, the moon, the stars, the seasons,
and fruits return. Tertullian sees in the Greek word meaning a
“palm-tree,” Ps. xcii, 12, a reference to the fabulous bird called a
Phoenix, which of course is a proof of human resurrection, 15.
Judgment, 14, I5, 56, demands the presence of both soul and
body. The Body, 16, is responsible for its own deeds, and, I7,
as well as the soul, will be punished and rewarded. Tertullian
goes out of his way to question Paul's doctrine on the subject,
affirming it to be an error to believe that the “ resurrection of
the dead," 19, means the moral change of a new life. He does
not believe, 20, that all of the Scriptures is written in a figurative
style, so the resurrection, 22, only takes place at the last day.
Paul's “spiritual resurrection” is, 23, combatible with, and, in
fact implied in the physical resurrection. Paul, elsewhere, 24,
and John, 25, distinctly assert the resurrection of the flesh. A
bodily resurrection, 26, alone furnishes significance to the so-
called spiritual resurrection, 29, Ezekiel’s vision of the reani-
mation of dry bones supports a resurrection of the flesh itself, 30.
Even unburied bodies, 32, will be restored. Christ, 33-38,
teaches such a physical resurrection, and, 38, gives practical evi-
dence of it in the cases of the persons he raised from the dead.
Teeth, 42, and bones, especially the former are “the lasting
germs of that body which is to sprout into life again at the
Resurrection.” Paul's apparent disagreement, 43-49, with a doc-
trine so physical, can be explained. Works of the flesh, 50, and
not the flesh itself, are excluded from the kingdom. The ses-
sion of Jesus, 51, at the right hand of God assures the believer of
the entrance of actual flesh into heaven. The new body, 52,
rises from the old as from a seed. Not the soul, 53, but the
natural body which died is to rise again. The bodies, 57, which
die-mutilated will rise again healed. The manumitted slave is
no more liable to the sufferings of the whip. Hence, 58, comes
comfort and peace in contemplation of the resurrection. Man,
59, being made for tlie dispensation of man, the flesh will remain
the same, but be capable of bearing the changed conditions of
eternal life. As, 60, the repaired ship remains the same, so the
characteristics,sex, and organs of the body will remain the same,
although the function of the latter may possibly be altered. 61.
Sexual functions in themselves are honourable enough. The
resurrection will induce in the body a likeness to the angels, as
men are destined to be equal to the latter. “The ” 63, “ flesh
shall rise again in its own identity, in its absolute integrity."
The soul shall never be permitted to remain naked and home-
less. Apparent extinction is only temporary retirement. The
Holy Ghost teaches this doctrine in order to comfort the afflic—
ted saint.

Minucius Felix, Oct. 34, holds that as God can form, so can
he reconstruct. What is withdrawn from human sight is not
necessarily perished to God. Everything that has been (115-
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solved is in the elements in a state of solution. Natural anal-
ogies of the resurrection, and proofs of the above, are the rising
and sinking of the sun, the passing and and returning of the
stars, the flowers (lying and reviving, the seeds rotting before
sprouting. As the leaves on a tree show forth the springtime of
a tree, so must the Christian await the spring-time of the body.
Punishments and rewards, 35, will demand the presence of the
body.

Origen, de Princ. i : 2: 4, notes the fact that Jesus is given
the title, “the Resurrection,” as a mark of perfection. This
resurrection, ii : II, 4, gives knowledge of divine truth. Bodies,
ii : IO : I, are necessary for a covering of the soul, and therefore
when bodies are given to souls after death, it is advisable that
the former should be their own, and not coverings belonging to
other souls. The spirituality of the resurrection-body consists
of being incorruptible, so as not to have to die a second time.
The shape, ii : I0 : 2, of the spiritual body is that of the natural
body. The earthly body, ii : I0: 5. falls into the earth like a
seed of grain, “thatgerm b‘ei-ng implanted in them” (the bodies)
“ which contains the bodily substance.” The degree of the
glory of the resurrection-body will depend directly on that of the
soul. The eternal spiritual body, iii : 6 : 4, will probably be in-
visible, as it is only the invisible things which are eternal. Al-
though the resurrection-body will be refined to a high degree of
splendour, yet it will be the identical body.

The flesh, c. Cels. i : I4, is to exist forever. The body, i : 19,
will rise from the old as from a seed. The dead, vi : 29, will not
be raised with the same flesh and-blood ; the new “ matter" be-
longing to the “natural " body, will be spiritual. A seminal
principle, vii : 32, is implanted in the soul. No soul exists with-
out a body; hence it receives a better vesture after losing the
grosser.

Lactantius, Div. Inst. iv: 19, asserts that Jesus was resurrected
in the identical body that was laid in the grave. The soul, vii :

23, will rise again and be clothed upon with a spiritual body.
As Pythagoras, Chrysippos, and Cicero believe in a kind of
resurrection in the nature of a transmigration of souls, there is
no need, for the Christian apologist, to explain how a resurrec-
tion can take place. At the judgment of God, vii : 26, the right-
eous who will then be on the earth will be hid in caves until the
time of distress is overpast. Then they will be transformed into
the similitude of angels, white as snow; then a second public
resurrection of the wicked, in order to hand them over to pun-
ishment, will take place.

The Apostolic Constitutions, v: i: 7, aver that after the
Resurrection men will be in their present form, only without de-
feet or corruption, shining like stars. Both righteous and un-

righteous will have a share in the Judgment. The Sybils pre-
dicted this long since, and the Phoenix proved it. God is om-
niscient and omnipotent ; and it is easier to reconstruct than to
create. He is faithful to his promises, and Jesus, who per-
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formed the many miracles reported in the Gospels will assur-

edly raise us up.
_ _Hippo1y.tos—or some pseudo-Hippolytos—mentions a resur-

rection of the body, by adducing texts in point, de Christ. et
Antich. 65. The kind of body, c. Plat. 2, will depend on the
merits of the soul, and it will arise out of the old body as a seed.
The unrighteous shall receive their old bodies unchanged, and
the righteous will receive their bodies healed. 3, Fire un-

quenchable, with unimaginable torments, awaits the wicked.
Arnobius, c. Gent. I4, refuses to consider any objections to

the Resurrection on the ground that Plato's scheme of transmi-
gration, which is generally accepted without question, contains
as many, if not more incongruities. Eternal punishment is
annihilation.

So much for the arguments of the Ante-Nicene Fathers for
the Resurrection.

When they are scrutinized, it appears that in the whole mass
of considerations, there are only two arguments, added to Bibli-
cal quotations. The first is the natural analogy of the setting
and rising of the heavenly bodies, the return of the seasons, and
the like. The second is the necessity for judgment.

The analogy of the rising and setting of the stars, heavenly
bodies; the return of the seasons, fruits, and the like, is of
course invalid. All these are facts of experience ; and from this
experience have been formulated. The resurrection, however,
has no single case of experience, in present times, to vouch for
it. Besides, such an event would flatly contradict all the natural
laws which have been discovered by experience.

This is the place to examine the fatal objection which seems to
have been thrown into the face of every apologist. If every par-
ticle of mater of the old body returns to compose the new, what
will occur if a particle belongs to two bodies, by accidental eat-
ing of the one by the other ? Augustine decided it would belong
to the orginal body ; but the result to the second would be dis-
astrous. The earlier Fathers, however, had not achieved this
degree of mental subtelty. They contented themselves with as-
serting that anthropophagy,chronic or acute, was “ against na-

- ture,” and that therefore any particle which would enter a body
would not be assimilated, but immediately voided. Of course.
this argument is useless; savages fatten off their victims; so
it is good proof that such particles are assimilated by human
organisms. In any case such an argument is a circle. The veryfact of such a proceeding being “against nature ”——as much as
it comes natural to certain bushmen—depends on the particles
not being assimilated.

Yet an argument which was not brought against the apologist
of physical resurrection of those days is very plain to-day. It
has been ascertained that the natural metabolism of the body
changes every single particle of matter in a human body once
every seven years, at least. Consequently, the question arises,
Which body will be resurrected, for in reality at every moment
some change forms a new body ? Who shall decide which body
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shall be resurrected ? If the body that died is to be resurrected,
it would on the whole be an advantage to suicide whilestill
young, in order to remain young all eternity.

It remains to be asked, also, in how far is a body, which is so
different from the old one, as to be incorruptible, immortal, the
same body with one that is corruptible, and mortal ? The very
essence of life is instability ; and to eleminate this element is to
eliminate all that constitutes a human body. The resurrection-
body can then not be the same body, except in shape, possibly.
Iltl is not the same body ; it is a different body with the same
5 ape.

The characteristic Patristic argument, however, is a new one,
and deserving of attention. The premisses are, that a body or
soul can only be adequately recompensed for good or evil until
they be in the same condition in which they originally were.
Hence, the soul must again be in the body. But if this premiss
be followed out to its full conclusion, a different result will be
obtained. Adequate retribution can only exist under the same
circumstances in which the good or evil was committed. '_l‘he
body, of course, is not responsible, being un-moral, physical.
But the soul must be in the same position it was, not only in
respect to the body, but also in respect to the world. The iden-
tity oi the particles matters but little ; but the identity of the
conditions under which punishment or reward are to be attained
must be the same and those under which the merit or guilt was

earned, is extremely significant. Hence, this argument, does
not lead to an eternity of misery, or an irreversible idle happi-
ness, but a re-incarnation in the same world the merit or guilt
was won, under such conditions as by God are considered suit-
able to reward, or punish, or teach deeper sanctification._ The
result is not then what is understood usually by resurrection of
the body, but a re-incarnation in the world.

And indeed, when the doctrine of Metempsychosis is framed
judiciously, leaving in God's hands the adjustment of circum-
stances exactlyjust, is furnishes the only valid or convincing ar-
gument against suicide. For then the period of_incarnation_ is

a great benefit,andnot to be escaped from; henceitteachesresig-
nation to present circumstances, by pointing out the hope of -

{',ustice, both as a doctrine, and as an intuition in the human
reast.
Beyond these two arguments, the Ante-Nicene Fathers con-

tent themselves to repeat the Biblical statements on the ques-
tions involved ; not scrupling to use many _Old Tes_tame_nt_utter-
ances, even when, as with Tertullian, the illustration is in the
anture of a pun.
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"PREFACE.
The name of the writer of the following pages does not appear

on the title page. Why P
Because the aim of the present Essay is not to ventilate the

knowledge, or exhibit the reasoning powers of the writer, but
simply to set forth certain undeniable facts, and to place them in
the coherent order in which alone their significance can be seen

by all. This purpose is one which may be attained, whether the
writer be a Caucasian, a Mongolian, or an African. The person-
ality of the writer has no connection with a scientific search after
Truth.

It is well to emphasise this distinction. So often in past his-
.tory has it occurred that when a man discovered certain facts
which told against accepted theories the ruling party ended the
matter, not by meeting the argument, but by hushing the man,
that it is too much to expect that in the future the same methods
will not be pursued by those whose ignorance alone enables
them to be sincere in unquestioning belief.

The writer is willing enough to suffer the martyrdom his pre-
decessors have suffered ; but his name does not appear on the
title page because he desires to emphasise the fact that, in the
mind of the reader, the question should not be, who wrote it I
but, I: it true 1' And if not true, Why not I

If any of the following considerations should happen to be dis-
tasteful to any reader, and if he should desire to questiotrany of
them, let him remember that there is only one way: argumen-
tation, and the evidence of acquaintance of other recognized
facts. Abuse is only potent in the eyes of those who have not
sufficient intellectual powers to grasp anythinghigher.

The writer is not fearful lest his considerations be questioned
or disproved. As a matter of fact, the conclusions set forth be-
low were in the nature of a suprise to him. Later he saw that
they were the only possible interpretations of the facts which he
had originally begun to gather for the purpose of opposing the
very opinions to which he was led. He was conquered by truth ;
and he was proud of his defeat. He is ready to be conquered
once more ; nay, he desires eagerly to be conquered once more ;
for the nature of his conclusions have sundered him from all the

.friendshe had, and all the associations of youth. A true friend-
known or unknown personally—willshow his best friendship by
showing the conclusions of the Essay are not well founded in
fact or thought. But though eager to be conquered, the writer's
views can only be conquered by truth, not by abuse or personal
disgrace.
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It follows from the above that none of the conclusions of the
Essay are more than provisional, tentative hypotheses, put forth
as the best intellectual guides available until superseded, and des-
troyed. If any statement seems to have been made as if indi-
cating a personal conviction, or a positive view, the reader will
understand that this assertiveness is merely the rhetorical frame-
work which was absolutely necessary for the construction of the
outline. The writer here makes the positive statement that no
word is to be taken in any other than a provisional sense, a ten-
tative significance.

Of mistakes there are doubtless many. The conditions under
which alone the work could be carried on made greater accuracy
impossible. Readers will confer a favour on the writer by point-
ing out any and all inaccuracies.

Of the general drift of the work, the writer would state so
much : the reader should be careful not to import into it any
opinions or conclusions of his own. The aim is not to upset any
recognized forms of theological belief, but to point out,—in the
spirit of -Baring-Gould,—that if they are held, they must be held
on other grounds than those which it is the object of the Essay
to show are insufficient to satisfy the demands made on scholarly
accuracyand precision by men who will be satisfied with nothing
less .than the whole truth.

The truth can. never be supported by a lie. If a thingbe truth,
its groundwork must at every step be true, that is, satisfactory to
scientific enquiry. We cannot afiord to gulp down blindly false
arguments in order to support a truth. If it be truth, and the
known groundwork be false, let the proper and true grounds be
discovered ; and if it is impossible to show them, it is no dis-
honour to consider the suppositious truth “ not proven.” Better
an accurate doubt, than an inaccurate certainty.

If it be conceived of the Catholic Church of the Living God
that she is an institution composed of peripatetic phonographs,
whose only aim in life it is to discover or produce other peripa-
tetic phonographs to supply their own-place when destroyed by
age, then, and then only is the honest search for truth out of
place. But then letthe Church cease her claim to be, have, and
preach the Truth, and the only Truth, lest her portion be ap-
pointed with the hypocrites.

If, on the contrary, the Catholic Church of the Living God be
an institution whose aim, purpose and nature it is to be. have,
and spread the Truth,and nothingbut the Truth, then the more
discussion of it, the better. If a statement be true, it has nothing
to fear from investigation, and will only be vindicated by it ; if
it be false, the sooner it isiknown to be such, the better for all

'cr¢§i{:J¢={‘nHed. THERE IS NO RELIGION HIGHER THAN

In Thee,OGodof Truth,have we trusted;
Letusneverbeconfounded.



BOOK I.

THE ELEMENTS OF CHRISTOI.OGY.

CHAPTER I.

THE JEWISH SCRIPTURES.

I. The Scriptures Authoritatiz/e.—Whenconsidered as elements
of the philosophy of Christianity, the Jewish Scriptures are of
equal importance, whether the traditional view of their date and
origin be accepted,or whether the critical contentions anent their
authenticityand antiquity be recognized. For whether Moses,
Samuel, and Isaiah actually wrote the books called by their
names, or whether the “ Law,” or Pentateuch, was not written
before the time of Josiah, the “ Prophets ”before the return from
the Captivity, and the “Writings ” written much before the time
of the Maccabees, it is quite certain that in the days of Jesus of
Nazara the Scriptures were, for all practical purposes, in the
form in which we now possess them. Besides, they were then
by the Jews of all parties considered sacred and authoritative,
even in the most minute details. The Gospels, Epistles, and
early patristic writings without exception accepted them in full.

'

as authentic and sacred, being inspired by God himself. We
may therefore wholly neglect questions as to their origin and
authenticity,when we consider them in the light of their im-
mediate influence on the philosophical justification which the
early Christians advanced for their faith.

2. Jewish Self-Sati.sfaction.—In the days of the theocracy,and
even in the time of Moses and Joshua, the Jewish religion was
so closely connected with the state, that citizenship meant or-

thodoxy. For instance, intermarriage with the surrounding
nations was forbidden, lest the people be drawn to the worship
of Gods other than Jahweh. This religious exclusion led to in-
tolerable conceit. Although Jahweh was the God of the Uni-
verse, he fought only for Israel, and for Israel against all other
nations. Therefore the Jews considered themselves a chosen
people, the best of all. In the fourth book of Esdras C) the
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Jew thus addressed God: “ On our account thou hast created
the world. Other nations, sprung from Adam, thou hast said
are nothing,and are like spittle, and thou hast likened their mul-
titude to the droppings of a cask. But we are thy people, whom
thou hast called thy first-born, thine only ‘begotten, thy well-
beloved.” In the book of Siphri (‘) it is said : “ A single Is-
raelite is of more worth in the sight of God than all the nations
of the world ; every Israelite is of more value before him than
all the nations who have been or will be.”

Captivity and servitude were powerless against this fanaticism;
even when the Rabbis acknowledged Caesar as their king, they
held that repentance was almost impossible for the Roman col-.
lector of taxes. The Pharisees were members of clubs whose
purpose was the strict observance of all legal ceremonies, and
the payment of the tithes to the religious authorities. It almost
seemed as if political reverses only served to increase this
bigotry.

.

It is self—evident that under such conditions philosophy was
impossible, even for the more rationalistic Sadducee. The ap-
peal was ever to the letter of the Scripture, and ingenious as
their exegesis was, it could not be called philosophy, whose
essen e is a free discussion of any topic before the forum of
reason, irrespective of all traditional authority.

3. Post-Exilic Belicfs.—Nothing short of deportation could
break up this narrow intolerance. Those who returned from the
Captivity in Babylon, returned much altered. They now be-
lieved in the existence of angels, as integral parts of the dispen-
sation of Nature, borrowed from Persian sources, and set forth
at length in such books as the Targums and that attributed to
Enoch. They now had a belief in a resurrection ; and how wide
was this belief may be seen from the fact that Herod the king.
and the sisters of Lazarus equally acknowledged it, long before
the resurrection of Jesus himself (’). The Talmud, besides.’
shows how the simple Scriptures were overlaid with wild specu-
lations, drawn from heathen sources, consciously or unconsci-
ously.

In spite of their conservativeness, therefore, the Jews were
'

forced by circumstances to recognize the opinions of foreign
philosophy,and consequently, to form a development in their
own opinions. In respect to the “Word of Jahweh," therefore
we may trace a gradual process of personification in each later
book of the Old Testament Scriptures.

4. “ The Word of Iahweh," First Stage.——In the first place. the
Word of Jahweh was nothing more than a _locution describing
the power of God. “By the Word of the Lord were the heavens
made ; and all the host of them by the breath of his mouth. For
he spake and it was done ; he commanded, and it stood fast (‘).”
“ And God said, Let there be light ; and there was light (‘).” It
is very evident that here the Word of the Lord is only a lo-
cution for the fiat, or will of God. For, if it should be demanded
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that we should make a literal application of these verses, in re-

spect to the Word, so that we may read into these expressions
the doctrine of a Word separate from God the Father, as a per-
sonal being, then common honesty demands that we apply the
verses literally in respect to God himself, which would be a de-
cidedly anthropomorphic conception, having a mouth, lungs to
generate breath, teeth in order to secure perfect elocution, etc.
Moreover there occur passages in which the Word is unequivoc-
ally nothing more than the communication of God's Revelations
to his prophets, as, for instance : “ The word that Isaiah the son
of Amoz saw concerning Judah and Jerusalem (“).”

5. The “Word of Iahweh,” Second Stage. Yet, there occur

passages in which the Word of the Lord, as well as the Wisdom
of the Lord, are distinctly personified.

The Word is said to be right (’), enduring ('), and power-
ful ( ).

Wisdom is the great secret of life (‘°), the costliest jewels can-
not equal it in value (“). She is the virtue which stands on the
street corners and at the city gates, and invites men to walk in
her ways ("); God created or prepared her, before the world was
made (“), she stood by his side at the Creation as sharing its
plans, and was daily his delight, rejoicing always before him (“).

Stevens, among other commentators on the subject, sees in
this is a distinction between theWord and Wisdom. TheWord,he
says, refers more directly to divine activity, Wisdom, to the di-
vine attributes in both cases being no more than impersonifi-
cations of phases of God’s nature.

Such a distinction, however, cannot be sustained by impartial
investigators.

In the first place, this distinction cannot be justified by the
passages adduced in this connection, for the fact of being
“ right,” “powerful,” and “enduring,” does not refer more to
divine activities than does the fact of sharing in the plans of
Creation, calling men to their salvation, and being sought by all.
As a matter of fact, if this distinction is at all to be made, it
should be reversed ; for the qualities of the Word refer plainly
to divine attributes of being right, powerful and enduring, and
the qualities of Wisdom, as enumerated above, seem to refer
exclusively to the divine activities of creation and salvation.

In the second place, he must be little acquainted with the tau-
tological method of Hebrew poetry who would declare that any
such fine distinction could be carried out by a poet or prophet in
speaking of the divine nature. It would suflice to refer to the
119th psalm, and its interchangeable use of the Hebrew words
represented in English by law, commandment, etc., to prove this
point. But, as a matter of fact, it is noticeable that the illustra-
tions adduced by Stevens in respect to the Word, are all from
the Psalms and Jeremiah, while those in respect to Wisdom, are
from Job and Proverbs. If the distinction had been found in
the same book, some plausibilitymight have attached to it ; as
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it is, it seems to be no more than the idiomatic difference be-
tween the authors of the respective books in reference to much
the same subject. And we shall see later that Athanasius relies
on the identity of the two conceptions as the proof of the pre-
éxistence of Christ. -

In the third place, it would be a dangerous thing to disso-
ciate the Word of God from his Wisdom ; for the consequence
would be that God would have spoken his Word without Wis-
dom ; an absurd idea.

We must therefore conclude that in some places we find the
Word or Wisdom of God, represented as a personified manifest-'
ation of God, being called indifferently by either name; but
being in no case a separate personality.

6. The “ Ward of Jahweh,” Third Stage.—The apocryphal.
books of Ecclesiasticus and the Wisdom of Solomon seem to
to carry the personification of the Word to the point of separ-
ation from the personality of the God. Yet, Plummer considers
(") that even here the conception is no more than an elaborately
poetical one.

The book of Ecclesiasticus opens as follows: “All wisdom
cometh from the Lord and is with him forever. Wisdom was
created before all things, and prudent understanding from ever-
lasting. He created her and saw her, and made her known, and
poured her out upon all his works. The root of wisdom is to
fear the Lord, and the branches thereof are long life (‘°).”

7. The “ W0rd of Iahweh,” Fourih Stage.—Whcn the Scriptures
were in Aramaic, for the sake of the common Jewish people in
the days of Jesus of Nazara, the Hebrew “Word,” Dabbar.
became the Aramaic Memra, of the Targums. It was still more
personified, and became a sort of mediator between the world
and God, who were felt to be of so different a nature that there
was need of some intermediate beings, angels or otherwise. The
consequence was that the “ voice of the Lord (")” which Adam
and Eve heard in the garden, became the “ voice of the Word of
the Lord.” The like occurrence may be found in many other
passages, showing a doctrine differing but little from Philo‘s,
except in point of form of expression. It will be necessary
therefore to consider more minutely in the next Chapter the
whole scope of the philosophyof Philo. '



CHAPTER II.

GREEK PHILOSOPHY.

I. The Dpctrine of HerakIe:'to:.—ForJustin Martyr the doctrine
of the Logos was exceedingly important. So much so was this
the case that whether a man were accounted an atheist or not, as

long as he held the doctrine of the existence of any such thing as
a Logos, he was considered a Christian—which was surely as
broad a definition of Christianity as that of Theophiloswho de-
mands only a belief in an anointing of the Spirit. Justin says,
“ Those who lived according to the Logos, are Christians, even
if they be considered atheists, such as Sokratés and Herakleitos,
and the like, among the Greeks.”

Evidently Herakleitos must have held a philosophic doctrine
of a Logos. Heinze, Logoslehre, whom we shall here follow.
declares (‘) that Herakleitos both held that everything happened
in the Universe “ according to the Logos,” and that this Logos
was identical with his metaphysical doctrine of Strife or War.
It was also identified with Fate (’). It is evident that it is neces-

sary not to import into this materialistic conception of the
Logos any later Alexandrian spiritual views. Herakleitos is a
materialist, and does not hesitate to speak of the Logos as of a
“stuff,” which he describes as Fire (‘). Clement of Alexandria(‘)
sets this forth. Herakleitos is merely a Hylozoist, a Pantheist,
whose God is Fire. So Plato and Aristotle, who know of no
conscious intelligence and purposive conduct of this Fire (‘).
Herakleitos in the hands of Plutarch believes in aReasongovern-
ing the Universe, but this is Plutarch, not Herakleitos. Yet his
Physics contain the Logos, and a “ gnomé" guiding all things.
Heinze summarizes thus (“) : “ We believe to have set forth
Herakleitos’s conception of the Logos in its widest bearings. It
is the all-powerful law of Nature, which becomes revealed in
the development of the World, or is the World-process itself,
and reaches in a sovereign manner over the realm of theories
of cognition and ethics, so that, in the last resort, it is impossible
even to speak of these two fields as individual in any way." In
several places Herakleitos’s Logos in even its cosmic bearings,
might be rendered “ Reason,” “yet it must be remembered, that
this ‘reason ’ must always be considered in an objective sense,
not in a subjective one, and thus it will be possible, in view of
the wide scope of the word ‘reason ’ to translate it as ‘law of
reason”or ‘reasonable relation’ or even ‘reasonable world-
process. ”
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2. The Doctrine of Leukippos.—With Leukippos (') the Logos
is only a Cause without which nothing happens, in contradis—
tinction to Chance, which was denied by Demokritos. Empedo-
klés (') knows of a World-Strife, but nothing of an a.ll-ruling
Logos. It is true he may have used the expression “right
reason,” but it need not have meant more than the agreement of
Thought and Reality. Zeller (I: 652), agrees with Heinze.
This expression became an ethical common-place in the time of
Aristotle, Herodotos (") means by it true speech, or truth. Plato
uses it, as a faculty of the soul, but not even in Aristotle (’°) can
it be looked upon as an universally valid principle.

3. The Doctrine of the S!oa.—This brings us to the philosophy
of the Stoa. Strato neglected (“) the transcendence of Aristot-
le’s highest principle, and considered the divinity nothing more
than Nature. Yet the Stoicism of Cicero’s De Natura Deorum
sees in the harmony of the Universe purpose ("), and is physi-
cally optimistic ("). This view of Nature could not be held with-
out a Logos. Nothing which has neither Soul or Reason can

produce what is reasonable. But the world produces beings
which have souls and reason ; consequently the World has both
Soul and Reason (“). The School of Kleanthés, Chrusippos,
Archedemos and Poseidonos ("‘) believed in two principles, the
active, and the passive. The passive, was matter, the active, the
rational element in it, the divinity. This is eternal and creates
all things within the other (‘°). Thus the Logos permeates (")
matter, as God (") permeates the world, as honey permeates the
comb (‘°). The Stoics speak of God or the Logos as of a body
(“‘). So Origen also (’") : “ and the Logos of the God is no-

thing else than a bodily spirit.” As the breath and the soul (")
permeate and rule the body, so God or the Logos permeates and
rules the world. God is both breath and Fire, that is, Heat,
which however is not the tire and heat of domestic use ("). It
must be remembered (") that the Logos in matter is purely ma-
terialistic, though often “ Logos ” is exchanged for “Mind” (’°).
This proves that there was no doctrine of a “Logos” in the mind
of the Stoics, as a transcendent personal principle. Any word
that represented the materialistic, fire-like plastic principle,
was admissible. The whole material universe, the matter, the
stuff, was the First and Only God, though matter appeared in a

secondary position (’°). -

The manner in which (") the active Reason works in the
passive stuff, is the "Logos ” called “ spermatic.”

The difierence between “ratio” and “oratio” goes as far
back as Aristotle ('°). He speaks of an external Logos, and
a Logos in the soul. The Stoics gave the famous name to this
distinction (prophoric, and endiathetic) ascribing it to the an-
cients, as Jamblichus did to Pythagoras. The Christian apolo-
getics mistook the distinction, and applied both terms to the
Common Logos, viewed in two different relations. The Stoics,
of course, know of no such perversion of the Aristotelian dis-
tinction (’°).
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4. Heinze’: Contrast of Herakleitos and the Staa.—Heinze’s com-
parison of the Herkleitian and Stoic conceptions of the Logos is
as follows ('°): “There is no need of a particular course of
reasoning to prove that the conception of the Logos of Herak-
leitos was taken over directly into the Stoic philosophy. Before
the Stoics nobody except Herakleitos had treated this con-
ception independently in the field of Physics. Its Stoic scope is
the same as the Herakleitian, although it is changed. It is easy
to understand that the manner in which both .philosophies
reach the Logos is very different. Herakleitos laid hold on the
Logos intuitively,—althoughunconsciously proceeding on apro-
cess of analogy--and enunciated the Dogma of its omnipotence.
The Stoics in Sokratic manner found something similar to hu-
man reason in the course of World-events, and endeavored to
prove intellectually the existence of the Logos, and its scope in
the Universe. With Herakleitos the Logos is the self-changing
Fire, is the whole world-process, which proceeds according to
immanent laws. The Stoics thinkof the Logos materialistically.
but, placed in opposition to the more gross elements, is likened
to the two finer ones that permeate and form the above two
grosscr ones. It is the rational or mental principle, so that a
distinction of Stuff and Form is reached, which proves the in-
fluence of Plato and Aristotle.”

5. The Alexandrian Doctrine.—Of the Alexandrian thinkers
Heinze says (") : “In the Alexandrian school we find the at-
tempt made to unite the theology of the Old Testament with the
propositions of Greek thinkers,oreven with popular philosophy,
as it appeared in the more cultured portion of the people. Often
little remains of the original contents of the Old Testament. The
method to arrive at this, without apparently giving up anything,
and thus to deceive oneself as agreeably as possible, was a very
curious method, which, however, had been borrowed from
Greek philosophy.” The first great Alexandrian philosopher
was Aristoboulos, a genuine Peripatetic, who borrowed from the
Stoics the allegorical method, and applied it to the Old Testa-
ment.

“Through this (”) it was naturally possible, to find every-
thing in the ancient sources of the Hebrew people which was

sought, because it was held to be truth. Finally even the well-
known priority of all the sought and found philosophical doc-
trines was claimed for the Jewish legislators, so that it appeared
that the Sages of Greece had borrowed from these. To make

.

this plainer, Aristoboulos did not despise to interpolate into
the works of the old Greek poets verses of Jewish contents, and
besides to undertake changes in his favour in the received Text.”

Aristoboulos does not know of the Logos in the Greek sense

(”). He only knows of the allegorical Old Testament “ Word."
6. The Philonic Dorm'ne.—Of Philo, Heinze (") says: “Through

what means Philo was persuaded to adopt into his philosophy
the conception and name of the Logos, does not appear clearly
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in his writings. He uses the conception as one already at hand,
without particularly justifying his use of it; consequently it
appears he must have found it already used in Alexandrian
thought.” “ With the exception (") of the difference of the two
supreme propositions, of the transcendence of God, and the pre-
existence of matter, the Stoic Logos is here in its entirety. True,
with the Stoics he is organically one with God, and material,
and with the Alexandrian the Logos is separate from God and
Matter, not only in conception, but in organical relation. Other-
wise it has the scope of the usual Stoic Logos, although the re-
sistence of matter is not so strong as to hinder materially its
activity.” “ In order to declare (‘°) the Log1os’s relation of sub-
ordination, he is called the second God ( ), and is distinctly
opposed to the highest or first God. Nothing mortal may be
fashioned after the latter, but after the former only (").” Also,
" Mortale enim nihil formari ad similitudinem supremi Patris
universorum poterat,sed ad normam secundi dei, qui est eiusdem
verbi, etc. For us who are imperfect, the-Logos may be ac-
counted God, but for the wise and perfect only the first God
(‘“').” ‘f The God is the source of the eldest Logos (‘°).”

Just like Philo, Plutarch (“), holds that for the origination of
the World there is need of a mediation between Matter and
highest Reason, and this is effected by the second God, or
Demiurg. ~



CHAPTER III.

PHILO.

I. Philo Judaeus.—The narrow fanaticism of the Jews was only
temporarily abated by temporary deportation and political sub-
jection. To put an end to fanaticism, there was needed the final
dispersion of the Jews after the destruction of Jerusalem by
Titus. But this involuntary departure had been preceded by
a voluntary emigration .

There had been, ever since the time
of the Babylonish captivity, a strong colony of Hebrews in
Egypt, which had gone so far as to establish a temple-worship
at Hierap’olis. This had assured the independence of the Col-
ony'from any of the political vicissitudes which befel Judaea.
After Alexandria was founded, its intellectual, commercial and
political advantages increased the colony yet more. Here it was
that Judaism met the intellect of the world on equal terms. and
was forced to justify its contentions by intellectual proof. It
was this very necessity of meeting the objections and sneers of
heathen philosophers which forced Philo to construct his system
of philosophy.

Philo was a Jew who believed in the verbal inspiration not
only of the Hebrew Scriptures, but also of their translation into
Greek. When he met with carping objections to minor por-
tions of the Scriptures, he endeavored to show that under these
apparently meaningless words there rested sublime truths, which,
in many cases, were partially recognized in Platonic philosophy
or were directly borrowed from it. Thus arose the first explicit
philosophy of Judaism as a religion. In Philo’s system there
was nothing strictly original ; it was merely an efiort to justify
and vindicate Judaism by constructing out of Greek elements a

philosophy which allegorical interpretation might read into the
text of Scripture. Nor was Philo original in this attempt ; for
many Jews before him had pointed the way, and had obtained
partial results. Yet to Philo must be granted the merit of
systematizing all the work he found done before his time, and
of moulding it into a philosophical system of at least apparent
self-consistency.

2. The First God.—God, and the fact that He exists, can only
be known from His works ; he stands so far above all creation
that we cannot understand, express or describe him, beyond
stating that he is the highest form of being. He possesses in
himself the ground and reason of his excellence and existence,
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and is alone unbegotten. He created the world out of non-
existence (‘) because’of his goodness, the revelation of which
was its purpose. He created the world alone (') and needed no
assistance in doing so ('). Yet, again, the Logos directs the
world (‘).

3. The Divine Lagos.—The Greek language applied the word
Logos indifferently to the psychological faculty of reason, and
to the sensible expression of thought. In order to distinguish
these two concepts, the former is called the indwelling Logos
(“), the latter, the externalized Logos (‘). If we should apply
this Platonic distinction to the divine nature we shall find that

I. The Divine Logos is indwelling inasmuch as it is the com-

prehensive unity of the archetypal divine “ideas” of the intelli-
gible world, being the “idea of ideas (’).” These were the ideal
prototypes which God found in the divine Logos before cre-
ation, and which he used as patterns in creating the world. They
might be called the prototypes of which the world is the ektype ;
the seal which leaves its impression in the wax.

2. The Divine Logos is externalized inasmuch as it brings
created things to full revelation, as rays of light which stream
from the sun, and by which the sun enlightens the world; as
the image of the seal which is impressed on the wax.

3. But besides these two functions of the Divine Logos, which
two functions Philo has borrowed from Plato, there is a third,
the spermatic Logos (‘) which Philo borrowed from the Stoics.
The spermatic Logos is the indwelling rational soul of the world
of Nature, the universal world-reason, or Providence, which in-
terpenetrates and orders all things, and rules and guides the
cause of events in the world.

4. The Logo: is God.—-The externalized Logos is not only a di-
vine power, but is also a personal being which stands mid-way
between God and the world (°). He is the Mediator between
them, teaching man the laws and commandments of God, and
presenting to God a plea for man. He is the high—priest (‘°).
Thus the Logos is different from both,being neither unbegotten,
nor brought forth like other creatures, in degree -(“). He is the
older, first-born Son (“‘) ; all else is the younger son of God.
Of this offspring God is the Father, and Wisdom the Mother.
Referring to Gen.xxxi: 12,13,LXX,Philo says: “Let us examine
carefully as to whether there are really two Gods, for it is said
‘I am the God who appeared to thee ’ not in my place, but ‘in
the place of God ' (Bethel),as if another deity were referred to.
How are we to treat this statement ? The explanation is that
the true God is one, but those improperly so called are many.
The Sacred Scripture, therefore, denotes the true God by the
article,saying, ‘I am The God’ (Ho Theos),and in the other case
omits it : ‘Who appeared to thee in the place,’ not of ‘The God,’
but merely ‘of God.’ Here he calls his eldest Logos God, hav-
ing no superstitious feeling about the application of names (").”

Inasmuch as the Logos appears as the representant of God,
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he may also be called God ; but with this distinction : The un-

begotten God is called “ The God,” the Logos is called “ God,”
without the article. The Logos is the “ second God,” (“) and
“ the highest angel (“) ;” as the Platonic archetypal idea of man,
he may be called the divine man. -

The Logos is not the only divine power, there are other Logi
who are distinct from him, and subordinated to him (°‘). They
are not distinctly conceived by Philo, who at one time looks
upon them as mere ideal revelations of God's power, and at an-
other

, as personal beings, who are the servants of God in the
creation and guidance of the world. Their number is also in-
definite :‘ at one time they are only two, the creative and ruling
powers ; at another five : the creative, ruling, commanding, for-
bidding and forgiving powers. Here we have a clear represent-
ation of the Persian angelology.

5. Sateriology.—Man was originally perfect, but fell when
tempted by the lust of flesh. The end of man is to become di-
vine. This he can do by stilling his sensual consciousness ("),
his reason (“) and his self-consciousness (‘°). Then he can un-
Jte himself with the divine. Yet, it is only the good pleasure of
God that rests the power of granting the beatificvision ; and he
grants it only after prayer, and through the Logos, who thus
becomes the distributor of Wisdom, the Mother of the soul, the
food of the soul, and the heavenly manna.

6. Philonic Eclech'cism.—Platonic philosophy,Stoie cosmology
and ethics, Persian angelology, and Jewish dogmatism, all jostle
each other without much pretense at self-consistency. And this
is just the very strangest fact of it all : that though we can ac-
count for almost every element of his philosophy, yet Philo
claims to have received it from secret tradition. Perhaps this
fact may be accepted without inconsistency, if we point out that
this esoteric doctrine cannot have been more than just such an
eclectic confusion of discordant elements of philosophy, hal-
lowed by secret means of communication, as handed down by
some original genius who chose to immortalize his opinions by
this effective method.



CHAPTER IV.

THE FOURTH GOSPEL.

I. The Prolague.—In reading the New Testament, there is one
short passage, the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel, which attracts
attention by its peculiarity, and difference from all other books.
In it we meet the Philonic conception of the Logos, applied to
Jesus of Nazara. Nowhere else in the New Testament do we
meet with it. The word “ Logos ”

occurs in the Synoptics, but
only in the sense of human reason or discourse. We meet the
term suddenly without any explaination of it, as if it must be
familiar to everybody.

How shall we account for this fact ?
That it is a Philonic term, no one can doubt. The only

question can be, was it taken from Philo’s writings at first hand,
or only indirectly? Meyer, Liicke, Reuss, Beyschlag, Weiz-
sicker, Harnack, plead for the first alternative ; Luthardt,Weiss,
Liddon, Godet and Plummer plead for the second.

The earliest date for the Fourth Gospel is usually accepted to
be 70-100 A. D. ; many religious authoritiesaccepting 99 A. D.
Philo flourished 40-50 A. D. ; so that there would have been
plenty of time for popular acquaintance with his doctrine. To
this must be added the fact that the Targums had circulated
among the Palestinian Jews and the Apocryphal literature
among the Greek-speaking Jews for several centuries, so that in
any case Philo’s use of the term Logos cannot have been strange
or unfamiliar in the conception it represented. Such conditions
would greatly favour rapid spread _of his doctrine, especially if
we remember that we must consider Philo as summing up the
partial labours of many Jews before him, and not as a philoso-
pher who had introduced in the world of thought a new idea or
occupied a new mental stand—point.

Yet these explainations do not give us a satisfactory answer to
the question, how shall we account for the appearance of the
Logos in this Prologue ? ’

Many commentators have held that in this Prologue theauthor
of the Fourth Gospel purposely gives us a definite, distinct out-
line of the philosophyof Christianity, or a divinely revealed ac-
count of cosmology as the knowledge of it is in God, and as it
is revealed by the Spirit.

Such a claim is however seen to be doubtful when we can
trace every element of this divine revelation in the works of pa-
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gans or Jews, whom nobody has ever held to be divinely in-
spired, and none of whom claimed it themselves. Such a claim
must then be considered unfounded or at least unproven.

How then shall we account for it ?
2. Only Mention of the Lagos.—We may point out again, in the

first place, how familiar the conception of the Logos seems to
be to the writer, and how familiarhe assumes it to be to those to
whom or for whom he is writing. Some commentators have
then supposed that the writer used these familiar terms to ex-

plain what he meant, just as Paul,in his Epistles of the imprison-
ment used the Gnostic term “ fulness” and modern theologians
use the concept of evolution in their sermons. Stevens says :
“It is ‘as if John had said to his readers : ‘You are familiarwith
the speculatioris which have been long rife respecting the means
whereby God reveals himself,—the doctrine of. an intermediate
agent through whom he communicates his life and light to men.
The true answer to the question regarding this mediator is, that
it is our Lord Jesus Christ. He is God's agent in revelation ;
he is the bond which unites heaven and earth.’"

We have seen that except in this Prologue, the Logos 1. not
mentioned anywhere in the New Testament. Harnack sees in
this fact the following significance ()

“ The Prologue of the Gospel is not the key to the understand-"
ing of the Gospel,but it prepares the Hellenistic readers therefor.
The writer seizes upon a known quantity, the Logos, works it
over and transforms it—implicitly combating false christologics
—in order to substitute for it Jesus Christ, the only begotten
Son, that is, in order to disclose it as being this same Jesus
Christ. From the moment when this is done, the Logos-idea is
allowed to fall away. The author continues his narrative now

fully concernng Jesus, in order to establish the Faith that he
is the Messiah the Son of God. This belief has for its principal
element the recognition that Jesus originates from God and from
heaven ; but the author is far removed from the purpose of se-
curing this recognition from cosmological and philosophical
considerations. Upon the basis of his testimony, and because he
has taught the full knowledge of God and life—absolutely hea-
venly and divine benefits—he leaves Jesus prove himself, accord-
ing to the Evangelist, to be the Messiah, the Son of God.”

3. Was the Conception of the Logo: the TraditionalOne !—-It may
be asked, if the writer of the Fourth Gospel took the conception
of Logos to illustrate what he believed of the person of Jesus of
Nazara, did he do so unreservedly, or did he alter the concept-

.
ion of the Logos ?

To answer this question it will be necessary to turn to the Pro-
logue itself. A literal translation of the first few verses is as
follows :

“ In the beginning was the Logos, and the Logos was with
‘ The God,’ and the Logos was ‘ God.’ "

“ He (the Logos) was in the beginning with ‘ The God,’ etc."
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Now, a glance at the doctrine of Philo will show us that the
writer of the Prologue has reproduced the very technical terms
of Philo, distinguishing between “ The God,” and “ God."

If the writer had intended to depart consciously from Philo’s
doctrine, he would have written: “In the beginning was the
Logos. and the Logos was with “ The God," and the Logos was
“ The God." He was in the beginning with “ The God,” etc.

Besides, knowing that Philo’s doctrine, distinguishing between
“ The God," and “ God," was widely known, if he intended to
depart from it, he would not only have made that alteration sug-
gested, but would have distinctly said: “This doctrine of the
Logos with which you are acquainted represents our conception
of the person of Jesus of Nazara admirably, with this except-
ion :that while with Philo the Logos is only “God,” and not
“The God,” our conception of Jesus distinctly requires that he

sl,1o(;ild be called “The God,” as well as the Father who is “The
O ‘I!
This would be especially the case, since this would be the very

crucial point of dispute. '

If, however, we suppose that the writer of the Fourth Gospel
believedthe Logos to be fully as divine as the Father, and wrote
as he did we must assume the following facts :

1. While knowing that the Philonic conception assigned a de-
pendent and inferior rank to the Logos, and that this very ter-
minology indicated that fact, he used it, without the slightest
alteration. '

II. He made the distinction indicated (“ God“ without the
article) between two occurrences of the words “The God ” con-
sciously knowing that this was a very conspicuous place, and
by making it here he would acknowledge he was cognisant of
the Philonic distinction.

III. Although his conception of the Logos had changed, yet
he used the old terminology unchanged, in the very crucial
point, and in a place where it would have been singularly easy
to change it, and to make the change very prominent.

Such assumptions are, however, absurd on their face, and ca
only be held if we have a case to make out. ’

Perhaps the best way in which we will be able to reach some
knowledge of what he meant exactly will be to inquire how the
contemporary and later writers interpreted this his statement, or
conception of the cosmical Logos. To the answer of thisquestion
we will devote the Second Book of this Essay.

4. Pearson’: Explanat£on.—In a future Chapter we shall see that
Paul makes the same distinction between “God” and “The
God ” which we find in the prologue of the Fourth Gospel. It
cannot be chance, or individual characteristics which dictated
such a distinction ; there must have been a settled purpose.

Pearson, being ignorant of the Philonic origin of the distinct-
ion, considers it a mere captious objection, founded on a passage
of Epiphanius, where “ God ” is the god or gods of the Gentiles,-
but “ The God ” the divinity of Jews and Hebrews (').

L
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Such ignorance would be its own refutation in the eyes of all
fair-minded persons, if observed in any authorother than Pear-
son. He endeavours to break down the distinction by noting
that in many places in which God the Father is referred to (in
his own opinion) the word “ God” is used ; as in : “There was
a man sent from God whose name was John (’),” and “ no man
hath ever seen God at any time (°).”

Yet Pearson does not endeavour to show any passage in which
Christ is spoken of as “The God.” If he had, the distinction
would break down. But he cannot, for there is no such passage
in the New Testament. -

VVe may easily explain the fact that in very many places God
the Father is referred to as simply “ God.” Before the Philonic
conception was made,’God was always referred to as “ God," as
for instance by Plato. Long habit then had made it usual to
refer the highest divinity the name “ God,” and so except where
the metaphysical distinction was consciously made, it was usual
to use the traditional name. Satisfactory as this explanation is,
and impossible as it is to quote an instance in which “the God ”

is referred to Christ (which should be possible if, as Pearson
claims, the terms are synonymous as to meaning, without any
particular distinction), it is capable of proof that wherever the
Father and Christ are mentioned together, and the Father is
called “ God,” there Christ has no divinity at all ascribed to him,
the natural inference being to the contrary. “ But to us there is
but one ‘ God,’ the Father, of whom are all things, and we in
him ; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and
we by him (‘°).” Here it is asserted that there is but one God,
and that this one only God is the Father. Next is mentioned
“ our Lord Jesus Christ.” He cannot then be God, inasmuch as
there is but one God, and that one God 5 the Father.

Besides this explanation, we have still one more to offer; it
would be possible to call the Father God as well as “ The God.”
because “ God” is in “The God.” But “The God ” is not in
“ God." All roses are flowers ; but not all flowers roses. Thus.
all “ God ” is “ The God.” but not all “The God” is “ God."
Thus we might with perfect propriety speak of the Father as
“ God,” even while recognizing Philo’s metaphysical distinction.

5. The Meaning of the Docm'ne.—Merely to prove that the
Logos-idea of the Fourth Gospel is Philonic is not sufiicient; we
must show what the Philonic conception of the Logos is.

‘The Logos is the highest manifestation of the power of God ;
“ all things were made by him ; and without him was not any-
thing made that was made.” He mediates between “The God ”

and man. so that he represents “ The God ” to man. “ The God”
himself is far above all description or comprehension ; so that
we only know him throughthe Logos. Consequently, “The
God" is God, wisdom, knowledge. power and love in a superla-
tive sense ; whereas the Logos is God, wisdom, knowledge,
power and love in a proper and actual sense.
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It is this fact which is lost sight of by many theologians. They
foi;ige]t)that iffive folllpiw Pailvial, wedmlgy call the&.ogo_s ve}x;y (1}od,an wine nowe ge I an ower wit out in t e east
impugning his subordination to “The first God.” Philo con-
siders the Logos only a “God” in a secondary sense, in a

secondary degree of existence, depending for its cause and
ground absolutely on the first. Whereas “The first God” is
above all definition, the “second God” may be both defined,
and his qualities may be spoken of. It is evident that the com-

prehensible is less than the incomprehensible, the undefinable
more than the definable and describable. And whereas the

:;second god ”dabsolutely depend(s;o(rix,"‘The God,” “ The God ”

oes not epen on the second 0 .

We repeat that this fact is usually lost sight of by theologians.
They think{as Bishop Bull, in his Defense of thehNicene Creed.
does that i they can prove that a Church Fat er called theLogos God, then they have disproved that he is a subordination-
ist, even if he speaks of a

“ second God.” Then they consider
him orthodox in the Athanasiansense, which involves the addi-
tional difficulty: that the Son is both begotten of the Father
and equal to him. On the contrary, the Church Father in ques-
tion affirms that the Logos is God, but holds his absolute sub-
ordination to “The God” in a deeper sense, so that the Son’s
Divinity is based on his dependence on the Father ; not that the
Son is equal to the Fatherby virtue of his Divinity.

Wlfierever then, in later hfistory, we hear of a “ second God "

or o a secondary grade 0 Being we must recognize Philo's
strictly subordinational view, eveniif the Logos is called very
God ; the inconsistence thus being only apparent, which would
be an actual contradiction in terms with the Athanasian con-
ception.

6. Is Iohannine Philonism Ultimate !—In interpreting the Pro-
logue to the Fourth Gospel, we have gone upon the supposition
that the Logos-conception was only brought in to explain what
the author thought of the person of Jesus, and not as an actual
historical or scientific description of objective cosmology, re-
vealed by God.

We have done this because of the difl-iculties whichtpresent
themselves to a thoughtful mind, if the latter hypothesis is ac-

cepted.
For, if the account is a strictly historical one, than which none

other account is more accurate, and since the terms of this des-
cription are Philonic, to the very technicalities of his philoso-
phic dialect, then it follows necessarily that Philonism, or a par-
ticular form of Platouism, is the_ only true philosophy. Ex-

clus1l\('le_assIent tol the ti'te0l(:gt1Catlh1IT11'i]l.l]Cat10I;1S off tPh1etPrtotlotguewou imp y exc usxve assen o e p 1050}! y o a o, a IS,
of Philo. All other philosophies, that of Aristotle, Bacon, Des-
cartes, Locke, Hume, Kant, Hegel, and Herbert Spencer, are
necessarilyhetorodox.
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. To a logical believerof the historical hypothesis regarding the
Prologue, there would only be two alternatives, mutually exclus-
ive. Either he would have to accept the philosophy of Philo,
and refuse his assent to any later or future philosophy, since
that has received the “imprimatur” of revelation, or if he re-
fused to fetter his mind in this ignoble fashion, then Christianity, '

which is indissolubly bound up with Philonism, must go by
the board with the latter. The horns of the dilemna would then

lbe_“Philonism” in philosophy, or “non-Christianity" in re-

igion.
What would add to the seriousness of the circumstance

would be that even if for the sake of orthodoxy we would a pri-
ori hold that all pre- and post-Philonic philosophy is and must
be false, yet, as we have shown, this Christianity would not be
orthodox in the Athanasian sense of non-subordination. Thus
the prize of this voluntary mental suicide, required in any case,
would be a system of religion branded by the Nicene Fathers as

unorthodox, not false.
To escape these unavoidable difficulties of the historical view,

we have been forced to embrace the other hypothesis, that the
Logos-conception was only mentioned by the author of the
Fourth Gospel as an illustration or example of what he meant.
Yet, even in this. we have convicted him of subordinationism.

7. The Fourth Gospel an Era in Though¢.—Yet we cannot hide
from ourselves the fact, that even if the hypothesis of explan-
ation in respect to the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel be ac-
cepted, it marks an era in Christian thought; for it identifies
Jesus of Nazara with the cosmical Logos. We may seek the
reasons of the process of thought which ended in this result in
the following circumstances :

I. The Fourth Gospel is on all hands admitted to be the latest
of the Gospels. Nobody claims it to have been written much
before the year 99 A. D. ; and, unless we accept the Johannine
authorship, there is no reason why the date should be any year
before 125 A. D., at the very least. The earliest of these dates,
which is almost undisputed, 99 A. D., would be 66 years after the
death of Christ, certainly long enough for a development in
thought, especially for the yielding of exclusive divine honours
to an individual.

II. We must consider the natural tendency of the human mind,
especially in times in which unscientific methods and descript-
ions were the rule, to yield exclusive divine honours to a person
of great merit, long since dead. Not to mention heathen an-

cestor-worship, we may mention the Christian practice of the
canonization of saints, and especially the divinization of the
mother of Jesus, Mary, as expressed in the dogma of the Immac-
ulate Conception. A phenonmenon of the same tendency of
the human mind is to speak of the “ good old times ” which, as
far as accurate history can make out, were not better, if not
worse, than the present day.
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\III. Jesus strongly emphasised the brotherhood of all men,
including himself (’), and the Fatherhood of God (') who was

greater than himself. Thus in the same sense that he was di-
vine, all other men were also divine, potentially, if not actually.
It can be easilyunderstood how when contrasting the realization
of the divinity of Jesus, and the mere potentiality of divinity in
others, the latter should have been lost sight of, in comparison
with the former, leaving Jesus alone divine. Yet the early
Church continually speaks of that which in modern times we
would hesitate to express, that the end of man is to be God,
which end is ever said to be that of the process of knowing one’s
self, the Sokratic maxim. Thus while a consciousness of this
early belief remained in the Church, it had ceased to be applied
to man when he was compared with Jesus.

IV. The cause, to a great extent, was that the Christians iden-
tified Jesus of Nazara with the Jewish Messiah, in their disputes
with the Jews. Consequently. the Messiah must be preeminent,
the Only-begotten Son of God, although the Jewish Epistle to
the Hebrews speaks of the many brethren of Jesus (‘). And as
the Targums and the Apocryphal literature had identified the
Messiah with the Wisdom of God, and this with the Logos
(though with Philo himself Wisdom was not the Logos himself.
but the mother of the Logos), what was more natural than that

V. The Logos should have been the illustration used by the
author of the Fourth Gospel to show what he meant by the
Messiah, the Only-begotten Wisdom of God ? He did not feel
the metaphysical impossibilityof identifying the cosmical Logos
with a single one of its ideas to the exclusion of all ts other
ideas, without destroying these, simply because he did not assert
the identification of Jesus with the Logos dogmatically,and did
not endeavour to think out the consequences that would arise if
his illustration should become dogma. This will be very patent
if it shall happen that we will be able to show that in the times
of Irenaeus, while Jesus was unhesitatingly believed to be the
Logos, yet we have the proof of the original creeds to the fact
that the creative activity was universally ascribed to the Father.
although philosophically,it was the exclusive duty and ’unction
of the Logos.

VI. Besides these points in the development of the conception
of the exclusive divinity of Jesus of Nazara, we may mention
another: the close analogy between the Fatherhood of “The
God” which Jesus ever claimed for himself (though not more
than for other men) (’) and that which might be aptly applied
to the relation between the first and second Gods, especially if
it had become desirable to represent the relation between Jesus
and his Fatheras unique.

It is quite possible then that by some such process as thisthere
should have arisen the identification of Jesus with the cosmical
Logos which we find in the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel.



BOOK II.

THE IN’I'ERPRETA’l"IONS OF THE PROLOGUE.

CHAPTER I.

PAUL OF TARSUS.

1. Paul of Tar:us.—When Matthias was chosen to the Apos-
tolate, the condition imposed on candidates for that office was
that they should have been eye-witnesses to the life of Jesus.
Paul however was “born out of due time ; ” he was the first
of the Apostles and teachers who had only heard of Jesus.
Paul was an educated Jew, a Pharisee, having sat at the feet of
Gamaliel. He must have been familiarwith the “Memra Jahweh”
of theTargums,and the“Wisdom”of theAlexandrianApocrypha.
He must have looked forward to a Messiah, whom he could ‘

identify with the two conceptions given above, as soon as the
person of the Messiah who had claimed to be the Son of God
was recognized.

Beyond all this, he must have been familiar with Greek and
Greek literature, which is plain from the fact that he quotes Ar-
atus in his Epistles. Besides, some of the lines of the Epistles
are in correct hexameter form, following the oratorical custom
of mingling lines of verse with prose. He must have been un-
questionably familiar with the speculations of Philo, or the fore-
runners of Philo ; and although the word “ Logos ” is nowhere
found in his Epistles, yet his conception of the person of Christ
is almost identical with that of the Philonic Logos.

The influenceof this his wide education may be seen in several
circumstances.

In the first place, he could not accept the Judaizing tendency
of Peter, ‘who said that if Jesus was the Messiah of the Jews,
then those who would take advantage of the benefits of the life
of the Messiah should become Jews. This arose in part from
Peter’s ignorance of the world outside of Judaea and the im-
mediate Jewish colonies of the towns of Syria. Paul, when
brought into-opposition to Peter, minimized the importance of
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the fact that Jesus was identified with the Messiah. He identified
Jahweh with the God of the Universe, so that his Son was the
cosmical Logos, having a message of salvation to all nations ;
hence it was Paul felt himself to be called to the Apostolate of
the Gentiles. Perhaps Paul did not thinkthe name of Jahweh in
Hebrew a necessary part of the faith ; so that he preached to the
Athenians “the unknown God.”

In the second place, Paul was much more able than any other
of the Apostles to feel the cogency of an argument or objection.
He must have felt the fact that his intellectual plea for Christi-
anity and salvation through Jesus of Nazara did not reach the
cultured heathen ; for it is almost pathetic to see with how much
courage he acknowledges the charge of foolishness brought
against his philosophy; glorying in its foolishness, when noth-
ing else was left for him to do (‘). The educated people were
Pagan ; consequently the early Christians identified philosophy
with Paganism, and eschewed both. The Christians were of
the poorer and less educated classes, who could not hold their
own in an intellectual dispute ; therefore Paul advised them to
avoid “ foolish questions (’).”

Yet, if Paul was educated, and could feel the point of an ob-
jection, so much the less would he have remained a Christian, if
he had no great and sufficient proof for that religion. That proof
lay for him, as it did for all the Church after him (’) as long asthe
miracles lasted, in the power in performing miracles of healing,
and impartation of the gifts of the Holy Ghost (‘).

He considered the nature of miracles evidential of certain doc-
trines handed down to him by those who had conferred on him
the power to work them.

Here is touched the second proof of Christianity, the inner
meaning of the external miracles‘. The proof of the value of
Christianity lay in its power to confirm men in a better and
purer life, by the imparting of the Holy Ghost, which was thus
not a mere theoretical forgiveness of sins, which leaves a man no
better in his outward walk than he was before, but an actual
changing of the currents of the life. This fact was brought for-
ward with continual insistence by the apologists of all ages, and
by Paul himself, who begins his Epistle to the Romans with a

description of the moral state of the old world (‘), and exhorts
his disciples that by their works they must redeem the time (‘).

