PRELIMINARY DISSERTATION.

Part 1.

ON CERTAIN OPINIONS OF EUSEBIUS.

As the usefulness of any Book must very much depend
on the belief entertained of the orthodoxy of its author, I
have thought it right to discuss as briefly as possible the
following questions: First, The alleged Arianism of Eu-
sebius : secondly, his views of Prophecy, generally; and
thirdly, his belief that no restoration of the Jews, and no
personal reign of Christ on earth, are to be expected. 1
think it right to use my best endeavour to place these ques-
tions in their true light, because I conceive much mistake
exists respecting them.

SECTION T.

On the alleged Arianism of Iusebius, and on the manner
in which he has expressed his opinions.

In prosecuting this inquiry, our first business will be to
determine, what the opinions of Arius were: our second, -
what those were which our author himself held, and how
he has usually expressed these.

I would premise then, that in endeavouring to ascer-
tain the religious belief of any writer, it is our duty to
abide by his positively expressed opinions, and to attach to
his words the precise sense, which it is most obvious he
intended they should bear. If indeed, we think we sce
reason for suspecting his honesty, or feel difficulties in ac-
counting for his conduct on certain occasions, we ought
perhaps to put the best construction we can on these
things; because the sources, from which they may have
come down to us, might in the first instance have been any
thing but pure; and in the second, from the little we can
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now know of the exact bearing of all such particulars, our
knowledge respecting them must necessarily be very
perfect.

Our questions however,—whatever may be the diffi-
culties inherent in them in some respects,—do not appear
to me to be greatly embarrassed in these. The great ques-
tions are, What did Arius positively propose for belief?
And, What does Eusebius appear to have believed, with
reference to the creed of this Heresiarch ?

The leading opinion of Arius was, as it appears from
his own statements, that there was a time in which Christ,
the Son of God, had no positive ewistence whatsoever';
that He was begotten ; by which he understood, was pro-

' Socratis Hist. Ecel. Lib. 1. c. v. «“Ei ¢ warnp éyévnoe Tov viow,
dpynv vrdpEews éxer o yevnlBels® kal éx TovTov dnlov, b v OTe
ovk v 0 vios® drorovlet Te e’g avdyne, f’g ovK OvTwy é'xew avTov THv
vrostacw.” “Si Pater genuit Filium, existendi initium habet is qui
genitus est. Ex quo manifesté liquet, fuisse aliquando tempus, cum non
esset Filius : et necessario conficitur, eundem ex nihilo subsistere.” We
have ib. cap. vi. the Bishop of Alexandria’s Letter to the Bishops gene-
rally, containing his comments on the dogmas of Arius. After which
follows that of Constantine, exhorting both the parties to merge their
differences, and not to dispute on matters such as these, which were
small and of no moment ! which Socrates praises as evincing great wisdom ;
and to this Le Clerc scems to agree, Constantine’s words are,...ymép
Twos paTaiov (yripaTos pépovs.” “ De quadam parte inanis ques-
tionis.” And, a little lower down, that no new dogma had been intro-
duced, hut as both held the same opinion (virtually), they might well
agree together. ““oude xawn Tis vpiv vmép THs Tov eov Bpyaxeias alpe-
ois dvrewrxfy.  dAX Eva kal Tov avTov Exere Noyiopov dsmep T0
TRs kowwvias ovvlypa.” 1 would remark here, that Constantine
evinced neither the mind of an enlightened Believer, nor of a wise
Governour; as indeed the sequel most abundantly proved. To be so
liberal as to disregard the truth, is as rotten a policy, as it is to deal out
secular pains and punishments on account of religious belief, however
erroneous such belief might be. We have a similar account of the
opinions of Arius, in Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. Lib. 1. ¢. xv. Theodoret.
Hist. Eccl. Lib. 1. cec. ii. iv. The Epistle of Arius himsclf, ib. c. v. The
Epistle of Euschius of Nicomedia to Paulinus Bishop of Tyre, ib. c. vi.
Philostorg. Hist. Ecel. Lib. 1. 3. Epiphan. Heres. v. 69, as quoted by
Le Clerc. Montfaue. Colleet. nov. Patr. p. xvii. &c and Cave’s Hist.
Lit., Tom. 1. p. 126. Edit. 1688.
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duced out of nothing. These I take to have been the
leading doctrines of Arius; and those, out of which, and
about which, the great controversy that agitated the Church,
soon after it was established by Constantine, originated and
was carried on. .

What, in the next place, are the opinions positively
and clearly expressed, and maintained, by Eusebius? In
our following work, p. 5, Christ is termed ¢ the oNLY (be-
gotten) Worp oF Gop, whom the Maker of all generated
of Himself, as a ray of light from His own Godhead.” He
is next spoken of as a Mediator, (p. 6,) appointed by the
Father, to whose Godhead perishable beings, such as we
are, could make no possible approach. The Worp or Gop
is then described as having meekly lowered Himself, become
the efficient Cause of dll things (p. 8. seq.), the Creator,
Ruler, and Governour, of all.

The Person of the Father is then (p. 11. seq.) more par-
ticularly described as the (primary) Cause of every thing;
incomprehensible, unrevealed, and reserved in the unseen
depth of (His own) knowledge. From Him, the SoN, or
Worp or Gop, is next described as a river ever flowing
from an unlimited fountain, and distilling as rain to beings
otherwise perishing. The Father is next spoken of as, in
some respects, similar to the mind concealed within man;
the Son, to the Word, sent forth anunouncing its determina-
tions: and this again, in a manner exceeding all comparison,
and least of all like the word of man, which is produced
by a mere percussion of the air': the Divine Worp being
the Ziving minister of God, ¢ THE PowEr or Gob,” and
““rar Wispom oF Gop.”

In the next place (p. 14.), He is said to be the God that
is begotten of God, and then John i. 1. is cited as the Serip-
tural warrant for this. Again, (p. 15.) He is termed THE
Lire and Tae Licur which cannot be described. A little

! Guarding in this against the errors of Marcellus, as we shall see
hereafter. And let it be remembered, that, although our author has in-
stituted comparisons with regard to the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Ghost, his intention seems to have been, only to give an illustration, and
not by the illustration to determine the abstract nature of the Beings so
illustrated, as this context is sufficient to shew.
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farther on (p. 18.), the Father is said to be the Head
(source) of the generation of THE Worp, and the originat-
ing cause of all, and therefore truly styled the Father and
God above all, beyond whom no cause can be assigned.
From Him, it is added, proceeded forth the Son, the only
begotten Saviour of all. Again, He is said to be in all things
like to His Father, (so also p. 30), and to extend Himself
throughout all things. Again, (p. 21) He is declared to be
in nothing incomplete because born of God; and, as being
God of God, He is sufficient for all, and Almighty: and is
the one, image of His (Father’s) essence. Again, (p. 26.
seq.) a comparison is instituted between the Father and the
Son, with reference to the Divine Economy, by a royal
court; the King remaining concealed and unapproachable;
the Son sustaining the oflice of first minster, and sending
forth the determination of His Father’s will throughout the
various orders of society under his government.

In Book 11. Sect. 3, the Son, or Worb of God, is said to
have had no beginning ; and Book 111. p. 178, it is affirmed,
that He still remained with His Father, notwithstanding
His incarnation, just as He was before, immaterial, incor-
poreal, and unchanged, as to His (eternal) essence®: and
(ib. p. 179), that even when He conversed among men, He
Jilled all things, was with the Father, and was in Him.
So far we may perhaps conclude, that there does appear to
be a wide and palpable difference of opinion, between our
author and the celebrated heresiarch Arius.

Before however, we can fully enter into the mind of
Eusebius on these questions, we must inquire how he rea-
soned about Deity in the abstract, and of created Beings
with reference to this: we shall then be able to see, what
he meant when he spoke of a Being generated of God, com-
ing forth of God, and, at the same time, having a positive

? It will be objected perhaps, that the word Fternal does not occur
in our text. I answer, the term 25D} is generally used in the Syriac
in this sense ; and, if it be a translation,—which it most likely is,—of the
Greck ovoia, there can be no doubt on the mind of those who are

accustomed to read the Philosophers, that, in this place the Efernal
Essence is meant.
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existence, subsistency, or person, and sustaining the charac-
ter of a rational btgent.

On this subject then, he has delivered himself most
fully and unreservedly in his Preparatio Evangelica. The
place to which I now allude is Lib. x1. cap. ix. p. 523. seq.
He commences with Exod. iii. 14, where Moses, speaking
in the person of God, says, I am that (Being) which I am.
“ LBy eiue o wy.” “Thus shalt thou say to the children of
Israel, Tux Beine hath sent me to you :” laying it down,
that God is the oNLY Brine fruly existing; and shewing,
that He (alone) is properly and conveniently worthy of
this appellation. This, he goes on to tell us, is the rcal
source and origin of all things both spiritual and corporeal.
He then cites Plato to the same effect, and reasons accord-
ingly, just as he has in our work, (Book 1r. sect. 24, 33,
with the notes, also ib. sect. 44, 46, with the notes'). 'This
is followed up in the Preeparatio Evangelica, with a long
extract from Numenius, (cap. x.), and another from Plu-
tarch, (cap. xi.) which we shall presently notice. We are
then taught, that the Godhead is incapable of description
by words (cap. xii.) ; and then that He is One; Deut. vi. 4.
is now cited to establish this. The opinions of Plato are
again quoted, expressive of God’s all pervading character,
power, justice, and the like; and, as corresponding with
this, we have Isaiah x1i. 4; Ps. x. 8; Deut. xxxii. 85; Ps.
xxX. 24; Deut. xiii. 4; James iv. 6; and Job xx. 5, accord-
ing to the vxx. All of which is apparently intended to
afford a determinate, ample, and full view of the abstract
nature of the Deity, as conceived by our author.

? 1t should be borne in mind, in reading the works of Euschius, that,
as he reasons very much in imitation of Plato, we should be careful to
understand him accordingly. When, for example, he speaks of Being
(¢ dv, or 7d &), in the abstract, he means that Being alone which is
properly called God, as in the following work, pp. 31, 89: p. 96,
sect. 33, with the Notes: also p. 104, scct. 44: p. 106, scet. 45; ib.
p.108. So Le Clere. of Plato. Bibl. Univers. Ann. 1688, p. 387. «11
croit quil n’y, quun Dicu supréme, spiritucl et invisible, qu'il ap-
pelle D’Erre, ou v'Erre mEME, le Bien meme, le Pere et la Cauvsk
de tous les autres—Henee too, we occasionally find the Syriac term
]Z\k&:, word, used in our work in the sense of Reason, which I have
marked in the notes, just as the Platonists did the Greek Adyoc.
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We are taught in the next place, and in the same con-
text, that all Being must be one of two kinds only; either
that which is spiritual, and to be perceived by the intellect
only ; or that which is material, and is known by the senses ;
that the former of these is immortal and impervious to de-
cay ; the latter, the contrary. And it is elsewhere argued,
that of spiritual Beings, those which are brought nearest
to the Godhead, are those which partake most largely of its
character (not of its essence necessarily): those, which are
otherwise, the reverse®: that it is through the mediation of
the Son alone, that any such approximation as this can
be made by the creatures; and that light, life, and every
heavenly virtue can be known by them.—That tue Son
is of the same essence, (ovoia) with the Father, is ever
with Him, and in Him: is filled with all the fulness of
His Father's Godhead bodily®: and that, notwithstanding
His incarnation, humiliation, sufferings, and death, His
Godhead remained, just as it was before, complete and per-
fect', immaterial, all-pervading, almighty, unutterable. We
have here therefore, a full and marked distinction establish-
ed between the Divine nature, and, that of the creatures,
whether spiritual or corporeal.

The Deity is next viewed by our author, with respect
to the Divine Economy (i oikovouia), which term however
does not occur in our Work®. But this is of no importance,

2 Our Work, pp. 24, 27, 29, 80, 35, &ec.

* Eccles. Theol. Lib. 1. p. 195 A....%“¢év avré karowel wdv 70
mMjpwpa Tis marpwis Bedtnros.” “Com. in Is. XLil. ¢ 70 wreipa
Tob Ocol émt povor avrov émavamavsaTo' év aiTe ydp kaT@knse
70 mhjpwpe Tie OedtyTos cwparikes.” Col. i, 9, and again, Com.
in Psalm. p. 854. 6 yap mavip év 7 Ve kal ¢ Vs év T mavpl.
kat év abte nudokneey wav TO mhijpwpa Ths BeoTyTos kaTownsar.”
He adds, ¢ xal ov more pév grnoey év avre, dAloTe 8¢ avrov dméoTy’
dAX' eis T0 dmwepor Téhos det 6 maTip év T vip kuTowel” Neque
enim modo habitavit in illo, modo rccessit ab co; sed in infinitum ac
semper Pater in Filio inhabitat”” He had just beforc said, that this
indwelling is not such as that of God is, when it is said that He walks
in his people. (2 Cor. vi. 16.)

4 Our Work below, pp. 21, 25, 55, 89, 96, 104, 108, &ec.

5 1t is to be found however in his Eccles. Hist. Lib. 1. cap. i. twice,
p.1....%ano TPETIHS ('r'/rEn/Am THe kaTa TOW Swripa kai KUpLOY

np@y




XXX THEOPHANIA.

as it is most clear, the thing itself does: and, it is worthy
of remark, Eusebius is perhaps more particular than the
Fathers generally in marking the dealings of the Deity with
the creatures, in this respect, at a much earlier period than

nudv Inocoby Tov xpioTov Tob Oeob oikovoplas™. .. Ab ipsa Servatoris
ac Domini nostri Jesu Christi incarnatione” (dispensatione) *initium
ducam.” Ib.p. 2.... @7wd T kara Tov Zwrnpa YpioToV Emwoovpévns
irdorépas Te kal xkpeirTovos 1 katd dvbpwmov olkovoplas Té xal
Oeoroyias.”...“ Ab ipsa que captum longe superat humanum Servatoris
Christi dispensatione, et ab ejusdem divinitatis expositione repetetur.”
Where we have a manifest distinction made between the terms feo-
Aoyias, and olkovopias: the former having respect to the Deity of our
Lord considered in the abstract ; the second, to his office sustained in the
Divine Economy. This term occurs also in the very valuable Greek
work of Fusebius, lately published by Dr. Gaisford, entitled ¢ Ecloge
Prophetarum,” (Oxonii. 1842.) pp. 13, 17, 32, &c.—According to the
Fathers generally, the Economy (oicovopia) had respect (i.) to the pro-
vidence and government of God generally. So Epiphanius Heres, nximn.
“Kal ovk oldagt Ocov rnv dvamw, kat THv dyabornrta, ovre Ty
olkovopiay Tis Oecov copias.” “Non norunt Dei potentiam, neque
bonitatem, neque ipsius sapientie gubernationem.” $So also Greg. Nyss.
Catechet. Mag. cap. xii. Tom. . p. 67. Chrysost. Lib. 1, de Provid.
cap. vii. &ec., as cited by Suicer. Thesaur. Eccles. sub voce. (ii.) To
the ministry of the New Test. Eph. iii. 2. Col. i. 256. 1 Cor. ix. 17:
termed by Gregory of Nyssa, olkovoula Tov pvarnpiov. Orat. Catechet.
cap. xxv. Tom. u1. p. 83, &ec. cited ib. by Suicer. (iii.) To the Incar-
nation of our Lord. So Theodoret. Dial. ii. cap. ix. Tom. 1v. p. 62. (ib.
Suicer), “7y4v e’vauﬂpu;'m]a'w Tov Oeob Adyov, kalovper olkovopiav.”
« Incarnationem Dei verbi, cconomiam vel assumtam humanitatem, vo-
camus.” Our author however, speaks of this as being in operation pre-
vious to the incarnation of our Lord, (¥clog. Prophet. as noticed above,
p- 13), where, speaking of God’s appearing to Abraham, Gen. xviii. 19,
and shewing that it cannot apply either to the God of all (i.e. the
Father), or the angelic nature, he says it must apply to Tue Worp,
dv Sadopws kal wpo Tis évarlpumicews vmép Tis Tay dvfpdTwy
cwrnpias opfqval Te kat Tas év Tails Oelais ypapak épdepopévas
olxovopias éxreécar memicTevkaper.” Whom we have believed both to
have variously appeared, even before the incarnation for the salvation of men,
and to have effected the DISPENSATIONS contained in the divine Scriptures.
He goes on to say, that to Him alone, after the God of all (the Father),

is the four-lettered appellation (i.e. ﬂlﬂ’ Jehovah) found to be ap-
plied. The same is implied (ib. pp. 31, 32.) on Exod. xiii. 21, where the
Hebrew text has .'nTrr’ Jehovah,
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they usually do. For example, he makes our Lord a me-

diator between God and the Angels, even before man had a

being'. In this respect generally it is, that he speaks of
the Holy and thrice blessed Trinity, as he now terms the

Godhead, and speaks of the generation, or issuing forth,

both of TuE Sown, and of THE HoLy Guost. To each of
these he assigns a peculiar office, and Person or vmwocTaats,

for the aid and benefit of the rational creatures, and in

order that all these,—which are capable of this,—might be*®
made such as their rational nature, received from the Son,

declares they ought to be; and thence, to be made partakers

of a higher nature and of higher joys in His immediate

presence above. It appears therefore, that he speaks of
the Deity under two points of view. One, under which

he views Him in His abstract character, and as being the
Creator, Governour, and God of all (termed 3 novapyla) :

another, under which he considers Him, as subsisting in the

Holy Trinity, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, revealed
as such with reference to the Divine Economy, and parti-
cularly as it respects the creation, redemption, and final
salvation of Man : directly and positively asserting, that
these are of one and the same Essence (ovsia): that the

Son, and the Holy Ghost, have proceeded out of the Father;

and that, as far as it respects their offices in the Economy,

they are considered inferior to the Father, inasmuch as

HE is superior? to the every thing like ministration, either

of office or of rule: that He can be revealed to His crea-

tures, only by the mediation and ministration of the Son:

and known to any saving extent, solely by the ministration

of the Holy Ghost®.

In conformity with this Jatter mode of viewing the
Deity, He terms the Father the First Cause, the Son, the

! Contra Marcel. p. 8. B.

? See page 11. of our work. The same sentiment is expressed hy
Philo Judus, in the Tract entitled, *“ wept av {epodpyovaw "AfBex Te
ket Kaly.” - Edit. Steph. p. 91. “Oeg 3¢ T0 drdparor dppodisra-
ror.” To be free from labour is most appropriate to God. Sce also
p. 83.

* Comm. in Psalm. p. 609. Com. in Is. p. 526-7, 574. Eccles. Theol.
P. 171, seq.
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Second, and the Holy Ghost, the T'hird : not for the pur-
pose, as far as I can see, of lowering in any degree the
Divine nature of either: but solely for that of speaking
more intelligibly and definitely respecting the Office and Per-
son of each, as sustained in the Divine Economy. W hether
Eusebius did right or wrong in making this technical dis-
tinction, is not the question here: with this I have now
nothing to do. T have only to inquire, what he meant,
"when he cet it up, and reasoned accordingly.