Thus appears but one proof for Christianity, with an outer
and inner application : the outer of miracles, the inner of for-
giveness of sins, that is, strengtheningof the inner moral life.

These two were conjoined in the baptism, which was in apos-
tolic times immediately followed by the laying on of hands, con-
ferred only, as far as the records explicitly go, on adults. When
however the gifts of the Spirit died out of the Church, then bap-
tism retained only a theoretic forgiveness of sins, or enlighten-
ing, as it was universally called in the East. Why then should
not babes as well as adults be baptized, and be strengthened ?
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And as this was the universal custom at the time of Augustine,
and he knew baptism was administered for the remission of sins,
he asked, for what sins are infants baptized, if not for “ original
sin ”? With the doct ine of original sin and the consequent
damnation of infants the whole Augustinian system wascomplete.

2. Paul a Phil0m'sf.—-It may perhaps be shown that Paul's con-

ception of Christ was thoroughlyPhilonic.
I. Christ is the "‘ image of The God (’).” He is “ the bright-

ness of his (God’s) glory, and the express image of his person.”
This is also a characteristicallyPhilonic conception. God is the
glory, and the person; Christ is only its brightness, and the
image. Likeness, is not identity. It infers dependence on the
pattern, after which the image is modelled. Moreover, Christ
is the image of “The God” who is unseen (‘), whereas man is the
image’ and glory of “ God” C’). This is a remarkable dupli-
cation of the Philonic conception of the Prologue to the Fourth
Gospel. Christ is to God what man is to Christ. We must re-
mark that in the Philonic conception this word “image” was
regularly applied to the Logos of God, so that we have here
only a distinct and emphatic repetition of Philonism, not a new
conception.

In connection with this point, it may be interesting to notice
that Athanasiuscould only sustain his interpretation of the Gos-
pels and Epistles by making the word “image ” a convenient
term with which to confuse the two concepts of likeness and
identity, which are in Paul’s writings distinctly separate ; for if
“image” means identity, in the first case adduced above, that
of Christ and God, then it must mean the same identity when
used between man and Christ, whereby it would appear that man
was identified with the Logos’s Father.

1!. Christ is the first-born of every creature (‘°). Now this
word “ first-begotten ” in its natural sense implies distinctly that
whereas the process of begetting is the same for all who are be-
gotten, “the first—begotten” happens to be begotten first in
point of order. Athanasius endeavoured to evade the force of
this term by making a distinction between begetting and cre-
ating, which exists in the verse : “ The first-born of every crea-
ture (”)." Yet, we can annul this attempted distinction by
quoting the parallel verse: “that he might be the first-born
among many brethren (").” That this is a parallel passage
may be proved from the fact that in the first one, the assertion
that Christ is the image of“TheGod”precedes the quoted words;
whereas the second is preceded by the words “ conformed to the
image of his Son,” which quotation supports the distinction
above noticed that man is in the image of “God,” whereas Christ
is in the image of “The God.” Here is proof that Paul con-
sidered “his Son” an equivalent term for “God,” as distin-
guished from “ The God."

III. Christ existed before all things ("). The preéxistence
of the Logos before all was never doubted by Philo.
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IV. Christ is the preserver of all creation C‘). ‘‘ And by Him
all things consist.” This conception of being the Preserver is
a characteristicallyPhilonic one, especially since Phil 1 expressly
mentioned that as one of the attributes of the first Logos, or of
a subordinate Logos whose particular duty it was to preserve
creation.

V. In Christ “ dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily
(").” This is perfectly in agreement with Philo’s conception,
and is explained in a subordinational manner in the following
section, which see.

VI. Christ is the Mediator between God and Man (“). This
is the very essence of Philo’s conception of the Logos, so we
need not discuss it further, remembering that Philo interpreted
it consistently with absolute subordination.

3. Paul a Subordinatiam'.r!.—Such are the arguments which are
usually advanced in order to prove the divinity of Christ. This
is generally agreed to ; but it is usually understood to mean co-
equality with the divinity of the Father. The reason is, that the
Philonic distinction being usually overlooked, it is thought sulfi-
cient for a proof of Christ’s co-équality with the Father to ad-
duce a passage aseribing to him divinity.

F
Paul seems to consider Christ as absolutely subordinate to the
ather.

.

I. When it was said that “in him dwelleth all the iulness of
the Godhead (a gnostic term) bodily,” it was remarked that it
was proper to rememberthe parallel passage, in the same Epistle
which reads : “ For it pleased the Father that in him should all
fulness dwell (").” This cannot be explained any other way
than that he derived all that he has from the Father ; that he de-
rived all his divinity, all his “fulness of the Godhead " from the
good pleasure of the Father ; and “good pleasure” means that
the Father had it in his power to give or to withhold, and that
the Father's decision was actuated by as rounded a physical life
as that of a man “ disposing" of things at “ his good pleasure."
Athanasiusmakes a point of denying that Christ was begotten at
the pleasure and will of the Father.

II. Creation is ascribed to Christ ; but only as to a tool (").
“ God, who created all things, by Jesus Christ (").” Here the
creation is ascribed to God, “ who ” created all things, by what
tool or means ? By Jesus Christ, the tool or means.“ By whom
also he made the world (”°)." Who made the world? God.
Therefore he is the creator. By whom, or by what tools or

means did he make it? By Christ. “ But to us there is but
one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we in him "

(notice, “
we

”
are in the Father) ; “ and one Lord Jesus Christ.

by whom are all things, and we by him " (notice, “ we " who are
“ in the Father" are

“ by the Son,” not “ in” or “ of” the Son.
which would be necessary if he was the creator) (")." Thus is
it made clear what is meant by the words : “ for by him were all
things created (")." There is only need to supply: “for by
him were all things created of God the Father.”
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It is doubtful whether any of these passages can possibly mean

more than that the Christ or Logos was the means or tool by
which the Father created.

III. Many passages, distinctly subordinationist, but whose
force was evaded by Athanasius as only referring to Christ’s
human nature might be adduced here. Such an one is “ whom
he hath appointed heir of all things (”),”etc., which though it
refers distinctly to Christ as a preéxistent Being will here be
omitted as doubtful, so as to make our proof only on texts
whose import cannot be mistaken.

IV. The crowning passage of Paul's epistles, where he des-
cribes subordinationism in unequivocal terms, and which Athan-
asius could only pass over in silence, is the following: “The
last enemy that shall be destroyed is death. For he hath put all
things under his feet. But when he saith all things are put under
him, it is manifest that he is excepted which did put all things
under him. And when all things shall be subdued unto him,
then shall the Son also himself be subject unto him that put all
things under him, that God may be all in all (").” The Greek
reads : “ that THE God may be all in all.” So the Son is dis-
tinctly to be lost in “ The God," who is to be “ all in all.”



CHAPTER II.

JUSTIN MARTYR AND IRENAEUS OF LYONS.

1. The Apostolic Authorityof Justin and Irenaeus.—Justin Martyr
died 166 A. D., belonging to the generation born at the time of
the death of John. Irenaeus lived about 177-202 A. D. He re-
membered the disciples of John C) and was persuaded that his
doctrine agreed with that of John and Polycarp. He says : “ I
can even tell the place where the blessed Polycarp used to sit
and converse, and his goings forth and comings in, and the man-
ner of his life, and the form of his body and discourses that he
used to make to the people, and his intercourse with John how
he used to tell of it. And I can protest before God that if the
blessed and Apostolic Elder had heard any such thing he would
have cried out and stopped his ears, as he was wont, saying
‘'0 Good God, unto what times hast thou reserved me that I
should endure these things.’ And from his Epistles too, which
he used to write either to. the neighboring churches confirming
them, or to any of the brethren admonishing them and urging
them, can this be shewn (').”

Again he says : “The tradition therefore of the Apostles,made
manifest in all the world, all may look back upon, who wish to
see things truly : and we are able to recount those whom the
Apostles appointed to be Bishops in the Churches, and their
successors, quite down to our time. In the time then of this
Clement, no small tumult having occured among the brethren
which were in Corinth, the Church in Rome wrote a most effect-
ive letter to the Corinthians,urging them to be at peace together,
and renewing their faith, and setting forth the Tradition which
it had recently received from the Apostles; which t.radition
proclaims One God, etc., etc. (’).”

From these and like passages it is plain that Irenaeus held the
same doctrine the Apostles held, or that at least he thought he
did. Much authoritytherefore attaches to his statements.

2. Relation of Christianity to Judaism and Paganism.-Justin
Martyr, like Athenagoras and Theophilus, assumed that the
Pentateuch was older than the most ancient Egyptian or Greek
philosophy,and that Plato, for instance, had read the books of
Moses and the prophets, and had copied his doctrines from that
source. Justin says: "The doctrine of moral freedom Plato
copied from Moses, as he was familiarwith the whole Old Testa-
ment ; besides, all that the philosophersand poets said about the
immortality of the soul, about the contemplation of divine things
comes originally from the Jewish prophets; from these men
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seeds of truth spread everywhere, although incorrect application
oivthem led to divisions and disagreement (‘).”

Besides this external relation of Paganism to Judaism, there
was an internal one. “ One article of our faith is that Christ is
the first-begotten of God, and we have already proved him to be
the very Logos, or Universal Reason, of which mankind are all
partakers, and therefore those who live according to the Logos
are Christians, notwithstanding they may pass with you as
Atheists. Such among the Greeks were Sokratés and Heraklei-
tos, and among the Barbarians Abraham, Ananias, Azarias,
Misael, Elias, etc., etc., (‘).” But ‘while the “prophoric” Lo- -

gos, which afterwards became incarnate, instructed the Jews, it
was the “ spermatic ” Logos that instructed the Greeks (°). Thus
all who lived before the time of Christianity were partially
Christians, and their writings belonged to the Christians, in as
much as they agreed with the Christian revelation (').

It is needless to say that biblical higher criticism and modern
research in the field of history have thoroughly discredited Jus-
tin’s supposition that Plato copied from Moses, or from any
Jewish prophet. The above extracts have only been given to
show Justin's familiaritywith Philo’s compilation of Greek phil-
osophy. The Prologue to the Fourth Gospel must have been
known by Justin, if it was written before his time, as is probable.
For Justin became a Christian by studying the Old Testament
writings, and whatever of the New he can have laid his hands on.
Consequently we may place implicit confidence in the fact that
his doctrine represents the early interpretation of the famous
Prologue.

3. The Philonic D£.m'nction.—We‘meet in Justin Philo’s conten-
tion that the Father is above all description and name, while the
Logos can be described and named. He says: “ But proper
name for the Father of all things, ‘ who is unbegotten,’ there is
none. For whoever is called by a name has the person older
than himself who gives him that name. But the terms Father,
and God, and Creator, and Lord, and Master, are not names, but
terms of address derived from his benefits and works (‘).” Thus
we see that the Fatheris more than “ God,” the very point of the
Philonic distinction.

This Father is the Creator. The first paragraphs of the Apos-
tles’ and the Nicene Creed preserve in incontestable form the
original doctrine. Justin says : “ Besides him whom we confess
to be the Creator of the Universe another is called Lord (Jesus)
by the Holy Ghost, Ps. cx: 1 (°).’’ Irenaeus is equally clear and
emphatic on this point. The two following creeds he represents
as being the verbatim report of the traditions handed down by
the Apostles to their successors in the sees of Rome and else-
where. “ One God. Maker of heaven and earth, announced by
the Law and the prophets ; and one Christ the Son of God ('°).”
“One God Almighty, maker of heaven and earth, framer of
man ; who brought on the flood, and called Abraham,who led
the people out of the land of Egypt, who conversed with Moses,
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who ordained the Law and sent the Prophets, who prepared fire
for the devil and his angels. That he is set forth by the Churches
as the Fatherof our Lord Jesus Christ, those who will may learn
from the letter itself, and discern the Apostolical tradition of the
Church, the Epistle (of Clement of Rome to the Corinthians)
being more ancient than our present false teachers and devisers
of another God, above the artificer and creator of all things that
exist (“).” It may be noticed in this primary Creed that the
article in respect to the Father is very much elaborated ; that the
article in respect to Jesus Christ merely mentions Jesus Christ as
God’s Son, not as God, or Creator; and that any mention of
the Holy Ghost is wholly wanting. The full significance of this
observation will be grasped when we remember that Irenaeus
repeats this Creed with slight alterations, more than forty times,
the relation between the three articles being always the same (").

Irenaeus speaks on the point at issue still more distinctly:
‘_‘ And that neither by angels, nor by any other virtue, but by
God the Father alone, were made things both visible and invis-
ible, and all things whatsoever (").” On this point Irenaeus
quotes Justin, as agreeing with him: “I could not have be‘-
lieved the Lord himself if he anounced another God beside the
Creator, because from the one God who both created the world
and formed us, and contains and governs all things, the Only-
begotten Son came unto us gathering together into himself the
work of his own hands, my faith in him is firm, and my love to
the Father immovable; both being God’s gift unto us (“).”
Irenaeus thus speaks of Christ: the Son of the Creator of the
world (").” In view of all these passages it would Seem that in
the opinion of Irenaeus the Father, not the Son, was theCreator.

4. Justin’: View of the Logos-.—Justin’s opinion of the relation
of the Logos to God is exactly that of Philo, with the exception
that he identifies the Logos of the world with Jesus of Nazara.
Consequently the position of the Logos, in respect of the Father,
is one of subordination, Irenaeus alone noticing the distinction
of Theophilos (") and of Philo between the “endiathetic” or
implicit, and the “ prophoric” or explicit Logos (“).

Justin’s definition of the relation is as follows : “ And they call
him the ‘ Word’. So the Fatherwhen he wills, they (the proph-
ets) say, makes his power to go forth, and when he wills he
draws it back again into himself. In like manner they teach that
he makes the angels also. But it has been proved that the angels
exist and always remain and are not dissolved again into that
from which they were created. And that this power_ which the
power of prophecy calls God, as has been likewise been fully
proved, and angel, is not numbered as another in name only.
like the light of the Son, but is numerically another thing, I
have already briefly explained, when I saw that this power has
been generated from the Father by His power and will; but not
by abscission, as if the Father’s essence were divided off, as all
other things which are parted and severed are not the same as
before the division» took place for'an example of which I took
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the fires kindled as from a fire, which we see in other " hetera,”
that from which many be kindled, being in no degree dimin-
ished, but remaining the same (").”Other utterances of Justin
are as follows : “ That Word, no other than whom,after God the
Father, we know to be the most noble and Lost prince ('°).”
“Whom having learned him to be the Son of the very God, and
holding him to be in the second place (“).” “ For the first power
after God the Father and Lord of_ all things, even his Son, is the
Word (”).” The first begetting of God produces the Son (”) so
that he is the first born ("). He received from the Father the
power to be King, priest and angel as well as all he possessed
("). According to the Father's will is he God ("). He is the
servant and tool (organon) ("’) of God through whom the
Creator creates (”) ; for the Father remains is himself beyond
the world ("’). Yet in ]ustin’s opinion, when the Word was.
united to Jesus of Nazara, it ceased to be the Word : “ Jesus, the
Christ, is the Son and Apostle of God, being formerly the Word
('°).” Before the Incarnation, theWord appeared as angel to the

' Jehovah angel, for the Creator-God cannot have abandoned the
regions of heaven to appear in one visible place in the earth,
“ I shall attempt to persuade you, since you have understood the
Scriptures, of the truth of what I say, that there is, and that there
is said to be, another God and Lord subject to the Maker of all
things; who is also caled an angel, because he announces to
Men whatsoever of all things—above whom there is no other
God—-wishes to announce to them. So that you may now pro-
ceed to explain to us how this God who appeared to Abraham,
and is minister to God the Maker of things, being born of the
virgin, became man, of like passions with us all, as you said pre-
viously (").” Evidently the Word was not the Creator of the
Universe, for it ceased to be the cosmical Logos during the life
of Jesus of Nazara. It was then only “the first power,”
“ created ” similarlyas the angels, as we saw above.

5. Irenaeus’: View of the Logas.—Irenaeus holds the same doc-
trine. The Father, as distinguished from the Son, is the
Creator. Yet, the Fathercreates “ by ” the Son (,"), “ through ”

the Son ("), so that the Son is said to “form ” us, but only ac-
cording to the foreknowledge of the Father ("). Thus the Son
is even called once or twice the “ Maker of the World (") ” and
the “ Creator (").” The Son “ sums up all things” in himself
("), receives all things already created from the Father ("), and
“ gathers all things into himself (").” The Son, as to his eternal
Sonship, is “ anointed " by the Father (‘°), so that his sub-
ordination is incontestable. If more proof is desired, the pass-
ages (“) where the Son, like the Holy Ghost, is called a “ hand "

of the Father, may be consulted.
There is yet stronger evidence than this that Irenaeus held the

distinction between “ God ” and “ The God.” He says :
“ This

therefore being plainly shewn (and it will be shewn yet more
plainly). that neither the Prophets nor the Apostles, nor the
Lord Christ in his own person, confessed any other Lord God,
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but him who in the primary sense is God and Lord ; the proph-
ets first and the Apostles after them confessing the Father and
the Son, but naming no other as God, nor confessing him as
Lord; and the Lord himself afterwards delivering to the Dis-
ciples the Father only as God and Lord, him who alone is God
and Sovereign of all : we, if at least we are his disciples, must
follow their statements, the tenor of which is as follows, etc.
(").” Then, the Word is spoken of as “The God of those
things which are created ("),” “ obeying the Father's will" in
creating, therefore before his Incarnation (“). Besides: “ For
the Father underlying both the creation and the Word, and the
Word upholden of the Father, impart the Spirit unto all, at the
Father’s good pleasure : to some in the way of creation, (which
sort of thing is made) etc., (“’).” Directly opposing Athanasius
in the interpretation of S. Mk. xiii: 32, in that the very Son of
God himself ignores, and the Father alone knew the hour. Iren-
aeus calls the manner of the generation of the Son unspeakable,
and “

no man knows ” anything about it (‘°). This was one of
the Ariauproof-texts, interpreted by Irenaeus in the Arian sense,
and directly contradicting Athanasius’s interpretation.

Moreover, it is very doubtful whether Irenaeus distinguished
very clearly between the Father and the Son. It is quite possible
that Irenaeus considered the Son as merely a manifestation of
the Father. He says: “All saw the Father in the Son: for
that which is invisible of the Son is the Father, and that which is
visible of the Father is the Son (").” “ For the knowledge of
the Father is the Son, but the knowledge of the Son is in the
Father, and is revealed by the Son (“).”

6. Justin’: View of the Holy Gho.s-t.—The Holy Spirit, according
to Justin is the Spirit of prophecy (‘°), although no mention is
made of its influence on the believer. Justin is not certain
whether to assign it to the third or fourth rank. “ Jesus Christ
whom, having learned him to be the Son of the very God, and
holding him to be in the second place ,

and the Spirit of proph-
ecy in the third (°°)." “ But both Him and His Son who came
from Him, and taught us these truths, and the host of the other
good angels who follow and imitate him,and the Spirit of proph-
ecy (‘“).” Further, Justin identifies the Spirit with the Son:
“ It is right then to conceive the Spirit, and the power which is
from God, to be nothing other than the Word, who is the first-
born of God, etc. (“).” That Justin knows anythingof a Trinity
is evidenced only by the baptismal formula (”) and theascription
of prayer ("), the particle “through” being used both of the
Son and the Spirit, betraying an inability‘to distinguish between
them. In the numberless accounts of creation we meet with in
Justin’s works, the names of the Father and the Logos alone
appear.

7. Irenaeus‘: View of the Holy Ghost.—In respect to Irenaeus’s
conception of the Holy Ghost, the first fact of importance is
that, just as the last clause of the creed of the Council of Nicaea
was only “And in the Holy Ghost,” without any further ad-
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ditions, so in the short Creeds of Apostolic authority quoted
above in connection with the creatorship of the Father, the
second clause reads “ And in Jesus Christ,” while the third, in
respect to the Holy Ghost, is not found. This fact is of im-
mense importance in making an estimate of what Irenaeus and
the Church before his days thought of the Holy Ghost.

Secondly, there are a number of passages, of which some have
already been quoted, distinctly affirming that besides the Father,
(God in the primary sense) and the Son (upholden of the
Father) there was no other God (“). The whole divine econ-

omy is set forth without mention of any third principle (“).
When the Holy Ghost is spoken of, it is only as a means of
reaching Father and Son (") : “Who then are clean? Those
who by faith take their way steadily towards the Father and the
Son : for this is the steadiness of those who are of the double
hoof (").” In this simile there is no place left for the Holy
Ghost; nor is there any in the following: “that we receiving
by the Spirit the image and inscription of the Father and the
Son, might cause the penny entrusted to us to bear fruit (")."
Nor in the last paragraph of his Refutation of All Heresies does
Irenaeus at all mention either a third principle or the HolyGhost
‘("), when describing in elaborate terms the attributes, powers,
and functions of God and the Logos.

Thirdly, the Holy Ghost is spoken of as one of the “ hands ”

of God, the Logos being the other “ hand” (“).” Here there
is a confusion between the nature of the Son and of the Holy
Ghost, both doing the same thing,and being co6rdinate,and sub-
ordinated to the Father.

Fourthly, the Holy Spirit is identified with the Wisdom that
was with God before all creation ('°). Philo had made the Logos
the Son of “ The God ” as Father,and Wisdom as Mother. Paul,
John, and Athanasius identified the Wisdom of the Old Testa-
ment with the Logos of the New, and thus proved the preex-
istence and creative power of the Son. Irenaeus identifies Christ
with the Logos, and the Spirit with the Wisdom of God. The
theological consequences of such a doctrine would be disastrous.
as it would make Wisdom inferior to and proceeding from the
Word; so that the Word would be without Wisdom until it
proceeded to beget it. Irenaeus does not countenance this ab-
surdity; he has committed the mistake simply because he has
identified the Holy Ghost with the Logos, as before, where each
was one “ hand” of God. This is also plain from the fact that
Irenaeus ascribes the dispensing of the prophetical gifts to the
Son, and immediately again to the Holy Ghost, identifying
them completely ("). Yet, again, Irenaeus identifies the
Father with his Wisdom, which would then identify the Father
with the Holy Ghost (").

Fifthly,The Holy Spirit descended on Jesus at his baptism (")
and was the “ gift " of the Father to the Son, and of the Son to
men (“). It is called the “ladder whereby we ascend to God
(").” So far the Holy Ghost need not have been more than a
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phase of divine activity, having done nothing demanding per-
sonal existence or action.

Sixthly,Yet, where the baptismal formula suggests a Trinity,
the Spirit is coordinated with the Father and Son, though the
coordination seems to be nothing more than a formal one,
equality never being asserted. There seems to be a hierarchy :
“ First above all is the Father; and he is the head of the Church:
in us all again is the Spirit, and he is the living water which the
Lord imparts to all that rightly believe in him, and love him and
know that there is one Father who is above all and through
all and in you all (°‘).” Here is a subordinating hierarchy, in
which the Holy Ghost occupies the fourth place: The Father,
who is the head of Christ; Christ, who is the head of the
Church; the Church on earth or in heaven; lastly, the Holy
Ghost. Thus the Father is both above, through and in all, as
the Christ and the Church are within him; the Holy Ghost
seems to be “in ” the Church, as the fourth order of existence.
Again: “The Spirit, first preparing man in the Son of God,
then the Son leading him to the Father, the Father lastly be-
stowing incorruption (”’).” Also : “ The Father approving and
commanding, the Son performing and creating, the Spirit giv-
ing nourishment and growth (")." There is one more like sub-
ordinational passage (°‘), and one which is too short to be de-
cisive either way, the three men hid by Rahab prefiguring the
Trinity (‘I’). On the whole, then, it may seem, that where the
Holy Ghost is not wholly identified with the Son, the former is
supposed to be subordinate to the latter.

8. The Opinion: of Justin and Irenaeu.s'.—Summing up it may
appear that both Justin and Irenaeus recognized the Philonic
distinction in the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel,beingthoi-ough
subordinationists.

Concerning the Holy Ghost, they are in confusion, being at
a loss for a principle in nature with which to identify him, when
they recognize him at all. This is only the case where the bap-
tismal formula forces them to do so.

From these premises it may seem that the theology of Justin
and Irenaeus was a crude aggregation of two different elements 1
the baptismal formula, and the philosophyof Philo.

As to the Son, there was no hesitation in identifying him with
the Logos, and at times with the apocryphal “Wisdom” and Tar-
gumic “ Memra Jahweh.”

As to the Holy Ghost, they were at a loss what to attribute
him to,.since the Philonic philosophy furnished only two divine
principles, and these two were already identified with the first
two terms of the baptismal formula. At times then they identi-
fied the Holy Ghost with the Logos, at times, they ignored him
utterly, and when forced by the baptismal formula to account for
him, they were willing to dissociate the Logos from the Wisdom
of God, never reflecting on the philosophicabsurdity of the pro-
cedure. But, as a rule, they ignored him, as Irenaeus does in
the last paragraph of his Refutation of All Heresies.



CHAPTER III.

THEOPHILOS OF ANTIOCH.

I. Theophilos of Avm'och.—Theophilosof Antioch was almost a

contemporary of Irenaeus, dying five or six years after him.
His extant works consist of an Apology for Christianity, ad-
dressed to Autolukos.

_His authority has always been held high in the Church, be-
cause it is in his writings that we meet for the first time the word
“Triad,” applied to God. And yet, his Apology to Autolukos.
contains no single mention of Jesus. He says that Christians
are called such because they are anointed by God, evidently with
the Holy Ghost (‘). His Christianity is nothing more than a

Jewish morality couched in Christian phrases.
2. The Logos.—Theophilos speaks of a Logos, but it is very

doubtful if he meant by this term anything more than an at-
tribute of God. “ For if I say he is light, I name but his own
work: if I call him Word, I name but his sovereignty; if I
call him Mind, I speak but of his Wisdom; if I say he is
Spirit, I speak of his breath ; if I call him Wisdom, I speak of
his ofispring ; if I call him Strength, I speak of his sway, etc.
(')." Here the W'ord and Spirit are both separate from Wis-
dom, and all three of these are coéirdinate with Light, Mind,
Strength, Power, Providence, Kingdom, Lord, Judge, Father,
and Fire. It is impossible then to thinkthat Theophilos meant
any more by these names than attributes of God, not separate
personalities.

The God, the Father, is everywhere spoken of as the Creator,
who made the world (’). Without doubt, he says : “ For God
having made all things by his Word (‘).” Doubtless, God im-
plied the existence of the Word by saying “ Us ” in the account
of creation (‘). Yet Theophilos distinctly states: “The com-
mand, then of God, that is, his Word (‘).” Evidently, the Word
of God is merely the Command of God, and not a separate per-
sonal existence. Besides, there are several passages which speak
distinctly of a time when the Logos was not (').

Nowhere does Theophilos mention even the name of Jesus.
which would seem to be indispensable to any statement of
Christian doctrine.

3. The Holy Gho.rt.—What Theophilos means by the “Holy
Ghost ” is not clear. He was no more than an attribute of God :
and nothingmore than the fact of being an attribute isdemanded
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by what other things Theophilos says of him. The Holy Ghost
is always the inspirer of the Prophets ('). Yet in other places
the Holy Spirit seems to be nothing more than the Stoic Sper-
matic Logos: “And by the Spirit which is borne above the
waters, he means that which God gave for animating the Cre-
ation, as he gave life to man. mixing what is fine with what is
fine. For the Spirit is fine, and the water is fine, that the Spirit
may nourish the water, and the water penetrating everywhere_
along with the Spirit, may nourish creation. For the Spirit
being one, and holding the place of light, was between the water
and the heaven, in order that the darkness might not in any way
communicate with the heaven, which was nearer God, before
God said, ‘ Let there be light’ (‘).” Again the Logos is iden-
tified with the Spirit (’).

The prophets were inspired by the Holy Spirit. Yet it is
doubtful if Theophilos contemplated a separate Divine Person :
“ But men of God carrying in them a holy spirit and becoming
prophets, being inspired and made wise by God, became God-
taught, and holy, and righteous (‘°).” Theophilos may have re-
ferred to the fact that God inspired men, and in that capacity
of being an attribute of God was called Spirit.



CHAPTER IV.

HIPPOLUTOS.

I. The Works of HippoIutos.—Hippolutos deserves separate
consideration. because his doctrine is so very different from any .

that have already been considered, or are to be considered, until
the time of Augustine of Hippo. '

Who Hippolutos was seems yet an undecided question.
Whether he was Bishop of Ostia, on the mouth of the Tiber,
near Rome, or was the Bishop of some town on the southern
coast of Arabia, will perhaps never be known. It is certain,
however, that the logical and sternly precise cast of doctrine
favours the former hypothesis. He was the author of a large
work against the Heretics, usually referred to as the Philoso-
phoumena, which has been recovered only during the last cent-
ury, ‘and which was carefully analysed by Bunsen, in his inter-
esting work on the subject.

Hippolutos opposed the heresy of Noétus, and wrote his best
treatise as an attack on Noétianism.

2. The First Formulation of the Tn'm'ty.—-Hippolutos is the first
Father in which an orthodox formulation of the Trinity is met
with. Guided by the baptismal formula, he formed a Trinity in
Unity, and Unity in Trinity. When the difference between the
Father and the Son is said to be one of distinct personality, it is
not meant that there are two Gods, but two persons in one God.
The third person is the Holy Ghost, which unites with the other
two to form the Godhead. The Father commands, the Son
obeys, and the Holy Ghost illuminates. The Fatherjs over all.
the Son through all, the Spirit in all. It is impossible to believe
in one God without a belief in the Father, Son, and Holy
Ghost (‘). ‘

It is a question if this formulation of the Trinity is not still
subordinationist. For the Father commands, the Son obeys,
and the Holy Ghost seems to obey both in illuminating.

3. The Process of the Trim'!y.——Justin and Irenaeus were Trini-
tarians when forced to be such by the baptismal formula; but
when they came to a philosophic explanation of it, they were
hopelessly at sea. The like is the case with Hippolutos.

There are three moments, it seems, in the development of the
Divine Logos.

Firstly, the Logos is still impersonal, yet in undifferentiated
unity with God the Father as the Divine Reason, the potential
personal Logos, in whom are all the archetypal Ideas of Creation
(’). The Neo-Platonist “ Mind ” (') and Justin's “ endiathetic"

Logos may here be recognized. Evidently this is a time when
the Logos as a personal being is not yet.
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Secondly, God becomes Father by an act of his will directed
on his own being, by which in the fulness of time, he calls out
into fulness the world of Ideas, in a separate hypostasis, as the
ray from the sun, in which it stands over against him as an
“ other ” God, beneathhim. This is the created world (‘). Here
we find verbal identity with Justin's formulation.

In the Incarnation the Logos undergoes the third and last
stage of development, in which he becomes for the first time the
real and perfect Son of God (‘). Thus Hippolutos endeavoured
to correct Justin's philosophy.

This was an ingenious attempt to reconcile the Philonic phil-
osophy with the triplicity of the baptismal formula, especially
in reward to .the Son. Yet, there is no distinct expression of
coéquality with the Father, while the process indicated seems
to be a philosophicimpossibility.

Firstly, The Logos is the Divine Reason. If then it becomes
dissociated from the Divine Being, then this latter must remain
without Reason, and be irrational, an absurdity when applied to
any one person of the Divinity.

Secondly, The Divine Reason becomes dissociated from the
Divine Being, and is an “other” to it, and is subordinate to
it. How then can it ever become possible for this dissociated
and subordinate Reason to become by some inner development
greater than it is already, so as to become a perfect “ Son,” as
divine as the Father (') ?
‘ 4. The Holy Chost.——-In all this, there is not yet a philosophic
explanation of the cosmical reality which underlies the third
divine principle. The Holy Ghost was yet unaccounted for in
philosophy ; a proof that the baptismal formula and the philos-
ophy of Christianity were elements foreign to each other, never
thoroughly united, and that the latter, far from being an essen-
tial part of the faith, was really inconsistent with it. Like Iren-
aeus, when the baptismal formula did not absolutely require a
mention of it, Hippolutos found it wise to ignore its existence.
Irenaeus ignored the Holy Ghost in the last paragraph of his
Refutation of All Hereries, although he expatiates at length upon
the names and attributes of God, not neglecting the Logos.
Hippolutos did the same in the closing sketch of necessary doc-
trine, at the end of his Philosophoumena.

But beyond this negative proof, there is positive proof that
Hippolutos did not ascribe personality to the Holy Ghost. “I
do not say that there are two Gods ; but only one. But there
are two personalities, and in the Divine Economy the third grace
of the Holy Ghost ; for the Father and Son are one, although
two persons; but in the third place the Holy Ghost (‘).” The
reason of this insistence on the personality of Father and Son is
that.Hippolutos was opposing the Noetians, who held that
Father and Son cannot be distinguished numerically. Con-
sequently. he neglected the Holy Ghost, who was first called
" Dcus” by Tertullzan ’°). '



CHAPTER V. ._ '.a«
CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA.

1. Clement’: L:'fe.—Clement of Alexandria was almost a con-
temporary of Irenaeus, being born like him about the time of
the martydom of Justin, and dying a decade after him, perhaps
in 213 A. D. Titus Flavius Clemens was probably an Athenian
by birth, and born in a Pagan household. His search for truth
led him to Alexandria where Pantaenos was the means of his
conversion. He took presbyter's orders. and was appointed to
succeed Pantaenus in the mastership of the Catechetical School.
He fled from Egypt at the time of the persecution of Severus.
in 203, and died in exile a decade later.

2. Relation to Pagam':m.—Clement agrees with Justin in hold-
ing that Greek philosophers and poets owed their noblest
thoughts to imitation of the Jewish prophets. Therefore, he
sees in Homer a prophet (') when a few Homeric words bear a
faint resemblance to a locution in the Septuagint ; and on like
grounds he speaks of Orpheus as of the " theologian (’).”

Yet, to Justin's work (‘) he makes the notable addition that
he considcrs_Plato and the other Greek philosophers dishonest.
for not having acknowledged the source of their inspiration;
they are “thievesand robbers ” of which our Lord spoke as en-

tering the fold not by the door (‘). The instances of mutual
plagiarism which Clement discovers among the Greeks them-
selves are hardly more than such verbal coincidences as may be
found in any literature, and notably in the Bible itself. Besides.
he was indebted for most of his quotations to popular, and not
always over-accurate anthologies. As to the plagiarism of the
Greeks from the Hebrew Scriptures, the coincidences are very
slight, and historically impossible ; and there is a bit of humor
in the fact that Clement accuses the Greeks of having stolen the
maxim “ know thyself" from a supposititious quotation from the
Bible : “thou hast seen thy brother, .thou hast seen thy God "

which cannot be found anywhere in canonical or deuterocanon~
ical Scripture C‘). This is almost as amusing, if it were not so
sad, as Justin Martyr’s charge against the Jews that they had dea
stroyed several verses of the Bible which made for Christianity.
Needless to say they had been interpolated by some Christian.
whether honestly or not, is another question.

Yet, Clement was seriously impressed by the need of knowing
all maner of facts, and of philosophizing. He contends that, do
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what he will, a man must philosophizeif he would think rightly.
“ But if we are not to philosophizewhat then ? (For no one
can condemn a thing without first knowing it.) The conse-

quence, even in that case is that we must philosophize” about
the question whether we shall philosophizeor not (°). Clement
here advances one step beyond Justin; and for the matter of that,
beyond Paul himself. He asserts that Paul did not mean to con-
demn philosophy as such, but only because in his day all phil-
osophy was heathen, pagan speculations ('). Whatever the
Pagans may have said that was true may with fearlessness be
appropriated by the Christian, as already belonging to him, and
from the most erroneous writers some glimpses of truth may be
gathered; as one gathers roses and plucks ofi the thorns so
should all error be sifted out from beautiful thoughts of the
philosophers ('). Divine revelation is the truth, and the norm
of all truth ('). If philosophyserves revelation. as Hagar served
Sarah, we will have true “ gnosis ” or knowledge (‘°) ; if how-
ever philosophy dares .to judge of revelation, we have false
“ gnosis "

or knowledge C‘). This Philonic metaphor is the first
plain assertion on the part of a Christian writer of the stand-
point of superstition. Clement, however, acted in his life ex-

actly in contradiction to his rule ; for when he was converted by
Pantaenos, his reason judged of Christian revelation that it was
the truth ; otherwise, he would have remained a Pagan to the
end of his days.

3. The Father.—All things exist in God : but God's being is
above theirs; that is, God is incomprehensible, but we may
know that there is a God ("). God is or possesses all being in
himself (") ; but he is “beyond Being" and “beyond Unity"
("). Of God we can only know what he is not (“). “He is
formless and nameless, though we sometime give him titles
which are not to be taken in their proper sense, the One, the
Good, Intelligence, Existence, Father, God, Creator, or Lord
(“)." Here we have a distinct reassertion of the Philonic dis-
tinction of the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel. The Father is
above “God,” and is called “The God” in a subsequent quo-
tation. If however, God is a Father, “he is at the same time
Father of a Son (").” Here again we have the Philonic defi-
nition of the Son.

4. The Son.—If the Father is Unity, so the Son is Unity com-
prehending Manifoldness, the source and end of all things what-
soever (“). His nature is the next to the Father. As the Father
is incomprehensible, so the Son is comprehensible ; “ ‘the
God ’ then being indemonstrable is not the object of knowledge.
but the Son’s Wisdom and Knowledge and Truthand whatever
else is akin to these, and so is capable of demonstration and de-
finition (‘°).” So the Son is the consciousness of God, in which
the Father sees all things mirrorred ('”). The Son is the name
("), face (”),and house of God ("). He is the Idea or Sum of
Ideas of God (“), the Sum of the Powers of God (”),He is the
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Divine Image, the “ apathetic man,” the Heavenly man ("). He
is our high-priest ("). These terms are all borrowed from Philo
in this particular form, so that it may be understood why all the
rest of Clement's theology is Philonic.

The Philonic conception of the Logos attributes to him all
divine titles and prerogatives—even that of prayer (")—without
in the least conflicting with his absolute subordination. So.
firstly, Clement asserts that the Son is called Lord ('°') and Al-
mighty ("’) and “beyond knowledge, as being infinite, though
cognizable (").” .

_On the other hand, the Father is called "he who alone is
Almighty ("),” while the Son is only the “eldest as to birth
("),” a potentiality (“), or energy ("), or a servant (")_, of the
Father. The Father “ creates " the Logos ("), and IS said to be
he “who made the beginning of all things (the Logos) (").”
Plainly and distinctly does Clement assert that the Son is the
nature “ next” below the Father: “Most perfect, indeed, and
most holy, and most lordly, and most commanding, and most
royal and most beneficent is the nature of the Son, which is the
most closely conjoined with him who is alone Almighty (").”

Man may attain to the image of the Son, but not to the image
of God himself ("’). This was Paul’s opinion; and yet some
Christians maintained the opposite ("). As for Clement him-

.self, however, he believes that the Son “is the true Only-
begotten, the express image of the glory of the eternal King and
Almighty Father, who impresses on the Gnostic the seal of the
perfect contemplation according to his own image ; so that there
is now a third‘Divine Image, made as far as possible like the

ir»_efco(r:% Sause, the essential life through which we live the true
1 e .

5. The Holy Spiritioncerning the Holy Spirit, Clement is
very doubtful.

The Spirit is the “ intelligible light," the light of truth, the true
light without shadow or darkness, the Spirit of the Lord which
is given to all who are sanctified by faith ("). So the Spirit
dwells in man as in a temple (“), is the agent of salvation in
being the “dew” which washes out human sins (“) and binds
together the Visible and Invisible Church (").

But, like Justin and Irenaeus,Clement confuses the HolyGhost
with the Son, when attempting to assign to each a cosmical prin-
ciple underlying his divine claims ; for the Son equally with the
Spirit grants the spirit of prophecy (").

Again, like Justin, Irenaeus and Hippolutos, Clement ignores
the Holy Ghost when the memory of the baptismal formula does
not force him to account for it.

Firstly, The Logos is the image of the Father, and man the
image of the Logos, thus being a “third image.” Where is a
place left for the Holy Ghost in this cosmology ?

Secondly, Like Irenaeus, Clement ("‘) interprets the double
hoof of the clean animals as the security of resting on the Father
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and the Son, the Holy Ghost not being mentioned at all in this
fundamental statement of doctrine, where orthodox doctrine is
distinctly diflerentiated from heretical opinions.

In the closing chapter of his Exhortalion to the Heathen,
Clement, like Irenaeus and Hippolutos, mentions the Father and
Son, but not the Holy Ghost ; and in the “Prayer to the
Teacher," at the end of the Paedagagor, the Holy Ghost is
only mentioned in connection with the final ascription, the final
Chapter again expatiating on the Father and Son, without re-
ference to the Holy Ghost.

Fourthly,The Holy Ghost is not mentioned at all in Clement's
account of the hierarchy of God, the Word, the angels, the gods
or inferior angels, and men, in the following passage : “ So the
best thingon earth is the most pious man ; and the best thing in
heaven the nearer in place and purer, is an angel, the partaker of
the eternal and blessed life. But the nature of the Son, which is
nearest to him who is alone the Almighty One is the most per-
fect. To him is placed in subjection all the hosts of angels and
Gods ; he, the paternal Word, exhibitingthe holy administration
for him who put all in subjection to him (‘°)."

Fifthly,_The task of inspiring men to good deeds, granting the
spirit of prophecy, and guiding human affairs is entrusted to
angels, guardian to individuals and to states ('°). Angels are
the human comforters and encouragers, instead of the Holy
Ghost (°‘), the “ Comforter ” of the Scriptures.

6. The Trinily.—Yet,where the baptismal formula forces him
to recognize a Trinity, Clement speaks of one. “Oh mystic
wonder, One is the Father of all, One also the Word of all, and
the Holy Ghost is one and the same everywhere (”).”

Whether this “ holy Trinity” is a theological definition, there
is much room for doubt. He says: “And for those who are
aiming at pefrfe;:‘tic‘>1n th§re}§slpr_(I{posed t1l_1e Izatignal gnosii the
foundation 0 w ic ist e oy rinity, ait

, ope, and ove:
but of thase thle greatest is I.1.1ove (;2." It :;1ln}1los’tr seems as "ifthis was t e on y exp anation e cou give 0 t e rinity : ca -

ing it the “ rational Trinity.”
At any rate, the formulation of the Trinity given above in no

way conflicts with the subordinationism detailed at length; if
Clement holds a Trinity at all, it is not composd of equal mem-
bers ; tllgere is 2:1 Eistinction of rank in the ethical Trinity of
Faith, ope, an ove.

The E!hz'c.r.—This ethical Trinity introduces the subject of
-t ICS.
The development of the Christian goes from faith to knowl-

edge, and from knowledge, which includes good works and
virtue, to love ; and from love to perfection, the inheritance of
the Saints (“). The ideal man is called the “ Christian Gnostic,”
as the Stoics called theirs the “ Wise Man,” from which Wise
.vIan Clement's Christian Gnostic is palpably borrowed. The
Christian Gnostic loves knowledge more than salvation, and
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loves it for its own sake (“) ; he performs good actions for their
own sake, even if God permitted him to commit evil deeds (°') ;
and loses all passions, and by becoming apathetic becomes like
God, and becomes God himself C").

All souls are in themselves equal. There is neither male nor

fegmale “ when they no longer marry or are given in marriage
( ‘U

Evidently then, there can be no mediating office of priest-hood
between man and God ; all souls that are pure are priests. From
this fact Clement makes a startling deduction. “Those then
also now who have exercised themselves in the Lord's com-
mandments, and lived perfectly and gnostically according to the
Gospel, may be enrolled in the chosen body of the Apostles.
Such an one is in reality a presbyter of the Church, and a true
minister (deacon) of the will of God, if he do and teach what is
the Lord’s ; not as being ordained by men, nor regarded right-
eous because a presbyter, but enrolled in the presbyterate be-
cause righteous. And although here upon earth he be not hon-
oured with the chief seat, he will sit down on the twenty-four
thrones, judging the people as John says in the Apocalypse (").”
The consequence of this is that the external Church is only an
“imitation” of the angelic glory and economy; only existing
for the successful management of the assembling of Christians.
It is not a mediator between man and God outside of which
none can reach the Father. The ofiicers of the Church can only
be “ elders ” in age or honour ; not “ priests ” in the sense of the

Old! Testament, who alone could sanctify and purify the suffering
sou .

Consequently, election comes by merit, and if we "know our-
selves ” we know God, since the light of God illumines all who
permit their eyes to be opened. This sanctification comes from
abandoning lust. The end of man is to become a God going
about in the flesh. Thus Jesus was no more than a Teacher and
Pattern who by the gift of the Holy Ghost in Baptism forgave
SIIIS.

8. Philom'sm.—Clen1ent was deeply read in Philo, so that it is
no wonder that the Philonic distinction in the Prologue to the
Fourth Gospel is by him sustained. His conception of the L0-
gos need not be described further than by the name, “ Philonic,"
with all its subordinational implications.

As to the Holy Ghost, Clement is not clearer or more certain
than Justin or Irenaeus. In fact, there is a remarkable simil-
arity between the two conceptions of the Spirit. The fact that
all mention of the Holy Ghost is so often omitted in crucial
places reminds us forcibly of its omission in the Prologue to the
Fourth Gospel, which seems to propose to give a philosophical
account of the Divine Nature and which would as such contain
a reference to him, if the orthodox dogma had been recognized
fully in those days.



CHAPTER VI.

ORIGEN.

I. The Life of 0n'gen.—Clement had only been separated from
the time of the death of John by the life-time of Justin Martyr.
And Clement was the teacher of Origen, at the Catechetical
School. When the persecution of Severus drove Clement from
his position, Origen succeeded to him by virtue of his fitness for
the post, at the early age of eighteen, at the appointment of the
Bishop Demetrius. He never forgot that his father Leonides
had been a martyr in the beginning of the persecution which
raised him to his post of honour; and he was ever a devoted
Christian, pious, and learned.

,

As many young women attended his lectures, he resolved to
avoid scandal, and in order to do so, willinglymutilated himself
(‘). The Bishop heard about it, although he had endeavoured
to keep the act secret ; and the Bishop approved of his action.
While teaching, he felt the need of knowing something of the
heathen systems of belief which he was to oppose, and took
lectures from Ammonius Sakkas, the Neo-Platonist, who prob-
ably exerted such an influence over him that he changed his style
of interpretation from literalism to the allegorical style used in
his later works (’). It was probably at this period that he wrote
his philosophical work Concerning Basic Principles, stimulated
by the Neo-Platonist cosmology.

His teaching was interrupted by two journeys: one in 211
A. D., to Rome, when Zephyrinus was Bishop of Rome, and one
in 215 A. D., to the Holy Land, being forced to leave Alexandria
on account of a massacre which had occurred. On this journey,
the first unpleasantness with Demetrius occurred, when he was
invited to preach in the presence of Alexander of Jerusalem, and
Theoktistos of Caesarea. This was the period of his greatest lit-
erary activity,beginning his work on the “ Hexapla,” a critical
comparison of the various texts of the Old Testament Scriptures.

On his way to Achaia (228—23o A. D.) he was ordained pres-
byter by his friends in Palestine ; and as Demetrius of Alexan-
dria would not recognize his orders, and excommunicated him,
he retired to Palestine, where he engaged in literary labours,
finishing his work on the “ Hexapla,” and replying to the at-
tacks on Christianity of Celsus, a heathen philosopher. His
work was interrupted by a persecution at Tyre, under Decius, in
249 A. D., from the injuries received in which he soon died.
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The circumstances of his life account for the two great streams
of thought which pervade his writings, and which he‘was never
able to harmonize : the teaching of Clement, which has already
been analyzed, and the teaching of Ammonius Sakkas. The
former underlies all of Origen’s theology and cosmology; the
latter, Origen’s anthropology. For the present we shall neglect
his anthropology,which is considered elsewhere. Origen differs
therefore but little from Clement, except in a more thorough
reading of Philo, and a more far-reaching application of his
principles.

From Philo he tok the doctrines of preéxistence and of the
souls of the stars ; metempsychosis into animals and plants he
distinctly rejects ('). It is very strange, however, that his name
alone of all other Church_ Fathers should be associated with

these ‘doctrines ;T for both were held quite generally before arlilda ter is time. he doctrine of the souls of the stars was not -

ing but a transliteration of the “ spermatic ” Logos of the Stoics,
Philo, Justin Martyr, and Irenaeus. There were Scripture texts
which could be used (‘) and neither Jerome, Augustine, Am-
brose, or Thomas of Aquino considered the question otherwise
than an open one (‘) The Platonic doctrine of preéxistence,
rivith itsbscripture proof (’), was at one time held by éerome, nlotcnied y Augustine and not settled till the time o regory t e
Great (’). Surely siich names should free Origen from blame

fear holding to these two doctrines which when condemned by £1ouncil were pronounced false and absurd, but not heretica.
Many eminent men, both in Origen’s lifetime, and later, upheld
his orthodoxy and shared his opinions (").

That Origen considered himself orthodox, and considered
all his doctrines as capable of being harmonized with Christian-
ity is certain. from the very fact that he is as emphatic in respect
to external tradition as Irenaeus himself. Besides Origen in
his highest flights is ever interpreting the Scriptures, whose
sense he seeks with prayerful devotion. That he considered
himself thoroughlyorthodox, and that Athanasius,and the three
Gregories thought him so, must give his writings the highest
evidential value in respect to the state of Christian philosophy
in his day.

The rule of faith which he considers as having descended from
the very Apostles, and which as a Preface to his great philo-
sophic work, Concerning Basic Principles, is as follows, in respect
to the Father: “That there is one God, who created and ar-
ranged all things, and who, when nothing existed, called all
things into being—God from the first Creation and foundation
of the world, etc., etc. (')." Mr. Bigg ("‘) rightly remarks that
whereas Clement considered God primarily from the metaphy-
sical stand-point as unconditioned (a view which Herbert Spen-
cer has seen fit to adopt), Origen looked on him from the moral
stand-point, as the Perfect Being. Every attribute of his is in a

perfect condition, and therefore limited by this perfection (“).
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2. The Eternal Genemh'¢m.—To Origen, the world owesthetheo-
logical term “eternal generation.” He explains this in the fol-
lowing way. The Divine Father is the absolute Unity of the all-
embracing fulness of the Divinity. He posits his Son as the
image of his Being (" ,

in which Image the Unity of himself
with his Son consists ( ). Since it is foolish or godless to think
that God would not or could not generate his Son before any
given time, it is plain that he always was the Father of his Son,
who was born of him, and received all he possessed from the
Father C‘), but without any temporal or intelligible beginning
(“). His generation is as eternal as the procession of the ray
from the light (").

The same argument makes the world eternal. If God was
always a Creator, how could he have been Creator without some-
thing created ? Consequently, the world was eternal.

Strange to say, the same argument is used to prove the etern-
ity of the Logos, and that of the world. And yet, theologians
hailed the first result with delight and the second with horror.

Philo’s distinction, between “ God ” and “ The God,” is found
in the writings of Origen. “ For, as he is the -image of ‘The
God’ who is unseen, and therefore is ‘ God,’ therefore Christ
says, in order that they may know thee ‘ The ’ only true ‘ God ’

likewise he is the Image of goodness, but not absolute goodness
as the Father (").” Origen distinctly recognizes this distinction
as having been made by John. and aflirms expressly that the true
absolute God is by John called “The God" whereas what is
called “God” “has been made divine by participation in his
divinity (").”

Thus there are reserved to the absolute God the titles of “ very
God” (“'), and as appeared above, that of “very goodness,"
although of course the Son may represent it to man ("'). “ The
God ” is above all “ Being.”

3. The Second Clause of Hi: Creed.—The second clause of Ori-
gen’s Creed begins thus 2 “ That Jesus Christ himself, who came
(into the world), was born of the Father before all creatures :
that, after he had been the servant of the Father in the creation
of all things—for by him were all things made,”—etc., etc. (").
Origen recognizes that if God makes all things by the Son, then
the Son is his servant. Thus the Logos, who is the first-born of
creation, is the first in rank after the absolute God before all
other Gods, whose God the absolute God is. The latter gods
are only images of the first image or archetype ; the Logos (").
Therefore the Logos may be called “the second God (")," occu-
pying the second place of honour after the highest God (") as
being by nature Son (' ). He is the demiurge of the world (")
but is not equal to the Father : “ Although the Son of God ex-

cels all natures in being, dignity. might, and divinity, since he
is the living word and Wisdom, yet in nothing is he equal to the
Father. For he is only the image of his goodness, the reflexion
of glory and eternal light of God, not of God himself ; he is the
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prime outflow of his glory, and the sp'otless mirror of his activity
("")." This is the case, for Jesus himself says, “the Father who
has sent me is greater than I.” Just before this Origen says:
“Grant that there be some individuals who are not in entire
agreement with us, and who incautiouslyassert that the Saviour
is the Most High God ; however, we do not hold with them, but
believe him when he says ” the text given above ("). The Father
alone is “ The God over all (’°).”

The Son is the Wisdom of the Father (’°) and the source of
life and reason to all creatures ("). He is the system of divine

' world-Ideas, the Idea of Ideas C’), and the bearer of a system of
Ideas ("). He is the cosmical mediator between the Godhead
and the Creature (“) and thus only can it be said that “ all things
that are of the Father are in the Son (") ; and both are ‘ one
God ’ (").” Thus he is over and before everything C’).

4. Bull’: Apology for 0ngen.—In the face of these distinct as-
sertions of subordinationism, Bishop Bull proposes to prove
that Origen held the consubstantiality of the Son and the Father.

His first point is that Origeii callsuthe Loligois “ very truth,"
" very wisdom," “ very justice,’ etc. ( ). Bu istinctly asserts
(") tlfiat by thes; eétpressionsf Origen intended‘ to ckorritct htheNeo- latonic su or ination o the Divine Min to t e at er.
Yet when he proposes to prove that the Son is subordinated to
the Father, he uses the same passages to prove the opposite of
what they proved before, calling that objection one “of no

weight whatever ("’),” holding that the prefix “very " means

onsly “ truly,” aisfintthefaseofs“ very Son ” whilchhdoes not ngean“ on of himse ’ ut truly on.’ Since Bu t us contra icts
himself his contention may be neglected.

He quotes a number of passages as proving his assertion.
These do no more than ascribe divinity to the Logos, which was
perfectly admissible in the Philonic conception; none of these
passages claim necessarily more than secondary divinity. Bull
here makes the common mistake of thinking he has disproved
subordinationism,when he has proved divinity (“).

5. The Third Clause of Hi: Creed.—The third Clause of Ori-
gen’s Creed begins thus : “The Apostles related that the Holy
Ghost was associated in honour and dignity with the Father and
the Son. But in his case it is not clearly distinguished whether
he is to be regarded as made or unmade, or also as a Son of
uod, or not (")." Origen here acknowledges that it was yet
an open question whether the Holy Spirit was mmlc or not. and
that he was often confounded with the Son of God. Bcsitlcs,
Origen distinctly acknowledges the personality of the Holy
Spirit, but subordinates him to both the Father and the Son, by
the latter of whom he is created, like all other beings, though
distinguished from them by his divine nature ("). Whatever the
Holy Ghost is, he is only through the Logos (“). The Ho.‘
Ghost reveals the Father and the Son ; but he recognizes t.‘
Father not through the mediation of the Son but by his 0‘

C1003]
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innate power (“). He is the fulness of all divine gifts of grace
("). Thus he sanctifies the spirits that turn towards God, and
though he excels all other spirits, he is not equal to the L0 os

(").. He does not dwell in those who walk after the flesh ( ) ;
for in every man Being is from the Father,Reason from the Son,
and Sanctification from the Holy Ghost ("). But this sanctifi-
cation cannot take place without the voluntary cooperation of

tclgrsi }(wC)lti‘l(?]l:"hiaCt0_l',humin orf divinei, beitigg n:ces}s1ryltoptro_-
. eraincan eonoavan eo ean ais

not cultivated (“) ; the sun may softefi thgwax, but even when

unfdfer-solar influence dirt remains hard (").
sanctification is the specific function of the Holy Ghost, it

might be supposed that prayer might be addressed to the Holy
Ghost. Such however is not the case. Origen even rejects the
practice of prayer to the Son, Christ ; as the Son is only apartic-
ullar “ hupostafisiss" it is! evident that mkan rxust pray to the Father
a one, or to t e on a one, or to ot . s the latter two possi-
bilitiescannot be admitted on grounds of opposition to Scripture
and to monotheisrn, consequently, prayer to the Father is alone
p_ossible._ Yet it is permissible to pray an ‘;'improper” prayer
(invocation) to the Father through the Son ( ).

6. The Tn'ad.—“ To associate in honour and dignity” is a

phrase which is capable of many constructions, being evidently
dictated by the baptismal formula. There is one passage in Ori-
gen’s works which unhesitatiiigly sets forth the coéquality of
the three members of the Trinity,and is usually brought forward
to support the doctrine of Athanasius. In commenting on the
Proverbs, v: 15, LXX, “ drink water from the spring of three
cisterns,” he says :

“ When we investigate the meaning of
what the one spring of these three cisterns be, so do I think
that the knowledge of the ungenerate Father is one of the cis-
terns : the_ knowledge of the Son the other, and the knowledge
of the Spirit finally the third. For the Son is an

‘ other’ to
the Father, and the Holy Ghost is an ‘other’ to both the

Pglather and tlhei ion. HenfceFthe plurality of the cistgfis denotes
t e persona i erence o ather, Son and H01 ost. But
these several cisterns have but one spring, i. ’e., the divine
Trinity has only one substance. one nature.” “ We must there-
fore confess one God—and on the same confession recognize
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. This is _the original Trinity.
the worshipful Trinity,to which everything is subject (“)."

At first sight, this “_three in one
" and “ one in three ” seems

to admit of no subordinational explanation. Yet if his concept-
ion of the manner in which a man was saved be remembered, it
can be seen that the subordinational view can be vindicated.
Besides, the passage is only to be found in the Septuagint, it is
unimportant, and very allegorically explained. Finally, it de-
mands nothing more than had been given before, when Origen
acknowledged that while the Father and Son were in all things,
the Holy Ghost was only in the hearts of repentant sinners (").
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It must be acknowledged that Origen has taken a long step in
advance of Clement. The latter had not been able to assign any
definite function to the Holy Ghost ; Origen assigns to him the
hearts ofythe repentant sinners, subordinate as such a position is.

7. Summary.——It may seem that if the writer of the Prologue to
the Fourth Gospel was not aware of the Philonic and subordin-
ational nature of the terms he was using, all the men of import-
ance after him interpreted his Prologue in the Philonic way.
Justin, Irenaeus, Theophilos, Hippolutos, Clement and Origen
distinctly held a subordinational theory of the Logos, counting it
divine, but only the second rank or order of Being and worship.



CHAPTER VII

TERTULLIAN.

.. Tertullian’: Pas-ition.—Tertullian represents the African
Christianity of the time of Clement of Alexandria, whose con-
temporary he was. Late in life he became a heretic and schis-
matic, but only in respect to his views concerning the Holy
Ghost. Strange to say, it is on the very subject of the Holy
Ghost that he is in closer touch with Athanasiusand Augustine
than on the subject of the relation of the Father to the Son, his
views and discussions on that subject having always been con-
sidered orthodox. This proves that the Church_of his day agreed
with him on the subject of the relation of the Son to the Father,
but disagreed with his disquisitions about the Holy Ghost in its

gractical relations to the life, as to prophecy and the gifts of the
pirit.
2. Subordinatiom'sm.—Tertullianwas a thorough subordination-

ist, as will be seen by the following quotations.
“The Name of God was always with and in himself; but he

was not always Lord. ‘ God ’ is the name of his substance, or
divinity; ‘ Lord’ is the name, not of his substance. but of his
power. God is Fatherand Judge ; but he is not eternally Father
and Judge because he is eternally God. For he could not be
Father before the existence of his Son, or Judge, before the fall.
There was therefore a time when both the Son and the Fall.
which constitute him Father and Judge, were not (‘)." It is
startling to find here the very words of Arius, which were to be-
come so famous a century later. Surely, if Athanasius had read
Tertul1ian’s works, he would not have said that the Arian heresy
was a new thing founded by Arius. ‘

“ Let Hermogenés here confess that the Wisdom of God is
here said to be born and founded, lest we should think that any-
thing besides the Only God be not born and not founded (’)."
Once more we have a distinct assertion of the Arian explanation
of Proverbs viii: 22-27.

Yet Tertullian does not seem to be quite certain as to the Wis-
dom here spoken of. He says explicitly that it is the Holy Spirit
('), and later (‘) that it was Wisdom that created the World.
which of course is the Word. “ Thus therefore is manifested the
Creator God ; the creation, all things : and the means by which
the creation took place, the Word.” We may explain this ap-
parent discrepancy by remembering that the Spirit is in the
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Word, Wisdom proceeding from the Father through the Son.
Thus it may be present at the Creation.

The Divine Economy (‘) is of the “ only God, and his Son, the
Word (')." There seems to be here an implication that the Son
is not God in the same sense in which the Father is. It may
be seen later on that Tertullian held exactly such a Philonic dis-
tinction, although the fact that the Latin language has no article
hampered him in its expression.

Before leaving the thought of the “ Economy, the word
“Trinity,” (’) which occurs in Tertullian for the first time in
Latin theology,just as it appeared first in Greek theology in the
works of Theophilos, must be noticed. It is worth remember-
ing too that Tertullian uses the word “Trinity” although 'he
subordinates the persons of the Godhead hierarchically, one to
the other. Therefore it is not necessary to be anything but a
subordinationist, even though that word be used ; it need not
necessarilybe a sign of Athanasianism.

In speaking of the angels he explains “how it is that God
seems to suffer division and dispersion in Son and Holy Ghost.
to whom the second and third places are allotted, should have so

many fellows (the angels) in the substance of the Father,—which
division and dispersion it does not suffer in the number of so

many angels (‘).”
“ Do you ask how I, who deduce the Son from nowhere else

than from the substance of the Father (the Son doing nothing
without the Will of the Father, and receiving all his power from
the Father),can preserve the ‘monarchy’ in the Faith, other-
wise than by representing it to be descended from the Father to
the Son as to a servant ? This I assert, that the Holy Ghost has
a third grade of being, because the Spirit proceeds from nowhere
else than from the Father through the Son. It is you who had
better see to it that you do not destroy the ‘ monarchy,’ you who
break up God’s nature and dispensation into as many names as
God may have willed to apply to it. Rather, everything remains
in its proper dignity, that is, of the Trinity,so that it is necessary
that all things should be given back by the Son to the Father, as
it is written by the Apostle concerning the end of all things,
when he will have handed over the Kingdom to God the Father.
For he must reign until he have put all enemies under his feet.
\Vhen all things will be subject unto him, except he who did put
all things under him, then he himself shall be subject unto him
that subjected all things to him, that God may be all in all (°).”

Before all things existed, God was alone, he with himself, and
the world and space and all things. He was alone because there
was nothing outside of him. On the other hand, he was not
alone, for he hadfwith himself in himself Reason. that is, his own

reason. For God is rational, and he is such primarily,while all
other things are so only secondarily. This Reason of God is
his Sense. The Greeks call it Logos, which vocable we also
translate as Word. For although God had not yet sent his
Word, he had with and in himself his reason,and_ silentlythought

)7
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out and disposed those things which he was soon to express by
a Word (‘°).” In these words Tertullian differs with Athana-
sius in two important particulars : the Word did not exist from
all eternity, and its generation was preceded, on the part of God,
by reflection and will.

“T is power and this disposition of the Divine Sense is set
forth In the Scriptures by the name of Wisdom. For what is
wiser than the Reason or Word of God ? Thus also we hear of
Wisdom that it was the second person founded. At first the
Lord created me the beginning of his ways with his works (“)."
Here Tertullian once more opposes Athanasius in the interpre-
tation of this verse, Proverbs viii: 22, and denies his own for-
mer interpretation, by making Wisdom identical with the Word.
not as before with the Spirit. This shows that like Justin and
Irenaeus, Tertullian had a trinity of names to explain by a Phil-
onic duality of principles, God and the Logos. Therefore, when
it was convenient, the second principle, Wisdom, applied to the
Son, and, when convenient, to the Spirit. He confesses this
confusion 2 “ By his Word the heavens are founded, and by his
Spirit comes their strength, that is, by the Spirit which inherited
in the Word ; so that the same power is now called Wisdom and
now Word (").”

The Word of God did not exist until the Creation : “ Then in-
deed does the Word assume its appearance and form, its sound
and voice, when God says, Let there be light. This is the per-
fect birth of the Word, when it proceeds from God, being
founded in the beginning by God under the name of Wisdom
for the purpose of thinking : ‘ The Lord founded me in the be-
ginning of his ways ' ; then generated for an efiect :

‘ When he
prepared the heavens I was with him ’ (")."

It is impossible to ask for a subordination more explicit than
this : “ Whatever then was the substance of the Word, call it a

rson and claim for it the name of Son ; and while I recognize
the Son, I defend his claim to the second rank after God ('“)."
And the reason for this subordination is plain. “ It is necessary
that anythingwhich proceeds should be secondary to that from
which he proceeds; but it is not on this account necessarily
separated from it. Where the second is, there are the two ; and
where the third is, there are the three. The Spirit is third from
God through the Son, just as the fruit is third from the root
through the stem, and the rivulet is third from the fountain
through the river, and the point of light is third from the sun

through the ray. Nevertheless, nothing is separated from the
womb from which it derives its properties. Thus the Trinity by
conjoined and related degrees descending from the Father both
protects the state of the economy, and does not oppose the
‘monarchy’ (“)." “The Father is the whole substance, the
Son is a derivation from the whole, and a portion, as he himself
confesses: The Father is greater than I. And that he is less
than the Father is said in the Psalm that he is a little better than
the angels. Thus the Father is both an ‘other’ to the Son,
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while being greater than the Son. The third degree being shown
forth in the Paraclete, as the second is in the Son, according to
the arrangement of the Economy (").”

Concerning the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel, Tertullian
sq/s : “ One who was, and another next to him who was. We
have never acknowledged two Gods and two Lords, not as if
the Father was not God, and the Son not God, and the Holy
Spirit not God, and each of them God—so that when Christ
should come he should be acknowledgedboth God and Lord be-
cause the Son of God and the Lord———made second after the
Father, and with the Spirit third. Thus I will not call them all
Lords and Gods, but I shall ,follow the Apostle, so that if both
Father and Son must be spoken of in the same sense, I will call
the Father God and Jesus Christ Lord. Speaking of Jesus alone.
however, like the Apostle, I will call him God (")." For “ God
is the head of Christ (‘.‘).” “They should not be called two
Gods and Lords, but two, as Father and Son, and this not in
separation of substance, but of disposition when we speak of the
individual and unseparated Son as apart from the Son, not in
being, but in degree, so that although he is called God when
spoken of separately, yet this does not make two Gods, but One.
because God is called One from the Unity of the Fatherhood
(“).” “ And therefore is the Spirit God, and the Word God, be4
cause they are of God, not because they are God in_ themselves.
The Son is God of Gods, as substantial being, not as God in
himself; but God only so far as he is of the substance of God him-
self, both because he is substantial being, and a part of the
Whole (").”

These passages could be multiplied indefinitely, all showing a
thorough Origenistic hierarchy, grounded in the fulness of the
Being of the Father, the ground of all existence.



BOOK III.

ATHANASIUS AND AUGUSTINE

CHAPTER I.

THE LIFE AND WORKS OF ATHANASIUS.

I. The Life of A!hana.n'us.—Athanasiuswas born in the year
296 A. D.,-of rich parents, in Alexandria. His precocity revealed
early the powers he was to develop. Alexander, the Bishop of
Alexandria, took upon himself the supervision over his edu-
cation, and made him his private secretary, ordaining him dea-
con in 319 A. D. The persecutions under Diocletian and Gali-
enus strengthenedhim in his Christian faith. Thus he had every

possible advantage in his youth.
When, in 320, Arianism arose, Athanasius took sides with the

Bishop, who condemned it at the Synod of Alexandria. Alex-
ander took him with himself to the Council of Nicaea, in 325,
where his learning and abilitytold with great effect on the ortho-
dox side. Bishop Alexander died in 328, and, in opposition to
the Arian party, Athanasius was unanimously elected by the
orthodox.

From this moment to his death, which occurred in 373, he
fought a desparate fight against Arianism, being banished over
and over again, being continually employed in polemics against
adversaries. His fifth banishment occurred in 365, but it lasted
only four months, and on his recall by Valens, he spent the end
of his days in honour and never-ending labour.

2. The Works of Athanasiu.r.——Just after being ordained dea-
con, and soon after meeting for the first time the objections of
the Pagans against Christianity, he wrote his great work: The
Oration Against the Heathen Nations, in which he attacked
idolatry on the ground that a man could rise to the knowledge
of God without revelation, merely from the contemplation of
nature, so that idol-worship was inexcusable creature-worship.
His cosmology is purely Philonic, with the single exception of
the identification of the Logos with Christ. He is at great pains
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to prove on philosophicgrounds that there is such a thing as a

Logos, against those who would take the ground away from un-
.

der hisfeet by denying its existence.
But the internal confusion created in Christianity by the Arian

disputes, changed the direction of his literary efiorts. He wrote
almost innumerable treatises and letters on the subject, his mas-

terwork being, after the colourless Of the Incarnation of the Word
of God, his Four Orations Against the Arians.

.

Athanasiuscan be best understood if the fact that his endea-
vour is not to bring forth the truth, but to confute the Arians,
whatever the means be, be thoroughlygrasped by the mind. It
is on this extenuating circumstance of blinding passion that it is
possible to acquit him of what would in any other man be called
dishonesty and unfairness in argument. These charges will be
substantiated further on. Athanasiusseems to labour under the
disabilityof not seeing the cogency of an argument which makes
against him, or seeing the unfairness of using arguments when
they make for him, which he had objected to on account of their
nature, when they made against him. If such methods of argu-
ment be admitted, then of course anythingcan be proved.

3. Athanasius’: Incon.n':tencies.—-It is also patent that Athan-
asius contradicts himself again and again.

In the account of the Council of Nicaea which is to be found
in his.works, it is distinctly stated that the only reason why the
Fathers did not admit the Arian catchwords into their Creed
was that they were unscriptural (‘). Yet, Athanasius is forced
to recognize that his own terms are unscriptural ("'), and feels
called upon to apologize for the use of the word “ consubstan-
tial " in the Nicene Creed, which certainly is not to be found in
either Testament, on the ground that the term was “ inoffensive"
and “ innocent (').”

The burden of the discussion at Nicaea was the question
whether the Son was “consubstantial with ”

0: only “like un-
to (') " the Father. Although the latter statement was anathem-
atized, Athanasiushimself had used it in his works (') and never
tried to have his works corrected in that particular.

He refuses to receive Scripture proof from the Arians, on
the ground that Scripture is not to be received if in the mouth of
a bad man ('). and acknowledges that if the language of the
Apostles be taken without qualification, they would be Arians
(') ; and in the face of all this, he taunts the Arians with the fact
that they cannot bring forward any Scriptural proof for their
dogmatical position ('). '

Further, he says that the Son is not dependent on the Father
as by particigation ('), although in another place he directly

He says that the Son is not absolutely eternal C‘), and yet
holds that in the Trinity there is no difference even of degree
C’), and that the Son is absolutely coéternal with the Father C’).

It is evident then that for him words have n9 meaning except
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as they make for the particular arguments which he is at the
moment engaged with.

4. The Blasphemous Language of Athanaa-iu.r.—Another proof
that the purpose of Athanasius is not the discovery of truth by
argument but the silencing of his opponents, is the fact of the
disgraceful language he never hesitates to apply to them.

The Arians are “insane (“),” “frantic with rage (")," “ apos-
tate infidels (")," " blasphemers ("),” “ignorant (")," and
" gulfs of impiety (")." They are “shamelessly obstinate ('°),"
their arguments are called “the disgraceful sophistries of these
vile heretics (")," they are

“ wicked guides basely leading astray
("),” they have “ disordered imaginations (”),”they are “ apos-
tate infidels and traitors ("),” they are “disciples of Caiaphas and
Herod ("),” they are “ depraved (’°).”

But this is not enough. The Arians are “ indecent " and “ im-
moral (")." He accuses them of not stating their doctrine
clearly because they are seeking ecclesiastical preferment, and
are loth to draw upon them the disfavour of the emperor (").

Athanasius goes further: The Arians are “children of the
Devil ("’);" “even the Devil himself who is their father, Iventure
to thinkwould have been abashed at last, and would haveyielded
to the invincible arguments which have been employed in this
conflict (").” -

Nor is this all of the theological billingsgateof Athanasius.as

anybody may see who cares to consult his Four Orations Against
the Ariana‘, and his other polemical works.

Such language would be disgraceful in a baptized person, let
alone an Archbishop. To say that it was the manner of the
times is no excuse ; for wrong is wrong and right is right ac-
cording to the Gospel, which commands us to “ bless those that
curse you, and do good to them that despitefully use you," at
any time of the world's history.

And if it be said again that this was the custom of theologians
of that day, and not the fault of Athanasius, then the guilt falls
not only on Athanasius but the whole Christian Church"of the
day, the fact of disobedienceto the Gospel being no less criminal
because many are engaged in its commission than because only
one single man transgresses the law.

Besides, this very excuse would prove that in morals. at any
rate, if not in theology, the Church of those days had departed
far from the truth as it was revealed in Jesus of Nazara, while
holding an external continuity with the Church of the Apostles,
and while thinkingitself to be like to it in point of morals. The
significance of this fact will be seen later, when it is enquired
who was the innovator, Athanasius,or Arius.

That it is impossible to acquit Athanasiusof the charge of hate
is evident from the words: “what punishment is bad enough
for them (") ?” “They should be stoned (‘-'),”



CHAPTER II.

USE OF SCRIPTURE.

I. Scripture the Authority of All Pam'e:.—The Scriptures were
the authorityboth of AthanasiusC) and the Arians (’).

Athanasiussays that when “ our minds -are wearied with such
problems as these, we must at last come to Holy Scripture. Here
we must rest, and believe things exactlyaccording to the obvious
sense revealed there (').”

That the Arians relied on Holy Scripture to prove their opin-
ions is plain from the numerous texts which Athanasius exam-
ines in his Orations against them.

Now if the Holy Scripture contain all doctrine required as

necessary for eternal salvation, then should both Athanasiusand
the Arians have been recognized as Catholic. The dispute be-
tween them lay not in the authorityof Scripture, but in the inter-
pretation of Scripture. In endeavouring to limit the interpre-
tation of Scripture, both parties were wrong. It is a psycho-
logical impossibilityfor any two men to understandanyonegiven
word in exactly the same meaning it bears to other men. If
a man shall teach nothing as necessary to eternal salvation, but
that which he shall be persuaded may be concluded and proved
by the Scripture, he has a right to demand agreement ; but in
the interpretation of that letter it is no less clear that every man
must be permitted liberty of thought.

If, however, not only agreement to the letter of Scripture, but
also assent to our own interpretation of it be demanded, then we
are dishonest in stating that the Scripture alone contains all
doctrine required as necessary for eternal salvation. In referring
to the question of the unscripturalness of the Homoousion,
Gwatkin (‘) says : “ If Scripture was to be limited to any partic-
ular meaning, they must go outside Scripture for technical terms
to define that meaning." “ Both sides indeed accepted Scripture
as the paramount authority ; but when the interpretation of
Scripture was disputed, it became a question whether a word not
sanctioned by tradition could be made the test of orthodoxy."
Vincent of Lerins (‘) says : “Since the canon of Scripture is per-
feet, and more than sufficient for itself in all respects, what need
of joining to it the Ecclesiastical sense ? because from the very
depth of Holy Scripture all men will not take it in one and the

‘

same sense." But what need is there of this, if it be sufiicient in
all respects? This is a contradiction in terms. But then it is
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evident that the test of Orthodoxy is no more the Scripture, but

tfig Athanasian interpretation of Scripture—two very different
t mgs.

And it is difficult to know just what the Athanasian interpre-
tation of Scripture is. At times, Athanasiuspleads for the literal,
plain, sense of Scripture. He says : “ as often as they find him
plainly declared to be the Son, they avoid and reject the plain
sense of those words (')"

2. Figurative Interpretation.--Yet, when he is pressed with diffi-
difiicult passages, he deemed it no less necessary to use in
Scripture a figurative interpretation in order to avoid the plain
and direct implication of the words. He asserts that the lan-
guage of the Apostles must be understood with qualification.
“ Why, it is high time for them to brazen it out (for there is
nothing too daring for them) and claim that the very Apostles
held with Arius : for they declare Christ to have been ‘ a man
from Nazareth, and passible’ and said: ‘He was faithful to
him who created him, (‘)." Such passages as must be under-
stood with qualification are Acts ii: 22, iv: 10, xiii: 22 ; xvii: 30.
Speaking of “the Lord created me," Athanasius says: “ It is
certain that the literal sense in this passage is not the true one,
and that we must draw aside the metaphor before we shall dis-
cover the true meaning (‘).”

Thus the Scriptures must be explained literally if they agree
with right doctrine, and figuratively if they oppose’ it. The test
of the veridicity of Scripture is doctrine. When in consulting the
Scriptures “ any doubts arise, the safe course to take is not to
question or reject the general truth of the doctrine according to
what seems the exact meaning of the words before us. But
when any one is led by his difficulties to form for himself doc-
trines which God disapproves of and when he makes the most of
them in defiance of him, and when he misrepresents the Deity
out of his own oracles, this is an unpardonable abuse of God’s
loving kindness (').” Itait plain that such a canon of interpre-
tation makes all appeal to the Scriptures a hollow farce and

.

mockery.
3. Evariveness of the Double S!andard.—With such principles to

guide him in his interpretation of Scriptures, it is no wonder that
he can taunt the Arians with having no Scripture proof for their
tenets ('). But if the same principles were to be applied from the
stand-point of the Arians, a like taunt could be made out
against Athanasius.

.

If an appeal to Scripture is to be made, then doctrine should
be judged by Scripture and not Scripture by doctrine. When a
cashier appeals to the record of the ledger to correct any mistake
he may have made in the handling of the cash, he must not alter
the record so as to make it agree with his balance of cash in
hand, when the literal sense of the record is against him, as
Athanasiusconfesses above. To do so is nothing less than dis-
honesty.
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Yet Athanasius was not alone in this shuffling evasion in re-

spect of the use of the Scriptures. The Fathers at Nicaea were

fully as reprehensible. In Eusebius's report of the proceedings
of the Council he says that “ Since then no divinely inspired
Scripture has used the phrases, ‘ out of nothing,’ and ‘ once he
was not,’ there appeared no ground for using them or teaching
them.” Yet these same Fathers who decreed the above adopted
in their Creed as the crucial test-word the unscriptural “ consub-
stantial.” The Arians were not slow to point out the inconsist-
ency. “ Why did the Fathers at Nicaea use terms not in Script-
ure, ‘ of the essence,’ and ‘consubstantial ’ (')?” Why did not
Jesus who must have known truth, and who reached it, used it
(') ? Athanasius had nothing to answer. is only plea is a
" tu quoque," which certainly came ill from the tongue of one
who based his opposition to the Arians on the broad principle
of unscripturalness. “ How clamorously they have accused the
Nicene Bishops for assuming unscriptural terms, although they
are very innocent and inoffensive ones, but suitable enough for
subverting their heresy, and yet they themselves have done the
very same thing, and have invented unscriptural terms on pur-
pose to dishonour our blessed Lord (‘°)." Sometimes he goes
as far as to claim that the unscriptural words really represented
the unexpressed sense of Scripture (“) ; but his most character-
istically Athanasian argument is as follows: “they should be
cast out, as talking idly and disordered in mind (").” The long
and short of it was that Athanasiushad no excuse.

But his “ tu quoque " argument is not even fair. The Arians.
had not put their unscriptural words in their Creed, as the
Nicene Bishops did. They only used these unscriptural words
to explain the Creed. Gwatkin says (") : “It was a mere ‘ar-
gumentum ad hominem’ to answer that the Arians had set the
example. At any rate they had not attempted to put their ‘ out of
nothing’ into the Creed. The use of ‘ agrapta ’ in the Creed was
a positive revolution in the Church.” Moreover the Nicene
unscriptural term was a very dangerous one. Gwatkin declares
that (“): “ The word ‘consubstantial’ is Sabellian. It implies
the common possession of the divine essence, and fairly admits
the doctrine of Marcellus that the unity of person is like that be-
tween man and his reason. If we consider its derivation and
follow its usage in the earlier part of the controversy, there is no

'

escape from the conclusion that the word was Sabellian, and that
the sense ultimately given to it was a result of the semi-Arian
movement."

How thoroughly worsted Athanasius was in the case of the
argument concerning unscripturalness appears from the fact
thatat last he despairingly gives up Scripture itself. He will not
receive it in the mouth of a bad man. “ Religiousness is con-
fessed by all to be lawful, even though presented in strange
phrases, provided only they are used in a religious view, and
a wish to make them the expression of religious thoughts (“).”
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But who is to judge of this “ religious intention " ? Athanasius
himself. Thus he execuses the heretical utterances of Dionusios
of Alexandria, and will not receive Scriptures from the Arians
when they have successfully proved a point against him C‘).

4. The Standard of Tradition.--When Athanasius pleads for a

figurative sense of Scripture, it was usually that they might yield
a sense in harmony with the “ Regula Fidei," the unwritten faith
of the Churches. In his usual complimentary way, he remarks
that it is from want of understanding C’) that the Arians inter-
pret the Scriptures in a “ private " sense (")._ He knows of an
“ ecclesiastical” sense C’) which is the general drift of Scripture
doctrine, and which he generally calls “ religious." This “ ec-
clesiastical" sense seems to have ben the prevailing ideas of
the Church in the time of Athanasius. He was too uncritical to

ask wll'iethe;' it might not hagre lchanged since the time} of the
post es ; e accepts it as a na authority. It is there ore left

tokus, irli a lateié Cl;‘apt‘er, t: investigate whether any change had
ta en p ace, an w et er t is unwritten, indefinite, and therefore
irresponsible ecclesiastical sense is really the doctrine of the
Fathers anterior to Athanasius.

Before leaving this subject, it is worth while to compare the
evidential value of the written words of the Apostles, and the
Ante-Nicean Fathers with the traditional, unwritten, floating,
irresponsible], (and iiitangibtle Alierglaugitefi to which,I' by thegyet.rius appeae qui e as s rongy as anasius. t is evi en
that we should not dare to tamper with the plain sense of the
written word in favour of this uncertain Regula Fidei, which
could not even boast of sufficient definiteness to have ever been
formulated into so many words. Rather than correct the Script-
ure by the Regula Fidei, a man should correct the Regula Fidei
by the written Scripture. In any case it is wise to hold to the
only tangible and responsible witness, the written word.

In_this connection, it is worth while to notice that the relations
obtaining between Scripture and belief, both in the case of the
Catholics and the Arians. It is a common accusation against
the Arians, taken up by Gw_atkin (’°), that the Arians scarcely
referred to Scripture except in quest of isolated texts to confirm
cgnclusions reached‘ without its help. Voigt (") and Atzberger
( ), and Newman ( ), say the same. But to any one who knows
of the fragments of Arius’s writings with their constant appeal to

thlel t1;)adltl?n ‘of the ‘elders antcii Hloly Scripture, this accusation
a s arm essy to t e groun .

t is easy to accuse a man of

zips when he is on(liy knows thtrougi}: hifs advlersariesl, {and most of
is writings are estroye ; ut t e ew etters e t b Arius

S}ll|_0W that this charfgebat least is undieservzdh On the chntrary,
t is accusation mig t e we retorte on t anasius. Newman
says (") that the “Catholics pursued the intellectual investi-
gation of the doctrine, under the guidance of Scripture and tra-
dition merely as tar as some immediate necessity called for it ;
and cared little though one mode of expression seemed incon-
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sistent with another.” Does it seem possible to believe that the
Catholics in their doctrine began from the Scriptures, when
Athanasiusdeclares positively in one passage that it is certain the
literal sense is false, and that the figurative sense which contra-
dicts the literal one, is the true one ? The fact that Athanasius
used Scripture only as a means of justifying his opinion, whether
we dignify it by the appellation of “ Regula Fidei ” or not, is
betrayed by such words as the following 2 “ This then suffices to
prove that the Word of God is not a creature, but that the doc-
trine of the passage is concordant with orthodoxy. But since
that passage when scrutinized has an orthodox sense in every
point of view, it may be well to state what‘it is (”‘).” If the sense
of the words was clear and the ultimate standard of orthodoxy,
there would be no need for the statement that the words of
Scripture are “ capable ” of an orthodox interpretation.



CHAPTER III.

ANTHROPOMORPHISM.

I. The Principle of AnIhrapowwrplu':m.—Man can have an idea
of the nature of God which does not, more or less, imply an ap-
plication of the nature of man to that of God. It was thus that
Philo had spoken of the Logos as the “ heavenly man.” The sect
called Anthropomorphites had in a crude way recognized this
truth, and had not scrupled to apply to God the most minute
traits of human character. The Church felt this to be unworthy
of God, and thus dissented from them.

But if man does not apply to God some similarity of nature
with man, it is absolutely impossible for him to have the slight-
est thought of or about God. '

Hence it resulted from this need that it was observed that man
was made in God's image, and that therefore it was possible to
rise to a conception of the nature of God by contemplating the
nature of man who is the image of God.

It is plain that there is here the same truth as above, stated in
different words, considered from the opposite standpoint. The
difference is one of phraseology : for in both there is observed a
similarity between the natures of God and of man, without the
assumption of which it would be impossible to speak of God a
all. ‘

2. Athanasiusfor Anthropomorphism.—Athanasiushimself relies
on this similarityof nature between that of God and that of man,
in order to have a foundation for his dogma. He says expressly:
“ For such illustrationsand such images has Scripture proposed.
that, considering the inability of human nature to comprehend
God, we might be able to form ideas even from these, however
poorly and dimly,and as far as is attainable (‘).” “ And he who
names God maker and framer and unoriginate, regards and ap-
prehends things created and made ; and he who calls God Father
thereby conceives and contemplates the Son (‘)." “Therefore
it is more pious and more accurate to signify God from the Son,
and call him Father, than to name him from his works only
and call him originate (').” “ But the word Father is very simple
and scriptural; it explains itself at once, and informs us that
God the Fatherhas a Son.” But the proof of the nature of God
from that of man is still stronger. “If, as they hold, he is Son,
not because he is begotten of the Father and proper to his
essence, but that he is called Word only because of things

L
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rational, and VVisdom because of things gifted with power, surely
he must be named a Son because of those who are made Sons :
and perhaps because there are things existing, he has even his
existence,'in our notions only. And then, after all, what is he ?
for he is none of these himself, if they are but his names : and
he has but a semblance of being, and is decorated with these
names from us. Rather this is some recklessness of the Devil,
or worse, if they are not unwilling that they should truly subsist
themselves, but thinkthat God's Word exists but in name (‘).”

Besides, he uses this similarityof natures to prove his point in
a similarityof the architect (‘), of mother and son (‘). Thus he
proves that children are not from without the substance of their
parents (’), that Solomon was called both son and servant of his
father ('), and that the Son of God is begotten of his Father
without anterior Will and Pleasure (°). This latter fact is a very
important one, and this similarity of human and divine nature is
the only argument advanced in the matter.

3. AthanasiusAgainst Anthropomorph1'sm.—When,however, this
principle of anthropomorphismwas used against him by his op-
ponents, Athanasiusdid not hesitate to deny it utterly.

“ Cease ‘this confusion of things unassociable, or rather of
things which are not with him who is (‘°).” “ Not as man is
God (“).” “ For God does not make man his pattern, but rather
we men, because God is properly and alone truly, Father of His
Son, are also called fathers of our own children (”).” This last
assertion he contradicted above, in which we called God Father
from the fact he had a son, not contrarily. He repeats over and
over the statement that God is not like man ("), and that there-
fore any arguments based on the supposed similarityare null and
void. “ There is no affinity between the Divine Nature and ours
(“).” God and man are so unlike it is even wrong to inquire
why this similarity does not exist : “ Nor must we ask why the
Word of God is not such, as our word, considering God is not
such as we, as has been before said (").”

4. The Real Standard is Athanasius’:Fancy.—It is plain that by
holding both of these contradictory principles, and applying
them according to our fancy, it is possible to construct any idea
of God for which ‘we may happen to have a predilection. For it
is after all we who decide where the one principle shall apply,
and where the other. Used in such a maner, neither of these
principles are of the slightest value. If any objective proof is to
be derived from their application, we must use only one or the
other, not both at once. Either then God is in all things like
man, or he is in none like man. Between these two alternatives
lies our choice. If, however, a man has a preconceived idea
of God, it is quite possible to justify it in every particular by a

judicious application of both principles. But then it is plain that
the conception of God arrived at is a subjective one, and not one
to which he has been led by logical premisses, or for which he

Ca?! demand the assent of anybody who is willing to think logi-
ca y.
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The fact that Athanasiusused both principles indiscriminately
proves that his conception of God was a subjective one, which he
was endeavouring to justify ; it was not a conception of God to
which the use of reason would infallibly lead any consistent
thinker. And as a matter of fact he thought that he had derived
it from tradition, from religion, from ecclesiastical authority.
His arguments, as arguments, are valueless. beyond showing
what an ingenious man could say for that conception ; for that
which guides his arguments is not reason, but authority,“ religi-
ousness.” The purpose of his arguments is not then the estab-
lishing of any truth, but the confutation of his opponent, what-
ever their opinions may have been. These arguments are a

splendid example of argumerua ad hominem. Beyond this, they
are valueless.

Before leaving this subject, it may be well to point out once
. more the utter unreasonableness of his position : using contra-

dictory principles whenever they happen to be convenient to
prove his point. This glaring injustice and unfairness vitiates
all the objective value his arguments might otherwise possess.

That this opinion of the character of Athanasius is not mis-
taken has been shown in the last Chapter. He uses contradict-
ory canons of interpretation in respect to Scripture, and so glar-
ing are their discrepancy that it seems difficult to acquit Athan-
asius of the charge of conscious dishonesty.

5. Newman’: Defence of Athana.nu.r.—-Newmanis the only stu-
dent of the Arian controversary who has noticed this deep ques-
tion of anthropomorphism. Like Athanasius, he is ready to
throw all anthropomorphismby the board except where it serves
his purpose. He has even the courage to say that “by the di-
vine begetting is meant not an act, but an eternal and unchange-
ablefact in the Divine Essence (").” But why then is it at all
called a “ begetting,” if it means something totally different in
nature from the connotation of the word? Because a Son can
only proceed from his mother by “ begetting." But if “ beget-
ting ” is not begetting, but an unchangeable fact then is no more
the “ Son” a son, but also a simple eternal and unchangeable
fact of the Divine Essence. If anthropomorphismbe refused in
one place, it should also be discredited in the other.

Several samples of Newman's critique of the Arians, in respect
to these principles, may be given here.

“ In the first proposition Arius assumes that he is really a Son.
and argues as if he were ; in the third he has arrived at the con-
clusion that he was created, that is. no Son at all, except in a

secondary sense, as having received from the Father a sort of
adoption. An attempt was made by the Arians to smooth over
their inconsistency, by adducing passages of Scripture, in which
the works of God are spoken of as births,as in the instance from
Job, ‘ He giveth birth to the drops of dew.’ But this is ob-
viously an entirely new mode of defending their theory of a
divine adoption, and does not relieve their original fault : which
consisted in their arguing from an assumed analogy, which the

L
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result of that argument destroyed. For, if he be the Son of
God, no otherwise than man is, that is, by adoption, what be-
comes of the argument from the anterior and posterior in ex-
istence ?—that is, an adopted son is not necessarilyyounger, but
might be older than the person adopting him—as if the notion of
adoption contained in it any necessary reference to the nature
and circumstances of the two parties between whom it takes
place (").”

This difiiculty which Newman finds in the Arian contention
proceeds solely from the fact that, like Athanasius, Newman re-
solutely refuses to recognise the Arian contention that thereisno
difference between begetting and creating. Begetting is as

much a synonym of creating as creating is a synonym of beget-
ting. ‘

The example adduced from Job above was used by the Arians
to prove this absolute identity of creating and begetting, not to
smooth over any inconsistency in arguing that the Son was

really a Son, and then that he received from the Father only a
sort of adoption. To the Arians both these conceptions were
identical ; and Newman only finds an inconsistency because he
insists on holding that the Arians allowed man to be created by
adoption in the technical Athanasian sense. To the Arians this

dlilstinction, and consequently the inconsistency, did not exist at
a .

“They might safely confess him to be perfect God, one with
God, the object of worship, the author of good; still with the
reserve, that sacred appellations belonged to him only in the
same general sense in which they are sometimes accidentally be-
stowed on the faithful servants of God, and without interfering
with the prerogatives of the One, Eternal, Self-existing cause of
all things (").”

It may be asked, why should the instance in the Bible where
divinity is ascribed to the faithful servants of God, be called
“accidental”? This would indeed be destroying the Inspir-
ation of the Scriptures.

Besides, Newman here overlooks the important Philonic, Ori-
genistic, and Asterian distinction between “God” and “The
God,” and “ powers " and-“ The powers” of God. This would
solve the difliculty immediately.

“They argued against the catholic sense of the word Son.
from what they conceived to be its materiality, and unwarrant-
ably contrasting its primary with its figurative signification, as
if both could not be preserved, they contended that, since the
word must be figurative, therefore it could not retain its primary
sense, but must be taken in the secondary sense of adoption (‘°)."

It is sufficient to remark that this objection of Newman’s
rests again on the refusal to recognise that to the Arians be-
gettlng and creating were identical processes, so that there was
no need of a primary or secondary meaning.

Newman says (It: 5: 2: 1): " That a Father is prior to his son,
is not suggested, though it is implied, by the force of the terms,
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as ordinarily used ; and it is an inference altogether irrelevant,
when the inquiry has reference to that being, from our notion of
whom time as well as space is necessarilyexcluded. It is fair in-
deed to object at the outset to the word Father being applied at
all in its primary sense to the Supreme Being : but this was not
the Arian ground, which was to argue from, not against, the
metaphor employed.”

Of course this was not the Arian ground, inasmuch as it is the
only possible excuse by which the Athanasians,not the Arians.
can escape from the consequences of the premisses. If some of
the most elementary and in fact the most fundamental impli-
cation of the word “ Father" is inapplicable to God, as being
out of time, then we have no right to call God, Father; we

must honestly confess we know nothing whatever about him.
But this will not satisfy the Athanasianswho insisted on the fact
that God has a Son, and refused to apply the same principle of
anthropomorphismwhen the natural deduction is made that the
Fatheras father must be prior to the Son.

Besides, the conception of generation, even if we exclude the
conception of time, must include that of succession, which again
implies at the very least that the Father is prior to the Son.



CHAPTER IV.
.

"'i BEGOTTEN, NOT MADE.

I. The Nicene DLrtinction.—In their formulary, the Bishops at
Nicaea had introduced the words, “Begotten, not made." Athan-
asius therefore felt called upon to defend this distinction as to
the uniqueness in kind, not of degree necessarily,of the origin-
ation of the Son of God. Begetting was the manner of ori-
gination of the Son of God ; all other things whatsoever were
"made" or

“ created," as to origination. The Arians, on the
contrary, attributed both “ begetting ” and “ creating ” indiffer-
ently to both the Word and to creation, “ for, ye say that an of?-
spring is the same as a work, writing ‘ generated or made ’ (‘).”
This distinction between generation and creation is then a vital
distinction for Athanasius,and with it will stand or fall his argu-
ment against the Arians.

It was in this matter that Athanasius made the greatest capi-
tal out of his opponents. That the creation was begotten.
Athanasius contented himself with denying ('). as the creation
came into being at a definite time. This objection assumes that
we accept the principle that begetting does not take place at a
definite time, a principle Athanasiushas not proved. Therefore
Athanasius persistently refused to recognise that the Arians
made no difference between begetting and creating, and merely
accused them of holding that the Son was a creature, in disre-
spect of the Divinity. Thus he accused the Arians of making
the Son share the dishonor of creation as if the process of be-
getting was still recognised as existing. .

All the objections of Athanasius against the Arians in this
matter go upon this supposition, and fall to the ground as soon
as this flaw is pointed out, since the Arians would simply have
refused to accept his supposititious premisses.

It is remarkable that all later writers on the subject have fol-
lowed in his footsteps. This is not astonishing in Voigt ('),
the admirer of Athanasius ; but it is worthy of remark in Har-
nack (‘). who is usually so clear-minded. He says in a tone
apologetic for the Arians that with them : “ Begetting is merely
a synonym for creating.”

Athanasius alone gave to these two words their technical
meaning : to Arius, “ begetting,” “ creating,” “ purposing," and
“ establishing” were all synonyms. Besides, all that Anus said,
was that before he was begotten, or created, or purposed, or es-
tablished. he was not. Thus Arius did not give to “ begetting "
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the connotation of being a synonym of “creating,” “ Ex ouk
ontén ” out of non-existence in the technical sense.

But, singularly, although Athanasius champions the Nicaean
distinction, he does not always himself set it forth. Newman (‘)
says : “The Platonists certainly spoke of the Almighty as
‘ agenétos ’ and the world as ‘ gennétos,’ and the Arians took ad-
vantage of this phraseology. If then Athanasius did not admit
it, he would naturally have said so; whereas his argument IS,
True, the world or creation is ‘gennétos,’ but only by ‘metousia'
as partaking of him is the one and only real ‘gennétos,’ or Son.
That is, he does not discriminate between two distinct ideas.
‘Son’ and ‘creature,’ confused by a common name, but he
admits their connection, only explains it 1 or, to speak logically,
instead of considering‘gennéton’and‘genéton’as equivocal words.
he uses them as synonymous and one, with a primary and sec-

ondary meaning. In like manner our Lord is called ‘monogenés.’
Athanasiusspeaks of the ‘genesis’ of human sons. and of the Di-
vine (°) and (') he observes that Ignatius calls the Son ‘genétos
kai agenétos,’ without a hint about the distinction of roots."

All this only goes to show that when distinctly engaged in
polemic with the Arians, Athanasius recognised the distinction,
which otherwise he neglected. This would have been impos-
sible if it had been a distinction inherited from the Fathers, but
easily possible if it was merely a distinction employed in polemic
by himself first of all.

But, strangest of all, even the Nicene Fathers did not in their
formulation adhere to the distinction. Their second anathema is
launched forth against ‘those who say “ he was not before he was
begotten.” This certainly infers that “ he was ” before he was
“ begotten.’ If this be true, then it is very plain that the eternal
generation is thrown by the board, since he was before he was
eternally generated. Besides, this denies that he was “ begotten ”

at all, for it is impossible for anything to be begotten in the
Athanasiansense which exists already. If this be true, then the
whole Athanasian cosmology must be revised, and the result is
polytheism,as there are two unbegotten ones who are not the
same.

2. Creation.—For Athanasius, creation was a sudden, syn-
chronous, arbitrary act, while begetting was a process (').

It is uncertain how Athanasius reconciled the six days of
creation (') with his philosophical conception :

“ For individual
stars and the great lights were not called into being one after
another, but they were all created in one day, and they all started
into existence at one command. All the individuals of the same
kind or species, beasts, birds, fishes, and plants had as it were
but one birth (‘°).'’ ‘‘ For God is not wearied by commanding.
nor is his strength unequal to the making of all things—l'or he
lets nothingstand over which he wills to be done ; but he willed
only, and all things subsisted (")." If then the Logos did not
originate at the same time the world did, it was plain he was not
created ; therefore, he must have been “begotten" (").

L
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Other differences between creating and begetting are as fdl=
lows: Creation is out of nothing,out of no preexisting materials,
not from without (”). Begetting is from within. God was never
without Wisdom or Ray C‘). Created things will perish; be-
gotten things will not (“). Creation is origination with no ul-
terionpurpose, except the existence of the thing created ; that
which is begotten is originated for some particular purpose.
For instance, Adam was created for no ulterior end than to be a

man, and afterwards was commanded to work ; the Word, how-
ever was begotten “ for his works (").”

In his zeal to make the distinction Athanasiusforgot, however,
that he had before (") stated the opposite, that it was blasphemy
to think that the Logos was begotten for our sakes, and that
men were not created for his sake. It is not for us to pretend to
solve this absolute self-contradiction.

Creation is “ out of nothing,” begetting is a participation of
nature which is from everlasting to everlasting ( ). No creature
can create another; only a begotten offspring can create (").

Athanasiusconcludes 2 “ This distinction then, Holy Scripture
E'§3'y,plainly makes between ‘ begotten ’ and ‘ made ’ or ‘ created ’

3. AthanasiusDenier the D:2m'nct£on.—Yet, when Athanasius is
pressed with texts such as, for instance, “whom he hath ap-
pointed heir of all things" and “ being made so much better
than the angels," (“) which cannot be tortured into applying
only to the human nature of the Logos, he is fain to find in-
stances in the Scriptures where “begetting” and “creating”
are used synonymously, so that in these passages he may sub-

stiitute “begotten” for “ made ” or “created " or “appointed "

His argument here is but lame. He points out that in the text
above the word “ ma ‘e ” is followed by the word “ better" to
distinguish him from all other thingswhich were created ; but it
is evident that even in this case the difference is one of degree,
and not of kind (”) as the former distinction demanded ("). He
is driven to acknowledge that “thus we see that the sacred
writers put the words ‘ made ’ and ‘ become’ very often in the
place of ‘ begotten (").’ " Finally in despair he says: “ If the
sacred writers have used the words ‘ he who made him ’ instead
of saying ‘ he who begat him,’ in speaking of him, who is so ex-
pressly declared to be the Son and Word of God, what advant-
age will this afford to our enemies P When there is an agree-
ment as to what his nature is, what expressions are used are by
no means material. Words will never alter or destroy the nature
of things ; on the contrary they ought to be adjusted to it (")."
Thus Athanasiustries to distract the student from the fact, which
he is forced to confess, that the distinction between “ begotten "

and “ made," in the Scriptures, breaks down.
Of course, what words are used about things concerning which

everybody agrees, is utterly immaterial ; but when there is so
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much difference of opinion as existed between Athanasius and
Arius, then the question of words is all-important, and the whole
argument of Athanasius rested on the fact that the Scriptures
made a distinction between “ begotten ” and “ made." And
now, when he confesses that this distinction breaks down, he
thereby surrenders the argument against the Arians. '

It is impossible to emphasise too much the above quotations,
in which Athanasiusexplicitly surrenders thedistinctiononwhich
the Nicaean Symbol is founded.

But it is feasible to prove more than this ; namely, that Athan-
asius was consciously dishonest. If he had found out that the
distinction could not be supported after he had made it, his
action would be that of an honest man who confesses that he has
made a mistake. But if, as the case actually is, he first finds that
the distinction cannot be supported ("), and then, subsequent to
this ("), insists on the distinction, and seeks to prove from it the
diflerence of nature of the Logos and the creation, then it seems
thatthere is the action of a man who already knows that his ar-

gument is false, but who is reckoning on the fact that his op-
ponent has forgotten that his arguments had already been pro-
ved fallacious.

Besides, if Athanasius had dealt with the Old Testament in
Hebrew, and not with the translations, his whole argument
would have broken down at the start, or would have had to be
changed from beginning to end. Therefore the arguments of
Athanasius,even if they were successful, would be useless, since
the Prophets did not write in Greek, in which language alone
the famous distinction existed in its historic form. They wrote
in Hebrew; and if it be desired to prove anything from the
nature of the words e'nplo ed concerning Wisdom, then it is
necessary to deal with the ebrew words. But, of course, Athan-
asius knew no better, because he nowhere shows acquaintance
with the Hebrew language, and everywhere considers the trans-
lations inspired and final. Gwatkin (”) says : “ The whole dis-
cussion on Prov. viii : 22, LXX, ‘ Kurios ektise me,’ etc., might
have been avoided by a glance at the original ‘yiya qanai.’ Even
Aquila, Theodotion and Symmachus all have ‘ ektésato.' Euseb-
ius ('°) mentions the fact, refers to the Hebrew and compares
Genesis iv: 1, lxix: 30; so also Dionusios of Rome (") and
Basil (”).”

Henceappears how uncritical Athanasiuswas ; Aquila, Theo-
dotion, and Symmachus had a Greek reading which would
have freed him from trouble, and betrayed the insecurity of his
distinction; Eusebius, Dionusios and Basil were thus better
critics than Athanasius. This proof of Athanasius’s uncritical-
ness shows how little we dare build on his distinction in Greek
as well as Hebrew.

4. Proverb: VIII : 22.—There was one text which the Arians
were never weary of bringing up against Athanasius. “ The Lord
created me a beginning of his ways for his works (").” Con-



' Begamn, Not Made. ‘ 67

sequently, Athanasiusis forced to devote the whole of his second
Oration against the Arians to a discussion of this text. In the
Septuagint, which Athanasius evidently had before his eyes, it
reads : “ The Lord created me in the beginning of his ways with
his creation ; he founded me before the age in the beginning,
before he created the earth ; he begat me before he made the
depths, before the breaking forth of the springs of water, before
the mountains were settled, before the hills.”

Athanasiuscontends 2
I. As we have seen above, “begotten” and “ created" are

used interchangeably (").
II. As we have seen above, these words must be taken in a

proverbial sense, even if that contradicts the literal sense C‘).
III. “ He has not said ‘I am a creature ' or ‘ I became a crea-

ture,’ but only ‘ He created’ (")." “ But this mere term ‘ He
created’ does not necessarily signify the essence or generation,
but indicates somethingelse as coming to pass in Him of whom
it speaks.” The creatures in Him are said to be created.

IV. “ He created” need not necessarily refer to created na-

ture, for “creation” may be used of merely a newly created
condition (").
- V. The text means only : “ My Father has prepared for me a
body, and has created me for men in behalf of their salvation ”

on the grounds of Wisdom building her an house (").
VI. The “ beginning of the ways ” does not refer to the cre-

ation of the World, but of the ways for the salvation of men, for
these ways must have existed in the Word before he became

_their beginning. Adam was the first way; but that failed;
therefore, for the salvation of man, new ways must be con-
structed. Thus (") arises a new creation. Thus we must con-
trast “the Beginning of ways to his being the Only-Begotten
Word (‘°).” On account of the resurrection was he a Beginning
of ways (")

VII. “ Therefore if he is before all things, yet says, ‘ He cre-
ated me’ (not ‘that I might make the works,’ but) ‘for the
works,’ unless ‘ He created ' relates to something later than him-
self, He will seem later than the works, finding them in his cre-
ation already in existence before him, for the sake of which he is
also brought into being (").” Since therefore he was created
after creation, this only refers to his body. As he took the ser-

vantfi; form, so he calls his Father Lord, as any other servant
wou .

VIII. “If he says that he was created ' for the works, he shows
his intention of signifying, not his essence, but the Economy
v(1v.l;ic’h took place for his works, which comes second into being

IX. “ For as, if he had said the reverse, ‘ The Lord begat me.’
and went on, ‘ But before the hills he created me’ ‘created’
would certainly precede ‘begat,’ so having first said ‘created,’
and then added, but before all the hills he ‘ begat ' me, he neces-
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sarily shews that begat preceded ‘ created.’ For in saying, ‘Be-
fore all He begat me,’ He intimates that he is other than all
things ; it having been shewn to be true in an earlier part of this
book, that no one creature was made before another, but all
things originate subsisted at once together upon one and the
same command (“).” Thus the Word was first begotten, and
then created, while men were first created and then begotten by
adoption (').

X. The Arians objected to the need of this Incarnation, since
a single word of God would have undone the curse. Athanasius
answers here : “ We must consider what was expedient for man-

kind, and not what simply is possible with God (")." “If God
had but spoken, because it was in his power, and so the curse
had been undone, the power had been shewn of him who gave
the word, but man had become such as Adam was before the
transgression, having received grace from without, and not hav-
ing it united to the body ; (for he was such when he was placed
in Paradise) nay, perhaps, had become worse, because he had
learned to transgress.” lnconsistently enough with the point at
issue Athanasiusgoes on to say that if the Son had been only a
creature he could not have saved man(") and could not have
overcome the devil who was also a creature (").

XI. In respect to the 23d verse, Athanasius says that “ He‘
says not ‘ Before the world he founded me as Word or Son,’
but simply ‘(before the world) he founded me,’ to shew again,
as I have said, that not for his own sake but for those who are
built upon him does he here also- speak, after the way of Pro-
verbs. “And it must be that the foundation should be such
as the things built on it, that they may well admit of being com-
pacted together. Therefore according to his manhood is he
founded, that we, as precious stones may admit of building upon
him. The branches must be like the vine (").” Of course in
this connection we remember that work, creation, and things
made or founded are all synonyms (‘°). The fact that this foun-
dation occurs before the creation of the world is evident. “ For
though the grace which came to us from the Saviour appeared-
just now, and has come when he sojourned among us ; yet this
grace had been prepared even before we came into being, nay,
before the foundation of the world, and the reason why is kindly
and wonderful. It beseemed not that God should counsel con-
cerning us afterwards, lest he should appear ignorant of our
fate (")."

XII. “ And as some son of a king, when the Father wished to
build a city, might cause his own name to be printed upon each
of the works that were rising, both to give security to them of
the works remaining, by reason of the show of his name on
everything,and also to make them rememberhim and his Father
from the name, and having finished the city might be asked con-
cerning it, how it was made, and then would answer, ‘It is
made securely, for according to the will of my Father I am
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imaged in each work, for my name was made in the works, (that
is, the reason visible in human and s_ubhuman creatures) ‘but
saying this, he does not signify that his own essence IS created,
but the impress of himself by means of his name ; in the same
manner, to apply the illustration. to those who admire the WIS-
dom of the creatures, the true Wisdom makes_answer, ‘The Lord
created me for his works,’ for my impress 15 _in them ; and I
have thus condescended for the framing of all things (").” “ All
things took place in me and through me, and when there was
need that Wisdom should be created in the works, in my essence
indeed I was with the Father, but by a condescension to things
originate, I was disposing over the works my own impress, so
that the whole world as being in one body, might not be in var-
iance but in concord with itself (")."'

It will be seen in the course of these comments on the above
arguments that theycontradicteach other, and are therefore in-
consistent. What this fact proves must be that Athanasius had
no consistent interpretation of the text ; and that he was merely
playing at logic-fencing with his opponents.

If the first argument be true, that there is no distinction be-
tween the two words “ begotten ” and “ made ” in Scripture, .or
that the distinction cannot everywherebe supported, then all the
other argumentls are false, for they all presuppose the distinction
with all its im ications.

The second ‘argument has already been met elsewhere, and the
injustice of accepting a sense contrary to the literal sense has
been pointed out. Besides, all the following arguments prove
all that they can prove, from peculiarities of the literal sense ; so
that if this interpretation of the Scriptures is to be accepted, all
the following arguments should be dismissed.

The distinction of the third argument is logically indefensible.
The plain literal sense demands that " he created me ” be equiv-
alent to “ I was created by him ;” and this is equivalent to “ I

Eras his creaturei” How is it possible to be created without
emg a creature

.

Besides, the third argument agrees with the twelfth in this,
that it applies the created part of the Son of God to all creation,
not the human body of Jesus of Nazara, as the fifth, sixth,
seventh, eighth, ninth, tenth, and eleventh arguments demand.
These two sets of arguments are contradictory, and only one of
them can be true. Which shall we choose ?

The reason that only one of these two sets of arguments can
be true is that if the student identify the created part of the Son
of God with the human body of Jesus of Nazara, then it cannot
also at the same time apply to all other things, which were
“ other" to the human body of Jesus.

Again, if the third argument be true, then it is the Father who
created the world in the Son, and it was not the Logos of God
that created them. This would be a serious difficulty in view of
Athanasius’scontinually repeated assertion that the Word which
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was begotten created the world and that the reason why the
Word was not created was that no created thing can create any-
thingelse, and the Logos did create.

The fourth argument sets forth that the created Word here
means only a created condition, or, in other words, a change of

preécicistent materials. It is then only a metaphorical use of the
wor .

If this be true, then Athanasiusmust give up the third, twelfth,
fifth, sixth, seventh, eighth, ninth, eleventh arguments, which all
use the word “ created ” in the primary sense of creation out of
nothing. Which of these two sets of arguments will he give up?
For they are utterly inconsistent, forming the fallacy of a double
middle, giving a double sense to the crucial word.

The fifth argument implies an illustration so far-fetched, and
so far removed from the literal sense that the critic must question
it. Even if he accepted it, there would be no analogy. A house
is built out of preéxistent materials ; creation, on the contrary,
as in this case also in which it applies to a created body which is
created out of nothing,always means creation out of nothing.

As to the sixth argument, any unprejudiced reader will say
that the verse applies to the beginning of all creation. But,
even if he accept Athanasius’s premisses, he can disprove his
conclusion. He confesses that Adam was the first way of God
with man. If then the Son is the “beginning” of God’s ways
with man, then he is identified with Adam, not with the human
body of Jesus of Nazara. who was confessedly only the second
way of God with man, the first way having failed. Besides, if we
were to confess that the human body of Jesus of Nazara was the
first of God’s ways with man, this means that before Jesus God
had no dealings or ways with his works. Not only would Adam.
the Patriarchs, and the Mosaic Dispensation be ruled out of
the category of God’s dealings with men, but it would appear
that not even the creation of man or of the world was a “ way ”

of God with man. Here we see how the arguments which apply
the created part of the Son to the human body of Jesus of Na-
zara necessarily deny and contradict, and are inconsistent with
the arguments which apply it to the creation of the world as
the third and twelfth do. For if the human body of Jesus was
the “ first” of God's ways with man, the whole creation of the
world, and the whole history of the world until the birthof Jesus
had no connection at all with God and could not possibly be the
created part of the Son.

The seventh argument makes a supposition which is inconsist-
ent with the unquoted words of the text. It runs thus : “The
Lord created me in the beginnings of his ways with or for his
works.” If then it should refer to the body of Jesus, this body
of Jesus would be the first of his ways with his works. The Old
Testament covenants with Abraham and Moses deny this, how-
ever. Rather it supposes that the Wisdom was created as the
first step which God took in the creation of his works. ~
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The words of the text need not be interpreted as implying the
preéxistence of the works, as may be easily seen by consulting
the Greek (“). ‘

The eighth argument assumes that “the works ” refer to his
dealings with men in the Incarnation. If the authorof the Pro-
verbs had meant this, he must indeed have been a wonderful
prophet ; and few authoritiesto-day would say more than Plum-
mer that in the Old Testament Wisdom was conceived of as
nothing more than a poetic impersonation of an attribute of
God. It is probable that the literal sense is simply that he was
created for the works inasmuch as he would be a useful means
for creation. Besides, as Athanasiusholds that Wisdom created
the world, he must hold this literal interpretation, which thus
need by no means refer to the Economy of redemption.

The ninth argument introduces some very interesting con-
siderations. ’

It is once more repeated that all creation is one synchronous
act ; and we saw before that this was one of the most important
characteristics of creation as distinguished from begetting. If
this be true, then this absolutely- contradicts arguments five, six,
seven, eight, on the one hand, and eleven on the other. The
point of the first set of these arguments is that his body was
created, or founded, before the creation of the world. If then
the ninth argument be true, these other five arguments are false,
and impossible.

This ninth argument would imply that the body of Jesus was
created out of nothing, at the time of the creation of the world,
and arguments five, six, seven, and eight, which makes it to be
created out of nothingafter the creation of the world. Of these
three sets of arguments only one can be true ; the other two sets
must be false.

But this ninth argument still further conflicts with another.
According to the ninth, the Son was first begotten and then
created ; whereas men were first created and then begotten. Ar-
gument six, however, says that men were first created, and then
were re-created in a second creation. It is impossible to say that
this begetting of man is the same thing which is meant by his
second creation ; for then we would consciously violate Athan-

'asius’s distinction of begetting and creating, which the Nicene
Creed also recognizes. Here then is a gruesome contradiction
in terms. How it shall be solved, on Athanasius’s principles,
there seems to be no indication.

Besides, the ninth argument says that all creation was simul-
taneous. How then would it be possible to have a second cre-
ation thousands of years after the first ?

'll‘he nin_th argument then labours under these four grave difl‘i-
cu ties.

The tenth argument endeavours to answer the Arian objection.
Why did God go to so much trouble in the Economy of the
Redemption, when a single word of his would have done just.
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as well ? Athanasius does not deny that God could have this :
but the arguments he adducesbelow, that it was expedient for
mankind, and that they could not have been as good as before,
and so forth, all implicitly deny that God could by a word have
released man from all his obligations and sins.

'Moreover, in these arguments of his, that Adam alone, and not
we, received grace from without, Athanasiusdiffers from all Pa~
tristic authority,notably Cyril and Augustine ('). Besides, his
statement that the Incarnation was not a necessity difiers from
the orthodox doctrine of Anselm (").

If therefore Athanasiusdoes not say that the Incarnation was
a necessity, he does not answer the objection of the Arians:
and it remains that if God could have released man by a single
word the manner he chose to do it was unnecessarily trouble-
some. .

All the arguments used, in the eleventh answer to the Arians,
to prove the fact that Christ must necessarily have been of one

‘and the same nature with man, in order to be the stem of the
vine of which men a e branches, militate against his,original
distinction of begettingand creating on the plea of the difference
obtaining between God and man.

The eleventh argument, however, is for Athanasiusthe worst
blow his enemies could possibly have inflicted. It is here that
Athanasius acknowledges that the Son was “ founded," i. 9.,
“ created,” before the creation of the world. Here he distinctly
contradicts his own argument given above which proved that
the Son was not created, and therefore begotten.