These questions are discussed at some length, in the
xith, xiith, and xiiith chapters of the Seventh Book of the
Preeparatio Evangelica, and again, from chap. ix. to chap. xx.
of the Eleventh Book of the same work: from some of
which I shall make a few extracts, sufficient, as I trust, to
shew what the mind of our author was. In chap. xii. then
of the Seventh Book he tells us, that the Hebrews intro-
duce a Second Essence' and Divine Power, the Principle

1 The text stands thus:  Jevrépav ovsiav kal Beiav Svvapw, dpyny
TV YewyTOV amdvTwy, vrpw'"rnu T€ UTOTTRTAV, KGK TOU WPWTOV
alriov yeyevunuérmy elodyove: (of ‘LBpaior). Which Viger translates,
“ Naturam alteram” (incorrectly, and then warns the recader of the
Arianism of Eusebius, which he himself had created. Sce also his note
on the passage) “constituunt, vimque divinam, quee cim eorum omnium
quee gignuntur principium sit, tum ante ceteras omnes extiterit, ab eo-
demque primo Principio genita fuerit, quam ipsi (i.c. Hebrei) Verbum,
Sapientiam, Deique Virtutem appellave solent.” Where it may also be
remarked, “ constituunt, vimque divinam,” is any thing but an accurate
translation of the Greek. In the first of these cases, he has supposed
that ovoia was to be taken in the sense of ¢uois; which is indeed often
done by the Fathers. 1t seems not to have occurred to him, that they
do nevertheless use odeia in the sense of vwrosracws, Person, with the
view of guarding against the errors of Marcellus, Paulus of Samosata,
and others; with the first of whom our author had a warm contro-
versy, “Ouoias vero vocabulum” (says Suicer sub voce)...“de Christo
usurpari eapit, quia Samosatenus et Marcellus  Filium Dei voedrunt
pricis €k aTopaTos, verbum, quod ex ore prodit: wut docet Epiphanius
hearesi Lxxir. pag. 366.” And hence we are told (page 12 of our work)
that Christ is not “constituted in His nature by the eminciation of
names and words,” &e. &e. 1t is worthy of remark, too, that the
Arians were most averse to the term ovaia, Essence, as applied cither
to the Father or the Son, (sce Suiceri Thes. ib.) because, by this, when
applied to Christ, His being opoovaios, Homoousian with the Father
was implied.
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of all created beings; the First subsisting, and Begotten
of the First (IZssence), terming Him tiue Worp, and the
Wisdom, and the Power of God. He goes on to shew, that
Job (xxviii. 20), David (Ps. xxxiii. 6), Solomon (Prov. viii.
12, ib. 22—30) : also Wisd. vi. 24; vii. 22; viii. 1.* had
this Being in view. And he then tells us, that this DiviNe
Worp is variously represented in Holy Scripture, as sent
by the Father for the salvation of men: that He shewed
Himself to Abraham, Moses, and other Prophets beloved
of God, and taught them many things by Divine enounce-
ments and predictions, where it is said that God and the
Lord appeared and spoke to them; that the same came for
the knowledge of all, as a Saviour and Physician of diseased
souls, being sent by a Greater®. He then cites Ps. cvi. 20.
“ He sent His word and healed them,” &c. Ps. exLvii. 4.
““ His word runneth very swiftly:" and after this John i.
1—5. We are next told, that Moses, inspired as he was,
introduces God speaking to His First-begotten Word, on the
creation of Man, thus; ¢ Let us make man in our image
and likeness :” and as agreeing with this, Ps. xxxiii. 9, is
cited, <« He spake and they were made; He commanded,
and they were created.” This he says evidently marks the
discourse of the First with the Second Cause, as of a
Father with a Son. We are then informed that Moses
speaks in other places of T'wo Lords, as in the destruction
of Sodom; ¢ The Lord rained upon Sodom and Gomorrha
brimstone and fire, from the Lord out of heaven.” (Gen.

2 T omit citing these passages in order to save space. I would sug-
gest that they ought to be examined. Le Clere adds, Wisd. Sol. viii.
19: ix. 2: xviii. 15, 16: which are sufficient to determine the Plato-
nizing character of its author.

3 Here Viger warns us again, that this is to be read with caution.
“ Locus hic caute legendus.” But, might he not as well have cautioned
us against St. John, nay against our Lord Himself, in the same way,
where it is said, ¢ My Futher is greater than I2” (Chap. xiv. 28.) The
question is not so much in cases of this sort, as to what the naked words
are, but as to the manner in which we ought to view them. Our author
is manifestly speaking here of our Lord as engaged in the office of a
ministering servant in the Divine Economy; and this as before, prior to
His Incarnation: which however he has, more than once, affirmed had
no influcnce whatever in lowering the character of His Divine nature.
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Xix. 24). So ¢ The Lord said unto my Lord,” &c. (Ps.
cx. 8.) is a similar place: and, in the same (Ps. ver. 4.) the
inexplicable and mysterious Generation of the Son is inti-
mated. In the same work (Lib. x1. cc. xx111. X1v.) the same
question is discussed ; and here, Prov. viii. 12, 22. seq. is
cited, as is also, Wisd. vi. 24; vii. 25; viii. 1, as already re-
marked. All of which appears to me, to have been intended
to mark, as existing under the former dispensation, a recog-
nition of the distinct personality and Divinity of the Son;
it being more than once affirmed, that this Person was that
designated by the name Jehovah (Terpda-ypauuor) under that
dispensation®.

We are next presented with an account of THE WorbD,
according to the mind of Philo Judeeus, and Aristobulus,
a Jewish writer contemporary with the Ptolemies ; the most
remarkable parts of which only I shall notice. Philo tells
us then,—after stating that the Divine Oracles well ascribe
the Image of God to THE WoRD, as to a second God ; no
mortal nature being adequate to the bearing of such impres-

' This inquiry is prosecuted to a still greater length, in the work of
. our author lately published by Dr. Gaisford, entitled ¢ Ecloge Prophe-
tarum.” 1 will here point out a few places only. In pages 5, 6, we have

Gen. xi. 5, 6, 7 cited, where the term njﬂ’ is used, and is applied by

our author to Christ, as ministering to the Father in the Divine Eco-
nomy. Again (p. 6 seq.), Gen. xii. 1. 7: xiii. 14: xv. 1, 7. (Not Gen. 7,
as there marked). xvii. 1: xviii. 1: 16—20, 22—25, 33. Al of which,
we arc told (p. 9), cannot, as revealed to Abraham and enounced in the
four-lettered name (i.e. Jehovak), apply cither to any Angel, or to any
Divine Power a little superior to the Angels, but does fto God Himself.
After noticing some other passages, in which mere angels are said to have
appeared as to Abraham and Lot, we are told (p. 11 seq.) that a com-
parison of the Old with the New Testament, will shew that the Father is
invisible, nevertheless that God is said both by Moses and the Prophets
to have variously appeared. (Is. vi. 5 is pointed out, which St. John,
xii. 41 explains of Christ, all of which is referred to Christ, (ib. p. 13),
and as done by him under the Divine Economy, even bofore His incarna-
tion, as alveady noticed. I mention these few places, merely as specimens
of our author's mode of treating on the Person of Christ, which 1 think
could not have been done by any Arian. Similar interpretations of
places in Genesis are given by Cyril of Alexandria against Julian. Lib.
vin. p. 267, &e. Edit. 1696. et ib. p. 292 seq. as they also are by Theo-
doret in his work published by Dr. Gaisford, p. 84 seq.
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sion, and the like,—that THE ETernar Worp oF THE
Everrasting Gobp, is the most powerful and firm support
of all things. “ Adyos & o aidios Oeov Tob aiwviov, To
oxvpwTaror kai BefatdTaTov épewona TOv GAwv éoTiv”
Where we may observe, the Worp (Adyos) is said to be
eternal ; as it is above, to be a second God. Philo proceeds,
very much in the manner of our author?, *“olros awo Tv
péowy éml Td wépata, xal amo T@y &prv émi Td wméoa
TabBels, So)uxel;et ToV ¢Jo’ews‘ dﬁ'rn‘rou Sp(;p.ov, truva"ywv Td
uépn wdvra xai ougiryywy. deamov ydp avTov &fifm’rou Tov
mTavTos, o yevwioas emoier larrp.” Which Viger translates,
“Hoc enim illud est, cujus arbitrio dum & mediis ad ex-
trema, simGlque & summis ad media pertinet, constitutus
ac perpetuus naturse cursus peragitur. Partes enim omnes
inter se se consociat atque constringit, quod illud Pater, a
quo genitum est, firmissimum quoddam totius universi vin-
culum esse voluerit.”  Aristobulus (ib. Lib. vir. cap. xiv.)
tells us, that the Wisdom which Solomon describes (Prov.
viii.) as being prior to the creation of the world, the Stoics
consider as a sort of Lamp to be followed during their
whole lives, in order to be preserved from every sort of
perturbation. Again, (Lib. x1. c. xv.) Philo goes on: ¢ Iiy-
wpevrég 'y&p Tols eTatpiav wpos émaTguny Beuévors, é(])z'e-
o0at pév Tov TO v idetv' € Oe mi SvvawTo, THv ~yovw
etkdva avTol Tov iepa;'ra'rou Adyor.” ¢ Decet enim, eos
qui cum scientid societatem inierunt, ejus quod rst, videndi
desiderio teneri: aut si minus id possint, ejus saltem 1Ma-
cIN1s, hoc est sacratissimi VErB1.” And again, (ib.) « Ka»®
,117]36'71‘60 /le’VTOl 'TU'YX(;V{] TIS a‘ElO,XPEwS‘ Yl()‘S‘ GGOU WPOO'Q'YO'
peveaBar, awov@a{é'rw koopeiobar kard Tov wpwToyovor
avTov Aé'you...xai 'ydp Apxr;, kat Ovoma Ocov, kal
Ad~yos, kai o kat eikova AvBpwmos, kai o opav lapanh,
mpogayopeverar” Ut quis minds adhuc filii Dei appella-
tione dignus fuerit, se ipsum tamen ad primogenitum illius
Verbum...conformare conetur. Etenim Principium, Dei
Nomen, Verbum, Homo secundum Imaginem, et videns
Israel appellatur.” A little lower down (‘“‘the Man whose
name is Anatole (lit. Rising as of the Sun, Auth. Vers,

? Theoph. p. 7, seq.
3 Zech. vi. 12, according to the rxx.
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the Branch)' is said to have been spoken of by one of
the friends of Moses; and He is said to have been thus
named, who is otherwise called the Firstborn. because the
Father of all caused Him to arise (as the Sun): ““rovTov
ey 'ydp wpeoﬁlf'ra'rov Yiworv 0 7oV OAwv dvéTetle Ha-rr;p,
ov éfe'pwez wpwTSyovoy wronace.”

It must be obvious I think from all this, that, what-
ever Philo and Aristobulus might have been as Platonists,
they could not, as Jews, have supposed this second God
to have been any thing less than Jehovak Himself; and
this Philo seems to imply when he says, that He is the
Being, termed the Beginning® or Principle, the Name of
God, and Worp; the Man according to Image, and the
seeing Israel®, (comp. Gen. xvi. 13.) The name of God,
it is well known, is often put for God in the Old Testa-
ment’. In this respect therefore there is, if we may rely
on this reasoning, between Philo and our author a com-
plete agreement.

The opinions of Plato, on the Second Cause or Deity,
will be found in the Praparatio Evangelica of our author,

1 This passage is found in Philo’s work, entitled, vrcp‘x cuyxu«éwc
Siaxexror. Edit. Steph. p. 231.

? Alluding perhaps to Is. xii. 4, &c. In the Tract however, mepl
700 Tis Twv Ociwr, &c. p. 343. Edit. Steph. God is said to be the
Principle or Beginning of generation. ““ dpyn pev yap yevéoews o Qeds.”

3 The place probably had in view is Gen. xvi. 13, where it is said that
“ She called the name of the Lord (Jehovah ﬂiﬂ:)’ that spake unto her,
Thou God scest me:” where Israel scems to stand for the Hebrew El
'7?'2 Philo explains this passage, in the outset of his Tract entitled
“arept Ppuyadwy,” (p.306), and says, that the Angel who met Hagar
was the Divive Worp (fefov Aoyov): which the Hebrew text shews
was Jehovah. Again, in the Tract “mepl oveipwy,” ib. p. 400, The
Archangel, the Lord, is said to have stood on the top of the ladder (in
Jacob’s dream, Gen. xxviii. ]3.) e’un’uue 8¢ To (’)'uap, e’a-'rr,[)ry‘ue'uoy emt
THs K\ijakos TOv dpydyyelov kuptov...... and to have said, I am the
Lord God of Abraham thy Father, &. ’Fyw kupios & Bede ABpadp
70V waTpos cov, k.7.A.  Where there can be no doubt, the Divine
Worp is meant; and, that it is intended to identify this with Jehovah,

Many similar places may be cited: but this is unnecessary.
+ Cruden’s Concord. under “Name,” will supply the places.



PRELIMINARY DISSERTATION. xxxvii

(Lib. x1. cap. ix. xvi.,, and ib. xvii, as taken from his Com-
mentator Plotinus; ib. xviii. from Numenius; ib. xix. from
Amelius), and in the Second Book of our following Work
(sectt. 24, 27, 29); they need not therefore be repeated here,
Nor is it intended to enter at length either on the opinions
of Plato, or on those of his Commentators. It will be suffi-
cient for our purpose, and it will have greater weight, to
state, as briefly as we can, the general results arrived at by
Cyril of Alexandria,—a writer by no means likely to favour
Arian views,—and Theodoret, the very elegant, learned, and
Jjudicious Bishop of Cyrus, on this subject.

Cyril then, in his work against Julian (Lib. vir. p.
267 seq. Edit. 1696), after citing Gen.i. 26. ¢ Let us make
man in our image, &c. as well as several other passages,
and shewing that both the Son and Holy Ghost are
here implied, as subsisting in the Deity, proceeds (p. 270)
to shew, that even the Philosophers acknowledged three
primitive Subsistences; and held, that to the Essence of the
Deity there appertained Subsistences to the number of
three : sometimes too, laying down the term T'rinity, they
assent to the opinions of the Christians; nor would any
thing have been wanting to them, if they had chosen to
apply the term Homoousian to the three Subsistences®.

We have in the next page (271) a citation from Por-
phyry stating, that Plato extended the FEssence of the Deity

s His words are,...“ rpeis dpyikds vmooTdoers vrorilépevor
«ai avTol, kal péxpt TPI@V vrocTaacewy THy ovolav Tov Ocov
mpoarkev loyvpisdpevol, émayob O€ kal To THs Tpiddos T10évres
dvopa, Tals ypioTiavey cuppépovtar dofais, €éAeloimet & av mpos
ToiTo avTols ovdey, € Tov Ths ‘OpoovaioTyTos Adyov édapporTew
#ifexov vroordoeat Tak Tpoiv.” We have in the Bibl. Univers. of
Le Clerc (Ann. 1688, p. 393) a passage cited from Porphyry, in which
the term Trinity occurs. ‘“Platon, dit Porphyre, a enseigné que
Pessence divine peut s'entendre jusqu'a trois hypostases, &e....de sorte
que cest par I'Esprit qu'il faut commencer 4 conter la Trinité Ll
Tpwtda, &c.* He has also shewn in the same work, that the terms
Homoousian opooveios, Eferousian €tepoveios, Hypostasis vrooTa-
o, Essence ovoia, and others common to the Fathers, had been used
much in the same sense by the Platonists. He has also given a good
outline on the general subject now before us, which he concludes, by

rondemning our author as an Arian.
c?
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as far as to three Subsistences; that the supreme God was
(the chief) Good ; that after Him was the second, the Maker
of the world; and the third, was the Soul of the world:
(implying) that the Deity extended to (this) Soul'. And
the conclusion of Cyril upon this is, that, as no difference
can subsist between those that are of the same nafure
(plas, 1.q. ovsia)® it may be sufficient for the Christians
to believe, as these Philosophers did, in a Divinity extended
to three Subsistences, and hence to be mindful of the
T'rinity (so propounded).

Plato’s Epinomis, and Epistle to Hermias, Erastus, and
Coriscus, are then cited, (Book 11. sectt. 27, 29 below), and
commented upon, as is the passage from Numenius the
Pythagorean (p. 272), and that from Plotinus (p. 273),
which have also been cited by our author. TIn the last, the
supreme Deity is termed the Most Perfect: the Second
Cause the Mind, and the Image of God : and thesc are said
(p. 274) to be the Generating and the Generated; to be
one and inseparable, although distinct. In the former,
the First God is, it is said, to be considered the Father of
the Maker of the World®. And the Second and Third God,

1 The words are: “dypt yap Tpubv vmooTdcewy épy IraTwy
0y Tov Ocov mpoerlety ovsiav: elvar 3¢ Tov pév drdraTor Bedv
"Ayafov, per’ avrov 3¢ kal Sevrepor Tov Anpiovpyov, TpiTny I THv
Tov xoapov Yuyriv. dypt yap Yuyds tiv Beoryra wpoeXleiv.”

¢ As it is desirable fully to understand the Fathers when using the
term oveia, with reference to the Deity, I think it right to give in this
place their own manner of defining it. Athanasius and Cyril of Alex-
andria speak thus of it: “Ovaiu éorl mpdypa «ilvmraperov, py deo-
pevov éTépov mpos THv éavtob avaTasw.”  “ Essentia est res per se sub-
sistens, quee nullo alio indiget ad sui constitutionem.” And Athanasius
again, on the Trinity: 'H oleia 79v kowdtnra onypaivers kai elri
éorw Tdiov 7ijs ovaias, TovTo kowdy (eTi THY YTosTdoewy Tav Vo
Ty ovaiar.” “Essentia communitaten notat ; et si quid essentie proprium
est, id commune est personis, que sub essentia sunt.” Sec Suicer. Thes.
Eccles. sub voce. Theodoret’s reasoning on Plato’s Epistles, &e. will
afford some good exemplifications of the application of this.
Edit. p. 87, seq.

3 ~on ~ ~ - ,
“7ob Snuovpyolrros 3¢ Ocob xpn civar vouifeata TaTépa
Tov mpaTov Oeov.”

Gaisford’s
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as one'. To this Cyril objects as inconsistent, although
he does not appear averse to the doctrine generally ; which
may be inferred from his stating (p. 273), that he finds the-
knowledge of the Holy Trinity among the wise men of the
Greeks, as most closely connected and admitting of nothing
intervening: that they say, these (Subsistences) are present
with one another; and that the order which the Mind has
to the First, the same in like manner has the Third or
Soul, to the Mind which is (derived) from the First’.
Where, as it should seem, no inferiority of nature in either
could have been intended, although @ distinction of order is
insisted upon.