The argument was this. All creation was a synchronous act.
Now, the Son was not created at the same time as the world.
Therefore the creation of the world as adverted to in theeleventh
argument is false. There is no way of escaping either horn of
the dilemma.

If we accept the twelfthargument, we must then contradict all
the former arguments which referred the created part of the Son
to the human body of Jesus of Nazara, for it is here only the
Reason immanent in living beings, and as such is “ created ” ;
and this immanent reason is a different thing from the human
body of Jesus of Nazara. If the “ creation ” of the Son was to
apply to both the human body of Jesus and the immanentreason,
then it would be necessary to have a double creation of the Son,
of which we nowhere find a trace.

5. Usual In!erpretation.——-As a usual matter, however, Athan-
asius did not make so elaborate an interpretation of this passage.
In another work he simply denies the application, because else-
where the distinction exists ("), and applies the creation to the
human body U‘). Yet in this case he does not attempt an in-
terpretation of the difiicult verse, “he founded me before the
creation of the world." '

We have now examined the twelve interpretations of Proverbs
viii: 22, which Athanasius advances. We have found them
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to be mutually inconsistent, and self-contradictory. This fact
proves that Athanasius had no settled and clear interpretation
himself, and was only doing his best to escape the plain sense of
the words. We have said nothing as to the intrinsic value of
any of his interpretations. It seems useless to do so, since we
find that they are mutually inconsistent.

We have already seen that if Athanasius had glanced at the
Hebrew “ qanah ” or the Greek “ ktaomai ” (Revised Version,
possess, or form) he would have had no need of long arguments,
to explain away the “ ktizein,” which for him was a word with
technical meaning. And yet, even then it would not have been
the technical “gennésis” or begetting, which his theory required.
The meaning of “ qanah ” may be seen by the following trans-
lations of it in the A. V. : Attain, bought, buy, buyer, get, jeal-
ousy, keep, owner, possess, possessed, possessor, purchase, re-

cover, redeem, verily. The Greek “ktaomai” is translated : Ob-
tain, possess, provide, purchase. Both of these words thus seem
to refer primarily to things, and only by a very extended meta-
phor to the “ getting ” of sons. Even this does not look on chil-
dren from the stand-point of sonship, but from that of additions
to the household of the father, since in the early days of Genesis
children were considered chattels, as well as in the later days of
Paul. Surely this will not yield what Athanasius demands of
“ begetting” as a technical word, although in truth it frees him
the disagreeable necessity of explaining away the technical term
“ creating.”



CHAPTER V.

OTHER TEXTS.

I. Philippians [1 .' 9.—“ Wherefore God also hath highly ex-
alted him, and given him a name which is above every name :

That at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in
heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth.”

The Arians contended that the word “ wherefore” indicated
that what God had given him was a reward of a successfully
carried out purpose : which can only exist in a nature which is
capable either of success or failure (’).

Athanasiusrejoins that the Arian belief in a preéxistent Logos
as well as the Catholic position is undermined by this interpre-
tation ; for it would imply that he had not been preéxistent Lo-
gos and Son before (’). “Therefore he was not man and-then
became God ; but he was God and then became man, and that to
deify us.” The word “ Gods " had been applied to Moses and
the Jewish congregation before the Incarnation ; this would
make him God later than they ('). As there is no deifying apart
from the Word, “ If he called them Gods unto whom the Word
came,” if Moses and the Jewish congregation were called Gods,
this implies the Word existed before as God (‘). Since the
Father is unalterable, his Son Word and Image must be unalter-
able too, Phil. ii: 5-II ; Ps. lxxii : I7, 5, LXX (‘). The Son must
have been God before the Incarnation, for he was worshipped
before the Incarnation, in the Old Testament, Ps. liv: I ; xx :

7 ; Heb. i : 6 ('). The text applies to the Son only as man, Heb.
vi : 20; ix : 24 (’). The words “ gave him” refers only to his
manhood; before the Incarnation, the Word was worshipped
by the angels ; after, Jesus ('). “ Wherefore ” does not mean a
reward of merit, but a cause of exaltation (’). The words
“given him” also refer to the resurrection given him by the
Father ("). “ Exalted ” means that his body was exalted from
the lower parts of the earth (“). In this interpretation, Athan—
asius was right in holding that the literal sense is humanitarian,
and destroys even the Arian position.

2. Psalm XLV 2 7, 8.—“ Thy throne, O God, is for ever and
ever; a sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom.
Thou hast loved righteousness and hated iniquity, therefore God.
even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness above
thy fellows.”
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The word “fellows ” distinctly refers to all men as fellows of
Christ, as man. But he is said to be God, in his eternal nature,
in the first part of the quoted verse. He was anointed with the
Holy Ghost, as Jewish kings were, and all other men after him.
“ I, being the Father's Word, I gave to myself, when becoming
man, the Spirit ; and myself, become man, do I sanctify in him,
that henceforth in me, who am the Truth, all may be sanctified
(“).” “The Spirit’s descent on him in Jordan was a descent
upon us, because of his hearing our body (").” This headship
of the body of Jesus is as shadowy as that of Adam. As a matter
of fact, the bodies of men born a thousand years after his have
no contact of any kind with his body ; and the only union that
can possibly be claimed is a spiritual union, which has nothing
to do with the body. The Word was not exalted or lowered ;
it is man who was promoted C‘). The word “ wherefore "

means only a cause why, not a reward of merit. The cause was
that “those who had become under a curse” might be set
free (“). “But if I through the Spirit of God can cast out
demons.” Matthew xii : 28. “The Spirit of the Lord is upon
Me, because he hath anointed Me," Is. 1xi: I. These verses
were spoken of him as a man. John xx : 22 ; xvi : 13, 15, on
thecontrary, of him as God (").

.

The words “Thou hast loved righteousness and hated iniquity”
do not necessarily imply free will of choice between them, that is.
alterableness. They were given to alterable men as an example
of unalterableness ("). This is a very strained interpretation :
for if they mean alterableness at all, they mean it in whosesoever
mouth they are. When " loving” and “hating” is spoken of
in regard to the Father. as in Is. lxxxvii : 2, Mal. i: 2, 3, the
Arians do not interpret such expressions as denoting alterable-
ness ; why then in the case above (“) P This argument of Athan—
asius is telling; yet it is probable that its aplication would be
denied, in the case above, because it would depend on the nature
of the person of which it is said whether alterableness is predi-
cable of it or not. In the case of God, all agree it is not ; but
just in the case of Christ all disagree. Yet, such alterable inter-
pretation would end in humanitarism, not Arian preéxistence of
the Logos.

3. Hebrew: I : 4.—“ Being made so much better than the an-

gels, as he hath by inheritance obtained a more excellent name
than they.”

.

I. Athanasius contends that we cannot understand Scriptur
unless we know the occasion and nature of the persons referred
to, so as to be certain of the sense in which it is spoken (").
This is reading into Scripture, not out of Scripture ; it is prov-
ing dogma by Scripture which is interpreted according to the
dogma. If any objective results are to follow from consider-
ation of Scripture, it must be taken in its literal sense.

II. All that the texts mean is to say that the ministry of the
Son is so much better than the ministry of servants. The word
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“ better ” denotes difierence of kind, not of degree : as hea-
venly courts are better than earthly houses because of different
kind ("). ‘

III. The word “become" is not used absolutely,but modified by
“ better," to denote a difference of nature so well that he thought

i

it immaterial which expression was used, deeming no mistake

polssfibleh The word otherwise is often used 0%sons ("‘).
.

T e word " better ” indicates a di erence of kind ;
“ rather" or “ more ” or “ greater” a difference of degree.
There would only have been a difference of degree if the text
had run _“ being made so _much greater” than _the angels (").
Usage will not support this distinction. Especially is this the
case when the word “become” is the same of angels and the
Word. To be made better than another thing is a comparison2lb:;I:§’,!"1€:,’0xt.lel‘y‘;a?:i€nlg(1Itl}(1léglpgeesented by the word made or

v'V._i Elsewhere, the Son is said to be eternal and unoriginate ;
so it must mean the same thing here. The Father is not said to
be " lgtte; " than the Son, but only “ greater " than him. John
xiv: ( ).

VI. Since the word “ better " denotes a difference of kind, the

Eon was not ofdorigingte thii1gs,hifhe wasdbetterhthari‘the angels.
onsequent y, isobe ience to im wou not ave een more

guilty than disobedience topangels, which however is asserted in
‘I-Ieb. vii : 22, 1:9 viii : 6 ; ix The word “ better” is used
in respect to t e ispensation .

VII. Becoming a surety for us, means that he became a pledge
in our behalf. Therefore, “ expounding it according to a second
sense " it only means he became man ("). Now, we must notice
that _an in‘terpreter has a’ right,_ if he pleases,_to interpret Scrip-
tBure 11111 ah seciond sfnsf, even if that contradifcts thel_iteria1.l sense.

ut e s ou use ot at once. Arguments our to six ave in-

sister? that the word “ better ” made,a difference in kind, in spite
o t e word ‘ made ” or “ become ’ so that the passage still re-
fers to the eternal ’Sonship. Now, however, we are told that

tshere is no difference in kind, but that it applies merely to the
on as man, in which capacity he was “ made ” or “became”

in the same manner or kind as all other men and angels. This
is sheer contradiction in terms. ’

‘ VIII. Returning to “better” as a difierence in kind, we see
that if the Son was “ better " than the angels, he must have been
God, as which he has been worshipped. Heb. i :_6. Thus only
the Divine Son could have brought about somethingbetter (").

IX. If the word become applies equally to him and the an-
gels then either he is an angel, or they sons. But in Heb. i:
6, a difierence is made between them and him : therefore, what-
ever in lEInd1S(‘:1-.)c[ua'1rt1o them ‘is only liis new dispensation as In-
carnate o .

is proo is not rom the passage itself ; it
simply contents itself with denying the words of the passage in

‘consideration of other words which have only a doubtful con-
nection with the sense.
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X. In Psalm ix : 9; xxx : 3, the word “ become” is used of
the Father, that He became a defence to those who trusted in
him. Now, sound interpretation will apply this to God the
Word‘, and thus the Word would in his created manhood “ be-
come” a defence unto them. If, however, it applies to the
Father, then the Father himself would be called originate. But,
a reading of the text will show that it applies not to the Origin
of the Father, but to his merely changing his relation to man,
as Abraham long after he had been created, became a defence to
Lot. If it was thus that the Father became a defence, then this
was the case through the Incarnation of the Son, whereby he
became a defence to man (").

XI. Athanasius thinks that it is only fair that the word “be-
come" should‘ apply to the Son in the same sense that it has
been proven that it applies to the Father. He became a defence
not as to essence, but as regards to his Economy (")'. This de-
duction is incorrect. The text does not say that the Son merely
became a defence to man, as we saw it said of the Father,which
indeed, means only a change of relation towards man. But the
text distinctly refers to the origination "of the Essence of the
Son 2 “ Being made so much better than the angels.” That is,
having been created so much better than the angels. From this
it is clear that the conception of creation, the “kind,” is the
same in both instances; and therefore the word “ better" can

only refer to the “ degree ” in which the kind existed in both an-

gels and the Son. Besides, the word “ better" is itself the com-
parative of the word good : and all comparatives are differences
of degree. The argument which interprets the word “ became"

as applicable to the human becoming of the Son, thereby ignores
all the arguments which found in better a difference of kind.
For this would mean, that as 3 created man, the Son was of a
higher kind than angels, who are by Athanasius always looked
upon as a higher race of created beings than men.

The arguments therefore contradict each other, and show that
Athanasiushimself had no consistent interpretation of the text.

4. Hebrews III : IO, 2.——“ Consider the Apostle and High
Priest of our profession, Christ Jesus ; Who was faithful to him
that made him, as also Moses was faithful in all his house.”

I. Athanasiusdoes not deny that the word “ made" here ap-
plies to the Word before the Incarnation. He denies, on philo-
sophic grounds, that such can be the case. If the Son is a crea-

ture, God has no Word. Therefore God cannot create, as light
cannot shine without the ray, or a fountain irrigate without a
stream of water. Thus, as Creation is an exercise of Will, and
the begetting of the Word is Nature, if there was no Word, Will
would be above Nature; while it is self-evident that Nature is
above Will; for the Natural Word is the Living Will of the
Father (’°).-

II. If we understand this, it does not matter what the words
used are ; for words should conform to meaning, and not mean-
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ing to words. Therefore, when the word “made” is used in
respect to a creature, it means “made” in its proper sense;
whereas, when it is used in respect to somethingwhich is not a

creature, it is used interchangeably with “ begotten ” ("). It is
plain that here Athanasius acknowledges that the sacred
writers do use the word “ made ” of the Son; also that here
Athanasiusbegs the question. He decides of the sense of Scrip-
ture according to the dogma, whereas he is appealing to Scrip-
ture to support the dogma. This is an inexcusable proceeding.
It is plain that here is the only instance of Athanasius's be-
lieving that the words “ begotten ” and “ made” are syn-
onymous, or used for each other, whereas elsewhere he always
insists on the Nicaean distinction, “ begotten, not made.”
Besides, if such a distinction occurs in Scripture, it is impos-
sible to believe that a sacred writer, knowing it, and all its bear-
ing on the Divinity of Jesus of Nazara, would deliberately put
the one for the other in a crucial place, “in a secondary sense,"
which, in view of the distinction, happens to be exactly contra-
dictory to the primary sense. Such suppositions are unthinkable.

III. Athanasius endeavours to prove this fact of the inter-
hangeableness of the terms in question by instances from the

Old Testament, where Sara calls her husband Lord, although
she was his wife. Nathan and Bathsheba speak to David of his
son Solomon as his servant (”). On this account however then
did not deny Solomon’s sonship ("). This argument means
little, because in the East, as even till to-day, women and
children are considered the slaves of their husbands and fathers.
Thus it is perfectly consistent to call a son or wife servant. See
Gal. 4 : I. Now, if this argument is to apply at all to Christ, then
it will be evident that although he is the Son of God he is the
Servant of God just as much as any created thing which was not
born or begotten of him. Thus, as to servant-hood, the Son
and all created things would be equal, and we would have the
Arian coéquality of the meaning of begotten and made.

IV. Athanasiusnotices that the Arians emphasized the words
“Who made.” Athanasius gives the instance of Eve and of
Joseph who called their children Cain and Ephraim and Manas-
seh, “ made” and “ gotten,” without forgetting their birth (").
Both of these instances are in the Septuagint translation of the
Hebrew, and therefore not final, as to the Greek distinction. But
if they are final, as to the Greek distinction, as Athanasiusthinks,
then this is positive proof that the Nicene distinction cannot be
supported by the Scriptures.

V. Athanasiusrepeats that as it is plain the Son is not a work,
it does not matter what words are used about him ("). We re-

peat that this whole appeal to Scripture depends on the words
used in Scripture, since this is the very point on which both
parties disagree. This is the one proof, that if the Nicene dis-
tinction can be found in the Scriptures it amounts to nothing,as

- all words amount to nothing,according to Athanasius.
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VI. Athanasiusproves that the Son cannot be a work, because
all works shall be brought to judgment, whereas the Word is
himself the Judge. He cannot be both Judge and judged (").

Here Athanasius forgets that he had acknowledged that the
human body of Jesus of Nazara was made, or created, and there-
fore a work. As a work, it will have to come to judgment be-
fore itself in any case, so that this absurdity is not removed by
aflirming that the Son in his eternal nature is not a work, and
therefore need not be judged. But if an exception should be
made in favour of the human body of Jesus of Nazara, it is suffi-
cient to state that the text reads “ all works ” and does not read
“ all works except the created body of the Word.” This argu-
ment may seem trfling : but it is no more trifling than the ar-

gument of Athanasiushere adduced.
VII. Aaron became highpriest when he put on the priestly

robe : so Christ was made Apostle and High Priest when he put
on the robe of the flesh. Aaron was made High Priest long after
he was made man: Christ was “made” High Priest long after his
existence as Word. Who, seeing Christ manifest his Godhead
by his works would not have naturally asked, Who made him
Man (") ? Here is a subtle equivocation in the meaning of
the word “ made." In the case of Aaron's priesthood, it only
means that Aaron assumed the title of High Priest. Whereas, in
the case of Christ, it meant the technical “creation” “ out of
nothing.” On account of this difference of meaning, there is
no parallelism. The question, Who made him Man ? would only
be asked by somebody who had supposed that he thereby had
ceased to be God- This of course is not Athanasius’sdesire.

VIII. The word " Faithful" means only eternal, not dying or
perishing as the Greek gods. I Thess. v : 24 ("). But in these
cases the word “faithful”is used of superiors towards inferiors,
whereas in the present case it is of inferior to superior : “ who
was faithful to him that made him.” Here, therefore, it can
mean nothing more than obedient, and honest in the discharge
of his vows or obligations.

IX. Thus Athanasius asserts he has proved that the Word
“, made,” (not this time in its “ secondary” meaning!) applies
to the body of Jesus. If, however, it is used of the preéxistent
Word, then it is interchangeable with “ begat” ("). Here
Athanasius thinks the word applies to the body of Jesus, after
having at first admitted it referred to the preéxistent Word. But
if in the first instance, we are to use a secondary meaning, why
not in the second case also? Why does he say that in thefirstcase
a secondary meaning must be used ? Because it is certain that
the Word was not made, but begotten. But this is the very
point at issue, it is not a postulate in which both parties agree,
in which case a secondary meaning might be admissible. For in-‘
stance, when we speak of sunrise and sunset, we all agree to use a

secondary sense because it has been scientificallyproved that the
earth and not the sun moves. But if the question were stillopen,
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we would be forced by honesty to use the first meaning, if we use
the word at all. Athanasius concedes to the Arians their ex-
egesis of the verse, that " made” applies to the preéxistent
Word. His strictures about a “ secondary sense ” appear to be
mere “ begging the question.”

5. Act: II : 36.—“ He hath made both Lord and Christ that
same Jesus whom ye have crucified.”

I. Athanasiusasks, Where is it written, He made for himself
a Son, or a Word ; or, the Son is a work P Here is only written,
He hath made Lord, and Christ (").

II. Athanasius reminds the Arians of the last passage inter-
preted, and that it had been shewn that “ made" should only
apply to the human Economy,'and not to the eternal being of
the Word. This is shewn further by the fact that it was only the
body which was crucified, so that acording to his manhood he
was made (‘°), On what grounds, in the last passage inter-
preted, was this application made ? On grounds of textual in-
terpretation? No, on grounds of philosophy which expressly
contradicted the words of the text. Thus Scripture is violently
contradicted by philosophy,or dog-ma, so that the dogma shall
be proved by it. If this was true, that it was the body that was
made, then it would be the body which was made Lord and
King, and not the eternal Logos. Besides, the sense created
would no more mean physical creation out of nothing, as the
creation of the body, but the already created body would again
be created out of nothing Lord and King I

III. The Scriptures say, “ He made him Lord,” not, " Word."
This means that “ He manifested Him as God, by his signs and
wonders.” Acts ii: 22 ; John v: 16, I8 (“). But here Athan-
asius overlooks the fact that the text says that the body of Jesus
was made Lord and King, after, and not before, the crucifixion.
This fact makes the above interpretation impossible.

IV. Athanasiuswith justice says : If we interpret this passage
literally, then the meaning is not Arian, of a preéxistent Logos,
but humanitarian, that Jesus did not exist before he lived a man
("). Athanasius is right. This is the logical outcome of the
argument.

V. The Jews thought Jesus to be merely a man. Therefore it
was necessary to speak in this wise ("). Therefore the word
“ made ” here means only “ change of relations,” as we saw be-
fore, when applied to God the Father (“). Jacob “became”
lord over his brother when more than thirty years old; thus
Christ became King and Lord relatively to us ( ). But Athan-
asius here makes a strange implication : Was not Christ, as the
Word, Lord and King of man, as well before as after his Incar-
nation ? For if we a cept this argument that after the Cruci-
fixion Christ for the first time “ became” Lord and King re-
latively to us, then it seems he was not Lord and King before
that, although preéxistent Logos. What shall we say to this ?
This would imply a change in the Divine Nature of the Logos
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as consequent on the Incarnation, which would not be then only
an assumption of humanity. Surely this is unorthodox.

6. Iohn XVI .' 10.-“ I in the Father and the Father in me."
I. The Arians said, What wonder ? All men can say, “ In him

we live and move, and have our being (").” Asterius said : “ It
is very plain that he has said, that he is in the Father, the Father
again in him, for this reason, that neither the word on which he
was discoursing is as he says, his own, but the Father’s nor the
works belong to him, but to the Father who gave him the
power.” Thus the Word is only one out of many ("). Athan-
asius answers, that if the Lord had meant this, his words would
not rightly have been, “I in the Father, and the Father in me,"
but rather, “I too am in the Father,and the Father is in me too,"
“that he may have nothing of his own, and by prerogative, re-

latively to the. Father, as a Son, but the same grace in common
with all (").” It is plain that this answer is not sutficient. For
what Athanasiusputs in the mouth of Christ on the Arian sup-
position, would only have been said if he had been speaking of
his own claims as consciously contrasted with those of other
men ; whereas it was perfectly natural that, thinking of himself
only in contrast with his Father, he should only have said what
he did. Is it wrong to say that God is my Father, because it is
also true that God is also the Father of all ? Must I say then
My Father,who art also the Fatherof all men ? I

This is the only argument Athanasiusadvances against Aster-
ius. He confines himself, otherwise, to a restatement of the
Catholic doctrine, and showing that it agrees with the words of
the text, and others, as, “I and the Father are one ” and “ He
that hath seen me hath seen the Father (").”

II. The most interesting part of the discussion is the simile
of the emperor’s image. He says that a- statue of the emperor
might with truth say :

“ I and the emperor are one ; for I am in
him, and he in Me ; and what thou seest in me, that thou be-
holdest in him, and what thou hast seen in him, that thou be-
holdest in me.” “ Since then the Son too is the Father’s image,
it must necessarily be understood, that the Godhead and pro-
priety of the Father is the Being of the Son ("’°).” The interest-
ing part of this simile is that it implies all that the Arians ask.
The emperor is begotten; the image is created. There is not only
one statue of the emperor, but innumerable statues in every city
of the empire. Each statue has as much right to say the above
as any ‘other statue. This was the very contention of Asterius ;
this was the very interpretation which Athanasius condemned.
There could hardly have been a better vindication of Asterius
than this.

7. John XVII : 3.—“ And Jesus Christ whom Thou didst send.”
Also, Deut. xxxii : 39 ; vi : 4 ; Mark xii : 29 ; Luke xviii : I9 ;
John v : 23, vi 2 38 ; xiii : 20 ; xiv : 28. Also, John xiv : 6.

I. The second series of passages mentioned, such as “ My
Father is greater than I,” all speak of the One God. This does
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not deny the existence of his Word ("). Yet such passages as
“ Why callest thou me Good ? none is good, save One, that is,
God,” distinctly distinguish himself from God ; and if he was the
Word, as part of God, and being in the Unity of God, then he
should not say, “Why callest thou me good? none is good,
save One, that is God.” For in this he implies he is not Good,
and therefore not in God.

II. The second answer is that God spoke of himself as only
one in order to distract idolators from their idolatry. But in
doing so he did not deny his Word, as the Sun would not deny
its radiance, because it recalled the attention of men to itself
from painted images of the Sun (°'). Yet this does not explain
the strict language, “ Hear, O Israel, the Lord thy God is One
God.” While God was thus revealing himself not to idolaters,
but to His own people, who already knew his unity, this was the
time of all others to reveal the Trinity.

III. “ And Jesus Christ whom thou didst send.” Athanasius
says that if the Son had been a Creature he would not have dared
to rank himself with the Creator. Where only one God is spoken
of, there the Word is implied ("). The question arises, Did
Jesus here rank himself with the Creator? He says distinctly,
and Jesus Christ “whom thou didst send.” To say that he
ranked himself, as being sent, with the Creator, who sent him, is
nonsense. Such a passage makes no claim for Jesus which the
Muhammadan does not make for Muhammad in saying, We be-
lieve in one God, and Muhammad his prophet.

8. John X :30; XIV : ro.—“I and my Father are one.” “ I
am in the Father, and the Father in me."

1. The unity of the Son with the Father is not merely one de-
pending on agreement of will, for if such wre the case, all human
beings and angels could attain to a like union (“). Many texts
show the difference between God and Man. Ps. lxxxvi : 8 ;
lxxxix : 6. It is plain that Athanasiusdos not get this interpre-
tation out of the text ; there is in it nothing of “ unity of will."
It is an Arian objection which Athanasiustakes the occasion of
refuting.

II. If the Son is an exact image of the Father, then he will in
all things be like the Father, except that fact that he is Son (").
We pray to the Father and the Son, not to the Father and an

angel (”). In the Old Testament, the Son revealed the Father
to those who saw God and did not die, whereas no man could
see the Fatherandnot die ("). Not on seeing an angel could a

man say he had seen the Father, which he could say, if he had
seen the Son ("). The Arians, from John xvii : 20-25 ; viii : 44,
contended that men were as much of the proper essence of the
Fatheras the Son, becauseall could say, I am in the Father, and
the Father in me C”). Athanasiusanswers that this being made
one with God in the case of men was only a hyperbole, such as
made Jesus refer to Herod as a fox (“’). Thus also are men
likened to the Fatherbut can never attain to his nature (“). Men
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are as little to become equal to the Father, which is impossible
for creatures made out of nothing, because it is said, “Be ye
perfect, as your Father in heaven is perfect” as we are to be-
come horses, because it is written, be ye not like to horse and
mule (“). “ For like things are naturally one with like ; thus all
flesh is ranked together in kind ; but the Word is unlike us, and
like the Father (°’).” “The words ‘In us,’ then, are not ‘In
the Father’ as the Son is in him, but simply an example and im-
age, instead of saying, ‘ Let them learn of us’ (°‘).” “The
Word then has the real and true identity of nature with the
Father ; but to us it is given to imitate it (.“).”

III. Besides, the word “as” in the passage saying that we
shall be one as he and the Father are one, shows that only a
simile is implied, not an identity. It is said, “ As Jonah was
three days and nights in the whale’s belly, so shall the Son of
man be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth.”
Jonah did not go into Hades, nor our Lord into the whale’s
belly. Therefore, it is but a simile, not an identity (°°). Then
Athanasius revels in the passages having a low estimate of
human nature. Ez. xxviii : 2 ; Prov. xxiii : 4, lxx ; I John iv :

I3 ("). Thus man’s unity with God is the presence of the Word
and Holy Spirit in the believer,which is withdrawn when he sins,
though restored when he repents (").

9. Matthew XI : _27.—“ All things are delivered me of my
Father ; neitherknoweth any man the Father, save the Son, and
he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him.” Also, John iii: 35,
V 3 S0 3 35'4I-

I. This was not said to denote that once the Son had not all
things,but to show that he had them from the Father ("). These
words “ are delivered me” wefi said to oppose Sabellianism.
They show the true Godhead of the Son : for first, it shows that
he is “ other " than all things ; and secondly, it proves him the
heir of all things, the very Son of God. “As the Father hath
life in himself, so hath he given also to the Son, to have life in
himself.” John v: 26. This proves that if the Son once had
them not, then the Father once had them not ; for “ so ” shows
an identity between them (’°).

Athanasius lays much stress on this “ so,” as denoting identity
of nature. And yet, in the third argument on John x : 30, he
had laid just as much stress on the particle of comparison, to
show there was not a likeness, or identity, but a faint parallel]-
ism. Which of these two principles of interpretation shall we
adopt ?

II. In his tract called In Illud Omnia, Athanasius takes a
difierent view of the case. The ‘ all things ”

are no more all
created things, as differentiated from him who is begotten, but
all things pertaining to the Economy of the Incarnation. If
they meant all things created, ridiculous positions would follow,
“ For if, when he was speaking, they were delivered to him,
clearly before he received them, creation was void of the Word.
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What then becomes of thetext, In him all things consist ? But
it simultaneously with the origin of creation it was all delivered
to him, such delivery was superfluous, for all things were made
by him. For if they were delivered and upon his receiving them
the Father retired, then we are in peril of falling into the fabul-
ous tales which some tell thathe gave over his works to his Son.
and Himself departed (").” Clearly, these two positions of
Athanasius are inconsistent. Either “all things” are all cre-
ation, or they are the things of the Incarnation ; for he himself
proves the other view ridiculous, which he himself had also ad-
vanced.

III. How did God deliver to the Son the things of the Econ-
omy ? God said, “Whom shall I send, and who will go ? Herc
am I, send me. And then it was that, saying, Go thou, he de-
livered to him man—straightway all things were set right and
perfected (").” This relation of the Son to the Father is evi-
dently subordinational, or at least implying a. separation which is
not orthodox.

IV. “ All things whatsoever that Father hath are mine.”
Athanasius remarks that it is not written, “he hath given to
me,” but, “ are mine.” This distinction denotes that the things
of the Son are not separated from the Father, but all that the
Fatherhath is his ("), for he is ever with the Father ("). He is
an exact seal showing in himself the Father (”). It is not plain
how the Father can deliver all things to the Son, unless he has
them no more, although the Son ever remains with the Father,
and the Father ever works through the Son. But this implies a
new stage in the mutual relations of the Father and the Son,
which takes place at the Incarnation, before which all things
were not delivered to him, althtugh the Word had created them
all at the start. This then is in direct conflict with the assertion
of Argument First, where it was said, that if there was a time
when the Son had them not, there was a time when the Father
had them not. It is useless to endeavour to smooth over this
glaring contradiction.

V. When Jesus asked, “ Whom do men say that I am," he did
not ask this out of real ignorance, but only so as to make his dis-
ciplesanswer the questions. The Divinity was never ignorant of
anything (").

VI. The Arians were not satisfied with this answer ; so Athan-
asius says, the Divinity always knew it, but the humanity our
Lord assumed included human ignorance (7') which is proper to
human flesh. Thus he carried our human ignorance, to be one
with us (7'), but it is only the flesh that is ignorant.

VII. The power which Ch'rist claimed after the resurrection,
he had had before it. Before it he only_manifested the power he
had received humanly. “ Nothing which he says that he re-
ceived, did he receive as not possessing before.” It was the flesh
that received it, that it might surely abide among men ("). If
we should interpret in the same way Athanasiusdoes we would
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say, In that case it was not correct for the Lord to say,
“ All

things are delivered me of my Father.” He should have said,
“ All things that I possessed before as Word, these same things
God, or I myself as Word, have given to myself as flesh.”

10. Mark XIII : 32.—“ But of that day and hour knoweth no

man, no, not the Angels which are Heaven.”
I. Athanasiusasserts that the Word must have known the day,

especially as he tells what will come to pass before it ("’).
It is not at all necessary that he should have known the day

because he told what would come to pass before it. It is per-
fectly possible that a man who knew the road leading to a city
should prove that knowledge by accurately describing what a
man going to the city will pass by. But it is equally possible
not to know the day that is set for the destruction of a city but
to know what things must necessarilytake place before that pro-
cess will be completed. Besides, Athanasiusis not deducing the
fact that the Word knew it, from the text ; he deduces it from
philosophy. When however we are deciding what a text means
we must consider the text, and the text alone, and not read any-
thing in it, especially when this is in contradiction to what the
text says.

II. Jesus confessed his ignorance, as man, by reason of the
flesh. “ And it must be remarked that he does not say that the
Son of God does not know, lest any should think that the God-
head was ignorant : but he simply says, “ not the Son,” which
implies that the Son of man did not know, and that the ignor-
ance only concerned his‘humanity (").” “ And if this were not
the meaning of the word ‘ Son,’ in this place, after he had con-
fessed himself jointly ignorant with the angels, no doubt he
would have likewise added the Holy Spirit. From his not doing
this two conclusions naturally arise, first, that the Holy Spirit

.
knew this day and hour, and consequently that the Word, as

such; from whom the Holy Spirit proceeds, could not but know
it .”

In the enumeration of persons in the text, is read, first, men,
second, the angels ; third, the Son. Now, the Son, as man, was
a man, and as such, was lower than the angels. Therefore, if the
evident increase of ran}: is to be preserved it would be necessary
to say, if the “ Son ” meant the human Jesus, first, men, either
including Son, or followed by the Son, and thirdly, the angels.
After he had said that the angels did not know the hour, it is
self-evident that a man, who is lower than they, as was the Son
in his capacity of being man, should also not know it. It is
therefore very unlikely that the above distinction is extremely
important. As to the omission of the Holy Spirit in the text, as
implying that the Holy Spirit knew it, it would seem that if Jesus
had here spoken of the Trinity,enumerated in the three Persons,
he would have done a very unusual thing. For there is intheNew
Testament only one unequivocal mention of the three Persons
of the Trinity, at the end of the Gospel of S. Matthew. It is
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therefore not at all likely that a mention of the three Persons of
the Trinity would have been made here. Besides, if Athanasius
here comments on the omission of the mention of the Holy
Ghost, what shall be said to his persistent ignoring of the Holy
Spirit in his light-and—ray simile ?

III. The Son knows the Father ; therefore he must know all
that is in the Father, that is, all creation, and included in that the
date of its end ("). But this is again speculation, eisigesis, not
exegesis ; and is therefore valueless.

IV. In other places, he shows that he knows the time: “In
such an hour as ye think not, the Son of Man cometh.” This
shows that as flesh, as man, he was ignorant; for he knew as
Logos, when he should return, announcing here the fact that he
knew it (“). Besides, he said, “ Watch, for ye know not the day
or hour,” distinctly emphasizing the “ye,” not saying that he
himself did not know it ("). Neither of these passages demand
what Athanasius claims. It is quite possible that Jesus might
have known that whenever he would come people would not be
ready for him, or expect him ; but this is not saying he knew
the exact hour, especially when elsewhere he had distinctly
disclaimed it. The second passage means nothing,as nothingcan
be inferred from the fact that he simply said they did not know
it. Rather, if he did not know the hour, was he not telling a
falsehood if he said, no, not the Son, when he knew that all
around him looked on him as the Son of God P

V. The Arians believe that when Paul said, “ I knew a man in
Christ, etc., etc.," he knew through Christ that which he was
speaking of; are they not unjust to the Lord in maintaining
that he did not know in his divine nature, that which he said he
did not know (").

VI. Why did the Lord say he did not know, when he knew it?
First, to tell us what things should happen beforehand ; second,
because if he had said he knew he might have been forced to say
to his disciples things disagreeable to them ("). It is best men
should not know the exact fact of their future life, lest they
should be puffed up, and their moral responsibilityshould be in-
jured ("). Athanasiusthen brings them an argumentum ad hom-
inem. The Father, says he, asked some questions of Adam,when
he was not in Paradise. Did he ask knowing, or not knowing? If
you say he asked not knowing, then you are a Manichee. If
again he asked them knowing, why then do object that the Son
should ask such questions, knowing, too ('°) ?

Liddon ('°) feels called upon to consider this text. He thinks
that it is perfectly possible to suppose the simultaneity of the
concurrent knowledge of the Divine soul, and ignorance of
the human, just as we accept the contradiction of his being om-
nipresent as God, and confined to one locality as man. But in
order to explain certain apparent acts of superhuman knowledge
in his human nature, Liddon supposes that the human was limi-
ted in knowledge only in this direction ; for what reason, how-
ever, does not appear.
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In this argument Athanasius concedes that the ignorance
affected the Son of Man, the human nature. Now it is pass-
ably amusing to notice that while here Athanasius is confut-
ing the heretics, his own opinion should in later times be called
a heresy. Petavius says C") : “ In consequence, the former
opinion though formerly it received the countenanceof somemen
of high eminence, was afterwards marked as a heresy." August-
ine ("') especially considered this opinion a heretical and mis-
taken one. Nevertheless it must be granted that Athanasiushas
on his side Irenaeus ("), Gregory Nazianzen ("), and Cyril of
Alexandria (").

11. ‘Luke 11 : 52.—" And Jesus advanced in wisdom and stature,
and in favour with God, and man.”

.

I. If Jesus was no more than a man, then there is no objection
to his advancing in wisdom. But this is a humanitarian suppo-
sition. The Word, as God, cannot however be supposed to ad-
vance ("). But, being both God and man, “ humanly is he here
also said to advance, since advance belongs to man.” The men-
tion of “ stature ” proves that this advancement referred only to
the human Nature (").

Liddon objects strongly to this view ("). He shows that
Jesus had already been spoken of previously as “being filled
with wisdom (") and as Word incarnate, he was ‘full of truth ’

(”').” To reconcile these contradictions he thinks that he then
can “ conceive that the reality of our Lord's intellectual develop-
ment would not necessarily be inconsistent with the simultan-
eous perfection of His knowledge.” Those who can imagine
such a process will thank Liddon for his ingenious solution.

12. Matthew XXVI : 39 ; Mark XV : 34; John XI : 35 ; XII .-
27.—-“ Jesus wept,” etc., etc.

The Divine nature could not suffer or be passible to human
emotions. Therefore all such expressions, including the “ My
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me," only refer to the
feelings and passions of the human nature C”). If the Arians
consider Christ man because of these human emotions, why do
they not consider him God, when they consider all his miracles
and wonderful works (‘°’) ? The one class of human emotions
are all written in reference to his manhood, while the others are
written in reference to his divinity (W). Atlianzisius did not
consider the fact that while from the human emotions of weep-
ing men are certain of his manhood, they are not from his
miracles necessarily certain of his exclusive divinity. For
acles of healing and of resuscitation were performed by '

before, and apostles after, Jesus, for which prophets and
certainly no one has claimed Divinity, as one of the ti
sons of the Godhead.‘ '5‘

13. Colossians I : 15.—-“ Who is the First-born of '

ture."
This text is not one of those considered by it

tioned only in connection with Proverbs viii‘

_
L) gmzs
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where. Yet this text is of the greatest importance, so that we
must give Athanasius’sdiscussion of it. He firstly explains Ro-
mans viii : 29, and Colossiaus i : I8. " For though it was after
us that he was made man for us, and our brother by sirnilitude
of body, still he is therefore called and is the First-born of us.
because all men being lost according to the transgression of
Adam, his flesh before all others was saved and liberated
Whence also he is said to be the First-born from the dead, not
that he died before us, for we had died first ; but because having
t(1lr'1‘<)iergone death for us and abolished it, he was the first to rise

I. But if he is also called First-born of the Creation, still this
is not as if he were levelled to the creatures, and only first of
them in point of time (for how should that be, since he is only
begotten ?) but it is of the Word's condescension to the crea-
tures, according to which he has become the brother of many.
For the term Only-begotten is used where there are no brethren.

.

but First-born because of brethren. If then he is Only-begotten,
as indeed he is, First-born needs some explanation; but if he
is really First-born, then he is not Only-begotten. Certainly,
these two terms being inconsistent with each other, one should
say that the attribute of being Only-begotten has justly the pre-
ference in the instance of the Word, in that there is no other
Word, or Wisdom, but he alone is very Son of the Father. But
if all the creatures were created in him, he is other than the crea-
tures, and is not a creature, but the Creator of the creatures
(“").”' Athanasius here distinctly denies the words of the teigt.
The text runs. the First-born of all creation. This shows that in
the mind of the writer, beginning and creating were synonym-
ous. Athanasiussimply says that the “ First-born ” of creation
means only “ brother of many,” and these only men.

Newman (‘°°) recognizes this misinterpretation, and contents
himself with remarking on it, without seeming to see its gross
unfairness. He says: “As far as Athanasius'sdiscussion proceeds
in this section, it only relates to the First-born of man, (i. e., of
the dead), and is equivalent to the ‘beginning of ways.’ ” He says
it is necessary to choose between the two attributes, “first-born"
of every creature, and Only-begotten. He simply violently takes
one and dismisses the other. This is not interpretation, this is
wilful misinterpretation. They must mean the same thing, if
they are applied to the same person. Only-begotten is then only
a figurative word of afiection or honour, as the First-begotten of
every Creature well deserves. And the word First-born is evi-
dently a synonym of creature, so that here at any rate the Arian
position is vindicated, and the Nicene distinction destroyed.
This is perhaps the most remarkable sample of violent misinter-
pretation that exists in the realm of exegesis.

II. First-born of the whole creation means that he is other
than creation ;_yet he is said to be the First-born among many
brethren, implying that he is one of them. Thus if Scripture had
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said, that he was the first-born of other creatures, then he would
be a creature too. “ For if he is a creature, he will be First-bom
of himself.” How then is it possible for him to be before and
after himself ? How the creation and be one of the things which
consist in him (“”) ? The distinction of Athanasius here is not
recognized in common use. It is usual to speak of the First-
born of a family, without saying he is the First-bom of other
brothers. This would be tautology. It is vain to seek by such
inadequate means to evade the force of the common-sense mean-

ing of the words. As to the absurdities which would follow
from his being both a Creature and the First-born ofallcreatures,
there is none which does not apply equally to the Athanasian
hypothesis by which he creates his own body, and thus creates
himself, and exists both before and after himself. And as this
verse distinctly breaks down the distinction between creating and
begetting,the suppositions would be in either case the same, that
he was before and after himself.

III. Athanasiussays, If the Arian contention be true, then the
Logos would be the First-born of inanimate creation, which is
absurd(‘‘‘'). But why is this absurd ? If the Logos is a cosmic
principle, and the Creation, although itself created, then the in-
animate world is also part of it.

IV. Christ is First—born only because of his coming into the
world, because of this adoption of all men as sons (‘°'). Surely
the common use of the word first-born demands somethingmore
than this ; and if it were the Word who adopted men into son-

Vship, then he would be their Father, not their first-bom. Nor,
if the men are called sons by adoption, can the Word itself be
First-born itself except by adoption ; and so the meaning is in
every way taken from the word. It seems that impartial reading
will not sustain this misinterpretation. The word Fist-born de-
mands the coéquality with the later-born.

It is on this argument that Newman remarks (“°) that Athan-
asius’s idea seems to require, First-bom to the creature, rather
than, First-born of the creature. But this is altering the text in-
terpreted. This is eisigesis. not exegesis.

So far the texts which Athanasius endeavours to interpret in
a Catholic sense, having been driven to do this because he says
that the Arians had misinterpreted these, have alone been noti-
ced. Unfortunately, however, there are no copies remaining of
the works of the Arians, so that it is impossible to know how
many texts Athanasius left unanswered. That he left some un-
answered seems to be indicated by the fact that, for instance, the
very important text Colossians i : I 5, is not treated exhaustively,
and is touched only for a moment in dealing with Prov. viii: 22.

For instance, the text whch Origen used with so much effect,
I Cor. xv: 22-28, is omitted by Athanasius. Surely this text
above all others needed explanation. It cannot be supposed for
a moment that the quick-witted Arians would have overlooked
the one text which above all others was responsible for the Sub-

o
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ordinationism of so tamed a Church teacher as Origen. From
the evasive manner in which Col. i: 15, is touched, it would seem
that Athanasius mentioned only those texts to which he could
reply successfully, and that even these were only taken up be-
cause of the continual demands of the Arians for Athanasianex-

egesis of them.
It may therefore be supposed that Athanasiuswas a great deal

more hard pressed for rational justificationof his position than is
usually supposed ; and the texts he omits to mention are almost
more significant than the texts he feels himself forced to discuss.



CHAPTER VI.

BROTHER AND MOTHER-AND-CHILDOBJECTIONS.

1. The Objediou of Brother-hood.—There was an objection
which the Arians often brought up against Athanasius C),
which may be called the “ Brother" objection.

“ ‘ If there never was a time, when the Son was not,’ say they,
‘but he is eternal and co-exists with the Father, you call him
no more the Father's Son, but Brother ' (’).”

The point of this objection was as follows : it does not matter
what you call the second principle: if both principles are co-
éternal, and you will have a similitude to human relations, then
the mutual relation of these two principles is that of brother to
brother, not of father to son.

Athanasiusmisses this point completely. He contents himself
with reasserting at the same time the coéternity of the two prin-
ciples, and the fact that the Son is begotten of the Father. He
does not endeavour to explain how it is possible that the co-
éternity and the begetting should coéxist, as the Arians asked
of him. The mere reassertion of an inconsistent position is
easy enough. He afiirms that the Fatherand Son were not gen-
erated from some common preexisting origin. He aflirms that
the Son is begotten and originated by the Father. But he does
not explain. “ For whereas it is proper to men to beget in time,
from the imperfection of their nature, God's ofispring is eternal,
for his nature is ever perfect." We have seen this convenient
manner of playing fast and loose with anthroprmmrphisni be-
fore ; it explains nothing, for it is on the opinion of Athanasius,
and on nothing more objective, that his suppcmition is founded,
He asks, Who ever saw a ray-less Light, or a barren Fountain ?
We shall have to examine this convenient analogy later on. Ye’
it proves nothing in respect to the nature of God : for we ma
retort on Athanasins that God is more perfect than nature, ar
cannot be compared with it.

2. The Two Unorigina!e.r.—'I‘he Arians often asked Athanasiv
Are there one or two Unoriginate beings ? " And if anyone I:
aware of their subtlety replies: ‘the Unoriginated is one,’ it
mediately they dart out such poison as this 2

‘ Therefore the St
is among things originated,’ and well have we said, ‘ He was in
before his generation ’ (')."

/3'0
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The answer of Athanasius is confused. He says that the Ari-
ans should define the sense in which they use the Unoriginate, as
there are three senses : (I) possible, but yet uncreated ; (II) un-

creatable, as a squared circle ; and (III) original self—existence
(‘). Athanasius does not make any use of this distinction, but
goes on to say that (‘) (I) If unoriginate means that which is not
a work, but existed always, then both Father and Son are un-

originate. (II) If unoriginate means that which is not gener-
ated, nor having a Father, then the Father alone is unoriginate,
and the Son is originate. Yet as the Son is the image of the
Father, and the Father is unoriginate, he is not originated, but
an Offspring. These two senses of unoriginate are then “ unbe-
gotten," and “ unmade,” and became historical as “ agennéton ”

and “ agenéton ” ('). '

Yet it may be seen that this is but a quibble on the distinction
between begotten and created. Athanasiusseems to he determ-
ined to. ignore that to Arians there was no distinction between
begetting and creating, and that to them therefore this double
meaning of unoriginate was meaningless. Nevertheless, they
made him acknowledge that in one sense at least the Son was
originate.

But the real difiiculty remains : How can one of two eternal
things have been begotten of the other, without a q'ualification
of the eternity of the one begotten? Athanasius had, himself,
once touched the nerve of the difiiculty,when he approved of the
following words of Dionusios of Alexandria('): “God wasalways
Father, and the Son is not absolutely eternal, but his eternity
flows from the eternity of the Father, and he coexists with him
as brightness with the light.” To say that an eternity is “ not
absolutely” eternal, is to say it is not an eternity; an infinity
that is not absolutely infinite is a finite quantity. The Father
then is eternal ; the Son is not eternal. If he is not eternal, we
must ask when he originated, and if there was not a time before
that, which is the full Arian position. Instead of franklyanswer-
ing the objection, Athanasius had recourse to his usual method
of reviling his opponents (') : “The heathen worship one un-

originate and many originate ; and the Arians worship one u'n-
originate and but one originate.” Therefore there is no differ-
ence between heathens and Arians. Yet, in view of the fact that
the Arians considerel their originate God either begotten or
created, and that Athanasiuscon‘°3ses that in the sense in which
there is but one unoriginate, Jes .s Christ is originate, not being
unbegotten, it may be asked, if Athanasiusis not revilinghimself
along with the Arians P Of course, if it is possible, with New-
man ("), to see no inconsistency in saying the Fatheris first, and
the Son also is first and that the Son is not the Father, then in-
deed must the Arian contention be condemned.

3. The Objection from Mother-hoad.——The Mother-and-Child-.ob-
jection runs as follows : An Arian would ask a mother : “ D’i‘l
you ever have a son before you begat one? (')” If you have



Brother and Mother-and-Child Objections. 93

not, then just so the Son of God did not exist before he was be-
gotten (“’)." The crux of the question is the same as before :
the priority of time of the begettor over the begotten. Athan-
asius dismisses it contemptuously, “let them say what is to hinder
God almighty (“).” This relation of begettor to begotten he
acknowledges to be what we call cause and effect (“). But
Athanasiusconceives of cause and effect as synchronous. “They
will find that these though an offspring, always exist with those
things from which they are.” If however there was no priority
in the cause over the effect, the cause would no longer be cause,
and the effect no longer effect. Here is the foundation of the.
system of Athanasius, Athanasiusthinks he can silence the ob-
jections of the Arians by pressing the analogy of anthropomor-
phism further, asking if the Father himself then was begotten
(") ? For the sake of argument (“) Athanasius is willing to
accept the temporal implications of the Mother-and-Childsim-
ile. But, says he, this simile of yours proves too much in
another direction : for, on your own supposition, the child is
consubstantial with its mother. If this is what Athanasiusmeans

by consubstantial, then three men, or three gold pieces, are as
consubstantial as the three persons of the Divine Nature. But
why, then, should there be only three persons in the Divinity,
since there are millions of consubstantial gold pieces, or men ?
If this is Athanasius’s conception of consubstantiality, then it
is capable of proof that the divine Persons are not consubstan-
tial. For the three persons in the Deity, are each God, and yet
all three are but one God. Three men are not one man, and
three gold dollars not one dollar. If the simile is worth any-
thing (and Athanasiusdistinctly accepts it in its bearing of con-
substantiality) then the Divine Persons are separate beings, hav-
ing only in common the fact that they are of divine nature, and
equal to and separate from each other. They are then Three
Gods. Lest there should be any danger of misrepresenting Ath-
anasius, his own words assenting to the simile of mother and
child, in respect to consubstantiality may be quoted : “ So that
if our opponents will make the Divine Generation parallel to the
human as regards time, it is but reasonable that they should
allow them to answer one another in that identity and propriety
of substance which exists between parents and children, or a

grandparent with child and grand-child are not one man, but
three men, although of different age.” So that any three men of
different or equal age are consubstantial.

The obsequious Newman himself is forced to acknowledge
this (“) : “ It is from expressions such as this the Greek Fathers
have been accused of Tritheism.” And rightly have they been
accused of it, for that is the only logical statement of the doc-
trines Athanasiushere advances.



CHAPTER VII.

BEGOTTEN.

I. Begomn at Will and PIea.rure.—When all the arguments of
the Arians had been refuted, they advanced, according to Athan-
asius, the following one as their last resort : “ You will not pre-
tend to deny that the Son has been begotten by his Father at his
will and pleasure (‘) ?” The first objection of Athanasius to
this is that it is unscriptural ('). In the second place Athanasius
remarks that in respect to things which once were not, God uses
his will, and pleasure, as in the spiritual adoption of men as sons
of God, and as the calling of Paul to be an apostle. The princ-
iple of anthropomorphism is once more denied in this respect.
If the Son had been preceded by the Will of the Father, this Will
would have been a Logos, through which the Son would have
come into existence. Besides, this would imply a time when the
Son‘ was not, which is absurd, since the Son is eternal ('). In
the third place, Athanasius replies, You must not confuse God's
physical with his arbitrary acts. “ A man builds a house by ex-

ercising counsel and deliberation, but he begets a son by nature
(‘)." “ Whatever was created we hold was created by the Di-
vine counsel and will and power ; but the Son of God is no such
mere voluntary effort of God's power, but he is by nature the

V

proper offspring of God's substance (‘)." “ A work is external
to the nature, but a Son is the proper ofispring of the essence ;
it follows that a work need not have been always, for the work-
man frames it when he will, but an offspring is not subject to
will, but is proper to the essence (').” Athanasius proves this
“ begetting” by nature by an anology to the human process of
generation ('). Here he calls in to his rescue the often despised
principle of anthropomorphism, which he had even rejected in
the preceding paragraph. This is an unexcusable procedure:
proving what he desires from it, and rejecting it whenever it
would be inconvenient.

And yet this his unfair procedure helps him but little. For, it
can be demonstrated, if human generation is a good analogy to
the Divine generation, that the Father does generate his Son at
his Will and Pleasure. For unless a man uses his will and pleas-
ure in selecting a suitable wife, and circumstances, he will die,
as many do, without ofispring. If, on the contrary, Athanasius
was right in contending that human parturition is a “ physical”
or “natural” necessity, no man or woman could die without
having had children. The consequences of the disastrous ar-
gument of Athanasiusare the following : (I) A “ physical" un-
conscious act is higher than a voluntary and conscious action.
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(2) Over God, as well asover man, reigns a physical and un-
conscious necessity, which dictates to him the production of of?-
spring. (3) God is not the highest Being : for he is subject to a
still higher power, a blind and unconscious necessity, which is
not, like in man, preceded, guided, and restrained by conscious
reflection. (4) If God is the cause of the Logos, as we saw

above, then there is still a blind cause above the Father,of which
he too is only the effect. We are now in full pessimism ; con-
sciousness is only the effect of an unconscious blind cause.

2. The “Reductio ad Absurdum.”—Athanasius endeavours to
cast ridicule upon his opponents by drawing what he thinks is
the logical outcome of their opinions. If the Father counsels
and wills before begetting his Son, does he also exist before he
thus counsels and wills ? Thus the Father would have pleasure
and will before having his own Logos and Wisdom ('). Rather,
the Son is the Living Counsel of the Father, the Wisdom by
which he deliberates before the creation of the world (°). Athan-
asius considers Will and Understanding to be the same thing.
Thus if the Fatherwilled to bring forth the Son, he had Under-
standing and Wisdom, i. e., a Logos, before begetting his own

proper Wisdom and Understanding (‘°). Thus there would be a
Wisdom begotten of a Wisdom, and other unthinkablerelations.
The Son, however, may and should be termed the object of the
Will and Pleasure of God, for God loves the Son and shews him
all things (“). As a crowning refutation, Athanasius returns
to the anthropomorphic simile of human birth. “What we be-
get, is like, not our good pleasure, but like ourselves ; nor be-
come we parents by previous counsel, but to beget is proper to
our nature ; since we too are images of our fathers (").” It has
already been shewn that men and women must exert will and
pleasure before producing offspring, by proper marriage and
preparations. The pessimism in which Athanasius here lands
has already been pointed out.

Newman (“) says: “They maintained that the relation of
Fatherand Son, as such, in whatever sense considered, could not
but imply the notion of voluntary originator, and, on the other
hand, of a free gift conferred. Athanasiusgives substantially the
same answer, solving, however, rather than confuting the ob-
jection.” “ The Arians,” he says, “direct their view to the con-
tradictory of willing, instead of considering the more important
and the previous question ; for, as unwillingness is opposed to
willing, so is nature prior to willing, and leads the way to it.
Gregory of Nazianzus asked them, ‘ Whether the Father is God,
note»: or volens !’" Newman here confesses that the Arian
contention is not answered. Gregory Nazianzus answered them
by asking, is not nature before willing in the case of the exist-
ence of God ? Is it not also likewise in the begetting of a Son ?
This is a non-sequitur. A man cannot help being born, nature
thus preceding his will. But many men die bachelors, because
in this case marriage depends absolutely on his fancy and will,
not nature. Here nature follows will.



CHAPTER VIII.

IMAGE.

I. The Scriptural “ Image.”—Athanasiusfound the word “ im-
age” in the Scriptures. Consequently, he could not deny it;
but he escaped its meaning by changing its acknowledged con-
notation of likeness to an absolutely perfect reproduction. The
Lexicographers all ignore the latter meaning. Liddell and Scott
give the following as the connotation of the word: I. A like-
ness, image, portrait, whether picture or statue; and an image
in a mirror. 2. A similitude, semblance, phantom. 3. A rhet-
orical similitude. Sophoklés gives only 1. Image. 2. Picture.
Common usage supports these authorities. Of a child which re-
sembles its father, we say that it is his “ living ” image, recogniz-
ing that without the adjective “living” the word “image” would
not connote absolute reproduction. What Athanasius under-
stands by the word is not always clear. At times he only speaks
of a similarity, and again, of an identity. “And we may per-
ceive this at once from the illustration of the emperor's image.
For in the image is the shape and form of the emperor, and in
the emperor is that shape which is in the image. For the
likeness of the emperor in the image is exact ; so that a man
who looks at the image, sees in it the emporor; and he again
who sees the emperor, recognizes that it is he who is in the im-
age. And from the likeness not differing, to one who after the
image wished to view the emperor, the image might say :

‘ I and
the emperor are one ; for I am in him, and he in me ; and what
thou seest in me, that thou beholdest in hi n, and what thou hast
seen in him, that thou beholdest in me.’ Accordingly, he who
worships the image, in it worships the emperor tlso ; for the
image is his form and appearance. Since then the Son too is the
Father's image, it must necessarily be understood that the god-
head and propriety of the Father is the being of the Son (‘)."
There are other like illustrations of the meaning of the word
“image.” The heathens worship their gods as painted pictures
of the sun, which is the true God (') ; and God's Word is to
him, as a spoken word is to us (').

Let us now return to the illustration of the emperor’s. statue.
All lexicographers acknowledge that the illustration is a per-
fect one, being in common and correct usage in the Greek of
the day of Athanasius. Let us see the differences which obtain
between the statue and the emperor, admitting all the claims of
likeness. '

-
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The emperor and the statue are not consubstantial, and not
even of like substance. The emperor is flesh and blood, and the
statue of iron, brass, or stone, The emperor is begotten, the sta-
tue is created (‘). During the lifetime of the emperor, there was
a time when the statue was not, and the statue will some day be
destroyed, although the emperor is supposed to be immortal.
Compatible with the unity of likeness between the emperor
and the statue which constitutes according to Athanasius as
much likeness as the Son bears to the Father (since the same
words are used) there is an absolute unconsubstantiality and
utter unlikenessof origin.

The excuse made is-the following : “ The passage (according
to Mr. Archibald Robertson) affords a good instance of the im-
perfect and partial character of all illustrations of the Divine
Mystery (‘).” Such an excuse would be worth something if it
could be shewn that there was some proof for the existence of
the Divine Mystery apart from these statements which are said
to be so inadequate. And yet, apart from these illustrations, as
for instance, also, that of the sun and the ray, there is absolutely
no proof for even the existence of any such thing as a Divine
Mystery. Therefore, all explanations of this Divine Mystery
must of necessity depend absolutely on these images, and stand
or fall with them. All the philosophy of Ante-Athanasian
Christianity is nothing but a restatement of Philonism; and
from this source all its “Divine Mysteries” have originated.
Why then should these “ Divine Mysteries " suddenly have be-
come so sacred as not to be interpreted by the words by which
they were created, or by the illustrations, by which they were
originally constructed ?

The words “ Image,” “ Father,” “ Son,” when applied to God
are so applied only from analogy to their human meanings. Be-
yond this analogy, which depended on the human meaning,
we know and can know nothing of the Divine Nature. There-
fore, if we are to speak at all of the Divine Nature, we must use
such human analogies, accordin to their human meanings, and
not construct dogmas on fanci ul enlargements of these anal-
ogies, as we shall see Athanasiusdoes.

If, on the other hand, it is desired to emphasize the fact that
the Nature of God is mysterious because above and beyond our
comprehension, then it is only honest to refuse all human anal-
ogies whatsoever, Father, Son, and Image, and to say frankly we
know nothingat all concerning God.

2. Anthropomorphic Explanatiom'.—Athanasius, however, uses
these human analogies, and enlarges their meaning according to
his fancy. If the Father is unchanging, the Image must be un-

changing too (‘). Because the Fatheris Unoriginate, the Image
must be unoriginate too, although an offspring ('). Athanasius
does not apparently see the seriousness of speaking of an “ un-

originate " image, which is an “ofispring.” Because there is
one God, there can only be one image (') although we could not
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say, because there is only one emperor, therefore there can only
be one statue of the emperor ! All of the Father is in the Son,
because the Son is his Image (') although we would not say that
all the emperor’s power is in his statue because it is his image.
Because the Father is First, the Image is First too (°). This is
absolutely serious. If words mean anything, there can only
be one first of anything ; especially since the Image is originate,
not unbegotten, of the First. The Image must then at least be
second. Athanasius says that the Son is the First as Image of
the First. This however, implies that the Son is not even in the
category of powers ; just as the statue of the emperor is first.
because the image of the first, and the statue of a consul would
be second because image of the second. In this case “image”

means nothing more than a likeness which has nothing to do
with the actual power of the Imaged. Athanasiussays : “ If he
be not Son, then neither is he image (‘°).” And yet, must every
statue of the emperor be the emperor's son in order to be his
image ? Here we see that Athanasiushas left the conception of
likeness, which is the only connotation of the word Image, and
has adopted that of absolute reproduction ; although, when
speaking of a child as the image of his father (“) he must re-
member that many children do not resemble their parents.

3. Arian 0bjection:.—As might be expected, the Arians had
several objections to make in the matter. If, they said, you
make “image” more than the likeness of a statue, but absolute
reproduction, then we may press the resemblance still further.
If the Father is called Father because he is Father of a Son, why
should he not have several sons ? Athanasiusanswers, Then the
Son would not be in all things the Image of the Father. This
answer is valueless, for reason shows that because a father has
several sons he is no less the father of his eldest son, and his
eldest son is no less his son and image. Again, if the Father he-
gets a Son, and the Son is to be like the Father in all things,
then the Son should also himself beget a Son. Besides, if the
Father did not have a. Father of his own, the Son who had a
Fathercould never hope to become in all things his likeness.

Athanasiusanswers :
“ Either of these questions is as impious

and absurd as the other. For as the Fatherwas always a Father
and can never be a Son, so the Son was always a Son, and can
never be a Father (").” It is evident that this answer denies the
similarity of the Son and the Father, who are supposed to be
like in all particulars : the one ever remains a Father, the other
ever remains a Son, and thus ever remain unlike.‘ But Athan-
asius has another answer to offer. “ Nor can it be imagined that
the nature of the Son should vary in the least from the Nature
of the Father,unless it could be proved that he is not of the sub-
stance of the Father (“‘).” But does a Son ever cease to be the
Son of his Father because he himself brings forth children P

4. The Necessity of an Image.—So far it has been taken for
granted that there should be an image. But now it must be
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asked, Why should there be an image at all ? There is many an

emperor who had no statue or image of his made ; at any rate, it
was by no means a necessary procedure. Athanasius says 2
“And the substance existing, of course there was forthwith its
expression and image ; for God's image is not delineated from
without, but God himself hath begotten (“).” But why should
he beget it? Many men have no children, and many women,
likewise ; and many emperors have no images or statues. Athan-
asius says, Of course. But that is an assertion, not a reason.
The reference is immediately made to the simile of the Sun and
its Ray, which will be considered later on.



CHAPTER IX.

" ALTERABLE,”AND “ SEVERAL LOGOI."

1. AIterabili!y.—Oneof the minor objections which the Arians
were accustomed to bring up against Athanasius concerned the
variableness of the Son. “ Has he free will, or has he not ? is
he good from choice according to free will, or can he, if he will,
alter, being of an alterable nature? or, as wood or stone, has
he not his free choice to be moved and incline hither and
thither? (‘) " This is a very deep question. All the moral
worth that man knows of depends on responsible, therefore free
action. If God is good, his goodness, if it be moral, must be re-

sponsible, and therefore free. Origen had recognized this diffi-
culty, and had felt himself forced to explain the impeccability of
Jesus as acquired from successful resistance to temptation ; for
we cannot regard him morally good who, from the constitution
of his nature, cannot help being good.

2. Athamsim’: Answer.—-Athanasiusas usual breaks out into
vociferous objurgations, and thinks that it is superfluous to ex-
amine it, for “it is enough simply to write down what they say,
and so to shew its daring irreligion (’).” His arguments are

very incoherent : " If the Word be alterable,and changing,where
will he stay, and what will be the end of his development ? How
shall the alterable possibly be like the unalterable? Nay, per-
haps, as being alterable, and advancing daily, he is not perfect
yet.” If the Son is the Image of the Father he must also be un-
alterable. Wisdom cannot be changeable. He has not touched
the argument at all; he has merely proved unchangeableness
from other considerations ; he has not explained how the Son
can have free Will and still be the Image of the unchangeable.

3r Plurality of “ Lagai.”—The conception of alterabilityleads us
to a consideration of the claims of the Arians that there was not
only one but many Logoi. Asterius says : “Blessed Paul said not
that he preached Christ, the Power of The God, or the Wisdom
of The God,but without the addition of the article, ‘God’s power’
and ‘ God's Wisdom,’ thus preaching that the proper Power of
God himself which is natural to him, and coexistent with him in-
generately, is something besides, generative indeed of Christ,
and creative of the whole world, concerning which he teaches in

' his Epistle to the Romans thus,—‘Theinvisiblethingsof him from
the creation of the world are clearly seen being understood by
the things that are made, even his eternal Power and Godhead.’
His eternal Power and Godhead also is not the Only-begotten
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Son, but the Father who begat him. However, his eternal
power and wisdom, which truth argues to be without beginning
and ingenerate, the same must surely be one. For there are

many wisdoms which are one by one created by him, of whom
Christ is the first-born and only—begotten ; all however equally
depend on theirpossessor. And all the powers are rightly called
his who created and uses them :—as the Prophet says that the
Locust which came to be a divine punishment of human sins,
was called by God himself not only a power, but a great power ;
and blessed David, in most of the Psalms invites not the angels
alone, but the Powers to praise God (').” Athanasius thinks
that with the above the following conflicts : “ God the Word is
one, but many are the things rational ; and one is the essence
and nature of wisdom, but many are the things wise and beauti-
ful. VVho are they whom they honour with the title of God's
children? for they will not say that they too are words,nor main-
tain that there are many wisdoms. For it is not possible, where-
as the Word is one, and Wisdom has been set forth as one, to
dispense to the multitude of children the Essence of the Word.
and to bestow on them the appellation of Wisdom (‘).” It is
plain that in the first extract referred to the many “wisdoms” are
what in the second he speaks of as “ many things wise and beau-
tiful.” In the second extract, Asterius is endeavouring, more
than in the first, to show the diflerence between the Wisdom of
God and all other things begotten or created, and so denies them
the name of Wisdom which in its proper sense is only applicable
to God. Besides, if this exegesis should happen to not suffice
for Athanasius, it is possible to quote his own words as to the
difference of interpretations necessary in regard to the object and
person to which it is spoken, as the first is written to Christians,
and quoting the words of the New Testament, whereas the other
is a philosophicdiscussion with the heathen, who would not un-
derstand the secondary sense in which all things wise were called
“ wisdoms ” without the article, in contradistinction to The Wis--
dom of God.

4. Athana:ius': Argument,r.—Against these considerations
Athanasiusurges :

I. “ If, as they hold, he is the Son, not because he is begotten»
of the Father and proper to his essence, but that he is called
Word only because of things rational, and Wisdom because of
things gifted with wisdom, and Power because of things gifted
with power, surely he must be named Son because of those who
are made sons ; and perhaps because there are things existing,
he has even his existence in our notions only. And then, after
all, what is he ? for he is none of these himself, if they are but
his names : and he has but a semblance of being, and is decor-
ated with‘ these names from us. Rather this is some recklessness
of the Devil,or worse, if they are not unwilling that they should
truly subsist themselves, but think that God's Word is but in
name (‘).” Athanasius evidently did not reflect that the only
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‘way that we come to know of God is by an application of an-

thropomorphism; and that we have no right to suppose that
anything we predicate of God is anything more than a name.
But here is Athanasius,usually the enemy of anthropomorphism,
insisting so strongly upon it that he finds fault with those who
point out that it is a mere analogical method of proof, therefore
subjective, and valid in name only. It is therefore not objective;
and while we can predicate dualities of God, we can never pre-
dicate anythingof him that is not “ in our notions ” only.

II. “ Are they not profligate, who when they hear us say that
the Word coéxists with the Father. forthwithmurmur out, ‘ Are
you not speaking of two Unoriginates ?’ yet in themselves
speaking of ‘ his unoriginate Wisdom ’ do not see that they have
themselves already incurred the charge which they so rashly
urge against us ? Moreover, what folly is there in that thought
of theirs that the Unoriginate Wisdom coéxisting with God is
God himself (°) ! "

The above words are quoted to show how passionately blind
Athanasiuswas. In one sentence he accuses the Arians of hold-
ing two Unoriginates, and in the next he acuses them of holding
that God and his Wisdom are one and the same thing. It is
plain that if two things are one and the same thing, then they
are not two different or separate Unoriginate beings. The in-
sult which Athanasius heaps on the Arians in connection with
the matter is worth noting, as indicating the temper and blind
rage that made him misunderstand his opponents, on his own
assertion.

III. “ Is not this portentous, to say that the Wisdom coexists
with the Father, yet not to say that this is the Christ, but that
there are many created powers and wisdoms, of which one is the
Lord whom they go on to compare with the caterpillar and the
locust (’) P” The reason of the existence of the Arian move-
ment is very plain. On the one hand, it can be demonstrated
thatall Ante-Nicene Fathers considered that the Logos was God
only in a secondary sense. When the party of Athanasius as-
serted that the Wisdom was coéqual with God, it was natural to
accept this, but to say, then Jesus Christ was not The Wisdom,
but only a secondary Wisdom. Though, therefore, in tenns, the
Arian doctrine seemed new to Athanasius, it was perhaps only
the holding fast to the doctrine received from the Fathers. Be-
sides, unless a distinction between begetting and making be
made, as the Arians did not, then naturally Jesus, the Logos,
differed only in degree, not kind, from all other beings.

IV. In Scripture, the Arians found many instances in which
“ words" of God were spoken of, as “I will make my words
known unto you (‘).” Athanasiuscontends that these “ words ”

are nothing more than “precepts or commands (')'._” Yet, is
not Creation attributed to the Logos because it was the Word of
command in creation ? Thus Athanasius’sobjection falls harm-
lessly aside.
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V. The Arians urged that then, if God only uttered one word,‘
there was no likeness between his Word and our words, because
human words were many. Athanasius answers that “this hap-
pens because their authors are men, and have seasons which
pass away, and ideas which are successive: and what strikes
them first and second, that they utter—for the speaker ceases,
and his word is forthwithspent. For it was fitting, whereas God
is one, that his image should be one also, and his Word one
(‘°).” This argument seems unsatisfactory. For every man is
one, just as God is one, and on that ground should have but one
word, as God has but one. And if God has but one, how is it
that the Scriptures give his many words of “precept and com-
mand "? Every man is one, but has many words; so God,
though One, need not have only one word. He is surely en-
titled to as many words as a man ?

5. The Philonic Di.m'm:tion.—But, has Athanasius answered all
the arguments of Asterius ? No ; the most important one, from
a historical stand-point, he utterly ignores. It is the distinction
of the article between “Wisdom ” and “The Wisdom.” In it-
self, this distinction was perhaps one which Asterius may have
invented ; but it was identical with the famous Philonic distinct-
ion, recognized by the Author of the Fourth Gospel, by Paul.
and in later times expressly by Origen, whom Athanasius pro-
iesses to admire -so much. This distinction is so crucial, that
Athanasiuscannot have ignored it, especially if he had read the
works of Origen, whom he quotes as an orthodox authority.
And if Athanasius cannot have ignored it, and is silent on the
subject, especially when it is brought up against him by his op-

' ponents, what must we think ? Must we not suppose that Athan-
asius had no answer to make to it, no argument to oppose it
with ?

 



CHAPTER X.

THE LIGHT-AND-RAY SIMILE.

I. The Light-and-Ray Simile.—-At the end of the discussion of
the word “ Image," it was asked, Why should there be any such
thing as an image ? The Aristotelian idea of development, and
the Eastern conception of Emanationism, had mingled, in the
works of Philo, into a conception of “ begetting ” which Christi-
anity inherited. If, however, the question was asked, How can
it take place, the only answer was a reference to the natural
phenomenon of the light and its ray. God is impartitive :
he is perfect, and can never be lessened or increased (‘). Yet,
although he can become no less, he begets " out of himself” his
Logos, which act of begetting is as eternal as he is himself, since
he is eternally Father (’). This is the eternal generation of the
Son, according to Origen. When Christians were asked how
this could take place, they pointed to the Sun. The Sun never

grows less or diminishes. And yet as eternally as the light ex-
ists it begets from itself a ray of light. The radiance is not ex-
ternal to the light C) ; an eternal light must have an eternal
radiance (‘) for it is absurd to think that the light was at any
time ray-less (’). “We see that the radiance from the sun is
proper to it, and the sun's essence is not divided or impaired, but
its essence is whole, and its radiance perfect and whole, yet with-
out impairing the essence of light, but as a true offspring of it
(°).” “As radiance of light, so is he perfect offspring from per-
fect (’).” “ For the light must be with the ray, and the radiance
must be contemplated together with its own light (').” “ As the
light of the sun and of the radiance is one, and as the sun's ill-
umination is effected through the radiance (').” “ And this one

may see in the instance of light and radiance ; for the light en-

lightens, that the radiance irradiates, from the light is its enlight-
enment (‘°)." " In the case of the radiance and light one might
say, that there is no will preceding radiance in the light, but it
is its natural offspring, at the pleasure of the light which begat
it, not by will and consideration, but in nature and truth (“)."
The Arians agreed to this 2 but they asked, does not the effect
always follow the cause, and is there not always a precedence of
the cause? Athanasius answered. no. They are simultaneous.
Speaking of the radiance of the light and the water of the foun--
tain, he says : “they will find that these, though an offspring ”

(that is, efiect) “ always exist simultaneously with those things
from which they are (").”
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The whole controversy has now been brought down into a
nutshell : is an efiect always simultaneous with the cause? If
the cause is first, and before the effect, then the Arian contention
is supported ; if it be decided that the cause and effect are al-
ways absolutely simultaneous, then the contention of Athanasius
is vindicated.

Besides the Light-and-ray simile, Athanasius used also the
fountain-and-water simile, very often together with the former
one. “ Is it not then irreligious to say, ‘ Once the Son was not?’
for it is all one with saying, ‘ Once the fountain was dry, desti-
tute of Life and Wisdom.’ But a fountain it would then cease to
be ; for what begetteth not from itself, is not a fountain (").”

2. The Holy Spirit Ignored.—It is very strange how in both
these similes no place is left for the Holy Ghost. That Athan-

- asius did not simply ignore it, we may prove from the following
passage, where a Trinity is first spoken of, and then the simile
is given without any place for the Holy Ghost, as Ephrem, who
speaks of the light, radiance, and heat.

3. The Value of S¢'miIe:.-—It must now be asked, What value
have these illustrationsfor us P On them hangs the fate of Phil-
onic Christian philosophy,as well as the Augustinian Neopla-
tonist cosmology. By this example, and by this class of similes
alone was the truth of begetting vindicated ; and if this falls, the
whole conception of begetting falls with its foundation. It must
be confessed that the Law of Conservation of Energy forbids the
thought that the sun loses no heat and light by the radiance it
gives off. In fact, astronomers look forward to the time when -

all the heat of the sun will be spent, and it will be dark. As to
the fountain, nobody at the present time believes that the foun-
tain begets itself. Everybody knows that a fountain is only the
opening by which the accumulated rain-water seeks an exit;
and when there is no rain for a long while, all fountains run dry.
Therefore, there is no such thing as a fountain which begets its
own water without diminishing its own store. It is therefore
necessary to dismiss these two similes asunthinkableillustrations.
And with them Athanasius’sconception of begetting,comes to be
in need of further vindication and rationalization. Besides,
modern science cannot recognize the distinction between “be-
getting ” and “ creating.” The Law of Conservation of Energy,
and of chemical atomic weights reduces all such conceptions to
absurdities. We only know that there exists in the world a cer-
tain quantity of energy, however large that be, and that all ap-
parent changes are no more than transformation of this energy.
More than this, no man knows or can know, until furthersources
of scientific knowledge are made practicable and available.

Newman is the only student of the subject who has dared to
touch this fatal point. He endeavours to avoid its implications
in the following manner (“) : “ The question is not, whether in
matter of fact, in the particular case, the rays would issue after,
and not with the first existence of the luminous body ; for the
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illustration is not used to shew how such a thing may be, or to
give an instance of it, but to convey to the mind a correct idea of
what it is proposed to teach in the Catholicdoctrine.” We may
well be asked, how is it possible to convey to the mind a correct
idea of what it is proposed to teach without giving an instance or

example of the doctrine? The words of Athanasius distinctly
assert the fact that on experiment it will be found that the rays
issue simultaneously with the existence of the heavenly body,
and pointing to the existence of that process to show the possi-
bility of his “eternal generation.” The excuse of Newman is
but a transparent sophism to extricate Athanasius from a very
unenviable position ; for modern science has proceeded too far
to permit anybody to doubt that the effect always follows the
cause, and is not simultaneous with it. Consequentlywe are ab-
solutely forced to give up all the theories that are built on the
assumption that effects are always absolutely simultaneous with
their causes, whether in respect to light and its beams, or to the
bcgetting of a Son by a Father. Newman endeavours to evade
this conclusion by saying that as time cannot be predicated of
God who inhabits eternity, the illustration will not apply. But
in this matter Newman contradicts Athanasius who expressly
uses that illustration as an explanation of the process, which of
course, involves time.



CHAPTER XI.

DOCTRINE OF THE LOGOS.

It was the great misfortune of Greek philosophythat the word
Logos had two widely accepted connotations: it meant both
reason, logos endiathetos, and a spoken word of language, 10-
gos proplwrikos. It is from a confusion of these two different
connotations that the whole doctrine of the Logos arose.

I. The Casnwlogical Logo:.—In his treatise Against the Heathen
Athanasius begins his polemic against the heathen religions by
the usual Christian statement of the absurdities and immoralities
of the Pagan religions. Having thus cleared the ground, he
asks, If we have proved that all other Gods are false, and ours
alone is left, must not then our God be the only true God (‘)?
This question could be valid only if the claims of all possible, not

“only actual Gods had been investigated; whereas Athanasius
has not investigated any but the Gods of Greek and Roman
mythology. Besides, he has presented none of the true claims of
the Greek Gods, but has only considered their faults; again
he presents only the claims of his own God, and does not notice
any of the current objections to the Christian religion. It will
be seen therefore that his question has no demonstrative value.
If, however, there is a Maker of the world, as all acknowledge,
then, evidently, this Maker can only be one, since the Uni-
verse which is created is also only one (’). Yet, this does not
tell us how the World was created, or whether there is any God
at all. These questions we must now investigate. “If the move-
ment of creation were irrational,. and the Universe were borne
along without a plan, a man might fairly disbelieve what we say.
But if it subsist in reason and wisdom and skill, and is perfectly
ordered throughout, it follows that he that is over it is none
other than the Logos-Reason of God (').” It is plain that this
teleological argument leads to a World-Logos-Reason, which is
visible in the disposition of Nature. But Athariasiushere makes
the assumption that it leads to a

“ God ” whose Logos-Reason
appears in the world. This then is an unjustifiable conclusion
from the premisses given above. however true it may be in itself.
Here is the first leap in the theistic argument of Athanasius. It
is worth noticing that this argument leads to a World-Reason,
or as the Greek language expressed it, a World-Logos. It must
be remembered that the Logos to which the argument has led
us is a Logos-Reason, and not a Logos-Word. It would be per-
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fectly possible for the argument to call this Logos-Reason God,
without assuming a God on whom this Logos-Reason depends.
And, if we notice, we will see that this is after all the primary
conception of Logos. This argument leads us to a Only Maker
of the world who is, not has, Logos-Reason. Reason is an in-
separable element of consciousness, and if we reason to a World- »

Reason, we thereby imply a World-Consciousness, of which
Reason is a necessary attribute, as not beingunreasonable. Next,
Athanasiusdistinctly declares that by Logos-Reason he does not
mean the Stoic “ spermatic Logos-Reason,” “which is without
soul and has no power of reason or thought, but only works by
eternal act, according to the skill of him who applies it (‘).” Nor
does he mean a “ Logos-word” such as “belongs to rational
beings and consists of syllables, and has the air as its vehicle of
expression (°).” ‘

Here Athanasiusmakes his second leap in argument. His ar-
gument had led him to a “ logos-reason ;

” and because the word
“ logos" in Greek meant both reason and word, he already feels
it necessary to show that he does not mean a “ human " “ logos-
word," although the Divine “logos-word” is already in his
mind. This confusion would not be so important if it did not
have serious consequences on the nature of the Deity. Reason
is a psychological element of a consciousness, and can never be
separated from consciousness, or become an “other” to it. A
Word, however, may become separated from the psychical con-
sciousness as an audible physical entity, without depriving the
consciousness of its reason. Thus, when the conceptions of
reason and word a e confused, we begin to have the possibility
of the Divine Reason becoming separated from the Divine con-
sciousness, and becoming an “ other ” to it, without substracting
from the rationality of_ the Divine consciousness. Psychologi-
cally this is indefensible, for it would leave the Divine conscious-
ness irrational, as having lost its Reason. But, if we speak of
the Divine Logos both as reason and word, then the Divine Lo-
gos means Divine Reason as divine and part of the divinity;
and of the Divine Word, as sent of the Father, who is not then
left irrational, to create the world. This relation of the Logos-
Reason to the Logos-Word will appear more clearly when it is
proved that on the strength of the teleological argument just ad-
duced Athanasius says that God is he who “ like an excellent
pilot, by his own Wisdom and his own Logos, our Lord and
Saviour Christ steers and preserves and orders all things, and
does as seems to him best (').” Now it is evident that the pilot
has as an element of his own consciousness reason, which we

may call wisdom. But, strange to say, we find that this Wisdom
or Logos-Reason, is identified with a separate personality, “ our
Lord and Saviour Christ,” that is, Jesus, by means of which God
steers and preserves and orders all things. Evidently, the leap
has been made, and the Logos-Reason, an inalienable property
of-the consciousness of God, without which he would be irra-
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tional, is an external Logos-Word, a separate personality,
which if identified with the personality of Jesus, should not only
be a dissected reason-faculty, but a perfect consciousness of
thought, feeling, and will. This will be clearer still from the fol-
lowing quotation : “ But though he is Logos-Word, he is not,
as we said, after the likeness of human words, composed of
syllables; but he is the unchanging image of his own Father.
For men composed of parts and made out of nothing, have their
discourse composite and divisible. But God possesses true ex-
istence and is not composite but is the one and only-begotten
God, who proceeds in his goodness from the Father as a good
fountain, and orders all things and holds them together (‘).”
Here it is evident that the Logo_s is used in the sense of Logos-
Word, although the proofs for his existence all led to the Logos-
Reason. This is a distinct fallacy of double middle. For, how
could a_person’s own psychological faculty of reason, be firstly,
in the likeness of human vocables, and secondly, be the external
image of the person itself ? For by the substraction of the fac-
ulty of reason, that person would be left as irrational as a pigeon
whose brain has been cut out. How can a person’s Reason be
his external image, or image external to him? How can a

person’: reason he said to be “ begotten " of him ? How can a

person’s reason be identified with the personality of another in-
dividual consciousness? If, however, after we have reached by
the teleological argument the Logos-Reason of God, we then
abandon it foir the Ifiogoshwortd, then we car; uinderstand howkaperson s wor may e sai to e an image o t e person s ea -

ing, how the image may be external to them without legving
them irrational, how the word may be said to be “ begotten " of
the person, and how by this “ word” the pilot may command
how the ship shall be steered. But all this can only take place
by‘_ctc1>nfusi}i11g thedtwo disténtct meznings fiif gvorti Logo:w ic we ave en eavoure o ren er in ng is y e wor s
“ Logos-Reason ” and “ Logos-Word.”

But this confusion of meanings has another bearing. The L0-
gos-Reason being part of the personality, is coéqual and co-
éternal with it. The Logos-Word is subordinate to the person-
ality, existing only at the good-will and pleasure of the person-
ality, existing not before the Personality chooses to speak it,
and although consubstantial with it in the sense the word bore
before Nicaea, yet not as divine, perfect, spiritual, and intelli-
gible as the consciousness itself. The Philonic and Arian con-

ception of the Logos was the latter, the Logos-Word, although
they had also arrived to a conception of it by the illogical teleo-
logical argument shown above. Athanasius was the first who
confused both Logos-Reason and Logos-Word as the Jesus or
the Second Person of the Divinity. He never realized the ter-
rible consequence. that if God's psychological faculty or funct-
ion of reason be substracted from him he must -be left reasonless,
or irrational.
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2. The Existence of a Loga.r.—But, suppose we do not believe in
the existence of such a thing as a Logos ? “And if a man were
incredulously to ask, if there be a Logos of God at all, such an
one would indeed be mad to doubt concerning the Logos-
Reason of God. but yet demonstration is possible from what is
seen, because all things subsist by the Logos-Reason and Wis-
dom of God, nor would any created thinghave had a fixed exist-
ence had it not been made by reason, and that reason the Logos-
Reason of God, as we have said (’).” Thus Athanasiusassumes
the existence of such a thing as a Logos as a universally recog-
nized fact, as it was in the philosophyof the times of Athanasius.
He has no new argument to prove it, except the fact that all
who do not believe it are “ mad.” The function of the cosmic
Logos is to unite itself to creation. It is ungrudging, and there-
fore does not grudge stable existence to created things, which,
because.theyare created out of nothing, would otherwise perish
as they were created. They can only have stable existence when
the Logos unites its own existence to them ('). “ For just as
though some musician, having tuned a lyre, and by his art ad-
justed the high notes to the low, and the intermediate notes to
the rest, were to produce a single tune as the result, so also the
Wisdom of God, handling the Universe as a lyre, and adjusting
things in the air to things on the earth, and things in heaven to
things in the air, and combining parts into wholes and moving
them all by his beck and will, produces well and fittingly as the
result, the unity of the Universe and its order, himself remaining
unmoved with the Father while he moves all things by his or-
ganizing action, as seems good for each to his own Father

- (°).” Thus the functions of the Logos is to keep harmony in
the world : like a harmonious chorus composed of the voices of
old and young (‘°), like the harmonious and simultaneous action
of the human senses ("), and the different occupations of the
men who compose a city (""). The Logos must keep in harmony
the visible and invisible worlds, just as the human body and soul
are kept in harmony ("’). Thus the Father reveals his Logos
through creation, being “ begotten " of the Father C‘). It would
be as foolish to admire the world and despise the Logos its
Maker. as to admire a beautiful musical instrument and despise
its designer and maker C“).

3. The “ Hand ” of God.—Among the titles of the Logos, there
is one which Athanasiususes sparingly,but which had much pa-

.tristic authority. It is that of being the “ Hand" of God ("’).
Irenaeus (") and Hilary (“) had used it. Thus God “ uses his
proper Logos as a hand, and in him does all things (").” Athan-
asius used this to denote the consubstantiality of God with the
Logos, whereas the Arians are said by Sokratés (’°) to have’pre-
ferred to use the word “tool” or “instrument” C"). It may
however be asked whether this conception of “ hand" agrees
with the conception of Logos-Reason. Can a man use his
psychological faculty of reason as he uses his hand, and by it, as
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a hand, create? Common experience shows that when a man
does somethingwith his hand, his psychological faculty of reas-
on is still intact in his consciousness and is an

“ other ” to the
hand. As Logos-Word, however, we can understand how God
may be said to create by the Logos-Word. the command, Let
there be Light, for instance. Thus God uses his Logos-Word
as a hand in creating. But has this no subordinational impli-
cations P If the Trinity has no difference of rank or degree, can
the second person be called the hand of the rest? Is not the
hand used as an instrument, a means, not a separate personality
in itself P Is not the hand utterly subordinate to the conscious-
ness? Would we worship a hand in the same sense that we
would worship the consciousness that directs it? Is the hand
any more than an instrument? As to the consubstantiality of
the hand with the consciousness, it must be remembered again
that to the Arian there was no difference between “ begetting ”

and “ creating." To Athanasius there would have been a vast
difference between a “ hand” and an external “instrument.” To
the Arian there was none, for he considered that all things out-
side of God himself were originated in the same manner, albeit
the difference of degree may have existed. ‘Therefore this dis-
tinction is only vital to Athanasiusor to somebody who can in
the Scriptures find a consistent distinction between “ making”
and “begetting.” If the hand is an instrument through which
the personality creates, then the hand must exist for the sake of
creation, and not creation for the sake of the hand. Athanasius
considers the first opinion blasphemous however, and considers
that we exist for the sake of the Logos ("). How inconsistent
this position is with the conception of a hand, needs no addi-
tional comment. This difficulty shows how little Athanasius
realized the meaning of the terms he used. '

Besides, how could the ‘‘hand’’ of God be his Image P How
could the “ hand" of God be his Only-begotten Son ? Does a
man beget his own hand ? We asked, how could the “ hand "

of God be his image P This could take place easily if the image
be conceived of as a mere resemblance ; but the Athanasiancon-
ception of Image is an absolute reproduction, in every sense
equal to its Archetype. This could clearly not be the case with
a hand.

4. The Light-and-Ray Simile.—The relation of Father to Son,
Athanasius always explains by a reference to the simile of the
light and its ray, and the fountain and the stream. We discuss
this question elsewhere. To beget is not to give out by ema-
nation part of one's own nature. It is participation of the whole
nature. Of the Son, all things partake. But begetting itself
takes place without affection or division ; and therefore it must
be that the Son is the Logos-Reason and Wisdom of God (”).
For, “ Has not a man himself lost his mind, who even entertains
the thought that God was ever without Logos-Reason and with-
out Wisdom (") ?” Doubtless, nobody doubts that there is
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reason in God's cdhsciousness; but this does not mean that
everybody believes that there is in God a Logos-Word from all
eternity. “To dwell upon our own logos-word as an illustration

..

as it is proper to us and not a work external to us, so also God's
Logos-Word is proper to him, and from him, and is not a work
(").” A work is external to the nature, but a Son is a proper
ofispring of the essence, and a man may be and be called a
Maker though the works are not yet, but Father he cannot be
called, nor can he be unless the Son exists ("). It is doubtful
whether reflection will support this distinction. Origen’s ar-

gument when applied to the Son, is hailed with delight by the
orthodox Athanasius ; but when applied to the world, the same

argument is scouted. The reason is that Athanasius held the
distinction between begetting and making of which Origen was
innocent. The Father and Son are not related as two parts
are to a whole ; the Father is the whole, in all of which the Son
participates ("). They are not like vessels emptying into each
other, but either is necessary to the other’s perfection ("). The
Father is not in the Son in the same way that he is in the saints ;
the Son is one with him not by participation but by offspring, by
begetting ("). The Father is in the Son, and one with him, as
the emperor’s likeness is in the statue ('°).

That the Logos-Word of God is substantially eternal with him,
Athanasiusproves from the fact that the Logos-Reason of God
is substantially eternal with him whose unoriginateness is sub-
stantial ("). Is God wise, and not Logos-Reason-less, or is he
Wisdom-less, and Logos-Reason-less P If the Logos-Word-
Reason is from without, somebody must have given him his
Logos-Reason, which is absurd; for before he received it,he must
have been Logos-Reason-less, and Wisdom-less. If he has his
Logos-Reason from himself, it is plain that the Logos-Word is
then not from nothing, or from without ("). The fallacy of the
argument will be apparent on reading this attentively, the En-
glish translation of each occurrence of the word Logos pointing
out the sense in which it is taken in that particular place. Un-
less then the Father and Son are two in name only, or are re-
lated mutually as parts of a whole, which would make them both
imperfect, then unless they be two Gods, they must be consub-
stantial, one in Godhead, and the Son must be free from the
Father ("). How this can take place, however, without the sub-
ordination of one of the two is a mystery. -

Such in outline is Athanasius’sconception of the Logos-Doc-
trine. As we said at the beginning, it turned for the most part
on an equivocation between the two meanings of the Word
Logos. That such a thing as a Logos exists, Athanasius con-
siders so certain, that he conceives it to be “ madness ” to doubt
it. But since in modern times all doubt it, and thus are “ mad.”
how shall they be enabled to hold the Christian faith whose phil-
osophy is irrevocably bound up with that conception ?
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5. The Arian Philonic Argument.—Arius, Eusebius, and As-

tfius, had rep?atedhthehPhilonicharlgument tldiebnecessitlglr of
t e existence 0 we at ing as t e ogos. o eing wi ing
to create and originate Nature, when he saw that it could not en-
dure the untempered hand of the Father, and to be created by
him, makes and creates first and alone one only, and calls him
Son and Logos, that through him as a medium, all things might
thereupon be brought to be." This had been the philosophical
argument for the need of the Logos. When, however, it was
used by his opponents, Ath'anasius opposed it on two grounds ;
If the things that are originate cannot bear the hand of God, and
the Son is a thing originate, then neither he will be able to bear
the untempered hand of God, and it will be necessary to find a
mediator between God and him; and the same argument will
apply to him, and so on ad infinitum. If however the Son as

originate could bear the hand of God, then all things could also
bear the hand of God, as being also originate (“). Again, there
was no need of a mediator, since God never grows weary of
commanding, nor is he not strong enough to accomplish all he
desires ("). The crowning argument of such a mission of the
Logos would be that it would appear that he would have come
into existence for our sake, whereas, since woman was made for
the ‘man, we were crfeaxeg for his salke ('2. {The Son is theregorein t e estimation 0 t anasius t e en 0 creation, instea 0
being the means by which the creation takes place. Yet, if we
rememberthat Athanasiuscalls the Son Hand and Right Arm of
the Father, we would have the self-cotradictory notion that the
creation of the hand was made for the sake of the hand, not the
hand for the sake of what it could do. Thus we see that origin-
ally thlisfltiermmust heme beentusfd by mexwho differed radicafllyrom anasius on e pom a issue. s enus was more 0 a
philosopher than a Christian. And it was on this account that
Athanasius oplposed ‘tihte pkilosophical Philonic conception, be-
cause it was a vocate y sterius.

6. Plurality of Logo:'.—Having thus given Athanasius's doc-
trine of the Logos, and pointed out the confusion of the two dis-
tinct thoughts, the Logos-Reason, and the Logos-Word, which
correspond respectively to the endiathetic and prophoric Logoi
of Justin Martyr, the student is now ready to understand why the
Arians spoke of several Logoi. Clearer in thought than Athan—
asius, they had detected this confusion, without the assistance of
the above traditional names. Athanasius’s method was simply
to assert the identity of these two diflerent thoughts without
further ado. He could easily do so, because if he came to any
contradiction, it was only necessary to call it a mystery in order
to sanctify it.

This is the very subject of Atzberger’s essay, so that we must
quote from him here (").

Atzberger’s first point is that the Arians separated these two
conceptions, for which distinction they had the authorityof Jus-
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tin and Clement. “It is doubtless true that the Arians distin-
guished in the simple essence of God a Logos and a Wisdom ;
but they distinguished from this inner Logos the Hellenic idea
of the Logos. In this distinction lies the deepest root of the Ar-
ian Deism, and also the only possible avoidance of it. This very
distinction demands a division of the Trinity." But if this Arian
Deism was founded on this distinction,_Justin and Clement of
Alexandria may be called Arian Deists ; and if this be the case.
the Nicene conception, and not Arianism was the innovation.
And Athanasiusdoes make an innovation on Justin, Hippolutos,
and Clement of Alexandria. He positively and explicitly refuses
to recognize the distinction ("). “We believe'in one Logos,
neither implicit nor explicit.”

Atzberger proceeds to give Athanasius’s position. “Athan-
asius started from the position that the Creating and Incarnate
Logos must be very God, and that this Logos can be no other
than the Logos which it is necessary to suppose is indwelling
in God. In doing this, Athanasiushas severed the vital root of
Arian Deism, Without spending much time in investigating if
it be at all possible to unite both conceptions, or how this could
be accomplished, he unites them at the very start ; he explains
the teachings of positive Revelation through the results of specu-
lation and the latter he completes and perfects by the assistance
of the former ” (i. e., a logical vicious circle).

Atzberger however recognizes that it is doubtful how far
Athanasius was right in so doing and excuses him from this
most crucial task on the most childish pleas. “ It is true that
after doing this it should have been for Athanasiushis main duty
to demonstrate, and prove the identity of the inner and spoken
Logos. But Athanasiuswas not at liberty to remove hither the
field of discussion, since his first duty was to save the dogma of
the Trinity,which was endangered by the distinction.” But if it
can be demonstrated that this distinction existed in the days of
Justin Martyr and Hippolutos, then it is proved that in those
days the dogma of the Trinity did not exist. After saying that
Athanasius’sright to unite both conceptions was at the very least
totally unproved, Atzberger says : “ At the time of Athanasius
everybody endeavoured to make the Christian Idea the content
of general speculation, and therefore it was the custom toapply
to it all the categories of Hellenic philosophy. That is, it was

customary to identify the heathen idea of the Logos with the his-
torical Christ. In the false union of these two elements centered
at the time all heresies.” But it can be proved that this union
had taken place as early as Justin and therefore according to
Atzberger Justin would have to be called a heretic, and perhaps
even the author of the Fourth Gospel who introduced into the

Eew Testament the technical term of Greek philosophy, the
ogos
The whole discussion can be summarised in a few words. The

Arians upheld Justin's distinction between the two Logoi, as
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rational philosophy did universally in their day. Athanasius
simply denied that venerable distinction without assigning any
reason for this procedure. Except where he needed philosophy
to establish the fact that such a thing as a Logos existed at all,
he dismissed philosophy once for all. Harnack (") well says :
“ In the last resort, Athanasiusnowhere considers the Logos in
itself; he see only the Divine which appeared in Jesus Christ.
He has no longer any independent philosophic doctrine of the
Logos ; he has become a student of Christology.” He does not
pretend to justify his premisses intellectually; his religion he
justifies by his speculations; his speculations he supports by pre-
misses drawn from religion. Atzberger calls this the specific
Christian method of speculation ; but that not shelter it from the
charge of being, in the light of logic, indefensible. It is in a
reverend garb the old familiarprocess of begging the question.



CHAPTER XII.

THE TRINITARIANISM OF AUGUSTINE.

I. The Source of Augustine’: Ph¢'lo:ophy.—The most casual rea-
der of Augustine's theology feels that he has entered into a new
realm when it is contrasted with the theology of Athanasius.
New words and new conceptions meet his glance everywhere.
The reason is that the philosophy of the two theologians is dif-
ferent. Athanasiusis the disciple of Plato, interpreted by Philo.
Augustine is the disciple of Ammonius Sakkas, the combiner of
Plato with Aristotle. Neither realized their real source of in-
spiration. They accepted naturally the current philosophy of
the day, without appearing to realize that there was any other
philosophy. So each interprets Christianity according to his
philosophy ; and the result is a change of theology, amounting
almost to a change of religion. But of this more later.

For the convenience of the student, it may be well to state that
the gist of Neo—Platonism, the philosophy of Augustine, is a

combination,more or less skilful, of the God and Psychology of
Aristotle, with the Divine Mind (idea-system) of Plato, and the
World-Soul of the Stoics. -

Like Plotinos, Augustine holds the essential unity of God and
Man (‘). With Plotinos, man was an essential part of the Uni-
verse, so that it was possible to conclude to the nature of God
from. that of man as to a whole from a part. But Augustine
makes man only the creature of God, like him, indeed, but essen-

tially separate. Hence either reveals the nature of the other
only by “traces ” of similarity. Yet these are sufficiently strong
to permit Augustine to describe the nature of God from a con-
sideration of human psychology, man being created in the image
of God (') ('). It is necessary, therefore, to begin our discus-
sion of God, by an account of psychology.

2. The Theoretical P:ychalogy.—-When Augustine reasons con-

cerning the Trinity,his psychology is that of Plato, more or less.
The human soul is composed of existence or memory, thought
and will (‘). These are the faculties of consciousness (‘). Each
of these faculties can be used in three ways : towards external
things ('), self ('), and God ('). The soul's thought of God pro-
ceeds from her memory, to which it is united by the love of
God, which proceeds from the faculty of will.

3. The PracticalPsychology.—When Augustine is off his guard.
that is, not trying to prove the Trinity,his psychology is that of
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Aristotle, more or less. The human soul is not three-fold, as .

above, but seven-fold, as follows: Man is divided into body
(corpus) and soul, (anima) ('). The body will be vivified by the
Spiritus (the spiritus creatus, inbreathed by the Holy Ghost,)
at the day of resurrection, just as the anima is alive in the pre-
sent dispensation (‘°). The anima is divided into (“) rational
and irrational powers (“). The irrational anirra is composed of
memory, sense, and desire, (adpetitum). The rational anima,
also called animus, is distinct from the whole anima C’). The
animus is again divided into the rational and irrational parts.
The lower or irrational part is divided into four parts : the ani-
mus irrationalis proper, the animus passivus, the animus spirit-
alis, and the perturbationes animi ("). All these powers of the
animus irrationalis together form the virtutes and the will C‘).
The rational or intellectual animus is divided into the twohighest
faculties of the human mind : mind, and last and greatest,
reason. Above this there was no higher faculty, and conse-
quently there was no means of actual union with God, as in the
psychology of Plotinos. Man shared his essentia, that is, his
body, with the stones and earth; the seminal life (the anima
irrationalis ?) with the trees ; his sensual life (the anima irrati-
ona1isP) with the animals, and his rational life (the animus
rationalis P) with the angels alone ("). Thus both men and an-
gels are separate from the higher realms of divinity.

4. Conflict of the PsychoIog£es.—How -shall these two systems of
Psychology be harmonized ? Consistency is the least of August-
ine’s cares. Yet, if both are true they must both harmonize.
Perhaps the essence or memory is the anima irrationalis ; the
will, the animus irrationalis, and thought, the rational or intell-
ectual animus. But if this be the case, the equality of the Trinity
is lost. The Father would be the lowest of the three Persons,
and subject to both ; the Holy Ghost would control the Father,
and be ruled by the Son ; and the Son would dispose of both the
other members of the Trinity. This subordination would follow
from the fact that each lower function or part of consciousness
is ruled by each higher one ("), as is shown by his identification
of the anima irrationalis with the life of trees, the animus ir-
rationalis with the life of animals

,
and the animus rationalis with

the life of angels.
Of course the result is absurd, and it is better to consider both

schemes inconsistent. It would be useless to ask which was the
most correct, as both disagree with an actual psychology.

5. Existence of God.—Experience affords knowledge of truth.
But all experiences are true inasmuch as they partake of the
quality of truth, through which they are true. There exists then
a highest truth on account of which all other things are true.
The highest truth is the highest ,

for if there were a higher one,
it would not be the highest. That truth beyond which the im-
agination cannot proceed is God. This is the proof of the ex-

istence of God.
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6. The Divine Psychology.—Applying the theoretical psychol-
ogy to the Divine Nature, God is triune, being absolute Intelli-
gence, Will, and Spirit. Being or memory is also conceived of
as self-consciousness (“), but not even then would man's tri-
unity, self-consciousness, thought and will, agree with God’s In-
telligence, Will, and Spirit. With man, love proceeds from will;
with God, from Spirit. Here is another inconsistency.

But this is not all of Augustine's self-contradiction. The fol-
lowing statements must be left as hopeless. When God recol-
lects himself, he generates from himself the eternal Word, in
which he adequately expresses himself. Thus the Word is the
Son of God, the personal likeness of the Father. Beholding
each other, they both generate as out of one source the personal
Love, the Holy Spirit ("). The Father is Intelligence, the Son
Will, and the Spirit Love. The Persons of the Trinity are one
in essence, distinct in personality. All perfections of the essence '

of God, apply to each separately, and to all together. Only the
qualities which constitute the individuality of each belong to
one particular person. As they are one as to essence, they are

coéqual.
Lack of space will prevent us from proceeding to a consider-

egion of how God created the world. Augustine in this follows
late.
7. Destiny of Augustine’: System.—The personality of August-

ine of Hippo was so masterful that his system became that of the
Christian Church for all time, being finally reformulated by
Thomas of Aquino in almost the same words. It is at the pre-
sent day the standard of orthodoxy,and from this fact derives all
its practical interest.

The immense prestige of Augustine may be gauged by the fact
that he fixed for all time the Doctrine of the Trinity in the year
400, while the equally important doctrine of Salvation had to
wait till the year I200 to be finally formulated by Anselm of Can-
terbury. Surely Augustine was a giant among men I



BOOK IV.

THE SUCCESSIVE INNOVATIONS.

CHAPTER I.

THE INNOVATIONS OF AUGUSTINE.

1. The Innozxations of Augu:tine.—It has been our task so far
merely to set forth certain facts of the history of Christianity
which any student can verify for himself. Truth belongs to no
school of dogma, and the student will be free to search for it,
without any imputation of heresy. Having ascertained these
facts, it is now necessary to draw their natural inferences. This
is a task of logic, and should not be disturbed by doctrinal pre-
judice. The seeker after truth follows her dispassionately, care-
less where she may lead him. The method which we shall em-
ploy will be to notice the changes which the doctrine of the
Trinity underwent at the hands of each later theologian, begin-
ning with Augustine, and working back to Jesus of Nazara him-
self. In this manner it will be possible to distinguish sharply the
geological strata of doctrine, and finally arrive at some fair
notion of what the original message of Christianity must have
been.

Since this deduction is a purely scientific enquiry, it depends
wholly on the accuracy of the facts mentioned above.As soon as
new facts will be discovered, the conclusions will have to be if
necessary changed to that extent. As all scientific conclusions,
the results below are merely tentative, awaiting future recension,
and broaded statement. To brand the conclusions as orthodox
or heretical will not change them; only the fact that they are
mistaken, or untrue to the facts mentioned, will alter them in the
estimation of the man of science. And as no human production
can ever hope to claim inerrancy, it is probable they are in some

;:leg;'1ee open to revision. In this tentative spirit they are put
ort

.
g

In considering the Trinitarianism of Augustine after that of
Athanasius, the reader is forcibly impressed with the novelty of
the former. It is true that both rest on the validity of the prin-
ciple of anthropomorphism, or if the more orthodox name be
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preferred, theomorphism. It is immaterial whether a man con-
cludes to the nature of God from that of man, which alone is
known, or, whether he asserts that man is in the image of God,
and that there is a likeness between the image and its pattern.
In either case the known factor is humanpsychology. ButAthan-
asius and Augustine difier in this psychology. Athanasiusnever
defined it clearly. He contented himself with asserting the fact
that man had such a faculty as Logos-Reason. Then, by the
convenient equivocation between Logos-Word and Logos-
Reason, it appeared natural that man should “ beget ” a Logos-
Word, which is consubstantial with, but distinct from the human
personality uttering it. Augustine, on the other hand, was de-
prived of this convenient equivocation by the fact that he wrote
in Latin, where it does not exist. He was forced to find a new
psychological scheme which would account for a Trinity. He
found this in the trine faculties of being, thought, and will. Be-
fore his time, however, the student of philosophydoes not hear
of such a psychology being applied either to God or Man by a
Church Father. Hence we are forced to conclude that it was an
innovation in the realm of theology.

But this psychology contains another innovation. The Athan-
asian psychology, as also the light-and-ray simile,accounted only
for two principles in a psychological being. NowtheAugustinian
psychology accounted for three principles or faculties. Hence
comes this innovation in cosmology, too. That this need was 'a
real one may be seen from the fact that Ephrem the Syrian en-
larged the light-and-ray simile to the one of light-ray—and-heat,
to account for the Holy Ghost. But this enlargement is not
found in Athanasius.

A moment’s reflection will show that unless a man holds three
principles of psychology and cosmology, he can be called a
Trinitarian by courtesy only. Athanasiuswas vociferous in en-
umeration of the three Names of the Baptismal Formula; but
when he came to explain it by psychology or cosmology, he
could never account for more than two. This proves that the
traditional dogma and the traditional cosmology were hetero-
geneous elements, having no inner connection. Augustine was
alone orthodox in philosophyas well as in dogma ; but it is no
less evident that this orthodoxness of philosophywas an unequi-
vocal innovation.

Although Athanasius’s psychology accounted for only two
principles, when driven to the wall he discovered three in cos-

mology, the third one being the Origenistic indwelling of the
Spirit in the hearts of believers as the Spirit’s essential function.
But even in this matter Augustine was an innovator. Here the
Holy Ghost has nothing to do with the creation of the world, re-

creating the hearts of believers only, not being present in those
of unbelievers. With Augustine the Spirit is an integral part of
the nature of God, and as such took part in any action of God,
as, for instance, in the creation of the world. This is a radical
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difference, demanded by the Trinitarian dogma, but no less on
that account a distinct innovation.

2. The Mistakes of Augustine.—In the system of Augustine
fibers are two fatal logical errors which can only be referred to

ne y.
1. Human psychology revealed, according to him, in one hlf-

man personality three faculties or functions ; that of being,
thought, and will. These are not separate personalties, or three
separate consciousnesses. They are only three different aspects
under which one and the same consciousness may be regarded.
There are only three manners in which one indivisibleconscious-
ness operates. But when this human psychology is applied to
God, we are startled to find that each separate faculty or function
has suddenly somehow acquired an individual or separate con-
sciousness or personality ; so that we have a consciousness
which consists exclusively of being, one which consists exclus-
ively of thought, and one which consists exclusively of will. And
besides, these three separate individual consciousnesses are inex-
plicably part of the same identical nature, which is also presum-
ably self-conscious. What relation shall. these four separate and
different consciousnesses bear to each other? If the analogy be-
tween man and God had been carried out consistently, we would
have in God also only one indivisible consciousness or person-
ality, operating in three different manners. It is needless to say
that a conception of a consciousness composed exclusively only
of being, or of thought, or of will, is an absurdity of the Muen-
chausen type, never heard of before Augustine, and one of which
no one will grudge him the honor of being the inventor, nay,
originator.

II. The whole argument of Augustine is an application to the
nature of God of the psychology of man. But in this process
the human faculties of being, thought, and will, by a magical
change become in God intelligence, will, and spirit ; Being be-
coming intelligence, thought will, and will spirit. Besides, in the
human mind the three faculties of being, knowledge and will are
coordinate, or simultaneous, neither arising out of the other,
being a threefold form of self-expression. In the Divine Nature
the first begets the second, and both beget a third.

But what is the use of insisting on Augustine's inconsisten-
cies ? The reader will long ago have concluded that his argu-
ments are fallacious, and do not represent reality.



CHAPTER II.

THE INNOVATIONS OF THE NICENE
CONTROVERSY.

I. Athanasius’: Appeal to Antiqui!y.—Athanasius believed that
his opinions agreed with those of antiquity. It has already. been
shewn that he considered his opinions founded on Scripture.
But, besides this, he believed that the Church had always held
his opinions. He makes great capital (‘) out of the fact that the
Arians are called after Arius, and are not called Christians or
Catholics. Then he says 2 “ But if they confess that such a com-
mandment was never heard of before, will they not also allow
that this heresy of theirs is a modern invention, and that it has
no support or favour from antiquity or tradition P But what a
wretched thing must that be which the Fathers‘knew nothing of.
but which has newly been thought of (’).” “ For if the doctrine
of God is now in a perfect triad, and this is the only and true
religion, and this the good and the truth, it must have been al-
ways so, unless the good and the truth be something that came
after, and the doctrine of God is completed by additions. I say,
it must have been essentially so (').” “ Who, on the rise of this
odious heresy, of the Arians, was not at once startled at what he
heard, as strange, and a second sowing, besides that word which
had been sown from the beginning (‘).” “ Nor from the Fathers
have we heard any such (Wisdom) (‘)."

2. Athanasius’:Appeal E.ramined.—AIthough Athanasiusclaim-
ed that all the Fathers were on his side, when he wrote a trea-
tise in defence of the Fathers at Nicaea, he only quoted four
Fathers : Theognostos of Alexandria, Dionusios of Alexandria,
Dionysius of Rome, and Origen ("). This was the place of all
others to display the array of Patristic Authority to defend the
action of the Bishops at Nicaea. And yet, Athanasiuscan only
muster four. Let us examine these four. Dionusios of Alexan-
dria was so doubtful himself on the question debated by Arius,
that Athanasiuswas forced to write a treatise called De Sententia
Dionysii, in order to defend his orthodoxy. Dionysius of Rome,
lived but a few years before Athanasius,and in the times of the
Sabellian controversy. Theognostos was a disciple of Origen.
and Origen himself is the oldest of the authorities quoted. Of
Origen, Athanasiussays : “ the labour-loving Origen.” Athan-
asius, in view of his own opinions, felt the need of apologizing
for Origen’s opinions and says ingeniously : “ For what he has
written as if inquiring and by way of exercise, that let no one
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take as expressive of his own sentiments, but of parties who are
contending in investigation, but what he definitely declares, that
is the sentiment of the labour-loving man (').” As uncertain
witnesses, therefore, Origen and Dionusios of Alexandria must
be omitted ; as definitely orthodox then remain only Theognos-
tos and Dionysius of Rome. Only two Fathers, therefore, and
these so late as to live in the generation before Athanasius, can
he quote on his side. Where are Tertullian, Clement of Alexan-
dria,'Theophilos, Hippolutos, Irenaeus, Justin ? Are they not
worth quoting? With this small authority of two late Fathers
to support him Athanasius has the sublime courage to say:
“ See, we are proving that this view had been transmitted from
Father to Father ; but ye, 0 modern Jews and disciples of Cai-
aphas, how many Fathers can ye assign to your phrases ? Not
one of the understanding and wise ” (this is rather hard on Ter-
tullian, Clement of Alexandria, Theophilos, Hippolutos, Iren-
aeus, and Justin) “for all abhor you but the devil alone ; none
but he is your Father in this apostasy (‘).”

3. The Arian Appeal to Anh‘qui!y.—The Arians looked upon
themselves as orthodox, and called the followers of Athanasius
“ Athanasians." The whole polemic of Athanasius in the inter-
pretation of Scriptural authorityshows that the Arians also con-
sidered their views scriptural. Besides, as much as Athanasius
did they consider their opinions those of the Catholic Church as
handed down from the Fathers. A reference to the Arian docu-
ments will substantiate this claim.

So strongly did Arius look back on an authorityof Bishops
in the Church that Harnack is forced to say (') : “ Arius points
to a whole succession of Eastern Bishops, and above all to Euse-
bius of Cesarea, as authority; he even asserted that all Eastern
Bishops agreed with him, and therefore were excommunicated
by Alexander.” “ And the Arian reaction after the Council of
Nicaea that lasted for several centuries shows how much the un-
animity of Nicaea was due to the pressure of the unbaptized
Constantine.”

4. The Appeal: C'ontra:ted.—Where both parties contradict each
other, it is necessary to decide, and to make the appeal to docu-
mentary evidence for them. _It will be useless in this instance to
quote title and page of the separate works; the facts are so
well known to scholars that they would be useless to them ; for
those who are not scholars, easily accessible works will supply
the evidence in detail.

In the first place, Athanasiusdoes not only ignore, but actually
contradicts the Philonic distinction between “God” and “The
God," which Justin, Irenaeus, Clement, Origen, and Tertullian
recognize and confess. That he voluntarily ignores it is plain
from the fact that it was in a secondary form brought to his
notice by Asterius, and not refuted.

Secondly,the distinction between “ begetting ” and “ creating"
is not supported by Justin, Origen, and Tertullian, who applied
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the word “ creation " to the origin of the Word. Besides, while
Paul, Justin, Irenaeus, Clement and Origen only say that the
Father created by the instrumentality of the Son, the dogmatic
utterances of Athanasiuslimit creation to the Son. -

Moreover, Paul, Irenaeus, and Origen both clearly speak of
the subordination of the Son as to his eternal nature, which
Athanasiusdoes not recognize.

Thirdly, as to the identification of the Son with Wisdom, Jus-
tin, Irenaeus, Clement, and Tertullian had identified it with the
Holy Ghost.

Fourthly,as to the canons of interpretation of the Scriptures,
Origen had frankly avowed many Arian positions because led
to do so by the plain sense of Scripture. Thus both Irenaeus.
Origen, and Tertullian interpreted the text Mark xiii: 32 and
Prov. viii : 22, distinctly in the Arian sense.

Fifthly,as to the connotatlionpofltheword “image,” Athan-
asius takes the view opposed y au .

Sixthly,as to the implication of being the “ first-born among
many brethren," Athanasiusdeparted from the evident meaning
of Paul, Clement and Qrigen

_Seventhly, Athanasius demes that the Son was born of the
good pleasure and Will of the Father. In doing so he expressly
contradicts Irenaeus, Origen, Tertullian, and Hippolutos; be-
sides departing from the universal language of the early Church.

Further, Athanasius claims that “the Fathers of the Church
have, all of them, confessed by word of mouth, and written down
as well, that the Wisdom of the Father is an uncreated being,
consubstantial and coexistent with him, and the Creator of the
World ("’).” On the contrary, Tertullian without being con-
sidered heretic on this subject, had distinctly averted that there
was a time when he was not. Origen was the first theologian to
speak of our eternal generation.

If it should now be asked, Who was the innovator, Athanasius
or Arius ? the answer would be, Both.

The school of Arius and Eusebius of Nicomedia held to the
Philonic doctrine of the Logos till that time universally accepted
in the Church. When however the force of circumstances, the
adoption by the Church of the new conception, drove its adher-
ents into the ranks of the opposition, their catch-words became
new, as there had never been a necessity in the Church before
this time of asserting the negative complement of their positive
assertions. So far, the school of Arius and Eusebius of Nico-
media were innovators.

The followers of Asterius were bald humanitarians, as all their
characteristic interpretations of texts show. Asterius was
the author of the conception of several Powers of God, which
necessitate the conception of Jesus as a man differing from all
others only in degree. The whole of the school of Asterius were
therefore innovators, unless it be granted that the Christianity of
Jesus was of this type.
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Athanasiuswas an innovator in doctrine, abandoning the uni- *

versally held Philonic subordination of the Logos, but carrying
the organization of the Church with him. And it was by this
organization that he was declared orthodox, aided by the power-
ful civil influence of Constantine, the unbaptized.

Athanasiusnever complained of the fact that the Arians were

persecuted by Constantine ; but he had no words too expressive
to denote his feelings at the persecution of the orthodox by Con-
stantius. Perhaps in this minor trait of character may be seen

plainly how Athanasiuswas by disposition the innovator or par-
tisan, and not the consistent philosopher; he could justify means
when used for him which he deprecated, as to principle, when
used against him.