We have, in the next place, a description of the Spirit
or Soul of the world also from Plotinus, (ib. p. 275), to
the effect that it affords life to all, whether on the earth, in
the air, or the heavens: that this formed the Sun, the great
Heavens, this makes them to revolve; and, that being of a
nature different from that of the things so formed, and moved,
and to which it gives life, it is necessarily more honourable
than they: these having been made, and being subject to
destruction ; but it ever existing®, &c. And, a little lower
down, after matter much to the same effect, it is said, that
this Spirit is like to the Father that generated it, both as
to its Unity, and Ubiquity’. This Cyril affirms, points out
the creative and enlivening energy of the Holy Ghost, which
is in nature not diverse from that of the Father, or of the

« .t 0 ’ . . v e , " ¢ F
3 o 860(‘ HEVTOL © SGII‘TEPOC K@t o ’T[II'TO‘.‘ €ETTIV O €IS,

5 - . ~ ¥ PSR T ' - -
“IIAjv kal avTois evovoav e'upr;trup.cv Tots "EAMor copois Ths
. . - , . \ -
dyias Tpuidos v yroow. mpogexésTara yap, kai pecolaffoivros
3 \ 3 ’ - \ (R W e e ’ '
ovdevos, dANMAois curelvar Pacly avTa, kat gy av Exor Tafw mpos
N - p . v , R .
’yé TO me‘rﬂll C: N()l‘;c’ 'T(lU'T” U’lo‘w( Kat Thy 'TPl'r"V Tnv \!/UX”V
. , o N / N . Nosw.”
eaxKEVQL pad TPOS TOY QWO TOU TpwTov CevTepov Novw,
6 -~ N L3 Y . - \ 9 . ’ 1] 4
“Idsa Yvyn, ws adry {wa pév émoince mavTe, épmvevsaca
k4 - N o - ’ 14 6 ’ o s b4 ' b b -
avTots th]l/, ate yn TpeéPe, ate Uakasoa, aTe v aepr aTe ev ovpave
v fer e 86 s van v - , s N
dorpa Oeta. ity O€ iAo, avTy C€ Tov péyav TOUTOV ovpavow, auTH
Ny o ’ r NP ’ ‘ . ki ¢ ’ T -
3¢ ékoopnaer, aity &€ év Tafer mepiayer, Puos ovoa €TECPA WY KOTILED
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Son'. Mo this is added another extract from Plotinus,
nearly to the same effect; to the weakness of the compari-
sons, instituted in which, Cyril objects: although he does
not to the general doctrine taught; and, what is more to
our purpose, maintains that no inferiority ewists in the
Persons.

This subject is touched upon by our author in his
Prap. Evang. (Lib. x1. cap. xx. p. 541), where he tells us,
that the Hebrew Oracles place the Holy Spirit third in
order, with respect to the Father and the Son; and, in such
a manner, lay down the Holy and thrice blessed T'rinity,
that by this Third Power all created nature is surpassed®.
He then gives Plato’s letter to Dionysius, which states the
matter thus: about the King of all are all things, and His
are all things, He too is the Author of all good things. But
the Second (Cause) is about the things second; and the
Third, about the third®. He remarks upon this, that those
who undertake to explain the mind of the Philosopher, refer
these things to the First, Second, and Third, Cause or
Soul of the world, which they also determine to be a third
God; but, he adds, the Sacred Scriptures place the Holy
and blessed Trinity, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,
in the predicament of PriNcirLE, according to the things
already given®. '

1 UAp ovv ovyl kal pdra capws Tiv Tob dyiov mvevpaTos dn-
provpyiiy Te kal LwTuny dvépyeiay év TovTois fpiv Sadelkwved”... ...
“ kal ovk €Tépa P éott mapd ye Tor Tou Harpos, fyovw Tov Yion.”

* «“Tav map” Efpaios Noyiwy pera wov mept Marpos kat Yiou
Xdyov, év rpiry rafer 0 dyov Mlveipa karareyovrov: kal Ty e
dylav kal waxapiar Tpwida Tovrov Yworilepévwy Tov Tpdmov, ws dv
THe TpiTns duvdpews wacav vrepfBefnxvias yevnTiy Puaw.”

? “Tlapd 7ov wdvrwy PBaciéa wavr éori, xal éxelvov Eveka
wdvra, kal ékevos Avtiov admdyTwy kaAGy® devTepov d€ mapa Ta dev-
Tepa, kai TpiTov wapd Ta TpiTa”

* “Taira of 7oy [INdTwra dacapelv mepwuevor, émt Tov TpwTov
Ocov dvdyovow, ért 3¢ 7o devrepov Airiov, kal TpiTov Tiv ToU
Kdouov Yuynv. Oeov rpirov kal avrmiy opilopevor elvas. ol 3 e
Ocior Aoyou, THv dylav kal pakapiav Tpuda, [laTpos, xai Yiod, Kkat
ayiov Mvevparos, év dpysc Adyy TdTTovai, kaTa Ta arodedopéva.’
The sense and bearing of @pys, as applied by the Philosophers, is thus
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It will be found that Theodoret has adopted reasoning
on these passages, quite in unison with that of Eusebius
and Cyril of Alexandria, as just now noticed. And, as
a very neat Edition of this portion of Theodoret’s works,
by Dr. Gaisford, is accessible to all, it is the less necessary
I should cite much from it. This subject will be found
discussed at p. 87. seq. of Dr. Gaisford’s publication, as it
will in Tom. 1v. p. 498. B. of the Edition of 1642. The
only question I shall now touch upon, is one which has
been discussed and pronounced upon, in similar terms, by
these three Fathers. I mean, the opinions expressed by
Amelius on the first few verses of St. John’s Gospel. (Praep.
Evang. Lib. x1. cap. xix. p. 540. Cyril contra Julian. Lib.
viin. p. 283. Theodoret. Edit. Gaisford, p. 92.)

The reasoning of Amelius on John i. 1, &c. is to this
effect: This then was THE Worbp, according to which,—
ever ewisting,—the things in being were made, even as He-
raclitus also deemed: and indeed, the Barbarian thinks
it right to have placed Him in the order and dignity of
Principle, and to be with God, and to be God: that by
Him alone (singly) all things were made; in whom, that
which was made became living, and life, and Being: that
he descended into Body, put on flesh, and appeared as
man : after which, he then also shewed the greatness of His
nature; and being forthwith set free (by death), returned
to the Deity, and was God, such as He was before He de-
scended to the Body, the flesh, and the man®.—Which,

given by Timwus Locrensis. (Theodoret. Edit. Gaisford, p. 101.) ¢ Mia
dpxa wdvrwy éoTiv dyévwnTtost el yap ¢yévero, ovk av v éTi dpya,
AN éketva €F ds dpyd éyévero.”  There is one ungenerated PRINCIPLE
of all things ; for, if it were generated, it would not then be Principle, but
that (would he) Principle out of which it were generated. Sce also Suidas

sub voce.
5 The following is the text of Eusebius, which differs in a few parti-
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according to the opinion of these three Fathers, truly sets
forth the Divine character of our Lord. And I may here
affirm that, if these Fathers (i.e. Cyril and Theodoret)
cannot be justly charged with Arianism, because they have
made this use of the Greek Philosophers, and have set to
their seal, that the view which treats the Father as the
First Cause, the Son as the Second, and the Holy Ghost
as the Third, in the Holy and thrice blessed Trinity, does
not tend to lower the Divine nature of either; neither can
our author, who has only done the same thing, and this I
think, in every case, with regard to the Divine Economy.
It ought to be borne in mind too, these Fathers believed
that the Philosophers universally took these notions from
the Holy Scriptures, whether right or wrong signifies
nothing to our argument.  They held accordingly, that the
statements so made conspired with revealed truth, and
thence they cited them. For my own part, I believe they
were right in so doing, as I can discover no other source,
from which they could have possibly been taken'.

pevow, pavralealar qvdpwmor, perd kal Tov THvicabTa Sewvvew Tis
Picews T0 peyaréiov: dpéler kal dvavlévra mdiw drobeovabar, xai
Ocov clvar, ojos v wpo Tov €ls TO awpa, kal THY odpra, kel TOV
dvlpwmor karaylivar” 1t certainly does seemn, from the reasoning of
Philo on the Logos (Adyos), and from the Targumists, who use the term
N'lD"D (Word) in the same way, as well as from St. John’s adoption
of the term (Adyos), that this mode of viewing the Deity, with refer-
ence to the Divine Economy, had then got very considerable footing
among the Jews,—from whose Scriptures it was, as I think, most pro-
bably taken at first. St. John's statement is moreover, that this Being
““ was made flesh, and dwelt among us:” adopting, apparently, the ge-
neral belief on this subject as correct, but taking care to restrict it to the
Person of oui Lord.

! 8ee the Prep. Evang. Lib. xur cap. xii. Clemens Alexand. ib.
cap. xiii. Le Clerc, Bibl. Univers. Ann. 1688, p. 403, seq. Theodoret.
ib. p. 91, seq. tells us that Plotinus, who wrote a book on the three
Hypostases, Plutarch, Numenius, and others, of the same class, coming
after the advent of our Lord, inserted many things of the Christian
Theology in their works. Plotinus therefore and Numenius, explaining
the mind of Plato, state that he spoke of thrce time-exceeding and eternal
(Beings), the (chief) Good, the Dind, and the Soul of all; which, he
gocs on to say, we term the Luther, the Son, and the Holy Ghost.  « Kul
ITAwrivos. .. mept Twy Tpiav dpyiay vrosrdacwr [iffniov Euvéypa-
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It is true Cyril has, as noticed above, occasionally ex-
pressed his dissatisfaction with certain modes of comparison
instituted by the heathen Philosophers, whose opinions and
expressions our author occasionally adopted: and of this,
Viger and others have availed themselves, to his injury.
But it is not with modes of expression merely that we have
now to deal ; it is, with these, also to ascertain as far as we
can, the things discussed and positively intended. All must
see that every sort of comparison, instituted with respect to
the Deity, must be inadequate; and consequently, that if
we endeavour to ascertain a writer’s opinions, through a
medium so faulty and insufficient, the result must be, we
shall either deceive ourselves, or injure him. Our author
has however, guarded himself abundantly against this again
and again, declaring, that the nature of the Deity exceeds
every effort of comparison or description; whence it should
seem, he intended to provide, that his opinions should not be
judged of in a way so unlikely to do them justice. If
he has adopted too much of the Platonic mode of reasoning,
or entered too particularly into questions, on which later
times have deemed it prudent to say little or nothing ; these
are things with which we have now nothing to do: all we
have before us is, simply to ascertain as far as we can, what
his views respecting the Deity positively were.—Having
then, so far inquired into, and ascertained, his modes of
thinking and stating his opinions, we may now proceed to
examine them upon other grounds.

Ve, .. kal g'repa 8¢ ye mheloTa e'{P,’Tm kat TovTy, Kal n?\ou'ralp)m),
kal Novpnriy, xai Tox d\ois doot Tiis TobTwy foav fuupopias.
Mera vdp [34] T4y Tob Swripos vpey émgdveav obror yevopevor
THs ypioTiankns Qeoloyias moAAd Tole olkelows a’ue'/ugav Aoyows.”
I think it extremely likely, that the Text of the New Testament
afforded these later Philosophers much new matter on this very abstruse
subject, although that of the Old might have supplied quite as much as
Plato and P'hilo were able to say upon it: nothing being more common

in the East, even at this day, than the adoption of Christian opinions by
the Idolaters.

N e e M A e e
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Skcrron II.

On the Opinions of Eusebius, as deducible from the
History of the Council of Nice.

WEe now come to consider the Letter of our Author
addressed to the Church of Caesarea, respecting the pro-
ceedings of the Council of Nice, particularly as this has
been made one of the chief grounds of accusation against him,

The first thing we shall notice is, the profession of
faith which he then offered to the Council !, and which is
thus given: ¢ believe in one God, the Father Almighty,
the Maker of all things visible and invisible ; and in one
Lord Jesus Christ, the Worp or Gop, Gop or Gop,
Licur or LicuT, Lire or Li¥E, the only begotten Son,
the First Born of every creature, begotten of God the Fa-
ther before all ages, (or worlds,) and by whom all things
were made : Who, for our salvation, became incarnate and
conversant among men, and suffered, and rose again the
third day, and ascended to the Father, and shall come
again in glory to judge the living and the dead. And I
believe in one Holy Ghost.” *Each one of these,” he adds,
‘we believe to be and exist: the Father, truly the Father ;
and the Son, truly the Son; and the Holy Ghost, truly
the Holy Ghost, even as our Lord, sending forth his apos-
tles to preach, said: “ Go (and) make Disciples of all
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost®” ¢ Concerning which

! The Creed agreed upon at the Council, which is evidently based
on this, as this was on others of a more ancient date, proceeds no
farther than this place, with the addition of the Anathema. The whole
formula will be found in Theodorct. Hist. Eceles. Lib. 1. cap. xi. Socrat.
Hist. Eccles. Lib. 1. cap. viii. as also in the authorities mentioned by
Bingham, Antiq. Book x. cap. iv. sect. 4. On the additional portions
found in this Crecd, as it now stands in our Prayer Books, see, ib. sect. 16.
seq. See also Jortin’s Remarks on Ecel. Hist. Vol. 11, Book 1. p. 224—5.

* The Greek of which stands thus: “miorevw €is €va Oeov, TaTépa
TavToKpATOpR, TOV TGV ATAYTWY opaTwy O€ Kai dopdTwy WouTHY,
kal els Eva kvpiov inaovy ypioTov, Tov Tov Oeot Adyov, Becov éx Beon,

- \ s - e - , , ~
Pws ek PwTos, C«mu €K C«n;c, VOV pavoyen), TPWTOTOKOY TWRAHS THS
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things,’ he goes on to say, ¢ we affirm that they thus are, and
that we thus think, and that we thus formerly held, and
that to this faith we will stand even to death, anathema-
tizing every ungodly heresy. 'That we have thought these
things from the heart and soul, as far as we have known
ourselves ; that we now think and say them in truth, we
attest before Almighty God, and our Lord Jesus Christ;
having it in our power to shew, and by proofs even to
satisfy you, that we thus believed and preached even in
times past.’

It should seem, I think, that the profession here made,
was made in all simplicity and good faith. I can conceive
of no other motive, which could have induced the Father
of Church history to act otherwise. And, if this may be
relied on, it also must that he did not, on this occasion,
make any profession, which he had not always made, and
always taught, previous to this time®.

xTicews, mpo wdvTwy Ty alwvwy éx Tob Ocov maTpos yeyevvnpévor, 8’
ob xat €yéveTo mdvra® Tov &id THY fpeTépav ocwTnpiav capkwlévra
kat év dvpwmors moAerevodpevor, kal wafdvra, kal dvacTdvra Ty
'rpf'ry rflle‘pg, kal ave@ovra 'rpa‘c TOV '7ra're'p(x, Kat ﬁgav'ra wdAw év
50’&1 Kkpiva (u?vvac Ka't usxf;m}c. TIoCTEVOUEY KAl €ls Ev TreDpa dyion,”
From the expression, ““ék Oeov maTpos yeyevinpévor,” as well as from
what he here adds, viz. ““ Tovrwy éxacrov elvai kul vmdpyew, wio-
TévovTes, 'lra-re"na arnBivas 7ruure',oa, kal vioy arxnbwes viov, 'rruef;p.a'
7€ dyov aAnbwae mvetpa dyion.” k. 7.\, it must be evident, accord-
ing to his mode of thinking and speaking of the Deity, that nothing
short of the self-existing and independent nature of God could have been
intended.

3 1t is positively asserted nevertheless, by Athanasius, that his belief
was Arian up to the time of the Council of Nice. His words are these:
“ wpoTepov pev cuwTpéxwy TH dpeaviky alpécers YoTepov 86 Ymo-
ypdras év avty Ty év vikaig owwole.” “Qui cum prius suffragaretur
Arianice secte, postea tamen Niceni Concilii decretis subscripsit.” Vales.
Life of Euseb. Hist. Eccles. Tom. 1. p. mihi 24. Jortin however tells
us (Remarks on Eccl. Hist. Vol. 11. pp. 189, 270, Edit. 1767), that “ Euse-
bius proposed a Creed, in which he avoided the word ouooveios, and
anathematized every impious heresy, without specifying any.” Would it
not have been more accurate to have said, that Euscbius did not insert
the term Hoinoousian, as it docs not appear to have had a place in any
creed up to this time? And ought not Jortin in fairness to have added,

that,
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Let us now examine this profession of Faith itself, with
reference to the charge of Arianism so commonly brought
against our author. Of his belief respecting the Father
we need say nothing, because that has not been impeached.
Of the Son then he says, He is Gop or Gon. Now, What
could a writer, holding the notions of Plato, and the opi-
nions which he himself has expressed on the character of
Deity, have possibly meant by this Gop or Gop? and
which is interpreted, a little lower down, by ¢ begotten of the
Father before all ages’ or worlds, if it was not, that the
Son was of the Divine Essence of the Father'? It should
be ohserved too, we have here no delusive attempt to screen
the notions of an Arian, under the substitution of one Greek
verb for another, which might have the effect of deceiving
the unwary® Again, a little farther on, we have, ¢ The
Father truly (veally) the Father, and, in the same sense,
¢ The Son truly (really) the Son.” And the same must
be true of the phrases, ¢ Licurt or Licut, Lire or LiFg,
which are followed, as before, by, ¢ The only begotten Son,

that, when this term was inserted, and had been discussed, Eusebius
wag one of those who gave it his warmest support? Jortin's other re-
mark is not worth noticing. Le Clerc makes no scruple here in charg-
ing Eusebius dircetly with duplicity: ‘ Eusche,” says he (Bibl. Univers.
Ann. 1688. p. 480.)... étoit un homme adroit, qui ne faisoit pas scrupule
de souscrire a des termes qui ne lui plaisoient pas, pourvu qu’il les pat
expliquer en un sens conforme & sa pensée.” (See also p. 482), which
has been re~echoed by Jortin. I will only ask here, What would Le Clerc
and Jortin have thought of the writer who had trcated them in this
manner, after protestations such as those made by Eusebius?

! Even the Arians, if they could have allowed the generation of the
Son, in Eusebius’s sense, would not have hesitated to receive Him as
being equally eternal and divine with the Father. See the Letter of
Eusebius of Nicomedia to Paulinus of Tyre. Theodoret. Hist. Eccles.
Lib. 1. cap. vi.

? It was a very common practice with the Arians to substitute some
part or other of the verb, velvopai, yiyvopas, or yivopai, for that of
yevvdw, yewoparl; as yevnTos, for yevwnTos, &e. of which both Vale-
sius (Annot. in Hist. Eccl. Theodoret. Lib. 11. cap. viii.) and Montfancon
(Coll. Nov. Patr. Tom. n. p. lix.) has deemed it necessary particularly
to apprize their readers. Yet, it ought to be observed, that this distine-
tion does not umiversally hold, cven in the orthodox writers, parti-
cularly in the term ayevnros,
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begotten of the Father,” and so on; for the purposc, appa-
rently, of determining that the Son partakes of the very
essence and nature of the Father.

To this Creed, our author informs us, no objection was
offered by the Nicene Fathers. Some additions only were
made, which,—as it appears to me,—added nothing of
real moment to its meaning, as it respected either the mind
of our Author, or the notions of the Arians. The whole
differences, in the two forms, amount in the main to these:
viz. for ¢ The® only begotten Son,” we have < the only be-
gotten Son of the Father, that is, of the Essence of the
Father.” And again, “ God' of very God, begotten not
made, Homoousion with the IFather (i.e. of the same sub-
stance &c.), by Whom all things were made, both those
in heaven and those on earth.” Which, although added
with the greatest propriety to a formula intended for com-
mon use, and therefore well calculated to guard general
readers from mistakes, into which they might otherwise
fall, really added nothing of which a philosophical mind
could stand in need: the being begotien of God, God of
God, Life of Life, and the like, implying to the fullest
extent, all that the additional terms conveyed, as far as
the question with the Arians was concerned. In another
point of view, these additions were more important ; that is,
for the purpose of guarding believers generally against the
heresy of Sabellius, of the Docetae, and others: and this
the Fathers of the Council probably had in view, when
they added them.

To this formula an anathema was added, cvidently
for the purpose of opposing Arianism. It runs thus:
¢ But those who say, there was a time when (the Son) was
not, and that before He was begotten He had no being ;
and that He was made of things not existing, or out of
any other subsistency or essence, alleging that the Son
of God was subject to change or conversion, the Holy

* Gr. “yevmbévra éx Tob maTpos ovoyery, TovTéoTw €k THe
ovaias Tov waTpos.”

* <« Pcoy éx Beov dAnbuwov, yevmberta ov mombévra, opooveiov
7o maTpl b ob Td wavTe éyéveTo, Ta Te év Ty ovpavy kal Ta év
™ 3"
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Catholic and Apostolic Church anathematizes. 1t may be
observed, that the Anathema appended to the formula of
Eusebius is here, as before, made more specific and com-
prehensive by the Council : although in effect, it reaches
no heresy which might not have been brought under that
of our author; it being the privilege of the Church to de-
termine, what heresy was. In this respect, the prior for-
mula was more full, as it would comprehend future heresies.
Still the latter was better adapted to general use at that
time.

It appears indeed, that our author did not allow these
additions to pass without severe inquiry, as to their inten-
tion and bearing : and this was perhaps not improper in
a matter of such great moment ; and especially when a new
term was to be introduced into the Creed of the Universal
Church. And, What was the result ? His entire and con-
scientious concurrence, as noticed above. The terms, ¢ being
of the substance,” were explained to indicate, the ¢ being
of the Father, but not as a part of the Father':” to which,
as he tells us, he cordially agreed, not thinking it desirable
to keep up a warfare, and to lose sight of the truth for the
sake of words only. For the same reason he adds, he received
the terms begotten not made ; and because it was said, The
term made applied commouly to the creatures, which had
been made by the Son, to which He was in no respect
similar, but was of an Essence far superior to every thing
made : while the Scriptures too declared, that the Son was
begotten of the Father, in a way neither to be conceived

Y Gr. “xal 8 10 €k The ovgias, wpoAdynTO WPOS AVTEY dnAw-
Toy elvar Tob ék pgv TOU waTpds elvai, o PRV @S pépos Umdpyew
Tob mwaTtpos.” “Et hos quidem voces, ex substantia, fassi sunt hoc
significare ; Filium quidem esse ex Patre, sed non tanquam partem
ipsius Patris.” He then adds, -rmf'r‘r] kai fpiv édokel KaA®s gXCU'
cvykararifecfar Ty Swvoiq, Tis evoeflois didackarias vmayopev-
ovens €k Tou 1ra'rpo‘c evar Tov vidy, ov v uépoc THe ovolas
avTo YTvyydvew, didmep Tavty TH Swwoig kai avrot quvriléuela.”
“Hunc scnsum ut nos quoque amplecteremur, equum omnino vide-
batur, cam pia doctrina preedicet, Filium ex Patre esse, non tamen
partem esse illius substantie. Quamobrem ct nos huie notioni assensum
prebemus.”
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nor described by any creature. ‘In the same way,’ he
adds, ¢the investigation shewed the Son fo be Homoousian
(of the same substance) with the Father, not after any
bodily sort, nor allied in any way to that of mortals; neither
by division of the substance, nor by abscission, passion, con-
version, or change, of the power of the Father: that the
nature of the unbegotten Father was foreign to all these :
that the being Homoousian with the Father, shewed that
the Son bears no similitude whatsoever to the begotten crea-
tures ; but that He was, in all respects, like the Father
who begat : and, that He was of no other subsistency, (or
Essence) but of that of the Father®” To which, our author
adds, he agreed as being well propounded, since many an-
cient and famous Bishops and Writers had used the term
Homoousian in the same sense. He then adds his consent
to the Anathema subjoined, because the terms *“out of no-
thing,” * there was a time when he was not,” and the like,
were unseriptural, and had been the cause of much confusion
in the Church: it being confessed by all, that the Son of
God did exist before his generation in the flesh; and that,
prior to his actual generation, He existed in power ungene-
ratedly (detur venia verbo) in the Father?,

z Henee will be seen how far from the whole truth Jortin’s flippant
account of this matter is, when he says, “ His (Eusebius’s) sense of
consubstantial was, that the Son of God was not like created beings, but
received his existence and his perfections from the Father in a different
and in aen ineffable manner,” &e. Remarks on Eccl. Hist. Vol. m.
Book 111, p. 189. Ed. 1767. The Greek here will shew, that our author
occasionally used the term vrdoracic and oveia, in the same sense:
“kal py evar éf érépas Twos vmosTdoews Te kal ovaias, dA\’ éx
THe TOU 7ra'rpo'§.” And also that he did believe, that the Son was of'
the Essence of the Father.

® This is a very remarkable passage, and one which ought not
to be passed over without notice. It stands thus: “émel xai mplv
évepyeia yernbrvai, dwwaper gy év TG mwarpt dyevmitws, SvTos Tob
TaTpos, ws kat faciéws del, kal cwTipos, kal Svdper mdvra Svros
del Te xkal kaTa T@ abTa, Kal WravTws éxovros.”  Nam priusquam
actu gigneretur, potentié erat in Patre, ingenite quadam ratione: cum
Pater semper sit pater, Rex item atque Servator.”’ Here, it should be
observed, Eusebius speaks of the abstract nature of the Deity, as it re-
spected the monarchy, (kara Tiv povapyiav) as being ever immulably

the




1 THEOPHANIA.

One of the most important considerations, however, con-
nected with this Letter is, that it appears to have been
written to Arians’. Tt has already been remarked, that

‘the same: and, although he uses the terms Father and Son,—which he
usually applies with reference to the Divine Economy (n vikovopia)
—it is for the purpose of affirming here, that each is equally eternal, and
coéssential. To this, Valesius has a strong objection, which he declares
in these words in his notes, (p. mihi 12.) “In his Constantini sive
Eusehii verbis error est manifestus. Neque enim verbum fuit in Patre
potentid, priusquam actu gigneretur ex Patre. Primum enim actus et
potentia non distinguuntur in Deo. Deinde ex co sequerctur Verbum
non fuisse ab =terno. Nam et relique creature antequain actu crea-
rentur, potentia erant in Deo,” &c. I must confess I do not very clearly
see the force of this objection. If the Schoolmen have said, that act
and power are not to be considered as distinct things in the Deity, I do
not perceive, either in what this is sclf-evident, or why the distinction
is not to be made. Nor again, can I discover, in what way the creatures
—here supposed to be crcated out of nothing,—could also be said to exist
in the Deity in power before they were created, and hence be held to
have been from ecternity. This seems to me, to be judging of the
opinions and reasoning of Eusebius, by principles not recognized until
some centuries after his death. It appears to me, that Eusebius might
have believed the Deity to have existed in His abstract character from
all cternity immutably the same, and yet the Divine Essence to have
comprehended the subsistences of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, all,
each, and every, of these, vested with the power which is inseparable
from Deity. But, however this might be, the passage most unequi-
vocally affirms the eternity of the Son.

' So Theodoret, from whose Eccles. Hist. (Lib. r. cap. xi.) these
extracts are taken, ib. whose words are:  Edse[iov Tob kawrapéws
émicToANY, Ny 'rrep‘l THS WicTews é'rypa\}/ev, évbeivar Bovropar 'rﬁ ouy-
ypagy, THs TovTwy \vTTHs ENey)ov €xovaav évapyy. ToiTov ydp
vepaipovTes ws opdPpova, ToR Ywo TovTow Ypadelmw dyTikpve dvTi-
Aéyovow qéypade & Tiv €moToMdy wpds Twas Td Apeiov Ppo-
voivTas, mpodooiav ws €ikos €ykalobvras avT®, SyAot &€ dpewov Ta
vyeypappéva Toy Tou geypaddroe axomov.”  “ Eusehii Cisariensis
epistolam, quam de fide scripsit, libet hoc loco inserere, ut que illorum”
(i.e. Arianorum) “rabiem manifesté convincat. Hunc enim ut con-
sentientem honorantes, ejus scriptis aperté contradicunt. Epistolam autem
scripsit ad Arianos quosdam, qui illum, ut apparet, proditionis accu-
sabant. Sed auctoris mentem melits verba ipsa declarant.”” Then
follows this Epistle: which, be it remembered, Theodoret cites for the
purpose of shewing that our author was not fricndly to the views of the
Arians. Socrates gives a similar account of this Epistle (Lib. 1. cap. viii.
p. mihi 23. D.) ¢ gt T Ur aiTor Naw Eyypadov Tov Spov T
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Eusebius’s hesitating to subscribe to the Homoousian doc-
trine, has been made matter of accusation against him?
Now let it be supposed that this Letter was written to
Arians within his own diocese; What, I ask, could be more
proper or becoming in him, than to assure them that he
did not assent to this doctrine until he had obtained a full

mioTews Sieméfrato (Evoéffios o Tob mapdirov), THv Tou opmoov=
aiov Néfw éppnyevaas, iva uy 86 dAws 1l vmovowar dvl dv éméoThaey
éxn mept avrob.”.. “ct Cesariensibus suis conscriptam fidei formulam
misit, vocem consubstantialis interpretatus, ne quis sinistram quidpiam
de ipso suspicaretur, eo quod aliquantulum substitissct.”

# Tt is curious to observe how Athanasius meets this: It is won-
derful,” says he, “that Eusebius of Cresarea of Palestine, although refus-
ing the day hefore, yet the day after subscribed ; and sent an Epistle
to his Church, asserting that this was the Faith of the Church, and the
tradition of the Fathers; and to all he openly shewed, that they were
formerly in error, and had vainly contended against the truth.” He
goes on to say, that ‘“although these were words which he was then
ashamed to use, he nevertheless was willing to defend himself to the Church
in this way, not denying the IHomoousian doctrine, which must hkave
been grievous to him: and that to carry this on, he ever after accused
the Arians.,” His words are: ¢ xal 'réye 'ﬂa‘na'aogov, Ev'o'e'ﬁwc 0 dmo
kawsapeias Tis TulaieTivgs, kal ToL Tpo puas dprovuevos, Spws UoTe-
pov vmoypdras, éméoTee Ty ékw\;]o’fq éavrob, Aywv eivar THS
éxxMyoias Ty wicTw, kal Twy TaTépwy THy mapddocw wasi TE
(/)aucpu?c 3361{-‘6'/, ot 7rp(;'repou e’(r([)a'/\/\o.ﬂo, Kat pdTny e’(j)z/\ouefkouu
7rp0‘9 v axjbeaarv € 7a\p ket n'rrxu'uﬁpy TOTE TAUTAIS TATS )\e'getrt
vpdrau, xat ws §0éAnoer ovTos dmeoyicaTo Ty éxkAnaia, dAAdye
8id THe émMTTONGS TO Opoovgiov,... 1y dpynodpevos Pavepds TOUTO
onpavar BovkeTar, kat wémorBe Tt Ecwvor. We ydp droroyovpevos KaTC-
yopnae Aowmov Tdv dpacvav.”” Vales. Life of Euseb. Hist. Eccles.
Tom. . It is greatly to be regretted that Athanasius did not here, as
well as clsewliere, bring positive matter of accusation against our Author
if he had any. The fact is, all he has advanced amounts to nothing
beyond inferences, drawn from documents now in our hands. In one
case, indeed, he cites a document not extant, and in this he accuses him
of saying that Christ is not the true God. It is probable however, that
all our Author there did was, to style the Father the only true God, as in
John xvii. 3: Christ there speaking of Himself as e Minister in the
Divine Feonomy; a thing which Euschbius has done again and again.
Athanasius, no doubt, gave the recal impressions which he felt; but it
is to be feared that,—as it often happens among ourselves,—a fervent
zeal to maintain the truth, was suffered to overcome his better judg-
ment, and, with this, his christian feelings as a controversialist.

d
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and clear explanation as to its bearing? that he had not
been lightly carried away with the many, but had persevered
to the last in refusing subscription, until the matter had
been made out entirely to his satisfaction? that he then
subscribed, declaring that the term proposed (Homoousian)
was neither new, nor,—as then explained,—in any way
differing from the teaching of the Divine Oracles; and
then attesting in the presence of the Almighty, that he had
in sincerity, and in the fullest conviction of his conscience,
given his assent to this Creed ? Nor is this all, but he as
fully assented to the Anathema also, which fell directly on
the notions of the Arians; and called to their remembrance,
that these were the doctrines which he had from the first
taught and preached, and would to the last maintain
among them. Let it also be borne in mind that Arius, as
noticed above, had looked upon our Author as onc of his
adherents; and I think it must appear, that this Letter
was both intended to undeceive them in this respect,
and at the same time to lay before them his real, long
cntertained, and deliberately formed, convictions as to the
proper Divinity of the Son of God, and as to the un-
scriptural and heretical notions of the Arian party. This,
I think, is the course that any Churchman at the present
day would pursue, when arguing with a Dissenter. He
would endeavour to convince him,—if he dealt fairly with
him,—that he had taken all due care to consider his
opinions; that he did not rashly or hastily oppose his
views: but that, after every necessary investigation made,
he felt bound both to express, and to maintain, the opinions
to which he had from the first been attached.

To this it may be added, that Theodoret, a writer of
no mean attainments and judgment, devotes a whole
chapter in his Ecclesiastical History (Lib. 1. cap. xii.)! to
the task of convincing the Arians, from the writings of our
Fusebius, that they laboured under a great mistake in

! Yet, he is made (ib. Lib. v. cap. vii.) to enumerate ““ cven Eusebius”
of Cwxsarca among the abettors of Arianism! Is it not probable that
this (“«kai EicéBios™) was added by some zealous scribe? for it is
well known, that the margins of the MSS. arc occasionally loaded with
reproaches on his name vented by this race of men.
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supposing, that he was attached to their opinions. This he
does first, by shewing from his Epistle to the Church of
Cesarea, that the term Homoousian was not of recent
coinage : secondly, by appealing to the consent which he,
with the Nicene Fathers, gave to the Creed then estab-
lished : which Theodoret also affirms, he had also shewn in
his Life of Constantine. And he concludes, that, although
the Arians considered it no impiety to contradict other
Fathers; to Eusebius, whom they usually treated with
respect, it was but reasonable they should give credence
when he affirmed, that the agreement of the Council was
complete.

It will be quite sufficient to our purpose now, to add
the testimony of Socrates? to the same effect; and par-
ticularly, as he has had sagacity enough to discover, on what
grounds it was, that our Author had been charged with
Arianism, and also to suggest, from the nature of the case,

* As this passage is important to our question, I give it in the Greek
of Socrates, with the Latin translation of Valesius...* wds apeavifew
avTov Twes vrolapBdvovswt mAavdvrar 3¢ kal dpeiavol, dpovely avTov
vopifovres Ta avr@y dAXN épel Tic ws év Tol Adyors avTol dpeavi-
Lew Cokei, Tip ouvexws Néyew Sid Xpm"rm—;' mpos v droxpwoupela,
81e Ty A vrau"ry moAAdkis kal of Tis ékkAneias éxprcavro, xal
Tais d\aic Tak pgvovaas Ty olkovopiav wijs dvlpwmdryTos
70U ZwThpos fjpay: kal wpo ye dmdyTwy ToUTwY, 6 AMOTTONOS T
Neéfeor TavTas éypiraTo, kal ob 8 mwmoTe ws kakodofins diddoka=
Nos évopiafn.” ...Quid cause cst cur nonnulli cum cxistiment Ariano
dogmati consentire? Falluntur etiam Ariani, qui illum opinioni sux
suffragari arbitrantur. Sed dicet fortasse aliquis, illum Ariani dogmatis
assertorem videri, propterca quod in libris suis crchro dicere solet, per
Christum. Cui nos respondemus; et hac loquendi ratione, et aliis hu-
jusmodi quee dispensationem humanitatis Jesu Christi designant, Eccle-
slasticos Scriptores et consucvisse: et ante hos omnes Paulum Apostolum
iisdem vocibus usum fuisse, qui tamen perversi dogmatis magister
nunquam cst existimatus.” Scc on this usc of the term Iconomy
(oixovopic) pp. Xxix, XXX. note, above ; and on a very extended applica-
tion of it the “ Capitula de Incarnatione Domini” of Cyril of Alexandria,
Script. Vet. Nov. Collect. Tom. virr. Rom. 1833, by Signor Mai, p. 59,
seq. It. Athanasius, Collect. Nov, atr. Tom. 1. Paris, 1706. Ed. Mont-
fauc. p. 6, seq. It should be borne in mind however, that our Author
often speaks of the Economy (f olkovopic), under which our Lord acted
as & Minister, even before His incarnation, as already remarked.
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how the expressions of Eusebius ought to be viewed.
Socrates then, in his Ecclesiastical History (Lib. 11. cap. xxi.
p. mihi 103) argues to this effect: ‘Since some have en-
deavoured to criminate Eusebius as Arianizing in his writ-
ings, I think it not unseasonable to say a few things about
him.  First, he was present at the Council of Nice, which
defined the Homoousian doctrine; and with it he agreed.
His Life of Constantine is then, as before, cited, containing
his own testimony to this fact. Socrates then asks, ‘How
is it, that some suppose him to have Arianized; for the
Arians err who imagine that he thinks with them? One
may say,” he adds, ¢that in his writings he seems fo
Arianize, from his frequently saying through Christ. Vo
such we answer,” continues hie, ‘Churchmen often use this
expression, as they also do those other (similar ones), which
have respect to the Economy of the manhood of our Sa-
viour; and indeed, Lefore all these, the Apostle used the
(same) expressions, and he has never, on this account, been
considered a Teacher of corrupt doctrine'.” Socrates has,
I think, here assigned the true cause of the alleged Arian-
ism of our Author.—It should be remarked, that in this
respect Eusebius has, perhaps more frequently than any
other of the Fathers, spoken of our Lord under this point
of view, without, at the same time, apprizing his Reader of
it: which might however well be excused in a mind so
philosophical as his really was: while in others less so, it
would easily be mistaken for heterodoxy. Socrates pro-
ceeds; ‘Hear' what Eusebius says, when Arius affirms

' 1 This is taken by Socrates (Hist. Eecl. ibh.) from our Author’s con-
troversy with Marcellus, which we shall notice more particularly in
our next section. As the place is important, T give the original: ¢ I
puz‘u Kt tfpex'ou KTiopa TOv Viov Ws €v TOv EA\wv 'ro,\/u)'aau'roc cmeir,
émdxovoor ola Lbgéfios mept TovTou... pyaiv: S povoyeris vids Tov
Ocol povos avTos, xat oy 3¢ dANos dipyopeveTal Te ki EoTwe d0cy
ckdTws dv Tic péplraiTo Tol wriopa alTov avi TeToNpnkomw,
é& ovk byrTwy Spoiov Tols Nowmols kricpast yevopevort kal mHs ydp
éTt éoTatvios; mws O¢ povoyemis Tob Oeol, 6 THY abTHr Tole Aourol
KTiopaow emypadopcros Ppvaw; T@y T€ TONAGY YeryTGY EXTar cix,
dre s € ovk SuTwy Kricews Opolws avTols peTacywr Kowwrias ;

k3 ) oy T \ ) ~ \ ~ ’ ’ * M
a\N ovy w@oe MEHL QUTOU TQ Betce mardeve /\oyta...é »,'a‘p e};’ OUR



PRELIMINARY DISSERTATION. Iv

that the Son of God is but a mere creature: He alone and
no other is, and is named, the only-begotten Son of God ;
whence one may justly reprehend those who dare to affirm
that He is a creature, made out of nothing like other
creatures. For, How can He then be the Son ? How the
only-begotten of God, who is characterized as of the same
nature with the creatures, as one of the many that have
been made, and as partaking of a common creation with
them, out of nothing? But, the Divine Oracles do not thus
teach of Him.” And, a little lower down, ¢That which is
made out of nothing, cannot be truly the Son of God; nor
indeed can any other made thing. But He, who is truly
the Son of God, He who is begotten of God as of a Father,
is justly named the Only-begotten and Beloved of the
Father. And thus indeed, must He also he God. For
what,” adds he, ¢is that which is begotten of God, but
that which is assimilated to Him (as) the Generator?® It
should be remembered, that our Author reasons here as a
Platonist, holding, that whatever had independent existence
as opposed to creation, could be nothing less than Deity ;
as must every thing, which is said to be generated of
Deity, necessarily partake of the Divine Lssence.