Summing up then all that has been said, it seems clear that the
significance of the step which the Council of Nicaea took was the
abandonment of philosophyas philosophy,andtheadoption of an

authoritativestandard of orthodoxy or religiousness. Henceforth
it is vain to appeal to reason ; the authorityof the Council dir-
ected by the stern secular power of the unbaptized Constantine is
the only rule of faith, the only measure of truth. This was the
essence of the innovation of the Fathers at Nicaea.

5. History of the Term “Con.substantiaI.”-Before proceeding
with the argument it is worth while to digress, in order to con-
sider the history of the word “ consubstantial,” which became so
famous as the test of orthodoxy at Nicaea.

Aristotle had used the word when speaking of the stars, as

being of one same nature with each other-; Porphyry had
spoken of the souls of brute animals as being consubstantial with
human souls C‘). The author of the Hermetic writings had
used the term of the Philonic Logos in respect to the First
Cause I“), in which Philonic conception the Logos was subor-
dinate to the Father. Origen (") who is a distinct subordin-
ationist, also uses the word in the same meaning. The Gnostic
Valentinus considered that every emanational aeon, or eflluence
of God, whether a superior aeon, or a human soul, was consub-
stantial with God, the Clementine Homilies (“) agreeing with
him; The Manichees considered also the two superior beings
below God as well as the human souls consubstantial with God.
Both in the case of the Gnostics and Manichees this term is used
consistently with subordinationism. The pupils of Origen, in
the Council of Antioch 264 A. D., against Paul of Samosata,
gave up the use of that word, on being met with the objection
that if the Father and Son (notice no mention is made of the
Holy Spirit) partook in one essence, this essence was distinct
from and logically prior to the two persons. We have seen that
Athanasius met this same difficulty , although he stated it in
different words.

From all this it results that until the day of Athanasius the
word consubstantial had been regularly used to denote likeness
of nature between God and a subordinated Logos, or even hu-
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man souls. The use of the term in a sense which would preclude
subordinationism as was the case with Athanasius,was therefore
distinct innovation ; a use of a recognized philosophicalterm in
a special and different theological sense. Even in this use of
this word Athanasius,and not the Arians, was an innovator.

6. Value of Appeals to Ann'qmty.—Great prominence is usually
given to the fact that the Nicene Bishops claimed to be guided
by the maxim, “ Let the ancient customs prevail.”

It is however worth asking, in how far such a maxim is worth
anything, unless the enquirer is guided as to what the ancient
customs were, by documentary evidence, and not by opinions of
those who are concerned in the matter ; for it is well known that
it is a failing of human nature to consider oneself, in the absence
of proof to the contrary, as right in everything.

An illustration of what is meant is the ritualistic revival in the
Episcopal Church in the United States, which began about the
year 1880, and within a decade, has almost succeeded in captur-
ing all of the important parishes of that church. The “low
Church " party which opposed it was universally considered the
conservative party ; and the ritualists the innovators. The cry
of the low Church party was “ Let the ancient customs prevail.”
Yet. as a matter of fact, it can be proved on satisfactory evidence
that the ritual being now introduced was the universal custom of
the Church in England, not more than 200 years ago, and this in
an age of enlightenment, of the press, and of societies. As a
matter of fact, therefore, the ritualists are not the innovators ;
for they are only reviving what not long ago belonged to the
Church. The low Church party, posing at present as the “ con-
servatives," are the innovators. If such a tremendous mistake
can be made in an age of enlightenment like the present, how
much easier would it be in an age when education was very much
neglected, when the Church was continually disturbed by per-
secution and -by the destruction of its manuscripts. Conse-
quently, the maxim of the Nicene Bishops can only be accepted
in the case that it is proved on documentary evidence that their
opinions were those of the ancient time.

7. Mistaken Con.rer7;ati.rm.—The Council of Nicaea relied on the
maxim of conservatism. It has already been shown, that in the
realm of morals, the Church in the days of Athanasius had de-
parted from early standards, although it was in external har-
mony with them and in the succession of the Apostles. It has
also been seen that in point of doctrine the earlier Fathers
agreed with the Arians rather than with the Athanasians. It has
also been seen that, as in the case of the Episcopal Church in re-
cent years, it is quite possible that the innovators should pose as
conservatives, and the conservatives be regarded as innovators.
It seems quite possible therefore that theFathersofNicaeashould
have honestly regarded themselves conservatives, although re-

presenting the doctrine of that day as the traditional faith of
their forefathers.
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8. Athana.u'u.r’s Dogmatical Evolution.-—So far we have only ad-
vanced negative proof that Athanasius was as much of an in-
novator as Arius. Positive proof of this fact can now be shown.

In his earlier writings Athanasiusused the word “ of like na-'
ture” in respect of the Son. This was the very catch-word of
the Arians, and he ceased to use it accordingly. In his earlier
writings Athanasiusdid not scruple to assent to the doctrine of
Dionusios of Alexandria, that the eternity of the Son was not
absolutely eternal. In his later works, however, he distinctly
contradicted this statement, which had granted all the Arians
had ever demanded. And Athanasius himself changed in his
doctrine in the space between his earlier and his later years ;
being led to oppose those who held his own early opinions be-
cause of that personal animosity which made him use such op-
probrious epithets in regard to them.

It is easy to understand why the Arians experienced difliculty
in framing a satisfactory creed. Their party was that of free
thought as opposed to that of unquestioning assent. This in-
ability to make any formulation of their position was both the
weakness and strength of their position ; only those who have
given up the exercise of their mental faculties can unquestion-
ingly agree’ to a cast-iron creed. ‘Besides, the Arians represented
earlier speculation ; and what liberty was allowed to it we have
seen in examining the systems of the Ante-AthanasianFathers.

At the Council of Nicaea the Christian Church took one defin-
ite step, cutting itself ofi from all earlier speculation. Next she
laid the foundations which made the next step in the time of
Augustine possible.

9. Modern Critiefsin of the Question.--It will be instructive to
examine the grounds on which Dorner and Harnack pronounce
Arianism an innovation.

Harnack’s grounds are as follows C‘) :
“ (I) Not only is the outspoken definition of the fact that the

Logos was a creature and alterable, new in its intensity, in spite
of Origen, Dionusios of Alexandria, Pierius, etc.

“ (2) But before all other things the explicit rejection of any
essential union of the Logos with God.

“ (3) The illustrations of the fountain and the stream, the sun
'

and the light, which are as almost as old in the Church as the
doctrine of the Logos, are here done away with.

“ (4) Further, the combination of Adoptionism with the L0-
gos-cosmology,is new, and

“ (5) Even if not new. yet before never permitted, the distinct-
ion of two Logoi, and two Wisdoms.”

Let these charges be examined one by one.
The first charge is false, inasmuch as Arius did not recognize

any such technical term as “ creature.” He only said that the ex-
ternalized or prophoric Logos was begotten in the same way
as all other creatures, although not as other creatures (in degree)
("). Secondly,Arius did not reject any " essential" union with
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God, for through him God created all things ; and this could not
take place without essential union ("). Thirdly, Hamack ac-

cuses Arius of doing away with the old illustrations of the sun
and light. Evidently Harnackhad not read Arius's fragments of
the Thalia in Athanasius’s Orations where Arius distinctly
affirms the illustration C‘). The only difference between Athan-
asius and Arius in the matter is that Athanasiusbelieves effects
to be simultaneous with their causes ; Arius believes that effects
follow the causes. And the scientific world has agreed all
along with Arius as against Athanasius. The fourth point is
the only one which is probably correct. It is certain that in
one of the fragments of the Thalia Arius does speak of an adopt-
ion (") ; but it is equally certain that the whole system of Arius
precluded such a conception, if it were logically and consistently
carried out ; for then Sonship is only a synonym together with
creature; and therefore adoption to Sonship is a mere empty
phrase. Lastly, it is interesting to remember that the fifth point
we have already discussed, showing conclusively that if this is an
innovation, then Justin Martyr must also be considered as hav-
ing held those misstatements.

Let Dorner’s charges now be investigated (’°).
(I) Never had the Church defined the Son to be a being

created out of nothing ;
(2) Never had it separated him from God or attributed to him

a different nature from that of the Father.
(3) As little had any teacher of the Church ever dreamed of

dwelling with satisfaction, as Arius did, on expressions which
lower the Son, still less of basing his system on them. -

(4) Furthermore, seeing that, as a system, Arianism has
little or nothing to recommend it in itself, and that the human
mind would never by itself have arrived at such a monstrous
mixture of rational and supernatural elements, it testifies invol-
untarily to the prior existence of an entirely different faith, which
on the one hand it has essentially altered, though on the other
hand it bears clear traces of its influence and impress ('°).

The reason that the Church had never defined the Son to be
_

created out of nothing was that until the Council of N icaea, the
Church had never defined anything at all in a general Council.
This is certainly a good reason. To say that the Church had
never “ separated” the Son from God is senseless, since Arius
himself never did that; but if it be held that the Church had
never believed subordinationism, then we may point to Justin.
Irenaeus, and Origen, Clement and Tertullian, in their day all
accepted as orthodox, which fact proves that their opinions did
not differ materially from those of the Church. Arius did not
dwell with satisfaction on expressions which lower the Son. On
the contrary, a perusal of the fragments of Arius will show how
reverently and advisedly he spoke, albeit a subordinationist. The
fourth charge of Dorner is hardly worth mentioning since it
does not deal with facts so much as it does with invectives. It
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may however be sufficient to say that the elements of the system
of Arius may be satisfactorilytraced to Philonism, and to other
sources accounting for them in every particular. That it points to
a faith different from it as existing before it rests totally on the
assumption it is so senseless; which it certainly is not to the
student of Greek phi1o’sophy.

The charges have thus been considered in detail, and it has
been found that only one of them is grounded in fact : the com-
bination of adoptianismwiththeLogos-cosmology. Nevertheless,
above reasons have been given for holding that even this charge
is of little real moment. Thus this negative investigation has
yielded the same result as the former positive one.

I0. Liddon’: Argumcnt.——If any revolution occurred in ecclesi-
astical circles at the time of Athanasius,the innovation was cer-

tainly not as much on the side of the Arians, as on that of the
unbaptized Constantine. This has been proved by a comparison
of the actual beliefs of the Ante-AthanasianFathers with Athan-
asius. Even so orthodox a man as Liddon is forced to recog-
nize this difference of expression. It cannot be amiss to quote
his words :

“Is it not notorious, men ask, that some Ante-Nicene writers
at times use language which falls short of, if it does not con-
tradict, the doctrine of the Nicene Council ? Does not S.
Justin Martyr, for instance ("), speak of the Son as subserving
his Father's Will? nay, of being begotten of him at his Will
(”)? Does not Justin even speak of Christ as another God
under the Creator (")? Do not Athenagoras, Tatian, Theo-
'philos, and S. Hippolutos apply the language of Scripture re-

specting the generation of the Word to his manifestation at the
creation of the World, as a distinct being from God ? Do they
not so. distinguish between the endiathetic and the prophoric
Logos as to imply that the Word was hypostatized only at the
creation (") ? Does not Clement of Alexandria implicitly style
the Word the Second Principle of Things (’“) ? Does he not
permit himself to say that the Nature of the Son is most close to
the Sole Almighty One (") ? Although Origen first spoke of
the Saviour as being ‘ ever-begotten ("),’ has he not contrasted
the Son as the immediate Creator of the World with the Father
as the original Creator (”) ? Is not Tertullian said to be open to
the charge that he combated Praxeas with arguments which did
the work of Arius (”) P Does any Catholic writer undertake to
apologize for the language of Lactantius ? Has not recent criti-
cism tended somewhat to enhance the reputation of Petavius at
the expense of Bishop Bull (“’) ? (“).”

What excuses has Liddon to bring forward .7 Three (").
They are as follows :

,

(1) The faith, delivered once for all, had been given to the
Church in its completeness by the Apostles. But the finished
intellectual survey and treatment of the faith is a superadded re-
quirement ; it is the result of conflict with a hostile criticism and
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of devout reflections matured under the guidance of the Spirit of
Truth. The Alexandrian teachers of the second or third centur-
ies were, relatively to their successors of the age of the Councils,
in the position of young or half-educated persons, who know at
bottom what they mean, who know yet more distinctly what they
do not mean, but who as yet have not so measured or sounded
their thoughts, or so tested the instrument by which thought
finds expression, as to avoid misrepresenting their meaningmore
or less considerably, before they succeed in conveying it with
accuracy.

(2) A doctrine may be held in its integrity and yet be pre-
sented to men of two different periods under aspects in many
ways different.

(3) The Church’s real mind was not doubtful. Any recog-
nized assault upon it stirred the heart of the Church to energetic
protest.

Let these reasons be examined one by one.
(I) In the first place it is necessary to deny the illustration’s

implication, that the Ante-Nicene teachers were like young and
half-educated persons. They were men as old as the Nicene
Fathers. They were men every bit as well educated, and knew
their own mind as well as the later Fathers. Now, Athanasius
appealed to the Regula Fidei, as the standard of orthodoxy ; and
when the literal sense of the Scriptures contradicts this, then the
literal sense is false. The consequence of this is that the ortho-
doxy of Athanasiusdid not depend on the Scriptures but on the
Regula Fidei, handed down from mouth to mouth from thesevery
Fathers who were mistaken. It is plain that if these earlier
Fathers had not as yet so measured or sounded their thoughts,
or so tested the instrument by which thought finds expression.
as to avoid misrepresenting their meaning more or less consider-
ably, before they succeeded in conveying it with accuracy, they
certainly could not hand down anythingbut a misrepresentation
of the faith. But this very inaccurate and misrepresenting ac-
count ‘of Christianity was the Rcgula Fidci by which Athanasius
guided the Nicene definition and condemned the early Fathers.
Therefore, how could the truth have been handed down by word
of mouth by those who were not able to explain to others the
truth they held “at bottom.” Of course, it is said, that the
Scriptures guarded and guided them; but Athanasius claims
that the standard of the Scriptures is the Regula Fidei-; so that
the authorityof the~Scriptures is only valid when it agrees with
the Regula Fidei. Therefore, the Scriptures alone could not have
guided the later Fathers. The only possible way in which we

may vindicate the Regula Fidci as the original truth then is that
the earlier Fathers, being unable accurately to hand it to their
successors by word of mouth, invented a means by which. they
could place their “bottom " in some communication with the
catechumen’s “ bottom ” whereby the catechumcn came to hold
the faith in his “ bottom,”‘being, like the venerable Father, un-
able to express it in words. But if this be true, to what sudden
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change shall the fact be attributed that about the time of Athan-
asius suddenly the Christians achieved the power of communi-
cating by word of mouth that which they bore with them in their
“ bottom ” P History records no such change in human nature
at this particular time. ~

Another question must be considered. “ But the finished in-
tellectual survey and treatment of the faith is a superadded re-

quirement.” Dorner repeats this (°‘) : “ They were not able, it
is true, to set forth the entire fulness of that image in a scientific
form ; a substance which science could only slowly,and perhaps
by long round-about methods reproduce.” What is a “scien-
tific” form P A scientific statement takes time only where ex-
periments are conducted, or where instruments before unknown
facilitate research, and lead to mathematical conceptions not
known before. There was nothing scientific about the age of
Athanasius. No new experiments had been conducted, no new
facts had been discovered, no new methods or vocabularies had
been employed, no language was changed, no word was used
which had not been known hundreds of years before, although
perhaps not in a “ technical ”'sense. It does not take much
“ scientific ” research or labour to say that the Logos is not sub-
ordinate to God, but coéqual with him. In fact, this must have
been a thought present to Origen, as the contradictory of his
opinion. The only “ scientific” advance of the age of Athan-
asius over that of Origen was simply to contradict his statement.
although no new facts had been discovered since the time of
Origen, and it has been proved, in fact, that Athanasius knew
less of the Versions of the Scriptures than Origen did. There
needs not the “scientific” labour of a century to attain this ridic-
ulously small result, of simply contradicting an opinion held be-_
fore. Surely the necessity of such scientific advance cannot ex-
cuse the fact that leaders of recognized orthodoxy in the past
contradicted in terms the Nicene formulation. But the strangest
bearing of this claim of “intellectual” and “ scientific " formul-
ation has not yet been touched. This claim is made by that very
party which discredits the use of reason except as a handmaid of
faith, and which insists on calling all the dogmas “mysteries.”
What place can there be for “ scientific ” formulation in a “ mys-
tery " that must be accepted without examination ?

There is still a third subject of interest in this connection. If
the faith was “ delivered once for all,” and had been given to the
Church “in its completeness ” by the Apostles, how then was it
possible that it should still be susceptible of a “ scientific” de-
velopment which should need the labour of centuries to perfect
it ? Here is a contradiction. Either the faith was delivered
once for all in its completeness. or it was not delivered once" for
all, and was not delivered in its completeness. If the faith was
delivered complete once for all, then it is an absurdity and a self-
contradiction to say it lacked anything,or was susceptible of any
necessary process of development. If a

“ scientific ” process
was needed to bring it to a conclusion contradicting in terms to
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the premisses then it was not complete, and was not delivered
once for all.

If it was delivered once for all, and complete, then the writers
of the subapostolic age received it once for all in its complete-
ness. - If, as Liddon recognizes, there are such conflicts between
their statements and those of the Nicene Fathers that we _must
choose between them, then either the Ante-Athanasian, or the
Nicene Fathers are orthodox ; and these are the horns of a dil-
emna. If the Nicene Fathers are orthodox, then the Fathers
who received the faith once for all in its completeness are unor-

thodox: and this finally leads us to the proposition that the
Apostles, and consequently Jesus himself was unorthodox ;
which is absurd. The only escape from this dilemna is to ac-

knowledge that the Nicene Fathers were unorthodox.
When the argument is brought to this point it is usual to

slight the differences existing between the Ante—Athanasianand
the Nicene Fathers. But the argument of “ rhetoric ” has been
once for all disposed of by Liddon ("). “It really amounts to
saying that a succession of men who were at least intelligent and
earnest, were nevertheless, when 'vvriting upon the subject which
lay nearest to their hearts, wholly unable to command that
amount of jealous self-control, and cautious accuracy in the use
of language which might save them from misrepresenting their
most fundamental convictions.”

There remains nothing therefore but to say that the differences
are slight, that the former statements are “unsatisfactory.”

But it must be noticed that their divagations are not upon the
minor points of doctrine but on the very most crucial points at
issue. Every single one of the instances of mistakes of the earl-
ier Fathers quoted above from Liddon actually relates to the
main point of Christian doctrine, the Divinity of Christ. And
every single one contradicts in terms the Nicene definition on
the point. Surely such contradictions are sufficient to make
their statements and the orthodox statements be considered as
horns of an unquestionable dilemna. If the difierences were in
minor matters, on subjects about which all agree that freedom of
opinion exists, then we might grant a

“ scientific ” development;
but when then actually contradict in terms the Nicene formul-
ation, then we are driven to the choice of one of the alternatives.

We now necessarily come face to face with the question of
“development.” If the faith was delivered once for all in its
completeness, what room is there for development? Dorner
(”) speaks of a “further development of the doctrine of the
Church.” “That a very decided step was thus taken in advance
of the Ante-Nicene conception of God” (that had lasted till
the council of Nicaea) “ needs no further elucidation.” Liddon
acknowledges that in the primary sense of the word “ develop-
ment ” he denies that any took place ; but he is willing to admit
one in the sense of an explanation of an already existing idea or

belief, presumably giving to that belief greater precision and ex-

actness, in our own or other minds, but adding nothing what-
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ever to its real area ("). What is the use of this increased pre-
cision and exactness when we are told at the end it is a mystery,
and must not be investigated? Precision and exactness come
from the exercise of the faculty of reason, but are useless in a

hopeless mystery. .

(2) The second excuse of Liddon is unsatisfactory. He claims
that when the Church was disputing with polytheism the Unity
was brought forward, but when the danger was passed, then it
was necessary to accentuate the Trinity.

If this argument proves anything, it proves that the Fathers
had no accurate knowledge of the Christian faith. It is impos-
sible, unless one is a conscious exaggerator, to overestimate or
underestimate a truth which is known definitely. If I know that
two and two make four, then I am just as guilty if I say it is
three, as if I say it is five. Because my enemy says it is three, it
is not therefore right for me to say it is five, exaggerating on the
other side. If I know the true result is four, I would be as bit-
terly opposed to one result as to the other. Of course, if I do
not know the true result is four, and I have no means except
guesswork of reaching the true result, then if an enemy says it
makes three, it is perfectly possible for me to say it makes five.
But if I said so, knowing the true result was four, I would be
either a fool or a knave.

Now if Origen knew in his heart of hearts that the Son was

absolutely coéqual with the Father, he was a miserable scoundrel
to announce over and over that the Father was the God who is
the first God, and God over all. If Justin Martyr knew it, he
was a criminal to speak of Christ as another God under the
Creator. No more scientific terminology is needed to make the
latter statement, than to make the first. The only difference is a
difference of meaning.

(3) To support his third assertion that the Church at heart
always knew the truth, he quotes instances in which the Church
resented false teaching. For instance, Victor's Quartodeciman
fulmination was disregarded elsewhere, and his excommuni-
eation of Theodotus was everywhere received. Paulus of Samo-
sate and Noétus were condemned as heretics.

But why were Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Hippolutos, Theo-
philos, Lactantius, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Tertullian
never until the day of Athanasiuscensured, on account of their
views on the question of the Incarnation, whereas their state-
ments, as Liddon acknowledges, contradict the Nicene formul-
ation in terms? Surely this is proof positive that the Church
agreed with them in their day.

The Humanitarian Artemon claimed that the Divinity of
Christ was imported into the Church during the episcopate of
Zephyrinus, who succeeded Victor in the R'oman chair. The
writer of “the little Labyrinth C") ’’

answers him thus : “ Per-
chance what they say might be credible, were it not that the
Holy Scriptures contradict them ; and then also there are works
of certain brethren, older than the days of Victor, works written

|.
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in defence of the truth, and against the heresies then prevailing.
_'I speak of Justin and Miltiades, and Tatian and Clement, and
many others, by all of whom the Divinity of Christ -is asserted.
For who knows not the works of Irenaeus and Melito, and the
rest, in which Christ is announced as God and Man ?"

Liddon adds: “This was the argument upon which the Church
of those ages instinctively fell back when she was accused of ad-
ding to her creed.” But to-day, we have accepted the witness of
these men, and have from these very witnesses appealed to by
herself demonstrated that she has added to her creed.

II. The Fable of the Wolf and the Sheep.—The fable of the wolf
and the sheep is well known. Where a fault is to be found, it is
easy enough to discover one or several. Such has been the case
of Christian critics. Arius was wrong. Why? Reasons were
not lacking, especially as Arius was dead and could not defend
himself. Some critics accuse Arius of creating a separation be-
tween God and man; some of annihilating all distinction be-
tween God and man ; some of making the Son a being of inter-
mediate order between God and man. Between all these accus-
ations (which contradict one another), it is evident that there
is no room for the unfortunate Arius to escape ; but if he had
been living he might have retorted these accusations against his
opponents ; for the scholarly Gwatkin recognises that the

_

Homoéiusion was a distinctively Sabellian term.
The first charge against Arius is that he separates God from

his world. Voigt (”) agrees with-Méhler ('°) that the “ charac-
teristic of Arianism is the separation of God from the world.”
Dorner also sneers at the Arian conception of God (‘°) :
“ Through sheer sublimity the God of Arius is unable to create."
“ Yet ("), Arianism, strictly speaking, gave up the hope of union
with God, and consequently did not consider the realization of
that union to be the task imposed upon the Logos and the God-
Man." “ Nay, more, Arianism depotentiates man altogether;
for it denies that union with God is his destiny ("‘).” It “ separ-
ates the two so essentially and completely, that not even love is
able to reduce the distinction to unity (“).”

Voigt is so thoroughlybent on making good this charge that
he finds fault with Baur when the latter says that Arius considers
the only possible union of man with God to be a moral one. In
fine scorn (“) Voigt remarks that such thoughts belong to the
nineteenth century, not to the fourth. But how can you be cer-
tain of this fact, if you deny the evidence which shows that the
thoughts did belong to the fourth century ?

Having been convicted of separating God from the world,
Arius is now convicted of commingling God and the world.
Dorner declares (“) that Arianism “establishes no distinction
between God and the world that can hold its ground.” Un-
happy indeed is Arius who cannot please Dorner whether he
separate or unite God and his world. “ It commingles God and
the w(o‘r)ld’, by setting up a creature as mediator between God and
man .
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There is only one more charge possible against Arius, and that
is that the Son is a being intermediate between God and man.
This is the work of Newman, Baur, and Gwatkin. Newman.
says (") that Arianism was a

“ compromise that strictly speaking
he was neither God nor man.” Gwatkin holdsthat (‘°) “ Thus
‘the Arian Trinity of Divine Persons forms a descending series
separated by infinite degrees of honour and glory, not altogether
unlike the Neoplatonic Triad of orders of spiritual existence ex-
tending outward in concentric circles. The Lord is neither truly
God nor truly man, but a heathen demi-god. He is the min-
ister of the first creation and the prophet of the second, but the
Lord of life in neither. A true creator must be divine, but a
created being cannot be divine. Far from spanning the infinite
abyss which philosophy.not revelation, had placed between God
and sinless man, the Arian Christ is nothing but an isolated
pillar in its midst. His witness is not to the love of God, but to
a gulf beyond the power of almighty love to close.”

It is hardly necessary to remark that Gwatkin has touched the
difliculty, although not explained it. As a matter of fact, re-
velation had had no means of spanning this gulf until the author
of the Fourth Gospel adopted the Philonic Logos, which, in
truth, was an intermediate being. Later, however, the Church
abandoned the Philonic doctrine, by altering the position of the
Logos. Consequently, those who held fast to the Johannine
Logos, among them Arius. were out of harmony with the teach-
ing of the Church in the days of Athanasius. Baur is less lum-
inous than usual in his presentation of the matter (").

12. The Real Point at I:sue.—The whole discussion between
Athanasius and Arius reduces itself in the last resort to the,
question of the recognition of reason or blind faith as the stand-
ard of authority.

_

Liddon has a very poor opinion of Arianism. “ Reason and
faith are equally disappointed : the largest demands are made on
faith, and reason is encouraged to assail the mysteries of the
Catholic Creed in behalf of a theory which admits of being re-
duced to an irrational absurdity (‘°)." Liddon is right in say-
ing that Arianism has but little substantiality. It could never be
revived in earnest, since its foundation, the Philonic doctrine of
the Logos is ignored in modern philosophy. But it is not so
clear that both reason and faith were disappointed. We must
make allowances for the contemporary position of philosophy,
which then made the Philonic Logos a very widely accepted
theory.

. _Atzberger seems to see the true position of Christianity as in-
terpreted by Athanasius more clearly (“). “In Athanasius's
doctrine of the Trinity,the only task he imposes on reason is to
harmonize in clear conceptions the demands of Scripture and
Christian feeling" (an euphemism for the Regula Fidei,of course).
“And this is really the only possible office of reason in thematter.
Any system which desires to go beyond these limits must neces-

sarilyend in some form of Sabellianismor Arianism. As Méihler
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well says, the doctrine of the Trinity cannot be understood by
any speculation,” but (") he adds immediately,“never will human
endeavours to understand it rest. But this desire to understand
leads immediately into transcendental mistakes, the moment the
limits are transgressed.”

The result of this paragraph is that reason should be the hand-
maid of faith, whereas in all scientific work faith is the hand-
maid of reason. This then is the only price at which orthodoxy
can be bought; but the strange fact is that this method will
apply as well to fetish-worship as to Christianity. As long as

reason is only to defend, not to examine, any belief can be justi-
fied in this manner.

But the moment that reason is permitted to examine these
truths,thenimmediately they are called in question. Baur("') thus
presents the matter 2 “ How contradictory is it to consider the
begetting of the Son as something completely transcendental
and unimaginable, and at the same time to declare that the most
adequate illustration of this unique relation is the relation of the
light and the ray ! If the latter be true, tl1en_ God is conceived
of as a natural being, and the often repeated warning not to
thinkof anythingphysical or natural is meaningless. This nature
process belongs so essentially to the matter itself that as soon as
one abstracts the meaning, he has a perfectly empty conception.
But if we retain this consideration of nature, we fall into new
contradictions. If the Son, in his relation to the Father is a
mere Light—reflection. then he has no personal subsistence, and
he is a mere accident of the substance of the Father. But if this
personal subsistence be declared to be the very point in which
the nature of God difiers from that of the illustration, then we
lose the foundation of the natural illustration from which we
started, and we have no settled point of departure.”

Hgrnack (°‘) reviews the Athanasian dogma in the following
wor s :

“Unquestionably, even the old doctrine of the Logos, and
even Arianism appears to us to-day to be full of contradictions ;
but the contradict-io in adjecto in every point was first reached
by Athanasius. He believes that the Godhead is a numerical
unity, but that in this unity the Father and Son are to be distin-
guished as two. He teaches that there is only one unbegotten
principle ; but that the Son is not originated by becoming. He
asserts that the Divine in Jesus is the eternal Son, but that the
Son is as old as the Father. The Son is supposed to be neither
created, nor a quality of God, nor an effusion or part of God,
therefore something quite undefinable. The conception of a

Theogony is as much denied as that of a Creation. We may not
even think of a potential quality. The Father is, by himself,
perfect and self-suflicient ; yea, though in the sense of the single
nature he have but one being, yet the Father alone is ‘THE
GOD,’ and the principle and root of the Son. Qua! 7/erba, tot
scaudala ! ”

“ Whatever contains a complete contradiction, cannot be cor-
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rect, and it is the right of everyone to brand the contradiction to
be such a logical mistake without mercy. The Arians did that,
and as far as they assumed that no sane person can seriously
think a contradiction, and that consequently Athanasius was at
heart after all said and done a Sabellian, they were in the right.
It took two and more generations before the Church accustomed
herself to recognise in the complete contradiction the sacred pri-
vilege of Revelation. In fact, there was no system of philosophy
in existence according to which the propositions of Athanasius
could be made comprehensible.”

“ This absurdity Athanasiusaccepted. The Nicene declaration
he sanctioned. One of the most fatal consequences of this fact
was that henceforth the science of Dogmatics was for evermore
separated from clear thinking and defensible positions, and ac-
customed itself to irrational propositions. What was irrational
was soon, and even if not immediately, yet soon enough con-
sidered the characteristic of what was Holy.”

The reason that, historically, the Arians and Athanasius took
so long a time to settle the question at issue between them was
that each party appealed to a different standard. The Arian
asked, is this doctrine true, and rational ? Athanasiusdemanded
that the doctrine should be “ pious” or “ religious.”

The Arians occupied the stand—point of rationalism. Reason
is the faculty by which man judges of truth. Therefore, it is im-
possible to accept anything as true if it is not rational. Truth
must be measured by the laws of thought. Truthhas nothing to
fear from investigation; the more experiments are made. the
more certain is truth. Newman says (“) that “this miserable
procedure of making sacred and mysterious subjects a matter of
popular talk and debate ” is “ a sure mark of heresy." On the
contrary, the more talk and debate occurs, the more is human
reason stimulated, and guided to the truth. Fortunate indeed
would religion be nowadays if it occupied so great a portion of
the thought of the world as to be discussed and debated about.
For then reason would have an opportunity of ascertaining the
truth in religion. It is reason that sanctifies opinions, and not
opinions reason ; just as the Apostolic Constitutions say that it
is man who sanctifies a place, and not a place the man.

Athanasius occupies the stand-point of religion. He has no
more opprobrious epithet for his opponents’ arguments than that
they are irreligious. He repeats this accusation numberless times
in the course of his polemic against them C”). ‘‘ Can anything
be more irreligious (") ? he exclaims. “Unseemly is such an
enquiry, both unseemly and very blasphemous, yet parallel with
theirs; for the answer they make abounds in irreligion (")."
“ They would not in their folly have committed so great an act
of irreligion (")." “Whereas one may marvel at these men,
thus devising excuses to be irreligious ('°).” He never refutes
their position on the ground that it is false.

Dorner (‘“) holds that “ Athanasius aptly directs attention to
the lack of a religious principle in the system of Arius when he
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says,—The entire position taken up by Arianism is a false one;
for, instead of asking, How could Christ, although God, become
man ? it asks, How can Christ be God although man P" Evi-
dently Athanasius is here begging the question at issue ; and as

“there is no religion higher than truth” it cannot be irreligious
to demand the proofs of what one is required to believe. In a

later Chapter we shall see how sharply this stand-point differen-
tiates itself from that of reason, that Atzberger drives us to the
dilemma whose horns are orthodoxy and reason.

How little Athanasius used his reason, may also be inferred
from the vicious exegesis to which he is addicted. Voigt (“),
who is so partial to Athanasius, is forced to acknowledge that
only with difficulty would Athanasius’s interpretations of Script-
ural texts stand the examination of a thorough exegesis. Gwat-
kin, orothodox but scholarly, confesses (‘“) that “as a critic he
does not stand very high. His ignorance of Hebrew is evident,
and often causes him serious difficulty. The whole discussion
on Prov. viii : 22 might have been avoided by a single glance at
the original. His mistakes are not uncommonly grotesque.”

This difference of standards is clearly illustrated by the fact
which Athanasius is never weary of bringing up against his op-
ponents. They are always “changing their colours (“),” and
unable to agree to any formulation of belief. Newman adds that
(°“) “The truth only is a real doctrine, and therefore stable;
everything false is of a transitory nature and has no stay.” It
may be asked, however, whether scientific doubt and “ holding
in solution” is not an absolutely necessary characteristic of the
honest exercise of reason. If we are to thinkat all, we must be
ready to accept the conclusions of reason ; and, as Bacon says,
we will only know that we have a mind by change of opinion.
Scientists are as unable to formulate a binding dogma as the
Arians were. for that would preclude all further advance.

On the contrary, nothing is easier to understand than that
when intellectual suicide has been committed, there is no diffi-
culty in formulating dogma and in agreeing to it. The lowest
fetish-worshipper agrees with Athanasiusin this matter ; as long
as unreasoning and blind obedience is yielded, the rationality of
its object is made of no importance. Harnack saw this and
approves (“) of the judgment of theMacedonianSabinus of Hera-
klea C”), that the majority of the Bishops at Nicaea were unedu-
cated ; for the universal acceptance of the Formulary is only in-
telligible ifit be supposed that the question at issue was too deep
for the majority. This criticism is not directed against the con-
tent of the Formulary, but against the fact of any Formulary
being accepted almost unanimously by a great number of serious
thinkers, under the suspicious circumstances of the compulsion
of the unbaptised Constantine.

Intellectual arguments can only be refuted by intellectual argu-
ments. Only when prejudice and superstition are concerned in
the matter do combatants have recourse to objurgations. And
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the very fact that any particular disputant uses objurgations
proves that his passionate prejudices are involved, and that his
rational arguments have failed him.

This may be said of Athanasius. His polemic is full of the
most opprobrious epithets. The Arian heresy is a damnable;
heresy ("), and the Arians are consciously dishonest. “Let:
everyone consider the guile and sublety of this heresy, for know-4
ing how hateful and vile a thing it is, there was a necessity to'
throw a covering of nonsensical and unintelligible distinctions-
over it. The doctrine was to be published that the Son of God‘
is a creature. But they think they will be able to tone down
such a harsh statement as this, and so they add (").” The Arians
are insane ('°), frantic with rage ("), blasphemers (”),ignorant
("), and gulfs of impiety ("). They are shamelessly obstinate
and depraved ('°). .

The Arians are indecent and immoral ('°). They do not state
their doctrine clearly because they are seeking ecclesiastical pre—-
ferment and fear the displeasure of the emperor (”). Their heart;
is :1 seat of corruption ("). They are called “ abhorred of God’
(").” They are the children of the Devil (‘°), “even the Devil‘.

,

himself who is their father, I venture to think, would have been
abashed at last, and would have yielded to the invincible argu--
ments that have been employed in this conflict (°’)." He calls‘
them with evident relish “ diabolical” and “ satanical,” not only
in one treatise but in many (").

That Athanasius hates his opponents he confesses openly:
“ Now are they not worthy of all hatred for merely uttering this
(”) .7” But he goes still further ; he would have them punished
to the utmost (“) and wishes to have them stoned (”‘).

Whatever may have been the custom of the times of Athan-
asius, such morality is in strange contrast with that of the Ser-
mon on the Mount. And although Athanasius and his party
were in visible connection with the Church of the Apostles, they
had unconsciously drifted far from its universal charity.

With this implacable hatred and disposition to use shameful
epithets may be contrasted the suave nature of Arius. He is
only known through his bitter and remorseless opponents ; and
yet one of them (“) describes him as follows : “high in prow—
ess, humble in spirit, mild, meek, full of sympathy, pleasant in:
speech, more pleasant in manners, angelical in person, more an--

gelical in mind, serene in his rebukes, instructive in his praises."
He was too noble a man to be swayed by prejudice and passion,
too refined to stoop to such degrading epithets as Athanasius.
Whoever reads the fragments of his writings preserved to this
day will agree that this description is not far from the mark.

Athanasiusdoes not simply ignore the standing of rationalism.
He frankly antagonizes it. In fine scorn he exclaims, “ As if a

thing could not be because they cannot understand it (‘").”
Again, “ It does but remain that they should deny him also, be-

cause they understand not how God is, and what the Father
is ( )."
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Newman agrees with Athanasiusin calling the irrationalamys-
tery. He says, “ It is a depth and height beyond our intellect,
how what is two in so full a sense can also in so full a sense be
one, or how the Divine nature does not come under number
(").” “ It is no inconsistency to say that the Father is first, and
the Son first also, for comparison or number does not enter into
this mystery (”°).” “Yet what is a mystery in doctrine, but a

difiiculty or inconsistency in the intellectual expression of it?
And what reason is there for supposing that Revelation ad-
dresses itself to the intellect, except so far as intellect is neces-

sary for conveying and fixing its truths on the heart P Why are
we not content to take and use what is given us without asking
questions? The Catholics, on the other hand, pursued the in-
tellectual investigation of the doctrine, under the guidance of
Scripture and-Tradition merely as far as some immediate neces-
sity called for it; and cared little though one mode of expression
seemed inconsistent with another (“).”

Why are we not content to take and use what is given us with-
out asking questions ? Because this plea will hold good for the
most debased idolatry and ancestorworship as well as for Christi-
anity. If we are not idolaters, but Christians, it is because our
reason forces us to discriminate between the rational and irrat-
ional ; but having accepted the rational, shall we commit in-
tellectual felo da se .7

Why should Revelation address itself to the intellect, except so
far as intellect is necessary for conveying and fixing its truths on
the heart ? Because then we would give up distinctions between
Revelations and accept the revelations of Simon Magus as wellas
those of Paul and Peter. Yet, granting the impossible, that we
should use our reason to accept none but Christian revelations,
and then should accept this Christian revelation whether rational
or irrational, we might accept the Revelation if we were sure that
it was the original revelation, and not the invention of Athan-'
asius. For, on the above grounds, it would be possible for any
man to state any nonsense or gibberish as eternal truth, and de-
fend it on the ground of its being a mystery and depth and
height beyond our intellect. We must ask, Was the Homoéiusion
an integral part of the original revelation of Christianity ? The
supposition is that it was not; because it was rejected at the
orthodox Council of Antioch, and is not to be found in Re-
vealed Scripture, as “containing all things necessary to sal-
vation." It might be said that it was a private revelation to
Athanasius ; but such private revelation is not sufiicient author-
ity to make reasonable men accept the irrational and self-contra-
dictory.

Can a thing exist, although we cannot understand it? Yes.
if the existence of the thing can be proved experimentally, and
scientifically; no, if the existence of the thing is the result of
private speculation, and contains inherent self-contradictions.
If we cannot accept doctrines concerning Christ, because we
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cannot understand them, should we not also refuse to accept the
Doctrine of God, because we cannot understand him? No:
the doctrines of God the Father contain no inherent self-contra-
dictions, and are results of inductions ; whereas the doctrines of
Christ as given by Athanasiuscontain gruesome contradictions,
and test only on private revelations granted to him.

To cap the climax, after distinctly asserting that because men
cannot understand a thing, this is not a reason it is not so ; and
after discrediting the use of reason, Athanasius dismisses his
opponents’ arguments because they are unsatisfactory to reason !
“ And their positions while unscrutinized, have a show of sense ;
but if any one scrutinize them by reason, they will be found to
incur much derision and mockery (”).” Thus Athanasius dis-
misses rationality when it makes against him, but employs it
when it makes for him. The gross unfairness of such a proced-
ure is palpable ; and instead of injuring his opponents, it invali-
dates his own arguments, and shows that they are _beneath con-

.tempt.
I3. AthanasiusConvicted of Heresy by Modern Christian Teach-

ers.-—After labouring so-long to bring about the Nicene defi-
nition, and after convicting his opponents of heresy in so un-
measured language, had Athanasius possessed the gift of fore-
sight, he would have been sad enough to find that some day his
orthodoxy should be impugned by reputable Christian Teachers.
But this has come to pass. Dorner declares (”) that “ it must of
course be allowed that the doctrine of the Trinity,as laid down
by the Nicene Fathers, leaves much to be desired. In one point
above all, to-wit, that the. Father is represented, not merely as
the logical commencement of the Trinitarian process, but not
seldom also, as the root and source of all deity, and identified
with the Monas."

14. The Re.mII.—If it should be asked, then, who was in the
right, Athanasius or Arius, it must be answered that both have
been left behind in the march of civilization.

Philonism, the only logical interpretation of the phi1osophico-
religious symbol of Nicaea, has long been dead as a philosophy.
Consequently, the philonistic interpretation of Christianity must
be abandoned.

The simile of the light and its ray has for ever become unin-
telligible, under the guidance of the Law of the Conservation of
Energy. There is no such thing as a process of begetting a ray
which does not decrease the substance of the light of which it is
begotten. As this simile was the only proof for the theological
contention of the nature of God and the VS/orld, this conception
must be abandoned.

Athanasius’sconception of an efiect which is absolutely simul-
taneous with its cause is also out-grown. The cause invariably
precedes the effect.

The only things that remain are the undoubted facts of Ante-
Philonic Christianity.



CHAPTER.III.

’THE INNOVATIONS OF THE ANTE-ATHANASIAN
FATHERS.

1. Philonism as a Philoso/>hy.—It has been seen that until the
-day of Athanasiusall Christian writers held the Philonic subor-
dination of the Son to the Father. But the Author of the Fourth
Gospel, Paul of Tarsus and Origen explicitly asserted even the
most characteristic distinction of Philonism, that between “ The
God,” and “ God.”

This correspondence is so clear that none can avoid the con-
clusion that these writers distinctly adopted Philonism as their
philosophy,and accommodated the facts of Christianity to it.

That such a proceeding would not be improbable is evident.
Here was a system of philosophy almost universally accepted
among enlightened Jews. This system will easily adapt itself to
an identification between the Messiah and the cosmic Logos.
Therefore as they claim Jesus of Nazara to have been the Mes-
siah, if the Christians identify him with the cosmic Logos, they
will thereby only follow the lead of the Jewish interpreters and
assist the Jews in accepting Christianity.

Besides, although nobody to-day accepts Philonism, in those
days it seemed to enlightened Jews to be the final form of truth,
as it employed all great Greek speculation and harmonized with
their own Scripture and its developments of their days. There
need therefore have been no consciousness of deceit in this naive
identification.

.

In'view of all this, it is plain that the Author of the Fourth
Gospel and Paul were Philonists, albeit Christian Philonists. In
their teachings the.Christian element, and the Philonic element
should be held apart. As a whole, their writings may be char-
acterized as a Philonic interpretation of Christianity. We must
endeavour therefore to remove this interpretation, and reach
those facts of Christianity which both of them received by hear-
say only, or, if we must accept the Johannine authorship of the
Fourth Gospel, after an eventful interval of sixty years, at the
very least. This is a space of time quite long enough to change
one's conception of a truth, even if the fact of writing the ac-

count at the advanced age of ninety or a hundred, would not of
itself incline the critic to expect some involuntary misapplication
or misinterpretation of the facts due to the incipient mental
feebleness of old age. After thus removing this Philonic specu-
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lative element, the facts of original Christianity as Paul and the?
Author of the Fourth Gospel received them will remain.

It is impossible to claim for the philosophyof Philo divine in-*
spiration. The reason of this is that all his philosophic tenetsi
can be traced to Greek philosophv. Philo’s philosophy was
then no more inspired than any other system of philosophy,as-
for instance, Herbert Spencer's. If therefore this extraneous
philosophy be removed from early Christianity the facts of the
earliest Christianity will be reached, as they were handed down
from the Apostles before the teachers of Christianity mixed them
with Philonism. This original Christianity can be called Ante-
Philonic Christianity, or the Christianity of Jesus.

Every ‘thoughtful man gathers from the facts he knows some

system of philosophy, on the basis of which he interprets the
Universe. Thus there are at the presentday Darwinians, Spen-
cerians, Héickelians, Materialists. Positivists, Collectivists, Hege-
lians, and Kantians. It is absolutely necessary to the exercise of
the intellectual faculties that each man should be free to choose
the system of philosophy to which he shall adhere. When for
instance, an Hegelian or a Darwinis_t fills the position of teacher
of geology, he will impart to us the facts of geology coloured
by his own private conviction in respect to philosophicalmatters.
In order to get at the actual facts of geology the student must
subtract from all the teacher says his Hegelianism or Darwinism.
since it may be that he himself is a Positivist. No system of
philosophy canthen be regarded as a finality, and to limit the
facts of a science to those in harmony with a certain philosophy
would be intellectual suicide. Now this is exactlywhat the early
Christian teachers did.

If, for instance, a man is a Positivist, and does not believe in
Philonism as a philosophy, he cannot accept the teaching of a
“Logos” as a cosmical reality, mediating between man and
God. Now. according to the Ante-Athanasian Fathers, he can-
not be a Christian without believing this tenet of Philonism.
because they mixed the facts of Ante-Philonic Christianity with
Philonism, which at the time was a philosophy very widely ac-
cepted in the East Both Athanasiusand Gregory of Nyssa saw
this danger. that if Philonism, as a philosophy,was abandoned,
then Philonic Christianity must go by the board too. Therefore
they were at great pains to bolster up the Philonic conception of
the existence of such a cosmic reality as a “ Logos" of God.
For if there is no Logos in existence, how shall a man hold the-
orthodox dogma that Christ is the preéxistent Word of God ?‘
Therefore, if a man be of any school of philosophy other than‘
Philonism, say Positivism, Kantianism, Hegelianism, Evolution-
ism, then he cannot be a Christian of the type of the Author of" -

the Fourth Gospel, or of Paul.
As a matter of fact. Christianity has not been able to enforce-

Philonism on the thinking world. Nobody outside of a theo-
logical seminary to-day holds Philonism as a statement of his..
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philosophicbelief. Nobody hears of Philo except in the history
of ancient Philosophy. And yet Philonism is the only rational
explanation of the growth of the Christian dogma. What then
shall he do ? Shall he become a Philonist, or give up Philonic
Christianity, the Christianity of the Fourth Gospel and Paul?

If this issue be pressed, the whole world will answer, give up
Philonic Christianity ; for no man who thinkswill be willing to
throw away his rational philosophic belief which has been
brought forth by the unequalled triumphs of modern science,
and which therefore has a basis of fact, in order to embrace Phil-
onism, which was nothing more than a rough syncretism of
ancient philosophy,and which has no basis but the very unscien-
tific imagination of Plato or Aristotle. He who would do so
would not be led by the desire to know truth, but by the willing-
ness to subordinate truth of which he is scientifically certain, to
that of which he is not certain, and which rests on nothing more
than doubtful authority.

This answer is not a theoretical answer ; it is a principle on
which the philosophic world has acted ever since the days of
Galileo. The conquests of science have been held to by scien-
tists, whatever else in the form of prejudice or belief has been
given up. No philosopher has ever hesitated to deny what has
been proved to him to be false ; and Philonism as a philosophy
has long ago died out of the world for all practical purposes.

Yet a man need not give up all Christianity, if he give up
Philonism. To be sure, he gives up what the Philonists thought
was the interpretation of Ante-Philonic Christianity, the Christ-
ianity of Jesus. He gives up the’ Philonic interpretation of
Christianity, not the facts of Christianity itself. He cannot insist
too much upon the fact that in thus rejecting the Philonic in-
terpretation he is not rejecting anything which is intrinsically
valuable. He is only rejecting the early accretions of Christian-
ity, the earliest additions to it. the earliest changes from the
Christianity of Jesus, who certainly was no Philonist. He re-
ejcts nothing but what is in itself relatively valueless, though
consecrated by centuries of unquestioning and unreasoning be-
lief. That which the Philonist Paul and the Author of the
Fourth Gospel received, that he receives ; but he does not re-
ceive their Philonic interpretations of these facts ; which Phil-
onic interpretation can only be understood if he is willing to
throw overboard all modern scientific investigation, and become
a philosophical.Philonist once again. For how can an astron-
omer or a geologist believe in a “_Logos " with its crude deri-
vation from the allegory of human speech, “ unspoken” and
“ externalized" P It is impossible for the world to go back two
thousand years, to an age of second childhood.

2. Is Philonism Divinely Inspired !—It may be objected to all
this that the early Church considered the writings of the New
Testament, inclusive of the Fourth Gospel and the Pauline Epis-
tles, as divinely inspired, so that if a man accept the divine au-
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thority of the writings, and if he has proved that they contain
bald Philonism, then Philonism itself is stamped with the. divine
authorityof inspiration.

To this he should demur; for as he can account for every
tenet of Philo in former Greek philosophy, he can prove dis-
tinctly that Philonism was no new revelation of any kind what-
soever. Besides, because Jude quotes the Book of Enoch, that
is no reason why he would consider the Book of Enoch as di-
vinely inspired. In any case, however, Jude quotes from the
book of Enoch only a few lines of minor importance, while the
Fourth Gospel and Paul have borrowed from Philonism the very
marrow of their philosophy. He cannot therefore reject Phil-
onism if he still accepts the philosophicaldoctrine of the Fourth
Gospel and of Paul; they are identical. If the one falls, the
other falls with it.

This fact of the divine authorityof the Scriptures should not
be permitted to mislead the student. In the olden days any sup-
posititious divine writing was by its believers held to be literally
inspired. Witness the original Sybilline books of Rome, and
the Philonic belief that the translation of the Hebrew Scriptures
into Greek, called the Septuagint, was as divinely and literally
inspired as the original Hebrew Scriptures. The old myth con-
nected with the origin of the Septuagint is well known. The
seventy interpreters were said to have been locked up separately,
and to have produced a version exactly alike, witnessing to the
literal Divine inspiration afforded them. Thus the Early Church
considered all the canonical New Testament Scriptures as Di-
vinely and literally inspired, although this may be denied without
touching the general belief of their inspiration. Besides the
early Fathers looked upon many uncanonical Scriptures as in-
spired. This shows that the_ belief in inspiration was a general
one, and easily accorded to any suitable writing, even when it
was as foreign to Christianity as the Poemandres.

3..l/Vha! Remains of Chri.m'am'Iy When the Philonic Element is
Rrmozved !—What will become of Christianity if from it be taken
its Philonic element, which is the speculative element of Christ-
ianity, and which. as philosophy,must ever be open to change
and revision ? The original Christianity of Justin Martyr was
little more than a syncretism of Philonism with the Baptismal
formula. If the Philonic element be abstracted, there remains
in Justin's philosophy nothing more than the dogmatic element
of the Baptismal formula, which in itself, without further inter-
pretation, will testify for subordinationism (as it did to the Ante-
Athanasian Fathers) as well as to the coéquality of the indi-
vidual names mentioned.

But if the Philonic element be abstracted, then subordination-
ism itself means nothing, beyond utter indefiniteness as to the
meaning of the names mentioned. The student may and must
interpret these three according to the best light he has and in his
own philosophic language.
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4. The Baptismal FormuIa.—-If there remains nothing of Christ-
ian philosophybut the Babtismal Formula, the old question will
reappear. Is not the Baptismal Formula, as it stands in the
Gospels, an evident interpolation, such as, for instance, the ex-

planation of who it was who wrote the Fourth Gospel :
“ This

is the disciple which testifieth of these things, and wrote these
things. and WE (therefore not John himself) know that HIS
(therefore not John himself) witness is true," Jno. xxi: 24, and
also the statement of the Trinity which is on all hands conceded
to be spurious : “ For there are three that bear record in heaven,
the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost : and these three are
one.” I Inc. v: 7. It must be acknowledged that where the Bap-
tismal Formula stands, it seems to have been added later, just as
the latter passage, in order to make more definite what seemed
symbolic of the doctrine. Besides, if Jesus taught his disciples
a Trinity,how was it that it was not recorded anywhere, and the
very word “ Trinity” is not found until Theophilus of Antioch,
more than a century later, invented it ? How could Jesus have
taught his disciples a doctrine the very name of the content of
which was not invented for a whole century P

That one mention of the Trinity in the New Testament is on
all hands acknowledgedto be spurious at any rate does not make
it improbable that there existed interpolators whose very pur-
pose it was to bring forth such a doctrine. There is but one
other mention, and that is that of the disputed Baptismal For-
mula. From internal grounds. therefore, it is quite likely that
the Baptismal Formula may itself be later in origin than the
materials of which the First Gospel was made, especially as the
Formula is added as an appendix to the Gospel, as any one can
see who takes the trouble of consulting the text, Matt. xxviii: 19.

It should not be forgotten thatuntil the day of Basil the Gloria
Patri, a version of the Baptismal Formula was still so fluid that
the traditional form was not more common than numberless
others such as, for instance, “ Glory be to the Father, through
the Son in the Holy Ghost.” Consequently the argument for
coéquality of the three persons from the collocation of the Three
Names by the particle “and” has little ancient evidence or
authority. .

5. What Does the Baptismal Formula Mean !—Yet, this very fact
that there existed early interpolators with this purpose in mind,as
is certainly the case in the mention of the Trinity in the First Jo-
hannine Epistle, proves that very early the statement of the three
names was considered the Baptismal Formula; and all early
writers employ it. It will then be wisest to refuse to settle the
question where the points are so much in dispute; and to ask
simply what is the most natural non-Philonic interpretation of it.
‘A very satisfactory and natural interpretation of it may be

given.
“The Father” stands for the fact that God is the Father of

all men.
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“ The Son,” that all men are Sons of God.
“The Holy Ghost” stands for the fact of the spiritual pow-

ers which Jesus handed down to his disciples, and from whom
,

alone they could be gotten.
_ _Thus the Baptismal Fonnula may be accepted without adding

any new and foreign ideas to the teachings of Jesus, who dis-
tinctly spoke of his Fatheras “ my Fatherand your Father” and
said that greater miracles than these which he performed would
be accomplished by those who had faith as a grain of mustard
seed.

Nor, in speaking of the Baptismal Formula, need a man hesi-
tate to use the word “ Trinity” of the three names mentioned in
it, on account of its Athanasian and Augustinian implications.
The word occurs first in Greek in the writings of Theo‘philos of
Antioch, A. D. 200; and in Latin, in the works of Tertullian.
half a century later. The fact cannot too much be insisted upon
that in both these instances the word was first used by men who
avowedly and confessedly were subordinationists. To their
minds, therefore, in coining the new word that was destined to
become so famous, its connotation in no manner implied the
Athanasian and Augustinian coéquality. Therefore none need
scruple to use the word Triad or Trinity in a sense far removed
from that of Athanasius. It need not mean anything more than
the fact of the collection of three names, whatever he may de-
cide these three names referred to may mean.

6. Suggestive Survir/aI:.—It is perhaps in the nature of a slight
digression to notice some significant survivals of earlier beliefs in
the Nicene Creed at this place ; yet a consideration of them may
shed some light on the problem of the Baptismal Formula.

In the first place, the Nicene Creed contains the statement that
Jesus Christ is the “Son of The God." This is a reassertion of the
ancient Philonic distinction, held to by Paul, Justin, Clement and
Origin. What is the significance of this survival? It would
seem to be a phrase used here because of traditional usage, so
outworn, in fact, that the significant distinction was not even
noticed by the passionate Athanasius. The very fact of this tra-
ditional usage shows that it had descended from the most ancient
times, and is suggestive of a period when the Philonic distinct-
ion, with its philosophical cosmological implications, and the
latter’s ignoring of the cosmological significance of the Holy
Ghost, was the current belief. The subordinational implication
of this survival becomes clearer when it is rememberedthat Ori-
gen could still say that it was blasphemy to pray to the Son, and
that only an improper prayer could be addressed through him to
the Father. Nor was he ever during his lifetime been faulted for
this statement. A survival of this is seen in the endings of pray-
ers to—day.

In the second place, is the phrase “ Light of Light.” This is
a reassertion of the ancient light-and-ray simile. Significant it
is, again, that this illustration of the Divine Nature neither sug-
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gests nor leaves any loop—hole for a cosmological function of the
Holy Ghost. Ephrem the Syrian saw this, and altered it from
light-and-ray to light-ray-and-heat. But in altering this he ac-

knowledged that he viewed the illustration in a cosmological
light, and that as such the illustration pointed to a time when the
Holy Ghost was either unknown or purposely ignored in con-
nection with the Divine Nature. Other incomplete similes
were the double—hoofed animals, showing the security of resting on
the Father and the Son. So Irenaeus, and Athanasius. Again,
the two images on the two sides of a penny. So Irenaeus. These
survivals betray an utter ignorance of the Holy Ghost.

Once more. The Nicene Creed—that is, the Chalcedonian
Creed of the 150, whatever the origin of this formulary be,—as-
serts that‘the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father, not from
the Father and the Son. This shows that even as late as the
Council of Chalcedon the position of the Holy Ghost was not yet
secure, and puzzled the minds of the framers of that Symbol.
When the Filioque was added, this action was an acknowledg-
ment, first that the formulation in the Creed was considered in a
cosmological light, and secondly that its early form was con-
sidered unsatisfactory. This then shows that the Council of
Chalcedon had not heard of the incorporation of the Holy Ghost
into aocompact Trinity. Even Athanasius involuntarily repeats
the early phrase of the Son and Holy Ghost being hand: of God.
which is a survival from a time when both Son and Holy Ghost
were subordinated to the Father,and not clearly mutually distin-
guished, one hand being similar to the other.

These facts do not seem strange when the opinions of the
Ante-Athanasian Fathers, given elsewhere, are considered. Ire-
naeus, Clement and Hippolutos ignore the Holy Ghost wherever
they are not absolutely forced to notice it. It is often confused
with the Son. and in the days of Origen it was not yet settled
whether the Holy Ghost was God, identical with the Son, or
subordinate to him. Tertullian, A. D. 200, first calls it “ Deus."

Now, all these facts are unexplainable unless it be assumed that
the Baptismal Formula was something heterogeneous in respect
to Philonism. Stripped of Philonism, it need not have had any
deeper significance than is hinted at above. Yet. coming in con-
tact with Philonism, it was inevitable that as it collocated the
three names, some of the implications of the first two should
have in time been transferred to the third also. It would seem
that the Ante-Athanasian Fathers were uneasy, and sometimes
unconsciously so, when they broached the subject of the nature
of the Holy Ghost, and by their contradictory and partial state-
ments revealed the real origin of the later dogma.

All this mental shufiling could never have taken place if the
later doctrine concerning the Holy Ghost had been known. If
the Baptismal Formula had to the minds of the Ante-Athanas-
ian Fathers meant all it is claimed to mean in later times, it is
simply inconceivable how those illustrationsof the light-and-ray,
or the double—hoofed animals, could ever have been used. The
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conclusion must then be that the early Fathers had a triad of
name: to explain by a duality of philosophical principles, The God,
and the Logos. Under these circumstances the triad of names
need not, of themselves, have meant more than is hinted atabove.

7. The Facts of the Life of Jesus and Philonism Remain, When the
Baptismal Formula is Removed.—In the search for the Christianity
of Jesus, or the facts of Christianity before they become interpre-
ted by Philonism, we only analyzed "the Christianity of the type
of Justin M., which contained the facts of the life of Jesus, Phil-
onism, and the Baptismal Formula. If, however, the student
should endeavour to analyze the Christianity of the Authorof
the Fourth Gospel and Paul, he will find only two elements : the
facts of the life of Jesus, and Philonism. The Baptismal Form-
ula, or a declaraction of three names is lacking.

In the case of Paul, this is well-known and universally ac-

knowledged. In the case of the Author of the Fourth Gospel
and the Johannine Epistles, it has only been modern criticism. as

recognized in the Revised Version of the Scriptures, which has
proved that the mention of the three names in the Johannine
Epistle was an interpolation.

Now this interpolation is particularly interesting. It is unde-
niable that the place in which it occurred was preéminently fitted
for such an assertion. Thefiuoint to be made here is that if the
writer of the Johannine Epistle had desired to insert a mention
of the three names, here, of all others, was the place for it. Be-
sides, if he had known of it, it seems almost impossible to believe
that he would not have inserted a mention of it, and been more
explicit about his own obscure statement. This was the place
of all others to make a mention of it, and yet he did not !

There is another point which is worthy of consideration. Both
Paul and,the Author of the Fourth Gospel do not make any
mention of the three names (we do not say Trinity,because this
word is not found anywhere till a century later, in the writings of
Theophilos). If the dogmatic position be correct, it seems im-
possible that the writers of such important and general works as
these two would have omitted any mention of what was the very
backbone of the Christian religion, the Trinity. Both the Fourth
Gospel and the Pauline Epistles were written for the very pur-
pose of teaching the ground work of the faith ; and yet in them
is no single mention of or allusion to the doctrine which is the
foundation of all others.

This fact will appear still more clearly if any post-Nicene
writing in length and importance equal to the Fourth Gospel, or
the Pauline Epistles be compared with them. The post-Nicene
writings are full of references to the Trinity on every page, the
writings of Paul and the Author of the Fourth Gospel have not a

single one. Is this contrast not significant? Besides, if the
doctrine of the Trinity be the doctrine which is the most import-
ant of all, why does it not appear in these New Testament
writings which were written in order to instruct Christians in
the very foundation of the faith ? It is usually said that the rea-
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son why the later writers were forced to speak of the Trinitywas
that the doctrine was in the Nicene days disputed, whereas be-
fore it was never questioned, and therefore never spoken of. But
it is capable of demonstration that in the days of Paul and of the
Fourth Gospel there were relatively as many opponents to a doc-
trine of the Trinity as in the Nicene times. There were already
in the time of Paul, all kinds of Gnostics, and monotheisticJews
who scouted the Divinity even of the Messiah,Jesus,1et alone the
Holy Ghost. Here were the opponents : why did not Paul rise
to the occasion, as Athanasiusdid against the Arians P Are we
to suppose that Paul had less zeal or courage than Athanasius?
This silence of Paul on the crucial point, under fire of the Mono-
theistic Jews, is only to be explained on the supposition that he
knew nothing about the Athanasiandogma.

And why does not Jesus, before his death, anywhere speak of
the doctrine of the Trinitywhich he came to reveal ? Why does
the Author of the Fourth Gospel not make Jesus declare the
truth of the dogma of the Trinity ? Why is the only mention of
the Trinity in any Gospel tacked on to the very end of the First,
as if it had been an afterthought, without any explanation of the
Trinity, beyond bare mention of the three names? If before
this summary command Jesus had explained the whole dogma of
the Trinity to his disciples, why do We not find a single reference
to it anywhere ? And if the dogma of the Trinitywas one of the
esoteric teachings of Jesus, why then was it made public by Jesus
himself, according to the First Gospel? Thus the doctrine of
the Trinity can neither have formed part of the public or esoteric
teachings of Jesus.

8. The Facts of the Life of Jesus Remain.-,It must now be
asked, If from the Fourth Gospel and the Pauline Epistles all
Philonism be removed, what remains P

It must be first noticed that preéxistence was ascribed to Jesus
because he was the Logos ; he was not identified with the L0-
gos because preéxistent. Outside of these Philonic writings
there is no mention of the preéxistence of Jesus. Nowhere
does he claim it. Suppose, however, that it should be asked
that the Author of the Fourth Gospel was correct in reporting
the fact that Jesus had himself claimed preéxistence before Abra-
ham. Why then do none of the other Gospels report it? It
is a fact of immense importance, that Jesus should himself claim
preéxistence ; is it possible to believe that the writer of any of
the former Gospels could have’ thought he was giving a satis-
factory and suflicient account of the life and doctrine of Jesus,
while omitting this tremendously important assertion ?

Let it be supposed, however, that Jesus did claim existence
before Abraham. VVhy should this fact necessarily identify him
with the cosmical Logos? Plato claimed a preéxistence, the
very details of which he remembered ; why should not, on these
grounds alone, Plato be identified with the cosmical Logos, as
well as Jesus? In fact, the preéxistence of Plato rests on his
own authentic statement ; that of Jesus on the statement of an
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anthor who wrote at least sixty years after his death, and who
was prejudiced to believe it, on account of his private philo-
sophic belief in Philonism. Therefore the preéxistence of Plato
is on such grounds only more probable than that of Jesus.

If then the student removes from the Fourth Gospel and the
Johannine and Pauline writings, as well as the other New Testa-
ment writings all traces of Philonism, there will only remain the
account of the natural life of Jesus of Nazara, the teacher of
righteousness, and healer of the sick, a character unblemished by
selfishness or deceit.

_

9. Baring-Gould's $ummary.—Beiore leaving the domain of the
New Testament.in this enquiry concerning the nature of Jesus of
Nazara, it will be worth while to examine what the New Testa-
ment in general says on the subject, in the opinion of Baring-
Gould (‘).

“ To resume what has been said: of eight witnesses in the
New Testament, six, namely, Matthew, Mark, Luke, James,
Peter, Jude, do not identify Jesus with God. Three, to wit the
evangelists Matthew, Mark, and Luke have on the contrary texts
which express belief in his humanity alone, and S. Luke in the
Acts puts similar language into the mouth of S. Peter. Two
only, John and Paul, speak of Jesus as one -with God, but even

they have ambiguous or seemingly contradictory passages.” The
texts Baring-Gould advances are as follows 2

(I) It is possible that when the evangelists made Christ the
Son of God. they did not make him God. Matt. v: 9, 45, 48; vi:
25, 26: Luke vi 2 35, xx : 36. See Ex. iv : 22; I Chron. xvii :

13; Job 1:6; ii: 1;xxxviii: 7; Ex. vii: I;xxii:28; Ps.
lxxxii : 1-6. .

(2) Many texts in the evangelists are hard to reconcile with
the Divinity of Jesus. Matt. xvi : I5, 16 ; xix : 17 ; xx : 23 ; Mk.
viii :29 ; x : I8, 40 ; xiii : 32 ; Luke ix : 20 ; xviii : I9 ; xxiv : I9.

(3) The Fourth Gospel and Paul advance higher claims (Phil-
onic). Jno.i:I;v:I8;x:3o;xiv:9,u;xvii:5;xx:28;
I Jno. 7:20. I Rom. ix : 5 ; Phil. ii : 6; Col. i: 16, I-7 ; Col.
ii : 9 ; Titus ii : I3.

(4) The Fourth Gospel and Paul have texts hard to reconcile
with above if they be taken in any but the Philonic sense, and
even in that case. Jno. v : 19, 20, 38; vi : 38; vii :.16, 28; x :

30-36; xx : 17 ; viii :40. Acts ii : 22 ; iii : 13, 15, 22 ; vii : 37, 52 ;
x:38;x:42. Rom.v:I5;ICor.xi:3;xv:28;Eph.i:3;
I Tim. ii : 5 ; and others.

From these texts Baring-Gould concludes as follows: “ To
any one who already believes in our Lord’s incarnation, the pas-
sages quoted will not offer much difficulty, for the bringing into
prominence of one side, is not a negation of the other side : but
to one who is simply an enquirer groping for an authoritywhich
will make him embrace Christianity, instead of Buddhism, the
scriptural evidence is by no means conclusive; it fails, on ex-

amination, to satisfy the ordinary demands of scientific reason-
mgs.



BOOK V.

THE RESIDUAL MESSAGE.

CHAPTER 1.

THE INNOVATIONS OF JESUS OF NAZARA.

1. The Source: of the Biography of Jesus-.—In order to attain any
accuracy in a judgement concerning the actual innovations of
Jesus of Nazara it is necessary to begin with a bibliography of
his life. The first-hand documents are of course the writings of
the New Testament. Among these must be made a selection of
the more helpful sources.

If the Johannine Authorship of the Fourth Gospel, and the
Pauline inspiration of the Deutero-Pauline writings be accepted.
the latter, and the other Johannine writings must be eliminated
from the authorities to be relied on, since neither of these
authors can escape the imputation of technical Philonism. Of
the remainder of the New Testament, the First Gospel and the
Book of Acts should also be avoided. The Book of Acts is
under evident Pauline inspiration, dealing for the most part
with the life and deeds of Paul, whereas the First Gospel, as well
as the speeches of Peter in the beginning of the Book of Acts,
present the Jewish-Christian interpretation of the life of Jesus,
and not the life itself.

The life of Jesus may then be sought with least hesitation in
the account given of it in the Second and Third Gospels.

Such a discrimination between the books of the New Testa-
ment need not appear to discredit the rejected sources. Their
authenticity,their authority,their historicity, their power, is not
impugned. They are to be passed by only in the exceedingly
delicate task of criticism which the following sections undertake.
It is so difiicult, that it were foolish to complicate it by the. end-
less controversies which a consideration of these debatablebooks
would entail. The first duty would be to dissect out of them all
Philonism. Butthis proceeding would always be open to the
charge of reasoning in a circle, as it would have to judge of the
evidence before permitting the latter to judge of the conclusions
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to be drawn from a study of it. The part of wisdom is, therefore,
simply t_o omit these groups of evidence.

2. Alexandrfan Apocryphal Literature.—Having decided on ac-

counts of the life of Jesus which must for the present be consid-
ered authoritative, it is necessary to discriminate, in the story of
the life of Jesus, between the elements of doctrine which existed
before His day, and those which may be justly considered his in-
novations. This task is necessary, since the modern student is
not a Jew, and has no desire to return to obedience to the teach-
ings of the Rabbis. He is a disciple of Jesus of Nazara only,
and therefore must reject all those elements of the life of Jesus
which belonged to him as a Jew. Thus alone is it possible to
reach the cosmical significance of his teachings.

The Apocryphal Wisdom Literature may be called an incipi-
ent Philonism, and includes also the Aramaic Commentaries of
the Old Testament. Their doctrine of Wisdom, as a personified
attribute of God, might be held to be sufficient groundwork for
the preéxistent divinity of Jesus. although in a subordinational
sense, if such a proceeding would not bar the Holy Ghost from
any place in the Godhead. The orthodox divines had all identi-
fied Jesus with the Logos or Wisdom, leaving no place in the
Divinity for a third principle. Thus. even if this plea for the di-
vinity of Jesus be advanced, the result is a contradiction of the
Trinitarian dogma, which could not then be said to rest on the
authorityof Apocryphal literature a.lone.

Justin M. and Irenaeus, among others, felt this difliculty. and
being unable to fuse a philosophyof the two principles with the
Baptismal Formula of three names, confused both Son and Holy
Ghost. and at one time identified the one, at other times the
other, with Wisdom.

But to return to the Apocryphal literature, it must be remem-
bered it was never recognised by the Christian Church and
Christian writers as anythingbut Apocryphal, and if it should be
accepted, as the Roman Catholic Church does, every doctrine in
it may, just like Philonism itself, be traced to heathen sources.
Hence none can claim for it the auhority of divine revelation.
Its doctrines were the beginnings of that tendency which re-
sulted in Philonism, and were but rough attempts at a syncret-
ism of heathen philosophywith the Hebrew literature. Besides,
as the orthodox Athanasiusdoes not usually use it to strengthen
his own position, none need scruple to dismiss it as unable to
account for the Christian dogma independently of Philonism.
And if it could be shewn that it was, like Philonism, the ground-
work of Christian dogma, then the student would be forced to
separate it from the original facts of Christianity in order to find
the Christianity of Jesus. The latter was no Alexandrine Jew,
and no Apocryphal Targumist. since he was educated in Nazara
as a common carpenter, if tradition is to be believed. If. again,
Jesus was an Apocryphal Targumist, then his doctrine was

nothing new or characteristical of himself, or authoritative for
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us, who know too much history to care to become Targumists
of the Alexandrian or Aramaic variety. If it be believed that
there were any facts which originated in the teachings of Jesus
these must be sought for outside of the Alexandrian Apocryphal
literature.

3. The Old Testament Frame.——We must now examine the Old
Testament Scriptures in respect to the Christianity of Jesus. The
question may be put as follows : Were the Old Testament
Scriptures sufficient to warrant the construction of the Trini-
tarian dogma, or of the Preéxistent Divinity of the life of Jesus ?
Critics of good standing, such as, for instance, Plummer, con-
sider that the doctrine of Wisdom in the Old Testament is
merely a poetc figure, such as the primitive Hebrew language
used in profusion. Besides, even if it be granted that the cos-
mological significance oi Wisdom was fully realized in the Old
Testament, it will remain that in Prov. viii: 22 Wisdom is
spoken of as “ created," a hopeless subordinationist conception,
even on the elaborate defense of Athanasius, who assumed the
whole Philonic cosmology, and did not know enough Hebrew to
find that his famous distinction did not obtain in the original.

In the second place, in the Old Testament alone, there is ab-
solutely no indication of an identification of this Wisdom with
Jesus, or even with the Messiah expected by the Jews. There is
no word to show that this Wisdom is ever to leave the Father
and to appear on earth in the form of a man. In fact, at the time
of the writing of the book of_ Proverbs, Wisdom is represented
as already on earth, standing at the street-corners, without any
necessity of an Incarnation. Besides, Justin M. was so much in
the dark about Wisdom that he identified it with either Son or

Holy Ghost, as happened to suit his argument. He could not
have made a blunder in so vital a question if any distinct dogma
had existed in his day.

In the third place, not even the Prophetic utterances of the
Old Testament prove the Messiahship of Jesus. The Jews, than
whom no people looked forwards more earnestly to a great de-
liverer, did not recognize him in Jesus. Surely, if the prophecies
had in any way been fulfilled in him, the instructed Rabbins
would have seen the application ; for if the realization was so
different from the prophecies that the Jews could not recognize
their fulfilment, then it can only be said that, living so far re-
moved from the time of their fulfilment, and receiving all the
reports at second hand, we have no means of judging more ac-

curately than the Jews, nor any right to suppose their judgment
was not truer than ours. This holds good even on the suppos-
ition that of the two phases of the propheticMessiah they did not
grasp the “law of the cross,” and were loth to see in Jesus the
fulfilment of this hope. For it remains that a suffering Messiah
had, in the opinion of the Rabbis, been prophesied, and they
would surely have recognised Jesus as this one, even had they
failed to grasp the two apparently contradictory expressions in
one.
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In the fourth place, the innovations ushered into the world by
the life and deeds of Jesusrof Nazara must be sought. Had all
the life and teaching of the Master been only fulfilment of the
Old Testament literature, then all the authority of the great
Teacher would have been logically and practically contained
within its sphere of influence. Then the Christian would be a

Jew only, and not a disciple of Jesus. Few, however, would to-
day have the assurance to identify salvation with becomingaJew;
and it would become a question why that obscure and ignorant
Semitic tribe at one time dwelling in Palestine should be more
sacred than nations dwelling there before and after it. On the
contrary, a man can with reason only lay claim to the name of
Christian if he seek to follow the life of Jesus only as a Christ.
Abstracting the Pauline and Johannine Philonic element, the
Christianity of Jesus need have no more connection with the
writings of the Old Testament than would be natural in the case
of a Jew born within the sphere of its influence, and who used its
convenient adaptability in order to convey his message lucidly
to the people. This great Message of Jesus, as it existed in his
life-time, stripped of its Hebrew trappings is that Christianity of
Jesus which the earnest student seeks. This is the Christianity
of Jesus, not of the Jewish-Christian interpreters, or of the Jo-
hannine writers, or of Paul, or of the later ecclesiastical writers.

4. Elements Common to the Life of Jesus and the Old Testament.-
The first question which occurs to the student in following the
method outlined above is that of miracles. Jesus distinctly and
repeatedly appealed to his miracles as proof of his authority (‘).
Even though in some Johannine writings he seems to appeal to
them only as a last resort, yet the fact remains that he points to
them as a test of veridicity ; and often his words on the subject
are so strong that it is impossible to evade the conclusion that he
considered them his most cogent legitimization.

Yet, did these miracles show that he was unique, and difierent
from Old Testament saints ?

No : Elishah did as marvellous works as he. Elishah, or
Elishah’s skeleton, resurrected the dead man by touching, which
‘is as marvellous as the raising of Lazarus. As Jesus raised the
widow’s son at Nain, Elishah raised the Shunamite"s son, and
Elijah the son of the widow at Zarephath. Multiplication of
food was also performed by Elijah with the widow’s cruise, and
Elishah by the multiplication of the widow’s oil, and the feeding
of a hundred men on twenty loaves. Elishah was, as well as
Jesus, in the habit of healing the sick, as appears from the cure
of Naaman and the revengeful infliction of leprosy on Gehazi.
Besides, both Elijah and Elishah did more marvellous works
than Jesus did; Elijah burnt the sacrifice on Mount Cannel,
burnt the captains and their companies, and divided Jordan.
Elishah did likewise in dividing the Jordan, destroyed the mock-
ing children at Bethel, supplied water to the alleged armies of
Moab, healed the deadly pottage, made the iron axe to swim,
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and smote the whole Syrian army. Besides, Moses did mar-

vellous things, especially in respect to the manna, and Joshua
made the sun and moon stand still.

In point of miracles therefore, it may be seen that Jesus was
not one whit in advance of Moses, Joshua, Elijah or Elishah.
The fact that he did perform miracles will not prove his divinity
more than it will prove the divinity of Moses, Joshua, Elijah, or
Elishah.

.

In the second place, it must be asked whether the resurrection
of Jesus was not’ a unique fact or belief in Jewish history. To
this question it must be answered, No. Enoch and Elijah had
been translated to heaven without seeing death, something far
more remarkable than being forced to die and then rising again.
Besides, the belief in a resurrection was a common doctrine of
the Pharisees. So living was this belief that Herod long before
the resurrection of Jesus, feared that the latter was the resur-
rection of John the Baptizer whom he had put to death. The
sisters of Lazarus acknowledged a belief in a resurrection at the
last day. Josephus believed that the souls of those who “de-
part out of this life according to the law'of nature, are again sent
in the revolution of the ages into pure bodies (’).” According
to Josephus the Pharisees believed that souls have an immortal
vigor, and that under the earth. (5. c., in Sheol) there will be re-
wards and punishments according as they have lived virtuously
or viciously ; that the latter are assigned to an everlasting prison,
but that for the former there is power to revive and live again
("). Paul declared that the hope of his sect, the Pharisees, was
a resurrection both of righteousness and unrighteousness (‘).
Likewise the Fourth Gospel (‘) and the Enoch-Parables (') and
Daniel (’). The second book of Maccabees looked only for the
resurrection of the Jews (”) but the Synoptical Gospels seem to
refer only to a resurrection of those who are accounted worthy
to obtain it C‘). These who are resurrected are as the angels in
heaven ("') although what and who the angels in heaven are is
not clear, except that they are beings who do not marry, nor
are given in marriage.

In respect to the resurrection, therefore, it is evident that Jesus
of Nazara introduced no new conception, or no new teaching
concerning it. His own resurrection would not be to Jews an
unusual fact as to probability,although possibly as to shortness
of delay before the resurrection.

In the third place, it must be considered whether Jesus of
Nazara introduced any innovations into Judaism in respect to
the doctrine of everlasting punishment.

The parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus onlyrepeatstheusual
Jewish belief in Sheol, divided into the Paradise, in which La-
zarus abode in the bosom of Abraham,and in which Jesus saidhe
would be together with the penitent Thief, and in a Gehenna
which is an eternal prison of tire. Elsewhere Jesus speaks of the
“gehenna of fire C‘) ’’

as if he were speaking of a well-known

N.
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place. Evidently Jesus of Nazara introduced no innovation into
this conception, and therefore it possesses now no more author-
ity than it possessed then, being the popular Jewish conception
of the latter state.

This leads the- enquirer to the question of angelology and de-
monology. Here he finds thatJesus adopted without anychange
the whole Jewish conception of these beings. He speaks of
guardian angels ("), and speaks of the kingdom of Satan and his
angels as opposed to that of God and his angels (“)-. Twice he
calls Peter Satan ("‘) and innumerable times speaks of the pos-
session of devils, which he casts out (“). All this is only the
statement of the common Jewish belief of that day. The student
has here nothing to do with the question whether Jesus knew
better than these opinions which he assented to in order to make
his teachings intelligible to the people who held these beliefs.
This latter view would entail tacit dishonesty in one whose
mission was to reveal truth. The critical stand—point is that in
these matters his opinions did not vary from those of the Jews.
The inference is then that in his opinion these popular Jewish
conceptions were absolutely correct representations of the great
realities beyond.

In the fourth place, it must be asked whether Jesus of Nazara
invented the “ Golden rule," to do “ unto others as we would be
done by.” The slightest acquaintance with the life of Hillel.
the great Jewish Rabbi, will reveal the fact that he had taught it
before Jesus did. He used it as a sufiicient test of belief for gen-
tile proselytes. None can claim, therefore. originality for Jesus
in this matter, even if the prior use of this maxim by Confucius
be disregarded.

In the fifth place, Jesus’s doctrine of the kingdom of heaven
must be considered. There is a sense in' which the conceptions
of Jesus in respect to this important event were original. Yet
there are many sayings of his in respect to it which harmonize
wholly with the Jewish views on the subject, with the exception
that he himself claimed to be the Messiah. This assumption of
honour will be_ noticed further on. For the present there is only
need to refer to the passages in which a speedy and physical res-
toration of all things is announced. “ Verily I say unto you.
There shall be some standing here which shall not taste of death
till they see the Son of man coming in his kingdom (").” " So
shall it be in the end of this world. The Son of Man shall send
forth his angels, and they shall gather out of his kingdom all
things that offend, and them which do iniquity ; and shall cast
them into a furnace of fire : there shall be wailing and gnashin
of teeth (").” “ Verily I say unto you, That ye which have fo
lowed me, in the regeneration when the Son of man shall sit‘-
the shrine of his glory, ye also shall sit upon the twelve thr‘ '

judging the twelve tribes of Israel ("’).” “ But he shall
an hundred fold now in this time, houses, and brethren,
sisters, and mothers, and children, and lands, with prose
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and in the world to come everlasting life (").” Paul likewise
believed that the end of the world should come in his own life-
time ; speaking of “ our admonition, upon whom the ends of the
world are come (”),"and saying “ Then we which are alive and
remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds, to
meet the Lord in the air (”)." All these passages,.whether
actually spoken by Jesus and accurately reported, or merely at-
tributed to Jesus by the Apostles or writers of the Gospel, or

written actually by Paul, cannot belong to the doctrines which
originated with Jesus, as they agree wholly with all Jewish
notions on the subject, as may easily be seen by any who will
take the trouble to examine the numerous Apocalypses of the
times,or the Jewish teachings of what the coming of the Messiah
at the end of the world, at the renovation, was to be.

In the sixth place, the student must consider those passages in
Jesus distinctly cla'ms for himself Messianic honours. The title
“ Son of Man,” al hough once used by Daniel, is so indefinite
that it is impossible to argue from it to any apparent self-glorifi-
cation ; in fact, it assumes humility, in comparison with the title,
Son of God. Also, Jesus refuses to be called good, this being a

title which is applicable to God alone ("). Yet at Cesarea Phil-
ippi, Jesus accepted from Peter the statement which is unmis-
takeably Messianic in character, that he was the “ Christ, the
Son of the living God (").” As the student is not concerned
here whether Jesus actually did so, or whether this report was

only attributed to him by disciple or evangelist, there is no need
to enter into the interminable discussions which have been called
forth by this statement. It is sufficient to remember that such a
statement and action was in perfect keeping with what would
naturally have occurred to a Jew who claimed to be the Messiah.
Consequently it cannot be considered to have been a doctrine
original with Jesus, and therefore belonging to the innovations
of Jesus of Nazara. The fact of claiming to be the Messiah was
no original thing. Students of history remember how many

flaimants to that honour existed before and after the time of
esus.
In consideration of all these facts, it would seem easy to ask,

was Jesus of Nazara an Innovator at all ? Did he consider him-

self}su?ch an one as was to bring to the world some great or new
trut .

This may be determined more easily by asking, What was his
relation to the Law of Moses ?

On the one hand, it is possible to quote a large number of
passages in which he reaffirms the law in the most consistent
manner ("), as, for instance, when he implies in the Parable of
the Rich Man and Lazarus that the brothers of the latter might
be saved by obeying the laws of Moses and the Prophets. There
is here no word of necessary faith in himself.

Again, he gives new commandments as to the subject of matri-
mony, and claims the right to keep the Sabbath as he pleases
("). He came to “ fulfil,” that is, to establish or complete what
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was lacking in the Law and the Prophets. Besides, he believes
in not putting new wines in old bottles, an evident reference to
the forms of the law.

If both of these stand-points be grasped into one consistent
view, it will appear that he supported whatever was good in the
law, and so far preferred to keep the old forms, as forms which
were understood by the people, and would easily reach their
hearts. Wherever he disagreed with the law, he set it aside and
announced the higher law of righteousness and morality as the
supreme law of man.

In such a sense. therefore, did Jesus of Nazara consider him-
self an innovator.



CHAPTER II.

THE CHRISTIANITY OF JESUS OF NAZARA.

1. Contrast of the Method: of the Rationalisl and the Historical
Cri!ic.—So far the reader has only considered in a negative way
the religious innovations of Jesus of Nazara. We have only ex-
amined certain aspects of his teachings which need not be re-

garded as distinctively characteristic doctrines of his, as they can
be demonstrated to have been held and taught by Jewish teach-
ers before him. In this separation of Jewish from Christian
teachings, the student necessarily takes issue with many of the
views of the traditional stand-point, which contents itself with
accepting all that Jesus taught as distinctively Christian. The
most cursory investigation of the religion of the Jews as it ex-
isted in the time of Jesus shows how thoroughlyJesus was him-
self a Jew. It is therefore necessary to separate from his teach-
ings the current Jewish belief : and the residuum may fearlessly
be considered the fruit of his great religious genius.

Yet, in separating from the teachings of Jesus the current Jew-
ish beliefs,thereis no depreciation of their great value. Although
Jesus transcended the greatest of the Jewish teachers, yet in a
historical sense. had they not existed. he could‘ never have been
what he was. They were, without doubt, stepping-stones only
to his universal sympathy and divine insight ; but stepping-
stones are important, and without them, the first steps could
never have taken place. The first shoot of a plant is by no
means the perfected flower ; but without it, the flower would be
impossible. As the greatest and best of all prophets, Jesus
towers above all his Jewish predecessors ; yet without them, it is
hard to see how he could have been what he was ; he certainly
could never have preached many of the doctrines which can be
traced to them. Genius cannot create out of nothing: before
Jesus could preach there must have existed the language spoken
commonly in Judaea, the many common religious notions which
he shared with the people, and the familiarityof the people with
the conception of prophecy, the literature of the Old Testament,
and the past history of Israel. Out of all these materials Jesus
could choose that which would make his thought intelligible to
them. Then, he could adapt many elements in new combin-
ations, and finally mould many popular conceptions into that
shape in which he gave them to the people. In view of all this,
therefore, it is hard to over-estimate the value of this Jewish re-

ligion which must be separated from the distinctive teachings of
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Jesus, to these very individual doctrines. To separate them thus
is no proceeding inspired by disrespect or lack of appreciation.
On the contrary, the more we find in common between Jew-
ish ideas and the teachings of Jesus, the greater the value which
all Christians will attach to them. Of course, this value will be

_no more the result of blind prejudice, but of intelligent appreci-
ation of the real historical significance of the great development
of religious thought which Jesus initiated.

This method of procedure, which has been adopted so far, is
on the whole more just than that of the modern school of the
rationalist. His method decides of the narrative according to
what he thinksmight have happened in reality, under the control
of the laws of the Conservation of Energy, and of Sufficient
Reason, and leads us to results which beg the question. Before a
man can do so, he must let the historical_critic ascertain to the
best of his ability what the actual facts of the Christianity of
Jesus were ; then he may, if he pleases, let the rationalist decide
what may possibly have happened, and what is only prejudice or
superstition. But the method of the historical critic is not
always wholly faultless. He, as well as the rationalist, is often
fond of reasoningin a circle, or of begging the question. We
are endeavouring to decide of Christianity by impartially collect-
ing and examining the facts; we should therefore beware of
judging whether facts should be admitted to consideration from
their agreement or disagreement with our conception of Christ-
ianity. Sometimes the historical critic is right in his judgment,
although the method of arriving at the result isihighly unsatis-
factory. Cone, for instance, in his “ Gospel and its Interpre-
tations ” attributes the Gospel conception of a spiritual kingdom
of heaven to Jesus, but that of a physical second coming to the
disciples or later writers, only because he judges such a con-
ception to be unworthy of Jesus. But in doing this he forgets
that he is endeavouring to decide of the character of the teach-
ings of Jesus by the facts of the Gospels. Such procedure must
be reasoning in a circle. Many will agree with the results of
Cone’s argument, without approving of the means by which he
reaches the result. The student may separate from the distinct-
ive teachings of Jesus the conception of a physical second com-
ing by noticing that it agrees wholly with Jewish hopes of the
national restoration of their political independence, the twelve
apostles sitting on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel.
Whether Jesus himself ever spoke those words ascribed to him,
as is quite possible, or whether the writers of the Gospels incor-
porated into their writings hopes of their own, and’ ascribed
them to Jesus, it will be for ever impossible to decide with that
degree of certainty which would be necessary to permit the
student to let them be a factor in a final Judgment of the char-
acter of Jesus.

_

As a matter of fact, on investigation the con-
ception of religion by which the world is richer through the ‘life
and labours of Jesus, has nothing to do with an investigation of
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the character of Jesus himself. But it has much to do with the
historical question, Which of the doctrines taught in the New
Testament cannot be traced to Judaism, and which of these doc-
trines preceded Philonism? This question can be decided by
dispassionate consideration of documents, without touching the
probable content of the message of the Master of Nazara in its
gross inclusive form.

Who Jesus was, what the actual facts of his life were, what his
character was,—all these questions fall to the lot of the New
Testament critic, who can go deeper into his specialty than can
be done here, and whose results will be more satisfactory than
these. That he will attain final results is not to be hoped for ;
the only thing which could bring these about would be a pro-
jection of the mind backwards nineteen hundred years, and a
scientific history and investigation of what actually happened by
means of photography and phonography. His available data
are every day crumbling more and more in his hands. With the
patent difference of Chronology exhibited by the Gospels, has
vanished all hope of a determination of whether there was any
development in the doctrine and teaching of Jesus, except by
the easy and invalid process of begging the question, and reason-
ing in a circle. Then, even if he should collate all the words re-
ported to have been uttered by Jesus he would have only such
a limited selection from all the words which an actual man must
have uttered during the space of three years, or even one year,
that he can never hope to have anything like a satisfactory ac-
count of Jesus, as the latter left no authenticwritten documents
whatsoever, that we know of. The scholar may, in view of all
these difficulties, be grateful that the task of the critic of the New
Testament is not his, and address himself to the more humble
but more hopeful task of investigating what new ideas were
brought into religion by the life of Jesus of Nazara.

Humble as this task is. we can not hope to accomplish it satis-
factorilyand fully within the limits to which we must confine
ourselves here. This task deserves a treatise, and not a Chapter.
We can therefore only hope to point out some of the most im-
portant and salient characteristics of his teaching, and limit our-
selves to stating these as briefly as possible. In view of these
necessary limitations, we should avoid asserting that there are
no other distinctive doctrines of Jesus which may have not been
omitted, or that perhaps too much credit has been unintention-
ally given to the reforming genius of the Master. Space re-
stricts us to a few plain principles which will meet with universal
assent. V

2. The Sermon on the Moun!.—Whatever of the first Greek Gos-
pel formed part of the Hebrew “ logia ” of Matthew, it is pretty
certain that the “ Sermon on the Mount” was a portion of it.
Whether this be the case or no, it is admitted on all hands to be
one of the most characteristic of the doctrines of Jesus. That
it is original in almost every respect, will soon be seen; and



The Christianity of Jesus of Naxara. 163

moreover, it is from internal grounds, most probably, the great-
est portion, if not the whole, of the Matthew's Hebrew “ logia ”

which Papias mentions.
The fifth Chapter of the First Gospel contains besides the

Beatitudes five distinct new commandments, each of them be-
ginning with the words “ ye have heard that it was said by them
of old time " followed by the injunction “ but I say unto you.”
Here the writer distinctly makes a contrast between the teach-
ings of the Jews, and that of Jesus. Evidently the writer con-
sidered that Jesus was teaching doctrine not only opposed to,
but even contradicting that of the Jews. Therefore it must be
new, original, characteristic doctrine.

The first three commandments, concerning killing, adultery,
and swearing, agree in this, that the sin is said to consist not
in its external objective expression, but in its internal, subjective
motive, and impulse. This spirituality accords with the Beati-
tudes, which likewise draw a sharp distinction between the wel-
fare of this external world, and that of the soul. The external
objective life is immaterial to the welfare of the soul, which only
uses it as a means of sanctification. The tears, the self-denial of
purity, the meekness and suffering of this world are only evils to
the body : the soul profits by them in increased will, in increased
desire after God, increased disgust for the world, and great
chances to learn spirituality and love. This life is not an end in
itself :. it is a means by which the soul may attain to those spirit-
ual heights which stand high above the heavens.

The fifth commandment is still more a distinct application of
this principle: we must love, not only those who love us, but
also those who hate us. The purpose of life is to let divine love
stream through the being; therefore, we must learn to love:
and it is immaterial what the feeling of others towards us is.
Power to love those who hate us is of course limited by selfish-
nes_s ; for regard for our own selves will dictate self—preservation,
which _rn_ean.s hate against those who injure our bodies, and op-
portunities in the world. But if we are sutficiently humble we
will be able to love all. V

The fourth commandment is an application of this principle
to several possible circumstances of life. If a man smite us on
one check, we shall turn to him the other. If a man sue us at
the law and take away our coat, we shall give him our cloak
also. If a man compel us to go with him a mile, we shall go
twain with him. We shall give to him that asks and lend money
to him who is desirous of borrowing from us.

The principle of all this is non-resistance to evil, unless we
adopt dishonest exegesis, that will eviscerate all these definite
and distinct commands of their evident purpose. Of course the
F.sse_ii_es had taught all these doctrines, so that in one sense, the
traditionalexplanation of these commands supposes that they are
only consciously exaggerated forms of the usual precept of kind-
ness. But this supposes that Jesus used the above words in
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senses which he knew they did not bear to others. It would be
a form of dishonesty, even in a good cause. Besides, what would
have been the use, on the traditional hypothesis, that Jesus
should come to this world to reveal divine objective truth, if he
did not mean to say anythingdifferent from what everybody else
knew centuries before his coming ? Would it be likely that he
would come into the world to preach what he came to preach in
words which to all honest interpretation meant the opposite of
what he meant ?

The best guarantee that this doctrine was original with Jesus
is that not only the Jews did not receive it, but even the Christian
Church has never seen its way to accepting it unreservedly. That
Jesus meantit in earnest may be seen by reading how in his own
life he always acted on this principle. He never rebelled against
the authorityof Caesar, never counselled an appeal to arms. He

vizas silent before his accusers, and patient under the burden of
t e cross.

The Jews before his coming never countenanced any such
practices, and this must have been the opinion of-Jesus who
states his doctrine as if it were in direct contradiction to what
he knew had been the teaching of the Rabbis. Even if such in-
junctions had been preached among the Jews, it is certain from
historical sources that the latter never applied them to practical
life. Even the followers of Jesus could not receive them. Paul
confesses that he withstood Peter to the face, and in his writings
advised that every man should live peaceablywith his neighbour,
“ as much as lieth in you,” not, “ at whatever risk or cost it may
be to you.” We may compare the morals of the times of the
Council of Nicaea with those of Jesus by first looking at the sil-
ence and meekness of Jesus when accused before his opponents,
and Athanasiuscursing and blaspheming at those who disagreed
with him. The Roman Catholic Church has openly espoused
the doctrine of the “ two swords,” and temporal power. Finally,
those who like Tolstoi have in later days reasserted this doctrine
are widely considered as afflicted with some light form of mental
disease. Surely in view of all this we need not hesitate to assert
theioriginalityof this doctrine, and that therefore it is one of the
characteristic doctrines of Jesus. The basis of it is absolute sub-
mission to the will of God, which was brought out much more
prominently by Jesus than it had ever been before. -

3. The Fatherhood of God.-—In the remainder of the Sermon on
the Mount there is ‘perhaps no expression so often repeated as
that of “ Father,” in reference to God.

In the Sermon on the Mount, God is not the Jahweh of the Is-
raelites, who protects them as a chosen race, and who avenges
them on all the heathen, but the universal Father, who is kind,
numbers the hairs of his children, feeds the birds, clothes the
lilies, and gives his children all they can possibly need. He is
never angry ; on the contrary, he sends the rain on the just and
the unjust, and gives his Spirit to all who ask him. '
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The prophets had occasionally spoken of God as a Father to
them who would turn to him, arid once in the Psalms, that he
will be a Father to the king. But usually the prophets were en-

gaged in denouncing his wrath and his terrible judgments ; and
he was so holy, so far removed from them, that they even dare
not pronounce his name.

What a contrast is this to the conception of a Father who
loves his children tenderly, who needs not to be placated by
sacrifices and sin’-offerings, since he sees the returning prodigal
son from afar, and runs to meet him with open arms. To the
prophet, the God could only be reached by the intermediation of
a priesthood,and its sacrifices ; to Jesus, the God can be reached
by the earnest desire of any repentant heart, without the least in-
termediation. With open arms does he receive the prodigal who
has wasted all his goods in the far country, and kills for him the
fatted calf, and adorns him with new raiments and rings. Be-
sides, the Parable of Dives and Lazarus seems to imply that'only
obedience to the Father’s command of morality and kinship are
needed for Salvation.

Nor need this loving conception of the Father seem to en-

courage sinners in their sin. The prodigal sufiered bitterly the
relentless consequences of sin. Yet,'as soon as the prodigal had
come to himself, and desired to return—not before this, however
-the Father runs to meet him with open arms. Such a Father
as this may easily inspire with trust, and with faith. It is to
awake this feeling in the breasts of his disciples that Jesus speaks
so much of the Father. A God like the thunderingJahweh, who
dwelt amidst darkness, dare be trusted only on the strength of
formal covenants and sacrifices ; but a Fatherwho loves his chil-
dren and is loved by them may be trusted so implicitly that all
anxiety will be removed from life, and that mountains may be
removed by faith in him. If the Father in heaven clothes and
feeds the birds and flowers, will he not clothe and feed his clearer
and nearer children ? Life becomes peace, in the midst of tur-
moil ; for the tender Father who is omnipotent, will overrule all
for the good ofthose who love him.

What is the consequence of the universal Fatherhood of God ?
Of course, the universal Sonship of Man. Therefore, as Jesus
never‘weary of speaking of God as “ Father,” “my Father,"
“ your Father,” “the Father,” so hespeaks of himself as the Son
of God, and endeavours to assure his disciples of their sonship
too. Although to-day it is consistent with orthodoxy to speak
of God as “ my Father,” it is suspicious to speak of oneself as a
Son of God. So little has‘the world yet understood this truth
which Jesus enunciated so‘ boldly, that although granted in his
case, it is suspicious to speak of it in our own.

Yet there is a distinction often made which we may notice.
Jesus announces directly only his own sonship, and never speaks
of “ our Father,” except in the case of the prayer he taught -his
disciples. The reason of this may be that he was actually what
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he wanted to make them, and any other course might easilyhave
caused the disciples to fancy themselves already “ finished,"
“ perfect," as he was. Hence, too, they are made to strain after
this potential divine sonship of theirs. It is doubtful, however, -

whether such a fine distinction would have persisted from his
actual words into so many recensions of his words as to appear
finally in one of the Gospels. If it had, some particular notice of
it would also appear. Whether the sonship was realized or not,
God was the Father of all, and consequently, potentially and
actually,on a spiritual plane, all men were his children.

On the whole. then, it may be held that this doctrine of the
loving Fatherhood of God is one of the doctrines characteristic
of the teachings of Jesus.

4. The Parable: of the Kingdom.—Among the most character-
istic of the sayings of Jesus are the “ arables of the kingdom,"
as they are called. Their subject is the “kingdom of heaven ”

which it was the duty of John to preach as being at hand. It
was come already ; it was among them. Consequently, it could
not be the earthly Messianic advent of the Anointed of God.
who was to establish the earthly resources of the Jews, until
every son of Israel should have twenty-eight thousand slaves
from among the Gentiles apiece. Absolute subjection to the
Romans had only come lately, and with it, the extinction of any
hope of independence in the more reasonable minds. If the
Kingdom of God was already among them, and the Kingdom of
God was not the rule of the Romans, then it followed that this
Kingdom of God was a spiritual kingdom, rendering unto
Caesar the things are Caesar’s, and unto God the things that are
God’s. This spiritual kingdom was the assembling of spiritually
developed souls, seeking the righteousness of God above all
earthly welfare. Thus the publicans and the harlots had already
begun to enter it, even before the scribes and Pharisees.

It is true that the term, “ kingdom of God,” was familiar to
the Jews long before the coming of Jesus. But to all faithful
children of Israel, it meant the return of political independence.
As all Semitic races were more or less theocratic in political con-
stitution, so the Jews had been strongly imbued with the notion
of a theocracy. It is true that the Judges had been in early times
replaced by kings: but then the Priest-hood had remained a

political institution, and when the Romans finally abolished the
kingdom, the Sanhedrim, or College of Priests, administered the
internal political afiairs. Therefore to a Jew the separation of
Church and State was out of question in the coming kingdom of
heaven. ‘

Here it was that the conception which Jesus had and preached
of the kingdom of heaven was original. It was a kingdom of
righteousness, that had no relation whatsoever to the political
government. To Caesar must the things of Caesar be rendered ;
to God, the things of God. The kingdom was one of righteous-
ness that could exist at any time, anywhere, that was to persist
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through ages, just becauseits welfare was not bound down to the
political conditions which might exist at any moment.

At first, doubtless, Jesus may have conceived of a spiritual
kingdom of heaven that was separated from all political entan-
glement, the separation of Church and State, without exactly
consciously expecting any but the Children of Israel to form
part of it. His journeys always were limited to Jewish territory;
and once when in the moment of bitter dejection he went over
into Syrophoenicianterritory, he showed his true feeling by giv-
ing a harsh answer to a woman who besought him for help. It
was only when he was particularly roused by her persistence
that on a sudden impulse he granted her prayer ; and thus per-
haps did he first realize that his kingdom of heaven was to ex-
tend to all nations. '

His immediate disciples did not understand this wholly. Wit-
ness Peter who had to have an express vision to persuade him to
follow the servants of the heathen centurion, and later still was
withstood to the face for dissembling with Judaizers. Nor has
this complete severence of Church and State been better under-
stood by the Christian Church. At the time of the Council of
Nicaea ground under the heel of the unbaptized Constantine, in
Russia and England wedded wholly to the political organism, in
its Roman Catholic branch lusting for supreme temporal power,
the-Christian Church has at almost every phase of her existence
clung tenaciously to the loaves and fishes of the State, forgetful
that her Master held totally different views. V

Since, therefore, the Jewish Church before, and the Christian
Church after, the time of Jesus believed in union of Church and
State, there need be little ground for hesitation in supposing that
the doctrine of separation of Church and State, that is, disestab-
lishment, was an original doctrine of Jesus, and deserves to be
known as characteristical of his teaching.

How beautiful is the notion of a kingdom of heaven living in
the world, informing it with spiritual light and life ; moveless
amidst continual political changes, full of righteousness, light,
and peace !

5. Modern Formulation of the Innovation: of fe:u.r.—Before the
majesty of the Divinity revealed in Jesus of Nazara it were use-
less to pretend admiration or approval. The teachings which he
enunciated appeal to every heart as being ultimate statements of
spiritual truths ; and the intuition of each heart accepts them as
divine. Let us lose ourselves in contemplation of them, rather
than in disputing concerning their miraculous attestation. Let
us endeavour to catch the spirit which left behind the curses of

thfi law, and began its teaching with the blessings of the Beati-
tu es.
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EXCURSUS TO BOOK I——CHAPTER IV.
In the Fourth Gospel. the word “ God :’ is used 82 times. of which only

19 times it is used without the article, It is_the purpose of these lines to en-
quire whether there is any rational discrimination 1n.th1a diflerence, or
whether it be due merely to chance. The text used is T1scl_iendorf's.

In the following__;_>laces the word God is used with the article. I : i, 2, 18,
29. 34. 36._ so. 52 ; in : 2. 3. 5. I6. 17,. I8. 33. 35, 35. 36 1 W: to ; 24; v: x8._zs.
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3.:4._29.3I.3s:_x=3s.36;xi=4.12.22.27.w.sz;mi=4a:mii=3.3I.a2.
3z;xiv:r'xvi:2,27;xix:7;x:g:3i;xxi:i9.

_In the following places the word God is_ used without the article. _g i, 6,
i2,r3,18;iii:2.z1;vi:45;viii:54;ix:i6,33;x:33,34,35;xiii:3;
xvi:3o;xvii:3;xx:i7,i7.

For the sake of brevity. the following texts are of_the latter class. (i) I :
i, 2. In the beginnin was the Word, and the Word was_with the God.
and the Word was Go .

The same was in the beginning with the God.(2)
I : 6. There was a man sent from God whose name was John. (3) I : i2.
But as many as received him, to them gave he the ower to become the
sons of God. . . (4) I : 13. Which was born, not of b ood,... nor of the will
of man, but of God. (5) I : 18. No man hath seen God at any time ' the-
only-begotten Son which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared
him. (6) III: 2. We know that thou art a teacher come from God,for no man
can do these miracles thou doest except the God be with him. (7) III : zi.
But he that doeth truth cometh to the light, that his deeds may be made
manifest, that they are wrought in God. (8) VI : fs. It is written in the
prophets, they shall be all taught of God. (9) VII : It is my Father
that honoureth me, of whom ye say that he is your G0 . (10) IX : i6. This
man is not of God, because he kee not the Sabbath day. (ii) IX : 33. If
this man were not of God. he coul do nothing. (12) X : 33. Because that
thou. bein man, makest thyself God. (I1? X : 3 . Is it not written in our
law, I sai , ye are Gods P (14) X : . he called them Gods. unto w om
the word of the God came.... .. (is) III : 3. And that he was come from
God, and went to the God ...... (16) XVI :30. By this we believe thou
camest forth from the God. (:7) XIX And b our law he on ht to die,
because he made himself the Son of Go

. 313) X : 17. I ascen unto my
Fatherand your Father. and to my God an your God.

The meanings of these texts ma be summarized as follows :
I. “ Sent from " or “ Come of‘ God, If, i6, 2‘. 6. A colloquial and pop-glfir ‘expression, not referring theologicaly to the ” God. Equivalent to
wine.’

II. Not “ of God." to. ii. Equivalent. in common phraseolozh to
“ divine."

III. " Sons of God." 3, 4. Likewise.
_ _IV. Deeds “ wrou ht in God," 7. A popular locution for the belief that

the deed is not " rig t."
V. ‘Quotations from the Old Testament, “taught of God," 8, i3 ; "see

God .VI. The Jews apply to Jesus the term God, either from themselves, or
from su positions c aims 0 Jesus himself, 9, 6, 12, i3, r4, :7.

II. esus applies to himself the term God, or accepts their charge b
silent assent, :3. 14. The misunderstanding between the Jews and himsef
seems to be. that they are not aware of the Philonic distinction, and he is.
Consequently, to them, the term God is a direct blasphemy ; to him it is
on\lr the roper technical statement of his osition.

III. he Word is God. as against “t e" God. of the Father, or first
God i 15.

_IX. jesus takes especial pains to point out that he like all other men has
a Father and a God, 18.

. _Next in order are _a. class of texts which mention together the Father and
the Son, with the 3I'tlClE.btI.0l’C the name of the former.

i) I 2 i. In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with the
God and the Word was God. The same was in the beginning with the God.
(2) I : 29. Behold the Lamb of the God, which taketh away the sins of the
world. (3) I : 34. And I saw, and bare record, that this is the Son of the
God. (4) I : 36. Behold the Lamb of the God. (5) I : 49. Rabbi, thou art
the Son of the God ; thou art the Kin of Israel. (6) I 2 5i. Ye shall see
heaven open, and the angels of the Go ascending and descending upon the
Son of man. (7) III : 2. Rabbi, we know that thou art a teacher come
from God: for no man can do these miracles that thou doest, except the
G_od be with himég) III : 16. For the God so loved the world, that he gavehis only-begoten n. (9). III : 17. For the God sent not his Son into the
world to condemn the world. (io) III : 18. Because he hath not believed
in the name of the only-begotten Son of the God. (ii) III : 3)4.nI;or :1:2 : .

And he_ that believethnot the Son shall not see life : but the wrath of the
God abideth on him. (i3) VIII : 40. But now e seek to kill me, a man
that hath told you the truth which I have heard. of the God. (14) X : 36.
Thou Blasphemest. because I said. I am the Son of the God. To the Jews
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nnacqulainted with the Philonie distinction this was blasphemy indeed ; but
not to im.

The cogency of the texts quoted above seems to lie in the fact that while
the all agree in calling the Father "the ” God, while mentioning the Son
wit him, there is no instance in the Fourth Gos el of this juxta sition of
the two persons in which the Father is not calle “ the ” God. esides, no
text can be shewn where the Son is called " the " God.

_

A further text in which both are mentioned. and in_which the Father
seems to be more especially referred to as the onl God, is

is) XVII : 3. And this is life eternal, that t ey mi ht _know_thee, the
on true God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent. distinction seems
to ‘e established here between ‘ the only true God " who sends, and ‘JesusChrist who is sent. The inference is that Jesus Christ is not himsef the
only true God.

All the other texts mentioned above refer to the Father as "The God,"
and explain themselves.

NOTES TO BOOK II—CHAPTER I.
(i) I Corinthians, I : 18, 21, 23, 25E; ii : 14 - iii : i9. (2) II Tim. ii : 23 ;

’_l_‘itus iii : 9. (3) See Excursus on vidential Value of Miracles._.(4) Acts
ii : 22; viii : i3 ; xix : ii. I Cor. xii: io : 28. Gal. iii: 5 - Heb. ii: 4. (E)Romans i : i~:i2. (6) E hes. v: 16. (7) II Cor. iv: 4; Col. i: i ‘ He

.

i: 3. 8) Col. i: i_. (§) I Corinth. xi: 7; See Rom. viii: 29, izo.(10) Co_. i : l5._"(ll) Co . i : iis. _
(in) Romans viii : 29. Heb..i : 9. (i3) Co .

i_; 17 ; iCor. viii : 6. (14) Co . i : 11; Heb. i : 3. (15) Col. ii : ‘O6? Gal,iii : 19, 20. I Tim. ii : 5; Heb. viii: 6; ix: I5 ‘ xii: 24. (i7 Col.i: i9.
(i_8) See (20), (21), et seqq. (i ) Eph. iii: 9. (20 Heb. i: 2. (21) I Cor.
viii : 6. (22) Col. i : i. (23) Heh. i : 2, 9, etc. (24) I Cor. xv : 26-28.

EXCURSUS ON THE EVIDENTIAL VALUEOF MIRACLES.
We find it an universal claim of Christian Fathers that the miracles of

.

Christianity are the very greatest of the proofs of the divine authorit of
Christianity. This claim is universal, being limited to no one branch o the.
Church and the reason why the faith may be acce ted even if not under-
stood. lzoecause it is the basis of miracles. Greg. yss. Great Catei_:_h., cc.
ii. i2, 23, 34. Greg. Nu. Or. c. 42. John. Damasc. de Fid. Orth. iii: 27.
Laet. iv : 27. Athan. Lett. xlix: 8. Orig. c. Cels. i 2 2. Just. ii Apol. 6.
We read that heathen Gods were exorcised by Christians.

_

Min. Fel. e. 27.Athan. Vit. Anth. 78, 8o. Tren. Ref. Haeres. ii : 3i : 2; ii: 32: 3,4; iii :
ix : 9; v : i7 : 2.

BOOK II—CHAPTERI.
In the Epistle to the Romans, the word God appears :53 times, of which

35 instances lack the article, the remainder havin it.
The passages which read “ The God " are as fo lows, I 2 8,_9. io, 19, i9, 2i.

2:. =4.=s.z6.z8.=8.32;n,=2.3.4. 5. H. 13. x6. 2.3.2-i.a9;iv==. 3. 4.6. 7.
5»19.23.24.25.25.29.30l|V33.6.l7.§0.30iV11.2.5.3.”.H. r5_:vi=xo.
H. Is. is. 17. 22. 23 : vii : 4. 22. as : yin : 3. 7. I9. 28. 21. 31. 34. 39 : I3; = s. 6.
8, ii, hh_l6, 20, 22 g x: i, 3, 3, 9; xi : i, 2, 2, 8, 21, 23, 29, go, 32; xii: i, i,
2, 3 ; xiii : i, 2 ; xiv : 3, 6, 6, ii, 12, i7, 18, 2o, 22 ; xv : 5, 6, 7, 9, i3, i5, 16,
17, 3:1, 33 ; xvi : 2o,_ .

H

T e passages which read “ God '_: are as follows : I : 1, 4, 7, i6, :8, 2i :
ii : i_7 ; iii : 5, i8, 21, 22 ; iv : 2 ; vii_:__25 ; viii : 7, 8, _9, i4, :4, :6, i7, 27, 33,
33;ix:26;x:2,i7:xi:22,33;xiii:r,4,4,6'xiv:4;xv:8, .

The former passages all refer to the Father as distinctly “ the ” In
consequence, it will be necessary to ex lain the latter usages. They are for
the greater part notations, or remain ers from the common speech_ of the
times before the hilonic distinction was observed. This will be plain from
the elementary, and common character of the phrases.

_ "
.

In i : i, the Gospel of God, means the Gospel of the Son, who is " God,
as appears from i : 9, where his Gospel _is distinctly mentioned. The Son-
ship of God is a very common conception, which dates from the earliest
times. Hence the use “ God" is only deference to common usage.

_
I_: 4.

viii : i , 16. Besides, quotation from the Old Testament, where the distinct-
ion di not exist, is responsible for ix : 26. “ Beloved of God " does not
refer to the Father especially, but to the Divinity, i : 7 as also the many
attributes and commen usages which follow 2 power of Godhi : I6 ; xiii :1 -

righteousness of God, iii : 2:, 22 ; fear of God (Quotation) iii : 18 ; wrath__o
God, i : i8 ; glorifie¢_l_not as God, i : 2i ; to make boast or glory of God. 3} 2
2, i7 ; law of God, vii : 25, viii : 7 ; please God, viii : 8 ; sp rit of God, viii :
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i4;willofGod,viii:?'xv:32;God’select viii:33;it isGodwhogiistifieth, viii : 33 ; zeal o Cod, x : 2 ; truth of , xv : 8 ; hearin word
of God x : 17 ;_ goodness and severity of God, xi : n ' wisdom and owl-
edge oi God, xi : 33 ; minister of God, _xiii : 4, 4, 6. In all these instances
the_ reference is not to God as an individual so much as to the general di-
vinity of the attribute or_ function. with _man remainders_from common un-
discriminative usage. Likewise, “ God is ab e to make him stand," xiv : 4,
the reference is only to the divii-iit ,' not the Father particularly. " Heirs
of God, joint-heirs with Christ.” III : i7. This reminds the reader that
to be a ioint-heir with Christ of the same God implies a stand-point from
which Jesus is viewed not so much as God but u man, when the God above
him would then be to him “ God."

There are in the epistle two assages in which the Fatherand the Son are
mentioned together, omitting t e article in the mention of the former.

.III : 22. Even the righteousness of God which is by faith of Jesus Christ.
This is however a special case of a passage like, iii : 2:.

_VIII : i7. And if children, then heirs _; heirs of God, and joint-heirs_of
_Christ. This passage has_already__been noticed, and may be helpfully studied
in context with such as i : 4 ; viii : 14,‘ i6.

_ _ 'The student may now turn to the _25 passages in which the juxtaposition of
the Son with the Father always is _accompanied by the presence of_ the
article before the word God, as referring evidently to _the Father. See i : 8,
9_;_ii: i6; Ill : .23-24 ; 25._ 26 ; v: 1, 2, 8, 10, ii, 15;)”: io, ii. 23 ; vii : 25 ;
viii : 3, 34, 39 ; ix : 6 ; xiv : 18 ; xv : 5, 6, 7, i7 ; xvi : 25-27 In these there
is no question that “ the" God refers to the Father.

The cogency of this proof is increased by the fact that with the exception
of the two passages explained above there are no other texts in which both
Father and Son are mentioned together, and in which the distinguishing
article consequently does not a pear.

_ _ . _ _ _In the two Epistles to the_ rinthians the Philonic articular distinction
does not appear as clearly as in the E istle to the Romans.

.Yet. out of in times the word G appears, it lacks the article only 52
times ;_ a relation noteworthy in fact of the like relation in the other Paul-
ine Epistles.