As far therefore, as the Council of Nice is concerned,,
there appears to be no good reason, either for suspecting the

Svrwy yeyovas, ovk éAnllas yévorr' dv vids Tob Oeob, STt py 8¢ dANG
7 16y yevwnray (yonrav P)s dAN dinles vios Tob Ocov o é§ avTov,.
6s dte ék marpos drorexfels, elkoTws dv kal povoyerys kai dyami-
Tds xprpaticeie Tov waTposs oiTw i€, kat Oeos v ey T yap dv
kai Geov yévmpa, 1§ TO TE veyewikoTt dpwpowpévor.” k. T, A
1 do not think much importance can he attached after this, and similar
statements made by our Author, to the charge brought against him in
the sixth act of the seventh (Ecumenical Council, (cited by Valesius,
Life of Eusch.) viz. that Christ was a perfect creature of God, and un-
like any other creature: “ereaturam Dei perfectam, sed non sicut unam
ex creaturis.”  Which has cvidently been taken from the Letter of Eu-
schius of Nicomedia to Paulinus Bishop of Tyre: where it is said of
the Son:—¢“ mpos TeXelav dpodTyTa dwbérews Te rkai Svvapews TOU
memoukdTos yevopevor.” k.7, A....“ad perfectam tamen similitudinem
nature virtutisque factoris sui conditum,” &e.  Our Author’s asscrtions
arc, that the Son is of the Lssence of the Father, &e. as cited ahove
from his Letter.
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sincerity of our Author; or for supposing that, either then,
or at any previous time, he really favoured the views of the
Arians. Whether his reasoning was good or bad, or whe-
ther he talked at one time too much like a Platonist, at
another, too much like a Theologian, for general readers,
or not, is not now the question. I will say here, that,
taking his reasoning as it ought to be taken, as resulting
from his own modes of thinking and of expression, I may
perhaps conclude, that, so far, there appears to be no good
grounds cither for suspecting his sincerity, or his orthodoxy.
It should be observed too, that, of all the testimonies against
him, collected from the Fathers of the Church and others
by Valesius, not so much as one is grounded on any thing
better than inference, and this drawn, as I think, from nar-
row and partial views of his conduct and writings. In one
instance indeed, he is accused with having sacrificed to idols
during the persecutions: but here also, it will be found
upon inquiry, this rests on grounds no better than those
of conjecture®.

Section III.

On the Opinions of Eusebius as discoverable in his Con-
troversy with Marcellus.

Havine considered some of the leading modes of think-
ing and of expressing himself adopted by our Author, and
examined these in some of their details as connected with
the Council of Nice; it is now my intention to extend this
inquiry to a few particulars taken from his controversy
with Marcellus?, both because controversy has usually the

1 As cited by Valesius, ib.

# A very good account of him, and of this controversy, will be found
in Cave’s Hist. Liter. Tom. 1. p. 152. Edit. 1688. Mc was Bishop of
Ancyra in Galatia; and, according to Socrates, (Hist. Eccl. Lib. 1. xxxv1.)
he fell, in combating the opinions of the Arians, into the opposite ex-
treme, Sabellianism, And this, I think, is obvious enough from the
extracts given by Euschius from his writings. The Council of Jeru-
salem, having considered this question, ordered him to amend his
opinions, and to hurn his hooks. This he promised but neglected to
do, and was accordingly deposed by that of Constantinople. Ilc then
betook himsclf to Rome, and laid his case hefore Pope Julius, declaring
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effect of laying open the minds of those engaged in it, to a
greater degree than any thing else, on the questions at issue;
and also of affording a good opportunity to judge, in what
way the several disputants interpreted the documents on
which they undertook to argue.

This controversy will, in both these respects, afford us
considerable assistance towards ascertaining the truth in the
question before us; and particularly in the latter case, as
it will bring before us certain passages of Scripture, which
could not have failed to call forth the Arian notions of our
Author, if indeed he entertained such. An extract from
this controversy has been noticed above, as adduced by
Socrates in defence of our Author. The first we shall
here touch upon, has also been adduced by him for the same
purpose ; and, as the Scripture which it cites, scems to speak
of our Lord as « created being, it will afford us a good
opportunity of seeing how Eusebius dealt with it.

The passage here adduced is Prov. viii. 22, which, ac-
cording to the Septuagint, reads, ¢ The Lord created me
the beginning of his ways.” On which our Author says,
*If one find it once said in the Scripture, The Lord cre-
ated me the beginning of His ways for Iis works, it is
necessary to observe the mind of the passage, which,” says
he, ¢I will shortly do; not, like Marcellus, for the purpose
of beating down a principal doctrine of the Church, from
one mere expression®’ Socrates then tells us, that Fuse-
bius teaches us in his Third Book® (against Marcellus,)
how the term created ought to be taken here: which he
does to this effect.—* The terms, T'he Lord created me the
beginning of His ways for His works are to be considered
as consequent on what precedes ; and, if he says that Him-

that his writings had been misunderstood and misapplied by his ac-
cusers. Upon this the Pope reccived him into communion, as also did
the Council of Sardica, and restored him to his Bishoprick. It is pro-
bably to be ascribed to this circumstance, that Roman Catholic writers
are often found among his zcalous supporters, and that Montfaucon
undertook an eclaborate, but,~—to my mind,—a most unsatisfactory,
defence of him; which will he found prefixed to his edition of our
Author’s Commentary on the Psalms, p. vi. Lii. seq.

3 Socrates, Hist. Ecel. Lib. 11. cap. xxi.

* Lib. 1. cap. ii. p. 160 D.

{
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self was created, He could not say these things, as implying
that He came forth from nothing into existence; nor, that
He was, like the other creatures, made out of nothing:
which some have erroneously understood : but, as subsisting
(vpeards) indeed, and Living ({@v), and Precvisting
(wpowv), and previously having a Being (rpovmdpywr), be-
fore the constitution of the whole world; appointed by His
own Father and Lord to rule over all things: hence the
term He created (¢xrioev) was said for, He appointed (katé-
Tafev), or, He established (}} karéornaev).” We then have
several passages® pointed out, in which creature, or created,
signifies something appointed, constituted, or the like; but
not created out of nothing ; and the conclusion is, that this
text has respect to the constituting of Christ by the Father,
the Ruler of all things. We have nothing here therefore,
implying in any way, either that our Lord was a creature,
or that He was, as to His Divine Essence, in any respect
inferior to the Father; but only as it respected the office of
a Minister in the Divine Economy, which He took upon
himself to hold and to fulfil.

But, that we may enter the more fully into our Author’s
mind, we must seec how he viewed the opinions of his oppo-
nent, whose object was—Ilet it be borne in mind,—to prove
that he was an Arian. These Eusebius bas affirmed were
Sabellian. He then gives the following from Marcellus;

' 1 Pet. ii. 13, Amos iv, 13. DPs. r. 11 (Septuagint.) Epl. ii. 15;
iv. 24. Theodorct Dialog. 1. advers. Anomwos. Tom. v, p. 281: takes
this passage in the Proverbs, as referring to the Incarnation of our Lord ;
the past tense in, Ile created (¥x7ice) being used to imply the thing
cnounced as present to the Divine mind, as in, © T'%hey pierced my hands
and my fect, &¢.” which, he goes on to say, points out “the mystery
Lidden from the foundation of the wordd.” Eph.iii. 5. John viii. 57, 58,
&ec. But here I think Eusebius is right, and Theodoret wrong, for this
reason ; the passage in Proverbs is evidently an imitation of a place in
Job, viz. chap. xr. 19: where the First of the ways of God, cannot
vefer to the animal there mentioned, but to the Wisdom of God, had
in view: and this Wisdom Solomon cvidently had before Rim, which
the Fathers generally refer to Christ. Sce my translation of the place
with the notes. An interpretation of this passage in the Proverbs, not
unlike that of Euschbins, was given by Eustathius of Antioch; and it
has been preserved by Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. Lib. 1. cap. vii.
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“*That there is not, nor did there (ever) precxist, nor has
there at any time existed, a Son of God before his being
brought forth by the Virgin: but that he was only ¢ word
coéxisting with the Father, being eternally with Him, and
united, just as an unspolen word might be with man. For

2 Lib. i eap.i. contra Marccllum, p.32. A. it. p. 35. B. This is
stated in substance by Montfaucon (Collect. Nov. Patr. Tom. 1. cap. ii.
P. Liii. seq.) to which are added similar statements from Basil, Chry-
sostom, and Theodoret; to which Epiphanius, and Athanasius have, to
a certain extent, expressed their agreement. In eap. iii. ih. Montfaucon
takes up the defence of Marcellus. His first assertion is, that Marcellus
had done only as many Catholics had, who maintained that the odoia,
Issence, or vmdorascs, Hypostasis of the Father and the Word were one
and the same: while Eusebius held, that these were separate, and un-
equal : which is not true! A little lower down he tells us that Marcellus,
acting against the Sabellians, could not but have held that the Word
was distinct from the Father. But this is also incorrect. Marcellus was
not here writing against the Sabellians, hut against the Arians, as he
also shews (ib. capp. i. iii.). He next cites Marccllus saying, that
the Word of God, was not « word so called abusively, or figuratively, (ov
Adyov kaTaypneTies ovopashévra), but was trily a word (dAX diy-
055 Gvre Aoyor): which he tells us means, that the Word was truly
self-existing, *‘ verbum exstitisse veré et per se.” I morc than doubt this.
ANl Marcellus says seems to me to be, that the Hord, in his mind,
implied nothing whatever in a sense not (ov karaypyoTicas) strictly
its own, but really and verily a word, such as he had beforc described,
vesting unenounced in the mind of the Father. And this Montfaucon
next adduces, declaring that it involves nothing uncatholic, but what
agreed with Johni. 1. And, what shonld excecd all wonder, he then
tclls us, that Athanasius and others read here, mpos Tov feov, al év
7@ Oeg: but, that certain Fathers, to avoid the usages of the followers
of Mareellus (Marcelliani), and of others, rejected the terms év 74 Oeg.
One would hardly have expected this in a defence of the same Mar-
ccllus! Montfaucon thinks in the next place, that he finds a real dis-
tinction between the Father and the Son, in Marcellus’s citing, “ Let us
malke man,” &c. But, Does this nccessarily follow, in a writer reasoning
as Marcellus does? It is doubtful at best. His next argument (iii.)
amounts to nothing whatever. In page rx. it is insinunated that Eu-
schius, with the Arians gencrally, considercd Christ as « created being :
which is not true! And in the last place, he allows that Marcellus was
scarcely excusable, believing that he had so written his hook, that he
conld casily make that look well, which was in itself really ill—And,
upon the whole, I do not think that Marcellus, were he to appear again,
would thank Montfaucon for this defence.

gy
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he (Marcellus) uses this example ; that @ word was within
God himself, sometimes at rest, sometimes operating signi-
JSicantly, but proceeding forth by the sole act of the Father.
After stating some of his objections to this, he proceeds, in
his second chapter (ib.) to refute these opinions upon state-
ments taken from the work (now lost) of Marcellus himself.
—1It is of no concern to us now, whether Eusebius was right
or wrong in his statements of the notions of Marcellus:
all we wish to ascertain is, How he defended himself against
the charges of Arianism brought against him by this writer.

In the fourth chapter then, of his first Book, Marcellus
attacks several writers on their opinions respecting the Som,
and among these Eusebius. I shall notice only one instance
of his reasoning against Asterius’, and then procced to
those advanced against Euscbius himself.  And this I notice
merely to shew, how our Author meets it. It was the
object of Marcellus to prove here (p. 2¢. D.) that the asser-
tions of Asterius, affirming that Christ was God, and at
the same time, the image of God, could not hold. His
words are, ¢ How can He, who was born both God and
Lord, as he (Asterius) has presumed, possibly be the Image
of God? For, the Image of God is one thing, and God an-
other; so that if the Image be not Lord, neither is it God,
but the Image of God and Lord; but, if it be truly God
and Lord, it cannot be the Image of Lord and of God*’
This, our Author, affirms is most blindly said: Marcellus
not being aware, that a Son endued with a soul might be
said to be the Image of Ilis own TFather, since Ile would
be in all respects like im. e then cites Gen. v. 3, to
shew %, that this was justified by the usage of Scripturc.
e then quotes the Apostle (Philip. ii. 6, 7), thus speaking
on the Divinity of the Son, (wept is OedryTos Tob viov.)
< Who being in the vorMm ov Gob, thought it not robbery to

' Who was, according to Socrates, a Sophist of Cappadocia who
wrote in favour of the Arian party.
-~ \ 3 r
2 The words of Marcellus arc: “wds yap o kvpiws (kvpios?P) yev-
vifeis kal o0 Oeds, ws avros Wpo,\aﬂw‘v g(])p], SvraTar clkwr Ocob elvar;
\ 'Y A - .o . \ o . \ [} N ’ ’
GTEPOV 'yap €KWy eEUU, Kat ETE/)OI/ o 960?. WETE (! I,IGI/ €KWy, ov I{U[)ll)?
ovde Oecos, e 3¢ Kipios Svrws rwal Ocos, ovk elkwy Kvplov kal Ocon
elvar dvratar” 3 Also Col. iii. 10,  Wisd, vii. 2G.
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be equal with God; but made himself of no reputation*:”
and again, (Heb. i. 3) ¢« Who being the brightness of His
glory, and the ExvrEss 1MAGE of His person,” &c. evi-
dently intending to urge the Divine Nature of our Lord
on the one hand, and his voluntary humiliation in taking
the office of a ministering servant on the other, in the work
of the Divine Economy. Marcellus next charges Narcissus
and Eusebius (ib. p. 25. C.) with holding, that there were
Two, and even Three (different) Essences® (in the Deity),...
daring to separate THE Worp oF Gob, and naming it an-
olher God, in substance and power different from the Father.
He then classes our author with Valentinus, Hermes, Nar-
cissus, Plato, and Marcion (ib. p. 26. A). To this, and
some subsequent matter, Tlusebius thought it sufficient to
answer, that his words wcere those of the Apostle, out of
which his opponent had fabricated fwo substances and two
Gods®: and who had, a little lower down, also charged him
from the words of the same Apostle, with aflirming that
Christ was @ mere man. 1 may remark here, If our Author
did affirm, either directly or indirectly, that there were fwo,
or three, distinet Essences in the Deity, he could not have
been an abettor of Arius. It is sufliciently evident how-
cver, that he only spoke of the Hypostases or Subsistences,
believed to exist in the Iloly Trinity, as we shall presently

+ Lit. Emptied Himself, “éxévwre éavror.” A passage admirably
calculated to express the mind of Eusebius, both as to the Divinity, and
the Humiliation of the Son.

P s v moTevew oveias dmwokpwoperor.”...i.c. in answer
to the question whether he believed ¢wo substances to exist in the Deity,
“he answers three”—And it should be remembered here, as noticed
above, (p. xxxii.) that ovele, substance, is to be taken in the sense of
vmoaTaae, subsistence or person.

¢ Ih. p.27. A “mppa e TabTa drws SiedoCopdTar mikpws, TG
I,U]Bell (‘;[7’]!(()’7‘( TAcioy, ©s avTos 7p({([>61, 1‘;‘ TO ATMOFTONKOY /5;1'1"0’:/.
kel vy pev Svo Ocovs Néyar Tov Eveéov oporoyel, ws dv Tov viow
Tov Ocov Ocov Myorta avv e maript” Nota mihi autem quanto
cumn felle et acerbitate convitictur i, qui nihil prorsus in scripta retulit,
preter nuda ipsissimique Apostoli verba, idque etiam ipso fatente
accusatore. Et adhue qui fatetur hoc in loco Euschium duos Deos,
profiteri, ut puta qui cum Patre suo, uni ct Filium quoque Deum
agnoscat csse.”
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sce. But, what is most important here is, Marcellus bears
testimony to the fact, that our Author held the Godhead
of the Son, and the existence of the Holy Trinity. His
method of stating this, resulted solely from his own Sabellian
views of the subject .

Paulinus is next charged (ib. p. 27. C.) with ¢ making
Christ @ God Seccond in order, and begotten after the
human manner; also with ¢making Him a creature,
and with setting up many gods:" and in this category is
our Eusebius included, with the addition, that he had
affirmed, not only that there was one only God, but that
the true God was one only. We have nothing to do here
with the opinions of Paulinus: the extract is given, because
the same things are charged upon our Author. And, What
do they amount to? Why, that Christ was considered by
him as God, holding a secondary place : that is, as we have
already secen, ¢ thinking it not robbery to be rauar wiTH
Govb, nevertheless taking upon himself the form of A sER-
vant.” Then again, that he had set up many gods : which
is only Marcellus’s way of designating the Persons of the
Holy T'rinity: and the same may be said of his gloss on
the term begotten. But, on his affirming that Eusebius made
God (the Father) the only trie God, Eusebius himself de-
clares, that if he had adduced his words, he would have
known that he had affirmed no such thing; but, that it was
the Saviour who had said, < that they might know thee the
only true God®.”

Now, as our Author’s interpretation of this last pas-
sage is all-important to this question, we cannot do better
perhaps than adduce it. It is given considerably in de-
tail in his ¢Ecloge Prophetarum,” lately published at
Oxford by Dr. Gaisford, (pp. 43—6) where we are told
that Jehovah sustained under the Old 'Testament, the
same officc of Person sent, as our Lord docs under the
New. The terms “only true God,” could not therefore,

! See also ib. p. 29.
? His words are: “ ket mapalipevos miv LioeSBiov Aéfw, cvviy-
. L i A -~ t N ’ ’ b A\ A 8 ’
cw, € obk v avTob i Tow matépa povov dinbwov Ocov ddaskovaa
" - - . .
punpr Tob 3¢ Tob ZwTilpos Npdy elpykoTos, va ywwokwei e Tov
povor dxlwov Ocov.” (John xvii, 3.)
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have been intended to deny the Deity of the Son, or in
any way to exclude Him from a participation in the
supreme Godhead, unless this could also be said of Jehovah
himself. In our Author’s Commentary on the Psalmns®
however, this passage is treated in a more snmmary and
positive manner, to this effect. ¢The terin alone is used
even by our Lord of the Father, in® “that they might know
thee the only true God.” ‘Tor, since the Son is a partaker
in the Godhead of the Father, participating in the same
Rule, inasmuch as He is the only-begotten Son and Word
of God, and the Wisdom of God, it is but right that He
should be recounted in the Theology (doctrine respecting
God) now before us; which teaches, that there is not one
among the many that are named Gods, like the God who
is over all: but, in His one only-begotten Word, is the
likeness of the Father preserved’—It must be obvious I
think from this, that, when our Author spoke of the God
who is above all; the God of all, and the only true God,
there could have been no intention on his part, cither to
deny the Divinity of the Son, or to exclude Him in any
way from partaking in that of the Father. (Ib. p.28. C.)