The Passages with the article are as follows :
._First Epistle : I : 2, 4, 4, 9, 14, 2o, 21, 21, 21, 25, 25, 27, 27, 28 ; ii :_7, 9, io,

io, ii, u.__i2, i2, i4; - 6. go, i6, 17, i7, i7 ; iv: 5, 9, 203 v: 13 ; vi iél, 13,
i 2o;vii:i5,i7;vii.3, ;ix:9;x:5,i3.2o,32;xi:3,i2,i3.i,22;235:6. I8. 24. 28:xiv= 2. 25. =5. 23. 33. 36 (?):xv:9. 10. is. 15. =4. 28.

. S7-
econd Epistle : I : i, 3, 4, 9, i8, i9, 20, 21 ; : 14, 15.'_!7, i7 ; iii :._;4, 5 ; iv :

2, 2, 4, 4, 6. 6. 7, is (F) ; v : 5, 18, 20, 2o_; vi : i6; vii 3'6, 12 ; viii : i,'r6;::’::u7,8, ii, i2, i3, i4, i5;x:4.5, i3;xi:7. ii,3i;xii:2,3,2i;xiii:7,

T_he passages without the article are as follows :
_FIr_st Epistle = I =_,1. 3, I8. 24. =4 : ii,;_r. s. 7 ; iii = 7. 9. 9. 9. :6. i_9. 23 : ix

l;'Vl:9, :6, i9;vii:7,i9,2¢,4o;viii:4,6;ix:2i;x:3i;xi:7;xii
3 ; xv: io, 39, o.

__ _SecondEpiste:I:i.2,2o;ii:i7;iii:3;v:i,u.i3,i9,2i;vi:1,4.7,16,16,26-vii:5;xii:i?;xiii:4,On the whole, it will be ound that t e cases in which “ God " is used in
the Epistles to the Corinthiansare in man ways the same as in the Epistle
to the Romans. Again, there are some di erent uses as will appear.

In the first place appears one use of God. evidently referring to the
Father, i : i : 3 ; ii : i : 2, which seems to be a stereot ed form of salu-
tation, handed down from universal tradition. It will bxe) found in every
other Epistle of or attributed to Paul. It would not be natural to change
this to suit the Philonic distinction.

Just as unlikely would it be to do so in res ect to other well-known con-
ceptions and expressions, as, the will of God, ,

i 2 i ; ii, i : i ; viii : ; the
power.of God, i, i : 18, 24 ; ii : 5 ; ii, vi : 7 ; xiii: ; viii : 5; the wis om of
God, I, i 24 ; iii : 19 ; ii : 7 ' the testimony of G , i, ii : i ; the co-labour-
ers, husbandry, building of dod, i, iii : 9 ' in steries of God, i, iv : 5 ; kin -

dam of God, i, vi : 9, io ; xv : so ; the gift o God, i, vii : 7 ; the comnian -

merits of God, i, vii : 19; the cc of God, i xv: to; 11, vi : i ; the
knowledge of God, i, xv : 4 : t e promises of (Sod, ii, i: 20 : the ri ht-

::_ous_i_iess of God, ii, v : 2i ; t e mysteries of God, ii, vi : 4 ; the fear of (god,
i, vii : i.

_

Then come a series of passages in which the genera] attribute of divinity
II referred to under the name of God without specifying any more definite
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conception. God giveth the increase. i iii : 7 ; the teniple__of God, i,_ iii :

i6;vi:ig;ii, v:_ i;v_i_:__i6, i6;abide with God, i, vii:a4;spirit_of
God, i,_ vii_: so ; xii : 3 ; ii, iii : 3 ; there is none other God than.....i,_viii :
4, 6 ;_ii, vi-: r6 Sn uotat_ion)__: law to God, i, ix : 2i ; glory to God, i, x :

3i ; xi : 7; as o
__

od, ii, xii : i7 ; manifest unto Go , ii, v : ii ; beside
ourselves to God, ii, v : i3.

. _ _There reinain several assages in which although the Father is referred to
in juxtaposition to the _on yet is _he__<_:nly spoken of as “ God," “ A_nd ye
are Ghrist’s, and Christ is_ God’s,"__i, iii : 23. “ That God was in Christ, re-
con¢_:iling__the_world to himself,” ii. v : I9, and " we_spea_k before God in
Christ,” ii, xii : i9. In the latter case, the reference is quite general to di-
vinity, and this would explain the use. Of the two former cases, it would
appear that we would expect the Philonic article, but possibly it mag be dis-
pensed with in considering the Ifather from the stand-point of C rist, no
divinity bein here ascribed to im. For_it_ must be remembered that the
nerve of the istinction is, that w ere no divinity is ascribed to the_Word or
Son. there the Father is_nierely God : but where the Word or Son is spoken
of _as “God,"_ as divinity, there the _Father is distinguished as the pre-
eminent divinity by the use of the article. And that seems to be the case
here. that the Father is looked at from the standpoint of the Son, and
hence is merely called God in eneral.

_ _In the course of these r_emar_ s the following instances of juxta sition of
the Son with the Father, in which the latter is referred to as 1'nei'_ y.“ God,"
have been noticedzi, i:i,3,24,24;iii:23;iv:i;ix:2i;ii,i:i,2;
v:i9,xii:i9.

_ _ _
_;

_Qn the contrary, the passages in which the yuxtaposition is marked by the
Philonic distinction are numerous, and quite unmistakahle. I, i : 4, 9, ii :
7;viii:6;__:_ii;3,_i2;xiv: 36(?);xv:i,24,28,57;ii,i:3, i9,2i;_ii:
i4, i,i7;iii: ;iv:2 4,6, is (Ij‘);v:i,2o, z0;lX.:Ig;xl:3!;XllI:3:. he type 0 thes o passages is: “The God and Fat er of our Lord
Jesus Christ," ii, xi : 3i. The difference of rank is here ve clear. Like-
wise the famous passage, f‘ And when all thin s_ shall be sub ued_ unto him.
then shall the Son also himself he subieet to in: that ut all things under
him, that T_HE God may_ be all in all. ' I. xv : 28. " ut_thanks to THE
God, who iveth us the vietory_thi-ou h our Lord Jesus Christ,” i, giv : 57.

In the istles to the Galatians, phesians, Philippians, Colossians, and
I_and II hessaloniatis, the word God appears 158 times, of which 42 are
without the article.

The passages in which the article appears are as follows : Gal. i : i. % io,
_i3, i5, 29, 24 ; ii : 20, 2i : iii"; 6, 8, ii, 17, i8, 29, 2i ; iv : 4, 6 ;'vi : i6. ph.
i: 17; ii :.8, 10, i6, i8, 22; iii_: 2_, 7, 9, io, _i9 ; iv : 6, _i3, 18, 24, 30, 32 ;_v: i,
2. 6. 20; vi : 6, ii, i3_, i7. Phil. i: 3, 8; ii : 9, 27; iii :9, i4,__i_5, i9 ; iv: 6,
7, 9, i8,_i9, 20. C01. i : 31,6, 6, io, 15, 25, 25, 27 ; ii : 2, i2, i9 ; iii : 3, i, 6, i2,
_i6, i7 ; iv : 3, ll,_12. I hess. i : 2, 3, 8, 9 ; ii : 2, 2, 4, 4,.8, 9, io, i2, i3, i4;
iii : 2, 9, ii, 13 ; iv :_2-3, 5, 7, 8, i4; v:_9, 3. II Thess. i ; 3, 4, 5, 5, ii, 12,

ll24,Il,l3,l%!l6;lll:s.. _Further,I im. ItX7;lI:3;ill:5;jVt3,4;_V:5,,_2i;_vi: i, ii, i3,
i7. II’Tim.i;3,6,£;ii:9,i5, i9,25;iii:i7;iv:i. itusi:2,3;ii:
5,io,ii,i3;iii:4; hileni.4.

_

.

The passages in which the article does not appear are the ‘following. _Gal.
i: i,3;ii:6,i9;iii:26;iv:7 §?),8,9,9,I4._;V12I;Vl:7. Epl_i_.i:i,
2. i3;ii:4;v:5l_;vi:23. Phil. i:_.z, ii, 28;ii:6, 6, ii, 13, i ;iii: 3.
Co .

' '

i :
l :

i:i,25. I hess. i: i,4, 9;ii:5, i5;iv i, i6;_v: i8. I Thess.
i,2,6,8; ii:4,4. ITim.i:i,z,ii,ii:5;iii:i5;iv:5,io;IITim.
i, 25 ; Titus i : i, 4, 7, 16 ; iii : 8 ; Philern. 3. .

The uses of the above passages are as follows :
_There is the usual formula of salutation, found ever where, as noticed

above, Gal. i: i, 3i_Eph. i: 2, 3 ; vi : 23 ; Phil. i : 2; ol. i : 2 ; Thess. i,
i:2;ii, i: i,2; im.i,i:2; ii,i:2;Titusi:4;Phil._3..Tl_llS!.nl.lSt be
a traditional formula_ which originated before the Philonic distinction was
recognized, and which the writer found ready-made, and used without
further thoug t.

_ _Then come the general references to the divinity in traditional expres-
sions, which are found in all Pauline writings. It is to be noticed that they
do not in the minor Epistles a ree with each other as much as in the eater
writings. To live unto God, al. ii : 19, children of God, Gal. iii : _Phil.
ii : I5 ; heir of God. Gal. iv : 7 ; knew not God, Gal. iv : 8, Thess. ii, i :
i8 ; know God, Gal. ‘iv : 9, Titus i 2 i6 ; known of God, Gal. iv : 9 ' angel of
God,_GaL iv : i4 ; kingdom of God, Gal. v : 2i ; Eph. v: 5; the wi of God,
Ep_h.i : I ; Thess. i, v : :8; Tim. ii, i : i ; glory and praise of God. Phil.
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i : ii - salvation of God, Phil. i : 28 ' form _ot'__God, Phil. ii : 6 ' turned to
God, Thess. i, i 2 9 ; God is; wrtnes h’i'hess. i, ii : g ; plelas; !(!;0°fdé(;d, Tlhessi"‘: ;': ;trumpo God, ess.i,iv:i;cae ,emeoadd, 'l']I§ess|.v'-ii :1 ii : 4 ' commandments of God, Tini i. i : i ; house 0 God,
Tim. i, iii : is ; living 'God, Ti_m. i, iii : is ; i, iv : in : word of God, Tim.
i, iv : dr, ;_lpower of God Tim. ii, i : 8 ; steward of God, Tit_us i : 7 ; believe
in Go

, it_us iii: 8. _e ond these commonplace expressions are general
ones, refemng_to the divinity, not the erson of God. Qod_accepteth no

rson,” Gal. ii : 6. God is_ not mock_e ,._Gal. vi : 7. God is rich in i_r_i_ercy,
1:. ii 2 4 ; God worketh in us, Pliil._ ii : _i3 ; worship (.}od,_ ,Phl1. iii :_

T e e_ll_;ction._of_ Ggd, Thess. i, i : 4, Titus i : r. A man is righteous wit
God, ess. ii, i : .

_ _There remain two verses that are more difficult to explain, and where it

vlgfiiildulse iiatu_il-5;‘! to e!§p_e_l':l the ai_*SI¢:le.h_"hTit>htheFggflryhot’£0? tGliedF_atliI'er,"i.ii:ii. eex icinesswi wic e ii eroo o o is ere
mentioned, may supp y the lack of the article. More difficult is, “ For there
is one God, and one mediator between God and men, the man esus Christ,"
Tlzl. ii :h5. Tliiis text‘) however, insists‘ 03 tgie fact there ilsh ut one ‘God,an t at t e me iator etween man an o is a man. is cosmo ogy
does not deny the suhordinationism of the Philonic distinction, agreeing
with it in every point.

_There remain two classes of passa es to be considered, those which con-
tain ii juxtaposition of the Son and t e Father.

d
The first class does not use the article with the name of God, the second

oes.
Of the first class are Gal. i:i:3;iv:Eph. hi, 2, 3;v:5;vi:23.

Phil. i : 2, ii ;.ii:6, 6, ii. Col. i: i, 2. Tliess. i i: i ; v: i8‘; ii: i: i,
2. Tim.i,i: i,2;ii:s;ii,i:i,2.Titusi:4. i’hil.3.

_Of the second class are Gal. i: 1-4 ; iv 2 4, 6. Eph. i: l_7_.; ii: io_, i6;
iii:€'iv:6, i8, 3z;v:2, 2o;vi:6. Phil. i!8;ii2_r%;lIi_2I4;lV2_‘7,i9. ol. i:3, is, 25;ii: i2, ig;iii:T1fii, 17; iv:3.__ ess._i, i:8;_ii:il4;iii:2, ii, I3;'i.V.:2-3, i41',v:9. ess. ii,i:i2;u:i6:iii:5.Tim.
v:2i;vi: i3. ii iv:i. ‘his his.L'l‘he first (glass lliive been for‘ tlhelmost part ]explained, and the otlhers‘ cane exp aine in i e manner. t remains on to give an examp e o e

lattert_clahss.h_“§3ut wlienctlie iulness1915 the wals clglrliile, thedGod sent
sent on is on.....' a. iv: 4.

'

ex i its t e ionic is inction
perfect! , and is increased in cogency ltliat nowhere in these epistles the
term “ he God " is applied to the Son or Word.

CHAPTERII.
.3’ .‘.::2°°.%: Fmem at JR‘.-..“.i'-.i 2.9: as: W 1:: F2282‘. "<..‘3’.£:-

. . : : -
. s . i : ; : , . .

Apol. i : 6. (6)3 use. Aigol. ii : 13. (7)pJust‘. Apol.“ii : 1?.’ 8) Jumt. gpol.
. 2.

8
  i : 6i ; i _6. (9) ust. Dial. c.__’I‘rypho 56_etc. (:0) Ir._ Re aer_._ iii : i :

_(_ii) Ib. iii _:_3 : 3. (lz)__ Ib., ii: ii_ ; ii : ig__: 9; ii : 1.": I ; ii: go: 3;
ii:_39:7;ii:_;i- I;1lZ__3_2 5;ii 35:4;iii: i:2;iii:3:__q;iii:4-
2;iii:5:3;ii 8:i;iii -4;ii :io:6; iii: ii:i,4;iii:izzgiii: izzii, i3;iii: i6;7;iii 24: i;iii: 25:3, 7;iv:6: 2;iv: i
4;iv:i9:2;iv:2o:1,2;iv.26:5,4;iv:33:7;v:4:i;v:6:i'
v:i5:z;v_:i7:i,3;v:i9:g;v:36:3;Fragm.'6.

(i3) Ib.; ii : 35 : 4.__(i4) Ib., iv : 6: 2_. (15) Ib_., iv : i8 : 4. _(l6) Theo-
philos ad Autolycum ll": io, n. For the identification of Jesus with the Lo-
gos, see Justin i apol. _i_i : 6, i3.

_(I7) Ir. Ref. Haer. ii: 28: 4. (18) Just. Dial. c. Try ho. :28. See Ib.,
56, 6o, iz6. Apol. i : ii, i3, 20, 58 ; ii : 6. (19) Just. Apo .

i : i2. (20) Just.
Apol. i : 13. (zi) Ib., i : 3,2. (22) Ib., ii : 21. (23). Just. Dial. c. Trysho. 84..
('24) Ib.. 86. (25) Ib.. I : 27. (26) Just. A . ii : 6. (27) Just. ial. c.

ry ho. 57. (28) Ib., 56. (29) ust. Apol. i : 3. (30) Just. Dial. c. Trypho.
56, 6a,55,57. (3l)If.R¢f._I¢l'.ili28;2;Ili1H;lz;__i_v:2o:2;iv:
2o:7;v:6: i. (32)Ib.,iv.:2o:5;v:i8:2. (33) fb.,iii: i6: 7;iii:
i8.i iv: l7.6;lV/:2):l'iV;38:3;V:l2:6;V:l5__';v: 1853.
( ) Ih. v: 18: (35) II‘. §yrian Fragments, “e.'_’ ) iii: 2i : I9); iv:38‘: 1. fr. Ref. aer. ($7) 11)., iii:6:i.

_

)Ib., iv:6:2. (3% I
., :

6 i;iii:i2:5; iii:i :3. (4o)Ib.,v: :i;v:i6:i;v: :4;iv:
: i.

Ib., : .
Ib. 6:

. Ib., ‘b. Ib. : 8: )Ib(..“i)i : 38 9(4I6) iv :’6“:l6._I (4;) I(l§.3,) iv _: 61: 7. texrm 2occ(i4if's
2;: times in the Apologies, and 9_times in the Dial. e. Tryp 0. (49) Just. Ap.
i : I3. (so) Ib., i : 6. (5i) Ib., i : 33. (52) Ib., i : 6i. (53) Ib., 65, 67. (54)
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Ir.,Ref.Haer.iii:i6:7_;iv:26:5;iv:28:2.(55) Ib.,iv:2o:7. (56)
_Ib.,v:8:3. (5R,Ib.,iii: 17:5. ( )Ib.,v:36:3. (3) Ib.,.j_v:7:4;
'(2;)’1"s‘ ‘ii. (‘iii - iii 3",‘ ’?s.‘)’!ii'.‘ 5.2‘? "’1'.’ R21)‘ ii. ‘.3 ii‘! i" ‘(s'Z;ii."
iv : 2o :"5. '(6y) Ib., iv : 5. (68) Il'>..2iv.: : 7. Ib., iv’: : i2.

.’

CHAPTERIII.
(i) Ad Ant. 1 : i2. (2) Ad Ant. 1 : 5. (3) Ad Ant. i : 4, 8 ; ii : i8, etc.,

ii 34. (R Ad_Aut. ii : i8. (2 Ad_Aut. ii : i . (6) Ad Aut. ii : 53, iii : i7, 23.(7) Ad ut_. ii : 13. (8) Ad ut. ii : 9. (g) ‘ God then havin his own Logos
internal_within his own bowels begat im ernittin (belc ing vomiting).
along with his own Wisdom before all things.....G made all things out of
nothing :_for nothing was coequal with God : but he bein his own place
and wanting nothing willed to make man by whom he mig t be lmown.....
He had this Lo os as a helper in the things that were created by him.....Ad
Ant. 2 : io. " at when God wished to make all that he determined on, he
begat this Lo os, vomited forth, the first born of all creation, not himself
being em];-igie of Logos, but having begotten Logos and always conversing
with his os." ii : 2:. (io) “ He (the Logos) is called “ arche " because
he rules, an is Lord of all things fashioned by him. He then, being spirit
of God,.....came down upon the prophets.” ii : io.

CHAPTER IV.
.

(i) C. Noetum, i4. (2) Philosoph. x: : C. Noetum io. (3 “ Nou_s_.”
(4) C. Noetum, ii. (5) C. Noetum, is. ) Tertullian Adv. Praxeam iii :
i5. g “ God was alone and there was no being coeval with him when he
wille to create the wor d......Not that he was destitute of reason (Logos).
wisdom or counsel. They are all all in him ; he was all. At the time and
in the manner he willed, he manifested his word (Lo os) through whom he
made all things. Moreover he placed over them his ord whom he begat
as his counselor and instrument. whom he had within im, invisible to
creation, till he manifested him uttering the Word, and begetting light from
light..... And so Another (Other) stood by him, not as if there was two
Gods, but as though light from light or a ray from the sun." Bull Def. Fid.
Nic. iii : 7 : 8. C. Noet. io.

CHAPTER V.
(i) Clemens Alexandrinus Strornata ii : i9. (2) Strain. v : i2. (3) Strain.

i : i, 2,_5, 8, ii, i6. (4) Protrepticoii 6. Paedago us ii: io. Strom. i: i7.
23 25 ; ii : i, 18 ;_ v : i, 5. 8, ii, i4 ;_vi : 2,_.3, 6. (:5) Stron_i. ii : i_5. (6) Seeit). _(7) Strain. i : ii. (8) Strain. i: 7 ; ii: i. ) Ib.,__i : 20, ii :‘4. (io)

., i: 5. (ii) Ib., vii: i6. (i2) Ib., v: io. i5 Ib. i :2: 5°iv:26_:
i : 62 ; v : io : 66. Fragment of p. pronoias, in iiidorf iii : 497. iahn iii :
o. (:4) I’aed. i : 8 : __7i. (is) Strom. v : ii. (16) Ib., v : _ii : 7i ; v : 12:

_i sqq., vi : i_8: 166 ; ii : 2 : 6. (£2) Ib., i_r': I :6. (i8) Ib. iv : 2 . (i9) Ib.,
iv. (so) Ib., iv : 25 : i56. Zahn orsch. iii : i7. Fragm. rom { typoses
preserved l_>y Maximus Confessor. (2i) Strom. v: 6: 38. (22) ., v: 6:
54 ; Paed. i : 7): 5 ._ (23) Paed. i : : 3i. (24) Strom. v : 3_: 16. (25) Ib.,
iv:25 :i56; ae .l38274._.(fi) trom.v:i_4:94. Paed.i:i2:98_._ (27)
Strom v : 6 : 52. (28) Paed. iii : 12. (29)Ib., i :__7 : 36, 5 . Sti-o_m. vii : i :
2. (30) Paed. i : 5: 24 ' iii: 7: 39; Protre t. viii: i. trom. iv: 3: 1.48.
(3i) Strom. v : 6__:_38. (32) Ib., vii : 2: 5. ) Ib., v : i : 6. (34) Ib., vii :
2: 8. (35)_ Ib., iii : i : 2. (36% Prqtrcpt. x: no. (517) Sti-om.. v: 14:
(58) Ib., vi : 7 : 58. Further, C rist is ‘ begotten of t e Will of theFather,’
and_ as “ coming forth for the sake of Creation.” Strom., v: 3: i6. See
Tatian, Ad. Grace. 5_: Theophilus ad._ Aut. ii : 22, Tert. Adv. Prax. 5. (39)
See (49), Strom., vii: 2. (40) lb. ii: 22: 131; Irenaeiis v: 6. Tert. dc
B_apt. v. Reco n. v: 23. Dahne, be Gnosei, p. to; in note. (42) Strom.,
vii:2. ($3) I

., vi: :6. (44) Ib..ii:2_o: n7; v: 13: 88; vi: i6: 138;
vii: i4: 7. (4 Ib., iv _: 26: i_6_5 ; Qiiis Dives Salvctur 34. (46) Strom.,
vii : 2 : 9. (47) rotrept. i : 8_; viii : 7? ; See Heriiias Sim.‘ v : 6 ; At_lienag.
Siippllcatio io. (48) Strom. vii: i8. 49) Stro_iii. vii: . (50) Ib_., vi: i7;
xii : 1. (5i) Ib., vi : i7, end. (52) Strain.’ vi: 7": ; P_aed. ‘I1 6: £2;iii 2 i2: ioi. (53) _Strom., iv : 8. (54)Ib., ii_: 4 ; iii: ; vii_: io. ( 5) bu
iv : 22. (56) Ib., vi : i4. (57) Ib., vi : 9 ; vii : 5. (s& b., vi : 12. 59) Ib.,
vi : i3.

CHAPTERVI.
(1) .The reason of Origen’s self-mutilation was the avoidance of scandal,

Eusebius H. 12.. vi: 8. That it was not due to a literal interpretation of
Matt. xv : i-5, may be seen from his Commentary on the passage, where he
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treats its literal interpretation on which many have supposed him to have
acted as an instance of the errors which would__flow from literal interpre-
tation. See C. Celsum vii : 48. See Tillemont iu : 506, 526, 527. Mosheim,
674, Neander, ii : 4:0. Redepenning, i : 452, and Robertson's Ch. Hist. in
re. See Farrar’s li e of Origen in “ Lives of Ante-Nicene Fathers." (2)
Redepenninf, i : ai8 ; 231, 457, £158. (3) C. Cels. viii : 30, etc. (4) See Jer.
xxiii: 24; s. lxvi: i; Pa. c viii: 3, 4;Matt. v: 34; ACt8.XVll:'38'
Rom. viii : 19-2i. Origen says, De Princ. ii : i : 3, As our body is {providedwith many members and is held to ether with one soul, so I am o_ opinion
that the whole world also ought to e regarded as some huge and immense
animal which is kept together by the power and reason of God,_as by_ one
soul. Again, De Princ., ii : 8 : I, That there are souls in all living things.
I suppose is doubted by no one. See C. Cels. v : 13. The Logos is a living
animal, De Princ. i : 2 2 3. See Job xxv : 5. (5) See Big ,

Christia
Platonists, p. 1%, note. (6) Es ecially John ix: 2. (7) See ). "

(8) See Bull, efensio Fidei icaeana, I : 9 : 1. Alexander 0 Jerusalem,
Theoktistos oi Caesai-ea, Dionusios of Alexandria Firmilian oi Cae_sarea
Gregory Thaumaturgus and Atlienodorus, Pamphilius Martyr Eusebius_ oi
Caesarea. Athanasius,bidumos of Alexandria, the teacher of Jerome, Titus
of Bostra, Gregory Nazianzen, Gregory Nyssen, and John of Jerusalem sup-
gorted the orthodoxy of On en. Methodius, who at first opposed him,
nally came to admire him. uflinus, spoken of highly b Jerome, was a

warm champion of Origen. Later John Prais of Miranda a James Merlin
of Victurnia. Desiderius Erasmus of Rotterdam, Sixtus of §iena. Claudius
Espencaeus, Gilbert Genebrard, and Peter Halloix openly espoused his
cause.

(9) See De Princ. Pref. 4. (io) Bi g. op. cit., p. i 9 note 2. (ii) De Princ.
i_i:9:i. (i2) Ib.,i:2:£ (i3) I .,i_:a:6. (I§Ib.,i:22l3. (is) Ih.,
i:a:27'i:2:io;lv: (i6) Ib.,i:2:4. “ eScri‘pturesays: Thou
art my Son, this day have I begotten thee.’ Here this day ' means
‘ always,’ for God has no morning or eveniri ; the time which the Son was
itself over the unbegotten and eternal life is t e ‘ day ' in which the Son was
begotten. The begetting, as little as the day has an beginning." In Joh.
i : 32. “ If the Son is an image of the invisible Go ,

it is an invisible im-
a e : but I would make bold to add that as bein also a likeness of the

ather there is not a time when he was not..... An when did not that im-
age of the Father's ineffable and nameless and unutterable hypostasis, the
express image the Word who knoweth the Father, not exist ?' De Princ.
i : 2. “ As one cannot be a father if there be not a aon,.....so God cannot be
called almighty even if there be not those over whom he may exercise
power_;.....but the Wisdom of God which is his only begottenson, inasmuch
as he is in all things_unchangeableand unalterable and in him all good ex-
ists as substance, which plain] is not at any time susceptible of change or
conversion, on this account is his glory declared to he ure and unalloyed."

(i ) Bifig p. i_8i, Note 2. ustinian, Ad Menam. (18%) In Joh. ii : 2. g9)In oh., om. ii p_._ 47, Ed. net. (20) See (i7) C. Celsum vi : % (21) ee
(9). (2) In oh. ii__: 2 : 51. C. Cels. viii : i2, 750, 751. (2 C. els. v trio.608. _(24 C. els. vii : 7, 735. (25) De Princ. i : 2 : de rat. c. is. " e
Son is ‘ other ' as to ature, and subordinate to the ather." (:6) In Joh.
ii 2 8. In Jerem. I-Iom. xix : i. C. Cels. vi : 6o.(27) In Joh. xiii : 25. (28)
C. Cels. viii: i4. (29) De Orat. C. 24. In Joh. ii: i8. (30) De Princ. i:
2 : C. Cels. v : . (31) De Princ. i : 2 : 4. (32) C. Cels. vi : 64, 681. (33)
In Job. ii : i. Princ. _: 6: i. (35) ii er. Hom. viii : 2. 0 p.
in p. i_7i.

__

om. xviii: 90, pp. iii p. 25x, if‘. ) C. Cels. viii : I2. )
De Prine. -ii : 6 : _3 ; iv: . (38? omm. in an . xiv: 7. In Joh. i : ;
vi:3. C. Cels.vi:64. (30) Bul, Def. Fid. Nic. ii:9:6 iv:a: 6. 4o)
Ih., iv : i : io. (41) In oh? Tom. xxxii p. 416, ed. Huet. ‘fhe following are
the passages quoted h ull. C. Cels. i. “ They came bringin gifts which
they ofiered as symbo s to one, who was, so to say, a com oun of God and
mortal man; the gold as to a Kin the myrrh as to one w o was to die, and
the frankencense as to God." “ e believing Jesus himself, when he says
of the godhead which is in him, ‘ I am the way the truth and the life ’ and
whatever else there is to the like elfect - and on the other hand, when he
thus speaks of the ast of his being in a human body, ‘ Now ye seek to kill
me, a man that hat told you the truth ’ we sa that he became something
compounded. ‘ Somethingmore divine within t e manhood which was seen
which was he that is pro erly the Son of God, God the Word, the Power oi
God. and the Wisdom 0 God.’ " “ God who appeared in human bod for
the benetittingof our race." C. Cels. 2. " For if God commanded, an the
Creatures were made, who must he be who according to the mind of the
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prophetic Sfilfit,was able to execute so great a commandment of the Father,
other than e who is, so to call him, his livin word and the truth ? We
say not this. not as se arating the Son of God roin Jesus ; for after the In-
carnation the body an the soul of Jesus have become in the highest degree
one with the Word of God. The body of Christ is ‘ that which is truly the
temple of God the Word of Wisdom and Truth.’" C. Cele. 3. "He, who, we
believe, and are persuaded, was God and the Son of God from the begin-
nin , is also the very Word, and the very Wisdom, and the very truth :
whi st of his mortal body and the human soul within it we say that it has
by its—not communion only—but, union also and intimate oominingling
with him, received the reatest gifts, and by partaking of the divinity has

assed into God." C. Ce s. 4. “God is good, beautiful,happK,of the best and
airest form ; were he to descend to the condition of man e must undergo

a change ; but the change will be from good to evil, from beautiful to base,
from happy to unhappy, from the best to the worst. Who would v{ish_to be
thus changed ? It is true that a change and transformation of this kind is
incident to mortal man, but it befits an immortal being that he oontinue to
exist even in the same state. God, therefore, could never become the sub-
ject of such a change. That, however, which came down unto men, was in
the form of God, and out of loving kindness unto man. He emptied him-
self. in order that he might be comprehensible by men ; but yet certainly
there was no change from ood to evil in him. Now if Celsus thinks that
the immortal God, the War , in having assumed a mortal body and ahuinan
soul, undeegoes change and transformation, let him learn that the Word, re-
maining “ ord still in his essence, is not affected by any of those things by
which the bod and the soul are affected but condescending at a articular
time to that w ich cannot look ufion his brilliancy,and the splen or of his
Godhead, becomes as it were fies , being spoken of after it bodily fashion.”

“ A reply might be ma_de to this by distinguishing between the Nature of
the_ Divine Word. who is God, and the soul of Jesus. The Maker of the
Universe being in essence God the Word." C. Cels. 5. _“ It were not then
reasonable that those who have been taught to ascend _in nobleness of na-
ture above all created beings, who are in trainin to attain to the bright and
unlading wisdom. or have even already attaine unto it, being, as it is, a

radiance from light eternal, should be so far overpowered by the sensible
bri htness of the sun and the moon and the stars, as, because of their son-
sibe light, to suppose themselves to be in some inferior position, and to
offer them adoration seeing that the themselves have so great a li ht per-
ceptible by thought, the Light of owledge, the true lig , and t e light
of the world. and the light of men......And we speak thus concerning the
sun, moon and stars not as at all dislionoring such vast works_of
as having some perception of the divine nature of God, which transcends
with ineffable superiority, and besides also of that of his only-begotten Son,
who transcends all else.”

_“Seeing that he who_ has filled heaven and earth and has said, 'Do not _I fill
heaven and Earth P saith the Lord,’ is with us and near to us (for I believe
him when he says ‘ I am a God near at hand, and not _a G9 afar off, saith
the Lord ’) it is absurd to seek to pray to the So which is not present to
all things or to the moon_ or to any of the stars." .

Cels. 6. "Fornoonecan
worthilyknow him who is ungenerateand the first-born of all generated na-
tures as can the Father who_begat him, nor can any one know the Fatheras
can the living word, who is both his \_VlS_d0n’l and truth. I‘make_ a dis-
tinction as to what is meant, and say, if _it he meant, _compreh_ensible by
Logos that is within us, whether endiathetic or prophoric, we will also say
that God is not comprehensible by Lo os-reason, but if we use the ex res-
sion Logos having in mind ‘the word ogos was i.ii the be nning, an the
word was with God and the word was God,‘ then we dec are that by this
Logos God is comprehensible."

_ _“ And who else is able to save the soul of ni_an,and to bring it to God who
is over all but God the Word ? who being in the beginning with God on
account of‘ those who have been joined unto the flesh, and have become the
very same as flesh, because flesh, in order that he may be com reherided by
those who were unable to behold him, in that he was the ord and yns
with God and was God. The Son of God, the Word, was the .immediate
Creator, and, as ‘it was, the actual framer of the world ; whilst the Father of
the word was primarilycreator b reason of his having given pomniandment
to his Son, the Word, _to make t e World.” C. Cels. 8. ‘But if anyone from
these words shall be distracted with fear that we are desertingfto those who
deny that the Father and the Son are two hypostases, let im give heed
to’ that saying. ‘And of all of them that believed the heart and soul was
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one,’ in order that he may _understand those words ‘ I and My Father are
one."’ We therefore worship the Father of the Truth the Son who is
the 'l_‘ruIh, being two things in hypostasis, but one unanimity and agreement
and identity of will.”

_ _(42) See (9). (43) In oh. xi : 6 O p. Tom. iv 60, 6i. Tom. xiii, p. 234,e (4_6) n331.. 'é.p'(:§')"De4'i3:in'Z.i°?' '('4s6)°'D£‘i2:in.-. i§"§:7: : &$)‘ib., . : 13
C.) (t5o)vIb., I :T22. (51) Ib.. li(i:2ll : I0. (5?) )Ili.,; :mi :Hn;nra.cx ..i.2z2. .es.v: u. o.x
In Matth.5'xv (55) %e Princ. i : 3 : 5.

4. 54

CHAPTERVII.
Ad.H

. Ad.'I-I .8. Ad.H .8.)Ac(lIv). HeiYmog.“2ri‘i'.og(3)J‘A<i:).ma; 2, e3fu8|,°gl ‘etc. (32) Advv. P:°aT'§§ (71)
v.

)

E
12!

Prax. , 8, 9. (8) A v. Prax. 3. (9) Ad rax. 4,. (io) Adv. Prax. 5. (ii)
Adv. rant. 6. (12) Adv. Prax. 7. (i3 Adv. Prax. 7. (14) Adv. Prax. 7.
(15) Adv. Prax. 8. (16) Ad. Prax. 9. (:7) Adv. Prax. 13. (:8) Adv. Prax.
:9. Adv. Prax. 26

BOOK III-CHAPTER I.
(1) See end of De. Syn. Nic. Also, adv. Ar. i: 30. "How clainorously

they have accused the Nicene Bishops for assuming unscriptural terms.
although these are very innocent and inoffensive ones but suitable enough
for su verting their heresy, and yet they themselves have done the very
same thing, and have invented unscri tural terms on pur ose to dishonour
our blessed Lord." In the report of usehius of the Cree of Nicaeal. occur
the following words, immediately after the Creed : " Since then no ivinely
inspired Scripture has used the phrases ‘ out of nothing ' and ' once he was
not,’ etc.. there appeared no ground for using them or teaching them.”
And yet the Nicene Creed contains the word "consubstantiaI." which is
unscri tural.

(2) n Illud Oinnia, C. . (3) Or. Adv. Ar. i: 30. 4) Hornoousios;
homoi-ousios ; homoios. (5 Re .

Fid. C. i. (6) Cone. ic. p. 74, English
Ed. 5, Ad. Ep. Aeg. C. 8. (7) ent. Dion. C. 7. Such passages are Matth.
xi : 27 ; Acts ii : 22 ; iv : io ; xiii : 22 ; xviii : 30 ; Heb. iii : 2. (8) See all
through the Or. adv. Ar. (9) Adv. Gent. xlvi : 8. (io) Cone. Ar. et Sel. c.

33. (ii) Sent. Dion. C. i6. (12 In Illud Omnia C. 6. ([3) _I_b., C. 27_._ Ib.,
ii : 9. (is) Ib., ‘ii : 23. (16) I .. ii_i : 16. (17) Ib.,_i_ : 49 ;_‘ll : 64; iii : is.(18) Ib.,__i_: 49 ; ii : i, i9.__(i9) Ib., i : gs. ._(2o) Ib., ii : 7; iii : i7. (21) I .,

ii : 3_3_; lll : 2. (22) Ih_._,_ ii : 43. 231) I _., ii : 53 ; 64. (24) Ib.,_ : i6.__ (25)
Ib., iii : (26)_.Ib.. iii : 55. (27 h., i : 22, iii : l._.(23) Ib., i_._ 53 : iii: 28.
(29) Ib.. ii : 7 ; in‘: i7. (30) Ib., iii : 59. (31) Ib., iii : 2. (32) ii : 28, etc.

CHAPTERII.
(i) Athan. Or. in Ar. I : 9, io. 40 ; ii : i. 3 : iii : 28, 61 ; ii : 73. (2)

Or. in Ar. i : 4, 7, 37, 49, 52. 53. Tint the Ariana relied on Scri ture may
be seen from the fact that the following texts are brought forwar by them,
and interpreted clifierently by Athanasius : Deut. vi: 4 ; xxxii: 3p. Ps.
x1v_:_ 8 ; cx : 3.__Sept. Prov. iii : ig ; viii : 22 ; Matth. xvi : 13 ; xxvi : 39 ;
xxvii : 46 ;.xXVIli2 18; xii : 28. Mark vi : 38; xiii : 32 ; Luke ii : 52 ; x :
23;J0hl1iiI€35,36;V:2J;Xi2'34iXli237,13;Xili:2l'XiV!10;XVii:
5, 11-23. Acts ii: 22, 36;iv: ro;xiii: 22:xvii: 30. i Cor. i: 24; xv:
28;Col.iii:i;l:hil.ii: 'Heb.i:i-4;iii:i,2.

(3) __Or. in Ar.__i_i : 36. ( be Sent. Dion. C.
. (5) Or. adv. Ar. ii : .Also ii: 4g. iii:_28. A .

Or. adv. Ar. ii:36. (7)'Ii)7.,
ii : . . erap._iv : 5. (§) De Deer. it i. (9) Ib., 32. (io Or. in Ar. i:

_
(ti) De Decr. i : 19 ; vii : 31. (12) Ib., v: 29. (1 ) Gwat in, Studies in

rianism, p..44, 4 . (i4)_ Ib., p. 22. See Zahn, Marce us, 11-27, 87. Against,
see Dorner ii : 24 . Voigt. Athan. 46. And Atzherger, Logoslehre, 8+
_

(is) De eer. v : i8. ee Or. in Ar. iii : 59; iii zfo : _r. (16) Or. in Ar.
ii: 4_3._ Ad. E . Aeg.'8. (17) Or. in Ar. i : 37. (i b. I (i9) Ib.. i :
44; iii: 28: iv: 15; Gent. vi: 7: 2o) (Swat in, Studies in

. 21 22

  

Serap. iv : 21. (6)

Arianismp.i )V‘gt.Athn..i. )tb ,Lo lh,.
3o. (23) kcwgfln, Ai-inn‘: ii : 5 :84 : 3. 34) b., ii :l5e:rg4c: 2. ' 2?)" iip:
5 3 4 1

.8: . O.d.A.:,;:,:, ,.(2g6)Or.r:tiv. ALI: gqqz, I%.,v2 : 55,246.‘? (:0) Ib.,’: :346. "(3x!)z'Ii>8., :0:
47. See 2 : 46. Prov. 9: 1. Sent. Dion. ii. (32) Ib. 2 : 65. (33) Ib., 2 :
47. See 411 (34) Ib., 2:52, 57. (3) Ib.. 2: 50. (is 1., 2: 5:. (37) Ib.,
: Q; 5732.2 (_387)‘_Ib.;32 : 6i.

2 39)IIb., (2 :)68. 4o) 2 :)69.Ib(412) Ib.,
-- -.- ,..:,. .,2:. .,:

(45) Ib., 2: Bi, see 78-82. (47) The citated me the beginning of 1}



_21. (65) Ib., 3 : 22. (66) Ib.. 3: 23. ( )

178 The Message of the Master.
 

ways for his works. (48) Cyril in £011. 5 : 2. Auf. de Cor. et Gr. 31. de Peoc
Mer 1 : 3. Gen. ad 1112 6: 20. (39 H_e is sup 1ed by Greg. N22. 012:. 1 .

3. Theod adv. Gent. 6. Aug. e Trm. 13. ) De Decretis 13. (55) e
emm W

CHAPTERIII.
(1) Or. Adv. Ar. 2 : 2) Or. Adv. Ar. 1 : . ( ) Or. Adv. Ar. 1 :

(4) Or. Adv. Ar. 2 : 3:,‘ Or. Adv. Ar. 1 : 21, ( Or. Adv. Ar. 1 :
7) Or. Adv. Ar. 1 : 27. ( Or. Adv. Ar. 2 : 4. (9) 1. Adv. Ar. : 62, 67.
10 Or. Adv. Ar. 1 : 18. (11) Or. Adv. .Ar. 1 : 21. (12) Or. Adv.

. 1 : 23.

13 Or. Adv. Ar. 1: 14s 15, 2o, 28 ; 2 : 3§bAd Sernp. 2: 5, 6 ; 4 : 6. (14) Or.
v. Ar. 2: 34, 36. ‘ee 1: 9. (15) r. Adv. Ar. 2: 36. (16) Newman

Trans]. Or. Ar. 1 : 201. (17) ev/man, Ariana of 4th Cent. 2 : 5 : 2 : 1. (18)
Newman Arians of the 4th Cent. 2 : 5 2 2: 7. -(19) Newman Arians of 4th
Cent.2:5:2:4.

CHAPTER IV.
(1) Or. Adv. Ar. 2 : 2o. (2 Or. Adv. Ar. 2: 57. (3) Or. Adv. Ar. 2 : 19.

( ) Or. Adv. Ar. 2 : 48. (5) r. Adv. Ar. 2 : 24. (6) Or. Adv. Ar. 2 : 24, 57,-33. 8. () Or. Adv. Ar. 1 : 23, 29; 2 : 22. (8) Or. Adv. Ar. 1 : 24, 29.
9) r. dv. Ar. 1 : 58.‘ (1o)Or a v. Ar. 2 : 51, 74. (11) Or. adv. Ar. 2 : 29.

3o. (12) Or. adv Ar. 2: 48 : 4: 11. 12. (13) Or. adv. Ar. 2: 21. (14) Or.
adv. Ar.2:21,46. 53, 57-60 73, 4;3:6o,62;4111;27. Ad. Sera .2:6.
(15) Hebrews 1 : 1-4. (16) Or. 2 v. Ar. 1 : ; 2: 1-5, 11, 12, 18, 2o. 17) Ib.,
1 :_56. (18) Ib.. 2:20. (1 ) Ib., 2: 5. (20 Ib., 2: 3. (21) Ib., 2: 6o. (22)
Vorgt Athan. p. 242. (23% Harnack, Do mgesch, 2: 193. 24) Newman
Transl. Or. Ar. 1: 261. (_25) Atl-um. de ecr. 11. (26) e yn. (27)
Gwatkm p. 69. '(28) Eusebxus de Eccl. Theo]. 3 : 2 pp. 152-3. (29) th. dc
Deer. 26 p. 182. (30) Basil c. Eunom. 2-: 20 p. 256.

CHAPTER V.
l_ O

. d . A . : . Ib.. : . ) Ib.; 2 . () Ib., : ,io.l)(5) rI'i§..a1:v4o :1.‘ (6),7Ib.€2z : 4o, 41. 3(7) (131)., 1 : 4‘1. (88) I14). 1 : 8:
b. i lb (.2) - $7. : . b., : . ., : . Ib.-, : .

’

Ib., . .

(14) lIb.?1):%)8?.) (i15)}b.4,41 :(f49. ((1)6);gbf§ 1 : 5o. (17; Ht? 1 (:"?1. (18) I ,

1 : . . . r. 1 : 2o ., 1 : , .(2:53 Ibf,91 (252) Il(>., 1:57. (2632) I?“ (254) ‘£11., E :)59I.b (215!) Ib.,
1:. .,1:1. .,1: ‘.,1:2, ., .,_1:
646 (3o)I..2:2. (31)2R1.,2:3. (32)zI8g..2:3,4. (§3)I. 2:4. (34)I ., 2: 5. (.35) Ib.. 2: 6. Ib., 2 : 7, 8. (37) Ib.. 2: I0. (38) Or. a v.

‘

Ar. 2:11. ( ) Ib., 2:11. 40) Ib., 2: 12.
.davg. Ar. 2 : 12. (42) Ib., 2: 13. (43) Ib., 2 : 15, 16. (44) Ib., 2 :

14, 17. 18. (45) Ib., 2: 18. (46) Ib.. 3: 1. (47) Ib.. 3: 2. (48) b., 3: 3.
b., 3): 4. (50) Ib.,13 : 5. (51) Ib. 31: 7. (52) Ib.. 3 : 7. 8. (53) Ib., 3 :

9 54) I .3210. (55) b-. 3: u- (56) b- . (57) Ib.. 3: 13. I4. (58)
b., : 14. 59) Ib., 3 : 17. (60) Ib. 3 : 18.1) Or. a v. Ar. 3: 19-22. (62) Ib., : (63) Ib.,(3: (‘64)2§b.,(g9):

., 3 : 24. ., : .

3: 35. ((70) Ib., 3: 36. (71) In Ill. Omnia 1. (72) b., 2. (73) Ib..
b., 4. 75) Ib. 5. (76) Or. adv. Ar. 3: 37. (717) Ib., 3 : 38, 3%. (7 )

.. 3 : 40, 41. (79) Ib., 3 : 42. (80) Ib., :3: (81) b., 3 : 44. (82) b., :

it (83) Ib.,8;§:i45- (84 Ib.. 3): 46- (85 I ., = 47. (86) Ib.. 3: 48- (7;
lb-. 3 = 49- Ig-. 3 : 53$ Ib-. 3 : 51- (90 a : 52. (91) lb. 3 : 54- 92

-1 555- 93 -1355
( :) Or. adv. Ar. 2 : 61. (95) Ib., 2 : 62. (96) Ib.. 2 : 63. (97) Ib., 2 : 63.

( Ib., 2 : 64. (99) Newman Transl. Or. 2 : 67. ,(1oo)Newman Trans]. 01.
2: 370. (1o1) Petavius de Inc. 11 : 1: 15. (102) Au . de Pecc. Mer. and
Rem. 2 : 48. (10 ) Irenacus a'dv. Haer. 2 :_ 28 : 6. (104 Grey Nat. Or2t_. 3o :
1 . (105) Cyril A1211. Thesaurus Op. Tom v._ p. 221. (106) L1ddo11 Dw. ofOh 458-467. (107) Liddon Dav. of Chnst, pp. 456-458. (108) Luke 2 :4o.fi(::19§pjohn 1 : 14.

' CHAPTERVI.
(0. d.A. : 838; :26. ()Ib.,1: 4- (3)Ib.. : .()D¢Dexc)reti: :8.v Or? az:'lv.l r. 1 :33o. (5) ‘Or. adv. Ar. 1 : 31. (6) fghn ‘Dam.

F. 1 : 8. (7) De Sent. Dion. 16. (8) Or. adv.(A;. 16. (9) I|§.. 24: lg.
., : , -: ;:, 1,1;:. 11 .,1: . ecz.(mg I 25 27 ’ 2 42 3 3 4, 3 §Iev:ma2n Transl. Atha:Or. Ar. 1 :Ib., : .

Ib. : 26. ( )21;. 1Nev2v§na1(1, tans). lAthan. Ar. 2 : 412.

CHAPTERVII.
(1).Or. adv. Ar. 3 : 59. (2) Ib.. 3 : 6o. (3) Ib., 3 : 61. (4) 15-. 3 I 58- (5)



Notes. 179
 

Ib., ‘

: 68. (6) Ib.. : (7) Ib., : 67. (8) 1b.. 3! 63~ (9) lb. 3: 64-
(io) Ib., 3: 65. (xi) ‘Ib.,’? : 66. (r2)3Ib-. 3 = 67. See I = 26- (I3) ewnun
Ariansof4thCent.2:5;2:2.

CHAPTERVIII.
()O.ad.Ar.3:9. (2) lb. 3:8. (3) Ib.,2:78. (4) Noteso11Ed.of1Ab!I‘la.n. ‘Chrsg7n). 1.6:. Co. 1». 3935 II)I';)te‘6. 2(5) 1(3)-.Irb= 232. 3;. s(2“:,)2iga :3 1:1!-
.,:. .,2:. .,:. .:. .,-

Ib., 3 : (12) Ib., 1 (13) Ib., 1 : n. (14) Ib., 1 : 2o. (15) See 2 :43.

CHAPTER IX.
()O.d.Ar. : .(1h.,S :35,36;2:18. (3)Ib.,2:7.(4)lb:-jg :33; ‘éee dc‘ Seiist. ]Z)2£:n.2:3. :I[[’lai., x2‘ jinx (6)]_°I‘ll)'.I, g : 3:‘. (9): . rev. 1 : 2 ; . : . : . : .:dv.Ar.2:39. (10) Gina v.Ar.2:36.

CHAPTER X.
. : ..

., . .Ar. : . Ib.,:"3)2 P541??? 33' 3”. ‘$3.53 ”'Q§£?i”§d%‘.“‘; l‘§32f'i:.($;)ié"3”..“.fi""<f{:‘
11. o ., :1. 11 .,: 12 , : . .,:
Ib., 3!: 15. (1%) Naewman Tranasl. Ath. Or. adv. Ar. 1 : 220.

CHAPTER XI.
(1) Or. c. Gent. .' 2. (2) Ib., : 1-6. (3) Ib., 4o: 3. (4) Ib., 4o: 4.

(5) Ib., 4o : 2. (6) ?b., 41 : 1. (7) Ib., 4o : 6. Or. adv. Ar. 2 : 3.2. (8) Ib.,
11 : 2. (9) Ib., 42 : 3. (10) Ib., 4.}: 1. (11) Ib., 43 : 2. (12) Ib., 43 : 3. (13)

b.. 44 : 3. (I4) Ib., 47 : 1. (15) b., 47 (16) de Deor. 3 : 7, 9, 4 : 17, 5 :

2o. Orat. adv. Ar. 2 : 31, 71. _4 : 33, 26. 17) Irenaeus 4 Praef. adv. Haeres.
(18) Hila of Poictiers de Tran. 7 z 22.

(19) De ecr. 3 : 7. (20) Sokrates, 1 : 6. (21) Or on. (22) Or. in Ar. 2:

3o. (23) Or. in Ar. 1:16. (24) Ib., 2: 32. (2) 2: 32. (26) Ib., 1:
2:. ( )1»...-1:4 (23) Ib.,3: 1. (29) :1. )I6.,3: 5._(31) Ib..4:
2. (81 Ib., 4 : 4, 5. (33) Ib., : 9, lo. ) De ecr. 8. Or. in Ar. 2 z 26.
3 ) r. in Ar. 2 : 24. 25, 28. Or. in . 2: 30- (J7) Atzberger I_.ogos-

le re des Athan. pp. 80. (38 Atlian. Exp. Fid. 1 p. 99 A. Cf. Or. in Ar.
2 : 35. (39) Harnack, gmengescliiclite p. 207.

CHAPTER XII.
(1) Au stine Solil. ii : 1 : 1. (2) De Vera Relig. xi : 5 2 8 ; dc Civ. Dei.

xi : 28. 8') De Vera Relig. vii : 13. (4 Confi. xiii : 11 ; de Civ. Dei. xi :
26;de Trin. ix:4:4toix:i2:17. )DeTrin. x: 11: 17;x: 1 :6.
6) Ib., xi:2. (7) Ib., ix: :10 (8) b., xii: 4 to xiv: 12: 15. ()_ De
_iv. Dei. v: 11 ; xiii: 24. (10) lb. xxii: 11. (11) Ib., v: 11. (12) I_b.,

vii: 3o ; ix: 3. 13) Ib., vii: . (14) Ib., viii: ;x: 27. (15) Ib., ii:
23; v : 19. (16) I ., v : 16. (17§°Ib., viii : 4. (18) ‘De Trin. xv : 23 ; xiv :
6 ; Confi. x : 25. (19) Ib., xv : 14 to xxvi : 47.

CHAPTER II.
(1) Or. adv. Ar. i: 2. 3. (2) Ib. i :8. (3) Ib., i : 18. (4) Ib., ii: (5)

and (5) Ib., ii : 40. See_ iii : 18. ('7) De Decretis 2 -27. (s) Ib., . ($2 5.,
27. (10) Or. adv. Ar. ii : 4o. (11) Bull Defens.

_

ie. ii : 1 _: 2. 12) oem-
andres, i: 4. (13) Orig. in Heb. (I4) Clementine Homilies xx: 7. (15)
Hamack, Dogmen eschichte, ii : 218. ~

(16) Theod. Ecces. Hist.1:4. Seesokr. i:6;Athan.inAr. i:5'deSyn. 15, 16. Epiph. Haer. [xix : 6, 7 ; Hilnr. de Trin. iv : 12 ; v_i : 5. ‘And
that before he was begotten, or created, or purposedgor established." See
Athan. de Syn. 16 ; Or. in Ar. ii : 19.
(17) Athan. 112 S n. 16 ; Or. in Ar. ii : 19. " Who begat an only-begotten
Sori before et times, throiigh whom he has made both the and the
Universe, and begat him, not in semblance, but in tn1I.I1." See usebina in
Athan. Or. in Ar. ii : 24.

(18) Athan. de Syn. 1 ; Or. in Ar. i : 6. " Understand that he is BOI-
eeived to be radiance an li ht." (19) Dorner, Lehre der Person Chris '

398- (20) Ib_._, ii : . (21) ustin c. Trypho id. (22) Ib., 128. (23) I
(24) Petav. ii : 6. ewman Ariana p. 106. (25) Strom. vii : 3 513?Pet. A secondary cause. (26) Strom. vii : 2 p. (27) A

. on
Sacr., 4 : 354. The Saviour is ever bein born. (3) Or. c. els. vi :
Pet. deTriii. 1:4:5. (29) Tert. adv. rax.9:adv. Her-mog.3. (311
don disclaims responsibilityfor this statement, which however is not’!
from any other author. (31) Liddon, Div. Christ, pp. 418, 419. I 1'-1



V C
(.20) Mstth. :9: 28-30.

180 The Message of Ike Master.
 

) Liddoii. Ch. 7., p. 4: 427. (J3) Doriier, de Person Christi. ii:
.E_4()zLiddon. pp. 16- IE. (35)_Dor£er, ii: 300. (36) Liddon, R. 426-7. 873)

iddon, p. 425. . useb. Hist. ccles. v : 28. )_Voigt, than. p. 195.
(39) Mahler, Athan. 76. (40) Dorner, Person. .hnst. v : 293. (41) Dor-
ner, ii (42) I

. l_:_ 295. (43) Ib. (44) Voigt. Athan. p. i95- (45)
Dormer ii :288. (46) lb., ii : 5.

_(47) Newrnan, ransl. Ath.%r. Ar. 2: 292. (48) Gwatkin. Studies p. 27.
(49) Baur, Do ineiigeschiehte i: 490. (5o) Liddon, pp._i£, i8. (51) Ate-
berger . ms. 52) Mahler i : 5. (53) Baur Do mengeschic te i : 491. (54)
Harnac

, ugmen eachichte 2 : 222. (55) ewman Transl. of Athan..
Or. in Ar. _i : 2x3. 56) De Decr_._ i6, i8, 32. Or. in Ar. i : i, 7. i4, 18. 2o, 33.

. ; . .. . :
‘

: . .
6

.
66”(5"§')3r. in Kr." -35, <36’ 75:) ii. i‘: 33. ’<5g) 1b., i: (60) 1b., ii: 18.

6i) oriier, Lelire. ‘ :'=rson Christ. vol. ii : p. 293. (625) Voi Lehre des
than. 248. (6) \. '1kin, Studies in Ariariisrn, p. 69. ( ) r. in Ar. i :

ii ; de yn. 9 ; dae Deer. i. (65) Newman, Trans. Or. in r. i: 190. (66)
srnacli, ];)ogrnengesch., ii : 225- (67) Solirates Hist. Ec_i_:les.. i : 8.
(68) Or. in__ r. i : (I ) I_b., ii : _i9. (70) Ii>., i : ii : 9;_29. De Den.

2. (7_i) Ib.. ll : 2;‘; .72) .,__i : 49 : ii : 64. ( 3) II:
_

b.. I : 55. __(75) I :,_n : 7 ; iii : i7. 55, 576 Ib..
i : i5, 531; ii :43 ; iii :28. ( §Ib._._ :36.___ 79) lb. iii

_ _
, .

_Ar. i ;_._n. Ill. Omn. 6. (80 b.. : 7 ; iii : i7. _(8i) 1b., in : 59. (B2)
in Ar. iii : 8 ; de Sent. Dion. 27 ; Ep. Aeg. 5 ; Hist. Ar. 66 ;._Tlieo. I-list. i :

giip. 27:1, 741. Solr. i: 9; Hilar. c. Const. i7. De Deer. ii: 5 ; vi: 27:

(8) Or. in Ar. ii: ) Ib.. iii :2. ) 1b., 28 : de Deer. iii : £. (86)Greg. Nu. in Newmsasn srians. i : I83. Ad. Scrap. ii : i. (88) Or. in
Ar. i: i (89) Newman, Trans. ii : J34~ ( ) Ib.. ii: 4x2. (91) Newman.
Ar. _of_ 4t Cent. ii : 5: 4 : 2. (92) Or. in i : 23. (93) Darner, Person
Christi, ii : 327.

EXCURSUS ON SUBORDINATIONISM.
It is remarkable that all through the Ante-Nicene Period esiis was re-

ferred to as Messenger or Servant of God : an evident su ordinationist
term.

Aggelos or Messenger. Novat. de Trin. xi: 25 sq%. Harnack, Dogin.
vol. . p. 155. “ As a rule this name is not to be un erstood as a desig-
nation of the Being, but as a designation of the Office of Christ 2 but the
matter has never been thoroughly cleared up." And no wonder, for even
Harnacli'sexplanation will not account for the full connotation of the word.
“As the Logos-doctrine gradually became universal, the designation Mes-
senger became harmless, and disappeared." It may l_>e asked, how could a
word chosen by early writers to designate their meaning be “ harmful ” ex-
cept to a conception they did not hold? The word is common from the
earliest times.

,
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xiv : 2o ; Act. Pauli et Theclae. xvii : 24 ; E . brig. ad Afric. llllt"; Clem.
Stroi-n., vii : i : 4. Sybill. i, verse 324, 33: ; ; Diogn., 8. 9, io; viii: 9 : i.
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