The next charge of Marcellus is, that Tuscbius had
made Christ @« mere man: but here happily, he has
adduced the words of our Author; which cxpressly state,

# On Psahn nxxxv. according to the Septuagint (p. 534.B.) vr. 10.
“Thou art God alone.” ¢ av e o Ocos povos.” Our Author says: o
BG\ Ilc;l’()?’ C‘l’pl]'l’(“ K(l‘l l;’TI'U\ TOB (TlL)Tﬁl)()Q 1]’]1(:)]/ WP(;S‘ ‘T()‘V 'n'a‘répa (:,'U

-~ . , ] - ~
'Tl‘d, 1'|/a ’7!1!0}’0’K0’0’l agE ’T()\U ’LU’I}OU d,\r)f)u'o\v GCO,V. C'TT(‘! 8(:‘ THS TOv
warpos OedTnTos KOWWIOS UTAPYEL 6 VIOS, TiHS VTS HETOYXOS G
Baoinelas, dre povoyemis vios @y kat Ocob Ndyos, wal Ocob codiic,
\ - . Vo fom 0 ,an ,
CIKOTMOS v K(tT(l)\G')’O(TO Kttt QuTOoS ‘Tz] 77‘(1[)0!}(7'!] 601\071(} Ol(‘((ﬂ'l\'()ll()"],
ot v ” ot ~ 1y ’ ~ 9 - - »
OTL OVUK €0°Tt OJtoios 'T('l.) E€ETL TAFTWY OE(P €V TOIS 77'04\/\()(9 ()l/()/,l(((()-
/Aél/()l? Ocolst év €nt 'ya\p /Au'wp Tl{; jrovoyevet wTov «\()’7(:) 17' TOU Ta-
7pos dpoidrys cwera” koo x. “Ilud autem, selus, a Salvatore
quoque nostro ad Patrem dictum fuit in illo, Ut cognoscant te solum
verum Deum. Quoniam vero paterne deitatis particeps est Tilius, cum
sit cjusdem regni consors, utpote unigenitus filing, Dei Verbum, et Dei
Sapientia; jure ct ipsc preiesenti theologiwe aceenseatur qua hwee doce-
mur, inter multos illos qui dii vocantur non esse quempiam similem
Deo universorum: nam in uno solo Unigenito cjus Verbo, Patris simi-
(=} J b
litudo servatur,” &ec.
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that ““there is one Mediator between God and men, the
man Christ Jesus';” and this, Marcellus himself herec al-
lows, he had spoken solely with reference to the Divine
Economy. If then Eusebius had used the words of
Scripture, he had very prudently guarded himself against
the imputation, that he intended by them to lower the
Divine nature of the Son; which the introduction of the
term Economy effectually did. I must be allowed to remark
here, that it will be difficult to discover what could have
induced Marcellus to persevere in a charge like this, when
he must have scen that the passage cited was HHoly
Scripture, and that Eusebius had given a sufficient clue
to his view of its meaning; unless indeed the Sabcllianism?,

1 Tim. il 5. “els peciTns Ocoi xal dvbpamwy, dvlpwmos Iy-
3 ]

aovs Xpm'"rals‘.' Marcellus adds, ““e! Toivvw &'yﬂpw';rov avTov cival

Pprow, T kaTd cdpra aVTOV povy TPocéywy olkovopla, TAVTWS KAKEM
vos awvopodoyel, T0 undé Exew emida én' avror” k.. N, © Media-
torem quoque unum Dei atque hominwm constituit hominem Jesum
Christum.” He adds, “ Quod si ergo hominem ideo illum appellet, quod
sespiceret eam” (solam) “qua est secundum carnem, aconomiam, non
potest fieri quin simul profiteatur ille, spem se nullam in eo collocari,” &e.
Jer. xvii. 5 is then cited. It is scarcely possible, Marcellus could not
have understood what Euscbius meant here, by the Economy according
to the flesh. Ile probably thought, as I suspcet many others have done,
that it would suit his purpose better to disregard this wholly. It
should be observed, that the Fathers often use the term Monarchy,
(1l povapyia. p. xxxi. above) when speaking of the universal rule of
God in the abstract, in contradistinction to that of Economy; which, as
applying to the work of redemption, views the Holy T'rinity as compre-
hending the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, with reference to the declara-
tions of Scripture. So Niceph. quoted by Suicer. Thes. Ecel. sub voce.
“ Ll Oeos wap' iy TPOTKUVETTAL Tplaama‘;c JEV KQT® THY Vo=
oTacw, povadikds 3¢ kard Ty ovoiav kal povapyia wap spiv To
Typdpevoy, ov molvapyia” “Unus Deus apud nos adoratur: tres
quidem personce secundum hypostasis, unus vero Deus sccundum ecssen-
tiam: et wnus apud nos honoratur Deus, non plures dii.” Sec also the
other examples supplied by Suicer, which will abundantly shew, that
the Monarchy (3 povapyia) and Lconomy (s} olxorouia), thus used, are
opposcd to one another.

# Cyril of Alexandria direetly charges Marcecllus with heing a Sabel-
lian—just as our Author does—(Seript. Vet. Nov. Coll. Tonw. viur. p. 53),
where he says: “xal 5 'rlna‘c ovk év ridoTs ToTe Cvopasi, GAN év

~ .t ’ , (] \ [ 3 ’ N N
TOIS VTOTTAGETL 'yuwpl(e'rat' ov ’y(l[’ cv /\E’jO{ACV 'T[)H.Ulﬂl[l()l', KaTee Ty



PRELIMINARY DISSERTATION. Ixv

with which our Author, with others, has charged Him, was
the cause of it.

Having so far examined our Author’s views in this
place, let us now pass on to his Third Book on the
Ecclesiastical Theology, also written against Marcellus. We
have here then, (cap. iv. p. 168) Marcellus arguing on the
doctrine of the Holy Ghost, more particularly as held by
our Author?; on which Euscbius concludes, that these
three Hypostases or Persons, must in the mind of Marcellus
have constituted one and the same being, and have been
only names; he not sceing, that the Son was said to proceed
forth of the Father, as was also the Holy Ghost*; nor,
being able to understand, how it was said of the Holy
Ghost, “He shall take of mine and shew it fo you™ (John
xvi. 14); nor, how our Lord breathed on Ilis Disciples,
saying, ‘‘ Receive ye the Holy Ghost:” Dbut, which were all
casily solved by those whose views were according to piety,
when they considered, that the Son was ever with, and
present to, the Father, inwardly as it were, and as existing
in the inaccessible and untrodden parts of the Father's
Rule: then affirming Ilimself to have come out of the
Father, as sent by Him for the salvation of the human
race...* From whence then came He forth,” asks he, <but
from the most inward Royal apartments of the Ifather’s

Tov ZafleNAiov kel QwTcwob kal I\Iatmc',\,\ou cwvaipcoiv T kai ovy=
xvow.” k.r.x. The Trinity too is acknowledged (as existing), not in
mere names, hut in the Persons (or subsistences); for we do not say
One three-numed (Being), according to the contraction and confusion (in
system) of Sabellius, Photinus, and Marcellus, &e.

* And he also allows the consequences contended for by our Author,
would be good, provided he could allow his premises which speak of
God as gencrating the Son: his words on this point are: ““wrdv yap éx
WQTPO‘C 6'\'7?0’7([,’0’/‘5'/0[’ ’Té\el()" (?uat a’l/a"ym], /J,]Ball(;;g WPO(TB(?O’/LCVOV
Tijs wap’ érépov Sonlcias.” “Nam quod de Patre procedit, omnino ne-
cessarid perfectum cst, nec ullivs alterius indiget auxilio.” And much to
the same cffect Eusebins of Nicomedia, as quoted by Theodoret. Hist.
Eccl. Lib. 1. cap. vi. p. mihi 22, D.

* Eecles, Theolog. Lib. 1. cap. iv. p.169. B. cita 3¢ émi cwTnpla
Tov 7év dvfpawwy yévovs mpos Tob TaTpds cxmepmdpevoe, €k Too e
Tpos eFexnrvbévar €avToy Exeycr” ... ¢ 80 €k Tob mwaTpos ékmopevesfa
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Kat avto ('T() WU(U/I(X) epnTat.
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Ixvi THEOPHANIA.

Divinity'?  And,” he goes on to say, ¢in the same manner
is the Holy Spirit ever present to the Throne of God (Dan.
vii. 10 is then cited): that He is at one time sent, in the
form of a Dove, on the Son of man; at another, on each
of the Prophets and Apostles; whence He himself is also
said to proceed from the Father. And again, (ib.) ¢ The
only-begotten Son teaches, that He himself came forth from
the Father, because He is ever with Him. <And, in like
manner, the Holy Spirit, being another distinct from the
Son®. This, too the Son Himself shews when he says,

1 The following is a most full recognition of the Divinity of the Son,
which I think it right to transeribe. Eccles. Theolog. Lib. 1. cap. viii.
D-66. A, “olirw kal viov Ocov povoyevii, Insovw XproTorv rapadi-
dwor (i Lrkdnoia), 7oy mpo mdvrwr ciwvwr ék Tob maTépos yea
yevvnpévor ov Tow avtor dvra Te matph kal éavrov 3¢ SvTa
kat (wrvra, xat dAnles viov quvvdvra, Ocov ék Oecob, kal
Ppws éx q)w'r(;c, kal Z:(m;v éx Cwﬁs‘. aNékTOIS Katk a'ﬁl;'n)'fom...Ar;yom,
ék Tov 7ra'rpu‘s‘, émt o'w"r;]pl'(ll TGV OAwv, Yeyevnpnévoy Kat ()U‘X u'/uu'wv
pév Tols Notmols yevwnTols UmooTdvra. ovdé {wir {ugepy Tows &
al;TOG 'YG'YCVV}]/AG’I/O[S‘ {lSvTa' ’l(;l'()ll 86‘ (:g (l|l"7'Ol-; ’TU[‘; TI'C(’T{)(;C aQmo-
TEXHGIUT(X, I(a‘l (ll}'TOz:(uY]‘ll (')'v"ra ...(; ’AO’VOQ (l”y(l(’(;? 7!'(4’7'!]‘{) T(;l/ l;l(;l’
vpiocTy a’v'ro(':wn‘u Svra, Cwovrou;v Tor OAwy, kel avTo Pas TO
arylOwor.”  “Ad cundem quoque modum Dei filium unigenitum agno-
scit (Ecclesia) cum, qui ante omnia swecula de Patre fuit genitus: non
illum certe, cundem cum Patre existentem, af per se subsistentem, viven-
temque veré filium, cum Patre coexistentem, Dewn de Deo, honen de
lumine, vitam de vita, inenarrabilibus, ineffabilibus...rationibus de Patre
genitum, ad salutem universis procurandam: nee vitam viventem cum
illis parem qui ab co sunt creati: solum de solo Patre genitum, ipsan:-
met vitam existentem...qui solus bonus Pater est, Filium progenuit
suum, ipsammet vitam existentem, ct omnium quee sunt vivificatorem:
ipsammet lucem verwm.”  Where it should be observed that “ipsamamet”
does, in ncither of these cases, express the force of the Greek compound,
which is cquivalent to the ¢ «kal éavrov...lwvre, &e. above. The
whole of this, and the following chapter (ix.) may justly be considered
as our Author’s exposition of the Nicene Creed.  So again, (ib. p. 121.)
“rkal éavror 8¢ éoTi (@, xal vpesTas dre Ococ @n”
“per se vivens est et subsistens, velnti qui Dens sit.”

2 P169. D, 6 & povoyemis vios Tov Ocov éx Tou matpos ¢Fey-
Mbévan éavrov Sddaker, die To aurcivan av'Tr:’; TdvTOTE, KAL TO (ptor
8 muctpa opolws Ercpov vmdpyov wapd Tov vioy,”  On the office of

the Spirit, ib. p. 172. B....“ mpos 76 wapacaleiv avrovs (i.c. palyrds)
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PRELIMINARY DISSERTATION. Ixxxv

how Eusebius intended to be understood, when he made
these apparently conflicting statements.

The manner, in which Eusebius words our last extract,
is, I think, quite sufficient to clear him from the charge
of intending to deny the Divinity of the Son. His words
are to this effect: You (Marcellus) are afraid, lest by
confessing two substances®, (Hypostases, or Persons,) you
should introduce #wo Principles, and so should fall short
of the one supreme Deity. Learn then, that since there
is one God ungenerated and without beginning; and that,
as the Son is generated of Him, there will necessarily
be (but) one Principle, one monarchy, and kingdom :
because the Son himself ascribes the Principle to His
Father: for ¢“the Head of Christ is God” according to
the Apostle; and this, as Montfaucon affirms, excludes
the Divinity of the Son. But, Does this necessarily follow
from these words ?

Eusebius, it should be remembered, was arguing
against a writer who denied the existence of the Person
(ovaia or vmooTaces) of the Son, and who supposed that
if he allowed this, he should also allow the existence of
two Gods; and so virtually destroy the notion of the
unity of the Deity. He is then admonished, that the
Deity, considered in the abstract, is one eternal, and un-

céflewr, kai TposkvveTy, kal Tipdy U TOY Oia Oedv, 1 LkkAn-
cla.” k.7 Ao Omnia...per ipsum fucta sunt, et sine ipso fuctum est
nihil,  Tum et Deus, et Dominus, ct Servator, et Rex pradicari poterit”
Atque ideo illud” (cum) ““adorare veluti Deum, et colere, et venerari,
Ecclesia,” &c. And again he tells us here, of what sort the honour is
which is to be rendered to Christ:...“ juj opoiws Tois mpopnTais, pnd
onolws 7ok Ayyélows, § Tak TovTwr diagepovoas Cuvamcat, AN
aitg T@ maTpl maparinoiws”...“Non tanquam Prophetas, non
velut Angelos, aut Angelis similes potestates”(?), sed gquemadmodum
ipsum Patrem.” 1 might thercfore, if I thought it right to deal with
Montfaucon as he has with Eusebius, have deemed it quite sufficient,
merely to confront his citation with these.

¢ According to Justin Martyr, Suicer. Thes. Eccles. sub voce Tpias,
Tom. 11. p. 1300. the terms ungenerated and generated arc only names
signifying modes of existence, not kinds of Essence. ¢ ovk obvias ovo-

f2

para, dAXE Tpomor vrdpEews.”




Ixxxviii THEOPHANIA.

unbegotten Godhead, as in an image or a glass, charac-
terized in the Son'.

From which I think it must be evident, that Eusebius
here spoke, not as a Metaphysician, but as a Theologian.
As a Metaphysician he tells us, that the Son ewvisted un-
begotten eternally in the Father, as noticed above?; and
in our work (p. 67), that He had no beginning. Here,
he tells us as @ Theologian, and in conformity with the
terms of Scripture, that his creed embraces one God only,
one Principle, one Supreme rule (novapyia); and that,
although he holds the Father and the Son to be two dis-
tinct subsistences, the former Superior and as Principle,
with reference to the other; yet, that the other is neverthe-
less God and King, and is adored and worshipped as taught
by the Church as God, and is to be honoured even as the
Father is; because in Him alone can the Father be re-
ceived, known, and honoured. We may therefore conclude
here, that, so far, Eusebius does not appear to have in-
tended to speak lightly of the Divinity of the Son, and that
Montfaucon’s reasoning on the subject, is partial and de-
fective.

The next objectionable place cited by Montfaucon, is
one in which he thinks he has detected a very defective

L6 yap cwpakws Tov Vv, éwpake xat Tov maTépar THv dycu-
l";'r()ll GCO,ThTa, O'll\()l’ 6‘)} GZK(;VI Kﬂ‘( K(TT()IWT/)(:)’ él/ 'r(f7 U‘l(‘;; X((p(U\"T’]Pl-
{opevor opev.”  Ih.p. 111. D, See also ib. p. 194. seq. where this point
is argued more in detail, and Col. ii. 9. is referred to, as determining ¢the
Godhead of the Son.

? Page xlix. note, and again, Lib. 1. cap. xiv. p. 121. A. 5 &¢ Ocos
Noyos, ovy’ érépov detrar Tob wpovrokcytévor, W v abrw yevdpcvos
u'1ro'o-'rﬂ' kal €avrov 3¢ doTi (®ov kal VpeoTws, dTe Ocos wv.” < At
Deus Ingos, non altero indiget prevexistente: ut in ipso (co?) sit et sub-
sistat = sed per se vivens est et subsistens, veluti qui Deus sit.” Then
again, in the following context, he speaks as a Z%heologian of the Father
as Principle. In the one case affirming of e Wonp, that it subsisted of®
itself, and stood in need of no other pre-cxisting (Being), being itself God ;
and, in the other, as not being without another as Prineiple (] dvapyor).
In the former case, speaking of Deity in the abstract, and also in accord-
ance with the Seriptures, and positively ascribing this to the Son: in the
latter, as to the particulars recorded of the Deity in the Seriptures only,
and with respect to the Divine Economy. Not as Montfaucon and others
have supposed, viz, that what he has said, under one point of view, is
to be regulated and limited, by what he has affirmed under another.
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statement respecting the Unify, made by our Author: it
is this, (Contra Marcellum c. xix. 192). ¢ And?® indeed we all
shall be in this way, one with the Father and the Son. For
as, He said, that Himself and the Father were one, saying,
I and the Father are one;” “so does He pray that we all
should, in imitation of Himself, partake of His own unity ;
not according to Marcellus ; the Word being united to God,
and (considered as) being attached to the Essence (as an
accident) : but, as the truth testifies, the Saviour Himself
saying,” ¢ The glory which Thou hast given to me, I
have given to them ; that they may be one, according as
we are one.” ¢VWhere,” he goes on to say, ¢Tusebius
clearly explodes the substantial unity of the Father and
the Son,” &c. I remark, This, as before, is a mere infer-
ence, and it is as groundless as it is positive.

Let us consider the circumstances of this case. Euse-
bius is here arguing with Marcellus; who, as already
stated, considered TuE WWorp as a mere unsubstantial
enunciation ; and which, before enouncement, rested as a
volition only in the Divine mind: and this he has in view
when he speaks of ¢the Word being wunited to God, &c.
His assertion here is therefore, that the Saviour’s prayer
(John xvii.) is not to the effect that He and the Father,
the Disciples and Himsclf, should be considered as united
in this way ; but in that in which each should, in His own
proper person, partake of the Father’s glory: or, in the
words of St Peter, that the Disciples should be ¢ partakers
of the Divine nature” (2 Pet. i. 4.), even as Christ was, of
that of the Father. So far then, we may conclude, nothing
unscriptural, untrue, or dishonourable to the Son, was here
intended by our Author: the question here not being, as
to Lssence, but as to privilege.

3 G It \ony A -~ 0y ’ ° N 1 ’ .
r. Kat O)] KOLTWA TOUVTOV TOV TP(JWOI/ (374 77'[)()9 TOV 7ra'repa Kot
A e\ . ’ ’ o N LI . ’ Y
TOV VIOV Ol TAYTES 7(::;)0-0,“0(1. WOTCP YAP (UTOS €AUTOV TE Kat
A ’ “ 5 L4 ’ hd \ \ € \ o Y
TOV TATELA €V €raL €NEYE, (agkwy' €yw Kkat o TQTHP €V €Tpen
' 1 ’ L oy \ ) » -~ - t 7 -
OUTW KAl TAVTAS HJaS, KATA THY QUTOU [ipow, THS €VOTHTOS TiI¢
. ~ - ” ’ \ I\I r -~ ’ . r
QUTOV ETACXEW EUXETAL OV KaTQ ap;\'e/\,\m/ TOU NOYOv Erwpevoy
- - \ - v ) ’ . (’ N 8\ 3 ’ .
TE 06(9, kat 7Ty ovrig cwaplycopevovt kallws o€ epupTvpnocr n
LN . [y L) ’ \ ’ L) s ’ o
aribea, o cwrip asros elwwr TRy Sofav v Edwkds pot, Sédwra
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xe THEOPHANIA.

It should be observed, that this extract is taken from
our Author’s explanation of 1 Cor. xv. 28; of which some
‘account has already been given above! (p.1xx). From chap-
ter xiv. (p. 182), to the end of the Ecclesiastical Theology
against Marcellus, he argues this question, viz. as to how
the passage, ¢ When all things shall be subject 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,”
ought to be understood: his general conclusion we have
already given. The part of it, which now concerns us is,
How did Eusebius understand its last portion, where it is
said, “that God may be all in all”? 'The passage cited
above by Montfaucon, and objected to by him, is part of
his reasoning on this point; and it must be obvious from
what has already been said of it, that Eusebius did not
here intend in any way to discuss the question, as to the
abstract nature of the Godhead, cither of the Father or
the Son, but only to speak of the glory received under the
Divine Economy, from the Father as Principle, both by
the Son, and by those also who are said to be made the
sons of God, in and through Him. What our Author
had said therefore on one question, Montfaucon very disin-
genuously cites against him on another!

If then Eusebius had left the question in this state,
no Theologian, laying claim to a particle of ingenuousness,
could have taken it up as matter of charge against him, on
the Godhead of the Son. But happily, Eusebius has not
left the question at this point; he has also stated his mind,

1 1 think it right to make one extract here to shew, in what way
helievers were supposed by Euscbius, to partake of the excellence of
the Son, (ih. p. 184. D. seq.) “ puworiipés Te dvaderybicovrar Tob véov
«lavos € avrob Td GaTa yopyyoupevor xai vl & Ocoi EorTay,
e Tis viobeaias mwrevpat koopnbivres rkal Twv Aormay év avrep
Surdpewy pebéfovaw, ol avrd vmoTayicopevor. s kal Sialovs yeve-
cli ¢k Ths avTov Sikaioavrne kal dylovs €k THS wavToOb
dywevyye.” k.7 A, “ Luminaria designabuntur novi sweeuli, quihus lux
ab illo suppeditabitur. TFilii Dei futuri filiationis spiritu cjus adornati
et exculti. Quomodo, qui illi sunt subjiciendi omnes, facultatum cjus
ceterarum participes fient. Nam et justi futuri sunt, de justitia ejus ;
ot de sanctitate illius, sancti,” &e. A passage, I think, evincing as highly
an enlightened mind, as it does a deep and well grounded piety,
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as to the different degrees, in which this is to be realized
both in the Son, and in His followers, in these words,—
which have been already cited, that < T'hat God may be all
in all :"— He shall be all things in all, according to the
faculty of each: supplying to all the different conceptions
of His Divinity ; but reserving to His only begotten Son
alone, THE CHIEF AND PATERNAL GLORY, HONOUR and KING-
poM, whick is incommunicable to all others’ 'The same
sentiment is also given (ib. p. 186. C.). After stating, that
God shall dwell and walk in those who are His, he adds
“but, thus He will not be in t/zem, as He is said to be in
the Son: oirw ueu oUK EoTai €v avTols Ws Kal €V avrg
)\e'yev-at elvat 7@ uuo And again, (ib. p. 192. C.) after
stating that we shall not henceforth be many, but shall all
be united in the Godhead and glory of His kingdom,” he
adds, ¢ Not by commizture in one (Divine) Essence; but
by a perfection (even) to the summit of wvirtue’ ftva
{IJ]KG"I'[ @pey moANol, aAAd oi wdvTes ek, éuwf)év‘reg avToo
1'11 Getorrrrt, Kat Tn 3051] TS Bao‘t)\etag, ov Ka'ra cruua?\ot—
¢nv peas ovalas, katd 36 TeAelwaty Tis €is afcpav a‘oe‘rns‘

2 1b. p. 193. D. “obrws ovv &v elow o 7ra'n]‘p Kal O Uios KaTa THY
xowwviav Tis dofye,” &e.  “Ita Pater ct Filius unum sunt, commu-
nionis claritatis (glorie?). And again, (p. 194. B.) After citing, “ I will

M * - 3y - -~
walk in them,” 8&ec. Eusebius adds,  dANd kal rpets év avre {Gpev,
-~ - [4 -~
xati kwovpela, kai éoper. kal Tabra wdvra mept dpdv AéheyTar, Te v

LA IS Lo . ’ \ ! \ B‘ hd ’

kaT idiay umooTacw vPerTwTwy, Kai (WyTwy, K&l j1i0ev €XOrTwy
': \ ;
Koway mpos Tiv WGTPIK}']‘V Becryra. =i & ovv xpn GaU/J.aCEw, el
ket €t Tob viod, i wapamhjaia épovrar Puvait ovx dvaipoter pév
avTob Ty dmosTacw ovd avTov elvar waTépa kal vov, diddokovers
[N -~ \ \ IR ) ’ .
THY 06 ToU maTpos, mpos avroy icid{ovaav kai é¢EaipeToy Ty,
kal 80Fav, THs povoyevois xal feikfs xowwvias mapiocTi-
car”  “Nos in ipso vivimus et movemur, et sumus.” “Que sané omnia
de nobis dicuntur, qui tamen in propria hypostasi subsistimus et vivimus;

.ne¢ quicquam habemus cum paterna divinitate commune.  Quocirca non

est mirum, si de Filio tales voces usurpentur: que minimé tollant tamen
ipsius hypostasin: nedum confirmant ipsum cssc et patrem et filium .
tantummodo reprasentent illam divinam wunigeniti Filii communionem,
Lonorem, atque gloriam, quam cx illa a patre suo habet.” The latter
part of this falls very far short of the original; which virtually affirms,
not only that these terms have a very different application when ap-
plied to us, from what they have when applied to the person of the Son;
and, that the Father and the Son are not the same Hypostasis; but also,

that

T T———
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From which I think it must be as certain, as the nature of
the case can require, that Eusebius did not here intend to
argue on the abstract character of the Deity; and also,
that he sufficiently guarded himself against the accusa-
tion, which Montfaucon thought it right to advance against
him.

I do not think it necessary to follow Montfaucon any
farther : every main point, connected with the question be-
fore us, has been considered at sufficient length to shew, that
our objector had no good grounds for the allegations which
he brought forward. It must be evident, I think, to every
one desirous of adhering to the truth, that the sort of con-
troversy here set up by Montfaucon, is not that, out of
which truth can elicited. To cite a passage here and there
from the works of any author, and then to argue thereon,
regardless of the context in which it is found, and of the
opinions clsewhere positively expressed and maintained by
such author,—which is the course pursued here by Mont-
faucon,—must leave it at the will of him who does so, to
come to any conclusion whatever, which may seem good in
his sight.  'We pass on now therefore to other matter.

Sectioxn V.

On the charge advanced by Photins against our Author,
alleging that he erred with Origen, on the resurrection
of the dead.

Tur charge brought forward by Photius is, that Euse-
bius was infected with the malady of Origen, as to the resur-
rection of the dead. The passage containing this charge
is given by Montfaucon, in his ¢ Bibliotheca Coisliniana,”
page 318, as something new, and worthy of presentation
to persons skilled in Ecclesiastical Ilistory; and out of
which new matter for controversy would probably arise:
although, as he goes on to say, many had suspected that

that they aseribe to the only begotien Son, the proper and chief honour
and glory of the Father, and a divine communion with Him. Is it not
marvellous that all this escaped Montfaucon ?
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Eusebius was so tainted, from his frequent perusal of the
works of Origen.—There was however, nothing new pre-
sented in this extract from Photius; for Valesius had
published it long before among the testimonies against
Eusebius, which he appended to his life of Eusebius .

The charge runs thus: Many? know, and it is easy to
find from numerous places, that (Eusebius) did from the
first secretly foster the Arian opinions, and ceased not to
the last to defend them. And, that he partook of the
disease ‘with which Origen was infected, as to our common
resurrection ;—if it escapes the many ;—he, who reads his
compositions with care, will nevertheless perceive him to
have been no less held by this destructive unsoundness,
than he was by the Arian mania.

The error of Origen was, that ¢the Body of our Lord
became, after His resurrection, of an etherial and divine
quality®. Let us now see how far the writings of Tusebius
are chargeable with this error. In our following work, he
speaks of the ¢ Body being impervious to death,’ after it shall
bave undergone dissolution by death; and again, he says

! Prefixed to his edition of the works of Eusehius.

2 The words, as given by Montfaucon, are these: “dAX’ 67i pev
an’ a’pxr;c Tas 4\pexru/u<a\c 30’5(19 JWC-’OaAWE:/, Kt /AGIX/)I Té\ove ov
o o7 ’ ’ ’ A\ [ B4 b4 -
CieMime TEPIETWY, TONNOL TE OUVETITTAVTQL, KAl paov €oTt AaBety

' v ey A ’ ‘ , o -
wo/\/\axoﬂcv' OTL CE Kt TS thfyeuouc VOOUU AETETYEY 1]V KATA THS
KOWRS N @V €KEOs évoanaer drasTdoews, ¢l kal Tovs TOANOUS Umwo=

’ ’ A 2 A \ A ’ ’ \ i -~ ’ £ ’
Navfdver dAX’ ovv abTos ovy €PEVYY] TOUS EKEWVOU AOTYOUS AVUAEYOCYOS,
LM » kd A) - A ’ ! 39 r " -
ovbev exaTTov avrov g oellpiw TovTw dppwoTipaTt 7 Takc Apaa-

The charge here made,—and in

- ’ ’ » »
mKals pavias KekpaTyuevor o\rer

which Montfaucon scems to exult,—as to our Author’s persevering in
Arianism and even defending it to the last; Athanasius himsclf, who
was no friend to Euschius, has sufficiently answered ; who tells us, that
after he had subscribed to the Council of Nice, (p. 1i.) he went on to
accuse the Arians. Vales. Life of EuseDh. p. mihi 25. Athanasius also
declares in the preceding page, that Euscbius was his enemy.

3 As cited from Origen’s Tract against Celsus by Suicer. Thes.
Eccles. sub voce drdoracis. iy wowdrnTa Tov vyrod katd To Tov
Iyood cwua, els aibépiov kat Ociay moigTyra.” “Qualitatem mortalem
Jesu corporis in theream et divinam qualitatem mutatam esse.” Sce
the following extracts also given by Suicer: who tells us here, that the
Romanists, (Pontificii) assert the same thing.

TR
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(p- 61), ‘When he shall receive his Body, and shall have
changed his nature from corruption to incorruption,” &c.
evidently alluding to 1 Cor. xv. 53. (See also ib. sect. 76.)
Again (page 185), speaking of our Lord’s appearing after
His resurrection, he says, ¢ He shewed to His disciples the
selfsame person, both in body and substance just as it
Jormerly was’ Again (p. 186), <Had He led on that
mortal (being, or body)...to corruption and perishing, He
would have seemed as a spectre’ Ividently intimating
that His body was substantial. Again, p. 187, <Ie shew-
ed proof that this same (Body) was superior to death;
and (so), by the divine power, made immortal that which
was mortal.” In page 195, he makes the resurrection of our
Lord, ¢the beginning of that immortal life (for us all)
which is with God.” 1Ib. p. 196, <It was necessary the
Disciples should see, with their own eyes, the life which
is after death ;> which must imply their viewing their own
resurrection in His. It is added, ¢Ie shewed them in
the deed itself, the signal mark of the victory obtained
aver death” To the same effect are pages 188-9. And
again, p. 200, ‘Then also did the all-life-giving Worp of
Gob evince the hope that is laid up for all men, by means
of the second birth of this selfsame mortal (body)’. TIb.
sect. G2. he speaks of this sccond birth, which had also (now)
become that of the Disciples, and which they preached to
all. Sce also ib. scct. 63. seq. and p. 207. Whenee it will
be seen, that a very large portion of this book (iii), proceeds
on the assumption,—as on a thing about which there can
be no doubt—that the body shall be, after the resurrec-
tion, just as that of our Lord’s was,—identically the same
with that, which had previously lived and died.

We are told in the Controversy with Marcellus, (p. 184.
seq.) that, when the last enemy death shall have been sub-
dued, then shall our bodies be made like unto His glorious
Body : ours swallowed up of life, His of the Divinity, as
already noticed. 'This subject however is more particularly
discussed, in an carlicr part of this Work, (Ib. x. p. 177.
seq.), from which it will be sufficient for our purpose to
make a few extracts.

After speaking of the absurd Sabellian notions of Mar-
cellus, as to the flesh of the Saviour being laid aside at Ilis
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death, he proceeds: ¢ You' see what words he dares to
throw out against the flesh of the Saviour; not aware that
before His being taken up into heaven, He thus glorified it
(i.e. the flesh), before suffering, on the mount while on
earth, shewing to His three chosen Disciples alone the
image of His kingdom, so that His face shone, and gave
forth rays of light®’ ¢ For His face,” ¢says the Holy
Scripture,’ ¢ became as the Sun, and His garments white
as the light.” ¢Nor?, adds he, ¢ did he (Marcellus,) under-
stand what sort of glorified body of Christ,—nor how our
bodies are to be conformed to that body,—the Apostle
taught, by saying,” ¢ IWho shall change our vile body, that
it may be fashioned like unto his glorious Body.” ¢ Nor
knowing in what way he wrote, that mortality shall be
swallowed up of life, saying,’” < Not for that we would be
unclothed, but clothed wupon, that mortality might be swal-
lowed up of life” ¢ Holding ignorantly of all these things,’
adds he, ¢he goes on to shew that the Worp,” (as a mere
word) ¢shall one and the same be with God, as it formerly
was ; but the flesh be left by the Word, I know not what-
ever to be’—From all which it must be as clear as words
can make it, that Eusebius believed the Body of our Lord,
so glorified on the mount, was not only the same Body
that should be glorified in heaven; but also, that this
transfiguration was intended to shew, that owr bodies
should in like manner be clothed upon, and our mortal be

! Matth. xvii. 1, 2, &ec.
- . - , - -
2 ¢ Opgc, omolas wpoéoﬂm Puras kaTA THS GEPKUS TOV ZWTHpos
- s / . \ A . s
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swallowed up of immortality, just as that of the Saviour’s
should, of the Divinity. This will also supply a good com-
ment on certain passages in our following work, e. g. p. 54.
*¢ Shall clothe him, both in body and soul, which are now
incorruptible, with a vesture of light exceeding description.”
See also pages, 57. 61, &c.

Reasoning to the same effect will be found in his com.
mentary on Isaiah, where we are told on chapter Ix. ver. 19,
that ¢ there ! shall be a certain pillar emitting Divine light,
the Body of the resurrection, called’ ¢ ¢the garment of sal-
vation.” ¢ For there shall be no longer the Body of death,
such as Paul shewed forth’ (Rom. vii. 24)...*For,” he goes on
to say, ¢ The garment of salvation shall be put about the
soul, and the coat of gladness,’ &c. In the first case the
same glorified Body of our Lord is evidently meant; as
the words are a comment on, ¢ T'he Lord shall be thy ever-
lasting light, and God thy glory:” and, in the second,
the glorified bodies of His followers, as clothed upon by
virtue of Iis resurrection. So again, on chap. lxv. 20.
p- 587. C. D. 588 A: chap.lxvi. 20, 21. p. 592, 593. to some
of which, parallels may be adduced from our following work.

I shall notice only one place more, and then come to
a conclusion on this whole subject. This place I think an
important one, as it will shew how far our Author had the
advantage over his opponent, as an interpreter of Holy
Writ; and, at the same time, as to the spirituality of his
views. Marcellus tells us then, (ib. p. 179 A.), that the
flesh could not, as it respected the Resurrection of our
Lord, profit in any way, as the Saviour Himself had said
(John xi. 62, 63.), ¢ What and if ye shall see the Son of
man ascend up where He was before? It is the Spirit that
quickeneth ; the flesh profiteth nothing :” To this Eusebius
replies: ‘But?® you must, upon again taking up the evan-

' His words ave: ¢ o7y 8 18 Eorar Ppos dmacTpdnTovaa fetor,
70 copa THs dvacTdoews, TO Aeyopevov imdTiov cwThpiov. ovkéTL
vdp Oavdrov cépa, olov o Mairos édjhov Aéywr (Rom. vii, 24.)...
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2
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gelical Scripture, observe that the whole of our Saviour’s
doctrine (here), does not speak of the Flesh which He had
assumed, but of His mystical Body, and Blood." He
then cites a considerable part of the context, and adds:
‘By which He taught them, spiritually to hear the things
said respecting His BRody and Blood.’ *Think not that
I say, It is right Zo eat the flesh which I carry about me ;
nor understand me to enjoin, the drinking of the sensible
and bodily blood; but know well, that the words which I
have spoken to you, are spirit and life. So that His de-
clarations and words were (hereon) the Flesh and Blood, of
which he who ever partakes, shall, as nourished with hea-
venly bread, also partake of the heavenly life.” He repeats
it, that these things are to be spiritually received, not as this
new Interpreter had taken them, as referring to the Flesh
of our Lord; which, as being profitless according to his
views, could be of no avail in the life to come. From which
I think, both the heterodoxy?, and ignorance of Scripture,
betrayed by Marcellus, must be too obvious to require one
word of comment; as must the sound and scriptural views
of our Author. And, we may conclude here upon this
question, that it is equally evident, the charge which Photius
brought against him, is no less discreditable to himself, than
it is groundless and scandalous.

seq. Exod. xvi. 14)....%4 8 v énaidevoer avTovs mrevpaTikws dxovew
TV mepl Tijs gapkos kal Tov aljaTos avTol Aekeypévwrt pi ydp
iy odpka, Ny mepikeipar, voplanTé pe Aéyew, ws Eov abriv éabicw,
e 70 alalyrov kal cwpaTikoy aipme mivew vwolapfdveré pe mpo-
ordrrer dAN € loTe, 811 Td fripaTd ppov & NehdAnka Upiv, Tretpd
éort kat {wif éoTer doTe abTd elvar TA pripaTae Kl TOVs Adyous avTov,
T sdpra kal TO capa, @y 0 peTéxwy del, woavel dpTw ovpavie Tpe-
Popevos, Tis ovpaviov peléfer Lwis.” The Commentary of Euthymius
on this place, is to the same effect: taking the general sense to be the
Doctrine of Christ; but the particular one, as having respeet to the
sacrament of Ilis Body and Blood. IIow much better is this than the
modern figment of Romanists, whose whole attention is directed to the
bodily and sensible clements?

3 Yet Jortin, after Le Clere and Pere Simon, thinks that he held
much the same opinions that Christians now do: but this, his very
zealous and learned advocate Montfaucon, could ncither prove, nor per-
suade himself to affirm.
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) GexEerarL CoNcLUSION.

WHETHER we view the opinions of our Author as appa-
rent from his Platonic inclinations, and his notions of Deity
accordingly ; his assenting to the statements of that philo-
sopher; of his commentators Plotinus and others; of Philo
and Aristobulus, as Platonizing Jews; of certain portions
of the Apocryphal Scriptures, as to the particulars here had
in view ; his viewing the Holy Trinity, in conformity with
these authorities, as consisting of a First, Second, and Third
Cause, each equally Divine ; his viewing the Holy Trinity
as a Theologian, and affirming of it, that it constitutes the
one Monarchy, Principle, and Rure; declaring also as a
Theologian, that it comprehends, according to the Divine
Economy, the Rule of the Father, and the ministration of
the Son in the person of Jehovah under the Old Testament,
in that of the man Christ Jesus under the New, and of the
Holy Ghost :—whether we view his conduct at the Council
of Nice, or consider the real import and bearing of his
letter to the Church of Caesarea; his mode of commenting
on the Scriptures generally, and particularly with reference
to the Divinity of the Son, the Divinity and personality of
the Holy Ghost, as found in his Commentaries and other
writings generally, and particularly in his Controversy with
Marcellus; or whether we examine his opinions, as sifted
and condemned by Montfaucon and others, with reference
to the proper Divinity of the Son; or, whether we take a
similar survey of his reasoning on the Resurrection and
glorification of the real Body of our Lord, and, by virtue
of this, the glorified state of those of his true followers :—
taking these things, I say, as they appear in his own writings,
and attested positively by himself ;—we are, I think, bound
to conclude, that he was no Arian: and the same reasoning
must prove that he was no semi-Arian :(—that he did in
no degree partake of the crror of Origen, ascribed to him
so positively and so groundlessly by Photius.

To this may be added the testimony of Valesius'
a writer of no mean acquirements and judgment, strength-

' “De Vita et Scriptis Euscbii Crmsaricnsis,” pp. mihi, 14, 15.
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ened as it is by that of the YWestern Church generally,
and particularly that of Gaul, which canonized Eusebius,~——
with the single exception of Jerome,—and confirmed by
that of Popes Gelasius and Pelagius. To these, he adds
that of Gelasius Bishop of Caesarea, and of Theophilus
of Alexandria; of Socrates—with whom he should have
joined Theodoret,—and of Gelasius Bishop of Cyzicum.
And last of all, though by no means least, our own Cave
gives the same testimony ; whose very valuable Life of our
Author can never be read without great interest and advan-
tage.
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Part 11

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS ON THE VIEWS OF EUSEBIUS
ON PROPHECY.

It will appear upon a very slight perusal of the two
last Books of our following work, that the views of its
Author on Prophecy are, in some important particulars,
directly opposed to those generally held in the present
day. And, as the views now held are usually put forth
with great zeal and earnestness, as containing matter of
the greatest importance to the Christian Church; many
will necessarily be tempted to conclude at once, that Euse-
bius is in this particular entirely wrong ; and that so far,
 his work is worse than useless. I trust all such will allow
me to intreat them calmly to consider, whether it is likely
Eusebius would, with the whole Christian Church of his
times, and of those preceding him, err on a question so
momentous as this; and on which the interests of Chris-
tianity so much then depended : whether it is probable, the
views promulgated by the Apostles themselves on this
question could, without any assignable cause, have un-
dergone a revolution so great, as this takes for granted
was the fact; and further, whether the writers of his, and
of former times,—men confessedly of the greatest learning
and piety, and who certainly had spared no pains to inform
themselves as to the declarations of Holy Scripture,—could
possibly have embraced, and maintained with one voice,
views so directly opposed to the truth, as this state of the
case necessarily supposes.

If it be supposed that progress of time neccessarily
brings with it progress in knowledge; it may be suggested,
that, in the sciences and arts connected with civilized life,
this may be fully admitted ; while it may be extremely
doubtful whether it can be, as to revealed truth; and
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especially, as inspired Interpreters of this lived so near to
the times of which we are now speaking. Add to this the
fact, that, among modern Interpreters, there is nothing like
the agreement which prevailed among the more ancient
ones; that, in very many instances, the statements, grounded
on their views of prophecy, have proved utterly false: in
others, the results arrived at have given rise to theories
and practices the most ludicrous; and that in all, no prin-
ciple of interpretation more solid than that which rests
on resemblances, has either been proposed or contended
for: and accordingly, what was once ¢ the more sure
word of prophecy,” has been made the most unsure: and
T think it will appear, that there is (uite as much reason
for supposing the present speculations on this subject to
be erroneous, as there 1s that those of our Author’s times
are unworthy of regard. 1 will say for myself, I have,—
I trust with the sincerest regard to truth, unembarrassed
with any desire for novelty, or to oppose the favourite views
of any man,—long suspected the soundness of the principles
on which these modern views have been founded, and for
some years past have felt convinced, that the more ancient
ones are much nearer the truth: their results much more
accordant with the general tenor of Scripture, and tending
to throw a much greater light on the declarations of both
Testaments. I now proceed therefore, to lay before the
reader a mere outline, — and nothing further can be
expected here,—which will, T trust, be found to rest on
principles of interpretation more solid than those just now
adverted to, and calculated to bring the Old and New
Testament into a much more intimate connection, than
they can otherwise be made to stand: and hence to justify
the views advanced by our Author in the work before us.

Scection 1.

On the period termed by Eusebius < the Time of the End.”

WE have in Sects, 28, 36. of our Fourth Book, express
mention of the “{time of the end,” intimately connected
with our Author’s proofs of the fulfilment of prophecy in
the erection of the Christian Church. In neither of these
places indeed, is he particularly clear, as to the precise

g2
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period meant; but, as his arguments rest on the fact, (veal
or supposed) that the Gospel had then been ¢ preached in
all nations,” the natural inference is, that he supposed the
“time of the End” had then come. I have shewn this,
and added a few remarks on the subject genemlly, in a note
on ‘the latter place (p- 282). Let us now inquire how this
matter stands in Holy Scrlpture

The question now before us is, Whether a period or End
is actually fixed in Holy Scrlpture, with reference to the
things of Christ and His Church, unconnected with every
consideration about the dissolution of all things, commonly
termed the End of the world. We will commence this in-
quiry with those declarations, which appear to be the most
obvious and definite, and then pass on to those which scem
less so, by means of their connection with these, and with
one another.

Our Lord says then, generally as I conceive, ¢ The
things concerning me have an Ex»” (Luke xxii. 87). In
this case, He was to be numbered with the transgressors.
“This was soon to be done and finished. Upon the Disciples
asking Him, in another place (Matt. xxiv. 3. seq.) ¢ When
shall these things be? and what the sign of thy coming,
and of the IEnd of the world'? The answer is, ¢ Ye shall
hear of wars and rumours of wars,”...“all tlzese things
must come to pass, but THE END 1s NoT YET.” And again,
(ver. 14) as cited by our Author, ¢ This Gospel of the king-
dom shall be preached in all the world, for a witness unto
all nations ; and then shall tie txp come.” We are
also told (ib. ver. 8), that the troubles then spoken of are

1 Gr. “ 7ijc auvreleias Tov alovos.” Not necessarily signifying the
end of the material world ; and, if Christ's coming (+ys ans mapovsias)
is to be connected with this, as the context here implies, it is obvious
that the then existing generation should not pass, until this had com-
menced at least (ver. 34, &e.) ; and, as Theodotion uses this term (Dan.
xii. 13. where we Dhave els dvamMjpwosw ovwwrelelas) to imply the
period clscwhere spoken of as the End of the system to be donc away,
and to be suceceded by another ; it is certain, the end of the material
world cannot here he meant. This place has, “¢ill all these things be
Julfilled;” whicli is erroneous. The verh in the original is « yérmrar,”
ke, become, or the like.
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“ He shall take of mine, and shall shew it fo you:” for,’
he adds, ¢this must clearly establish the point, that the
Son and the Holy Spirit are not one and the same
(person) : since that, which receives something from another,
is understood (necessarily) as being something different
from him who gives’ We have our author therefore,
affirming, that in the Trinity of Persons, from the First
in order, proceeds both the Second and the Third in
order: that, as the Son is ever present with—elsewhere
in—the Father; so also, is the Holy Spirit ever with Him:
and further, that each of these is a personal Agent distinct
and different from the other.

This question is carried on through the next chapter
(v.), from which I shall deem it sufficient to make two ex-
tracts only, where mention of the Holy Trinity is again
made, and the Divinity, and distinct Personality, of the
Holy Spirit asserted and maintained. On the passage, « He
shall glorify me,” and « He shall take of mine” (p. 173. A.B.),
it is said: ¢To understand all these things, as said by the
Saviour Himself respecting Himself, would be a grievous
and incurable fatuity; for, on the contrary, the Saviour
Himself clearly taught by them, that the Holy Ghost was
another Leside Himself; more eminent, more excellent, and
more exalted in honour, glory, and endowments, than any
intellectual and rational Essence. Hence,’ it is added, ¢ He
is also comprehended in the Holy and thrice blessed
T'rinity, not superior (al. inferior), nevertheless to Him
(the Son); which He shews when He says, ¢ For He shall
not speak of Himself, but that which He shall hear He
shall speak.” ¢ And of whom He shall hear He clearly
shews, saying:* ¢ He shall take of mine, and shall shew it
you®:” <that is, out of my treasure:’ ¢ for in Him are
hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge.” Where

xkal wapapvleiclar éd’ ofs xnpirrovres 70 Edayyéior vmo Tav érav-
voyrwy avTovs émacyov...dAla kal mpos To dddfar avrovs mdcav
v dhjbeiar Tie kawns dabikns.”  “Qui wapaxa'?\y, id est consoletur,
confortet, ct adhortctur cos ad patienter sufferendum in Evangelii an-
_nunciatione, propter quam erant exagitandi...sed institucndos insuper

In omni veritate novi feederis.”
® John xvi. 13,14. The wordsare: “ ravra 'ya/) Tavra v-rro)\apﬁavew
Tov Zwtijpa avTov mept davron Aéyew, dews xal Svalepdmevros ouvi~
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it may be observed, our Author considers the words of our
Lord sufficiently clear to determine the point, that the
Holy Spirit was an Agent, entirely distinct and different
from Himself: that in honour, glory, and endowments,
He far excelled every rational and intelligent Being, because
comprehended in the Holy and thrice blessed Trinity®:
‘though not superior ? to Himself (i. . the Son) ; which He
shews by saying, « He shall not speak of Himself, but
what He shall hear He shall speak.” ¢From whom He
shall hear,’—continues he,—¢ He makes clear by saying:
< He shall receive of mine, and shall shew it to you ;”
¢ that is, out of my treasurc:’ ¢ For in Him are hidden all
the treasures of wisdom and knowledge®” We have here
therefore, the Holy Spirit exalted above every created
Being, because He is comprehended in the Holy Trinity,
'yet not elevated above the Son; nor yet, in honour and
dignity placed beneath Him?, although receiving from Him

Ocia (al. edyfeid). dANG yap cades did TovTwr, avTos ¢ SwTHp TO
" yap )
'n’l/el‘;[la 'Tl; ('tr'ytou, l':!’T(:pOl’ I}’)Ta’[)x('“/ Wal)’ G'IIU'TO\V (;’81,3(156. 'Tl/li; /Lc‘u
kal dofy rat wpesfeiors vmepéyov kal kpeiTTov kal dvdTepor wdans
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! Sce also Preep. Evang. Lib. x1. cap. xx. p. 541.

2 The text has here ovy vwofefnrds, which ought, no doubt, to
be vmepf3cfnxde, as the Editor has observed in his notes, p. 23.

3 Col. ii. 3.

* And, to put this out of all doubt, he adds here: “Xéyerar név ovv, kat
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xal 6 vios Tov Beob Mvetpa dv Tvyydrer, kai Mvedpa kal adros ayiwy

’ . \ ) P ’ \ \ ' s - ’ e
dyov. €l 3¢ eikwv éoTi ToU dopaTov. 810 kal mept avrov AélekTay, o
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according to the Divine appointments (or Economy), those
spiritual things, which it belongs to his office to bestow:
And, to assure us that He is not of the same nature or rank
with the Angels, he tell us a little lower down (ib. D.),
that ¢although His prorER appellation (idiwpa) is that of
the Comforter (wapaxinrov); still, no one of the angelic
Beings can be equal with Him. He alone is therefore,
comprehended in the Holy and thrice blessed T'rinity®. Ile
adds, after citing the commission of the Saviour to His
Disciples, ¢o baptize all nations in the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,—in strict reference
to the work of the Divine Economy,—¢ T'he Father autho-.
rizing (avfevToivros) and giving the grace; the Son admi-
nistering this :—¢ for grace and truth are by Jesus Christ,”

8¢ Kipios 0 Muedpa éari” “Sed et Filius Dei cum Deus sit spiritus
est: et Spiritus sanctorum sanctus si modo sit imago invisibilis Dei.” I
would merely remark here, that the same Divinity, the same sanctify-
ing power, is ascribed to the Father and to the Son; and that the Holy
Ghost is then declared to be a distinet and different erson from cach,
and is termed the Comforter, (wapdxinTov), as shewn in the text. In
the preceding page (172. C.) he tells us, that the Apostles were baptized
with the Holy Ghost at the day of Pentecost, imparting thus to them
the Power which had been promised from above. Again, (in page 3. ih.)
he tells us, after stating that God over all, and the Father of the Only
begotten Son, was now to be preached, so was the power and cfficacy
of the Holy Ghost, imparted through the Son to those who were worthy ;
by which the holy Church of God receives, and keeps, the Holy, blessed,
and mystical Trinity of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, for a
saving hope, through the regeneration which is in Christ...“ Tojv T¢ Tov
dyiov mvevparTos, St Tob Vb, Tok afiow émiyopyyovew Suvapw.
avTg mes Ty dylav kat pakaplav ket pveTikiy Tpidda, MaTpos, kal
viov, kat ayiov Ilvesparos, els cwTipor éxmida, i Tic év Xpiory
dvayemioews 1§ Toi Ocov éxkAnoin wapalafovoa PuiaTTe.” All
which, while it implies the one energy of the Deity as existing in the
Monarchy (4 povapyia), or, which is the same thing, the Holy Trinity
considered in the abstract, does, to my mind, clearly and correctly point
out a diversity of Persons, as it respects the Divine Economy (4 oiko=
vopla).

8 ¢ AAXN ovlév TovTwy éficovafa Svvatar TE wapakAiTw mrey-
pati, &0 Ty dyig kai Tpopaxapie Tpuddt povov ToiTo cuvpmapei-
Angmrar”  Which places the Holy Ghost far above all angelic nature,
and joins Him in the same Godhead with the Father and the Son.

el




Ixx THEOPHANIA.

w—the Holy Spirit, that is, the Comforter Himself, being
the Dispenser (yopnyovuévov) of this, according to the divi-
sion of gifts made by Him:* ¢« For! ¢o one is given, by the
Spirit, the word of wisdom ; to another the word of know-
ledge, according to the same Spirit ; to another faith by the
same Spirit ;" ¢ with those other things recounted in like
manner.” Considering therefore, that Marcellus was attack-
ing our author as an Arian, I do not see how he could have
answered him more satisfactorily than he here has done?.
There is one passage more which I think it right to
adduce here, as affording a good opportunity of calling forth
our Author’s Arianism, if indeed he possessed any: it is
1 Cor. xv. 28. “ And when all things shall be subject® 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.”
I must say, if there is one place in Scripture more likely
than another, to call forth the Arianism of any writer, it is

"1 Ib.p. 174. A. 1 Cor. xii. 7. seq.

* It will be scen how much reliance is to be placed on the statement
of Du Pin, as given by Jortin (remarks on Eccl. Iist. Vol. 1. Book rr,
p. 271), when he says, (Eusebius) ““in his Prep. Evang. and Demonstr.
and Eccles. Theol. affirms that He” (the Holy Ghost) “is not truly
‘"God. The Holy Spirit, says he, is neither God, nor Son of God, because
he hath not his origin from the Father, like the Son, but is of the number
of things...made by the Son.” 1 have not yct been able to find this
passage in either of these three works mentioned ; the fact is, it is taken
from the acts of the seventh general Council, presently to be noticed.

3 Of the subjection to the Son he says (p. 184. B.), “ vwroraynoesfa
T¢ Vg Ta wavra, dAXd Ty éf avlexovaiov Tpoaipécews vmakony,
kal v dofav, kai Ty Ty 1y dmoddoet avTe Td wdvTa, ola Sw-
"r;ipl, Kal ﬂam)\ef Ty SAwrt TOV auTOV -rpo'mw kai TO, aUTov vmo-
“rayroeclar T waTpl, ovdév €Tepov onpaiver dv, f THv dofav, kal
‘T Tipny, kai 70 oéfas, Ty Te peyalompémerar kal Try avlexovgiov
wworayiy, fv kal avTos dmodwoer T@ Oecp kal waTpl, émadav Tove
wdvras dfiove Ths marpwis edTyTos elvar wapackevday.” < Omnia
Filio subjicientur.” “Sed obedientiam voluit de lihera procedentem
voluntate et gloriam et honorem, et referchant ei omnia, utpote Ser-
vatori et Regi omnium: ad cundem modum, et illum subjectum iri
Patri suo nihil aliud significat, quam gloriam et honorem, et venera-
tionem, et magnificentiam, et voluntariam subjectionem quem reddi-
turus est ipse Deo et Patri, cum universos effecerit dignos divinitate
paterna.” He goes on to say (ib. p. 185), after citing Rom. viii. 5. Philip
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this‘. And, How does Eusebius deal with it ? He tells us
generally (ib. p. 187.), that to the kingdom of Christ there
can be no end, according to the promise given by Gabriel
to the Virgin. (Lukei. 33). He adds, ¢ The Apostle has
not said that His kingdom shall ever cease; if he had, he
would have contradicted the declaration of the Angel; but
he said, that’ ¢ He shall deliver the kingdom to his Father:™
‘that is, those, over whom He shall have reigned, He shall,
when all shall have been perfected and enlightened by Him,
deliver up to the Father ; having received them as a deposit:
which He teaches,” adds he, by saying : ¢ Il things are
delivered to me of my Father” (Luke x. 20.). ‘Then,’ con-
tinues he, “shkall God,” ¢according to the saying of the
Apostle, <“be all in all”,...For as He was first in the Son,
according to the declaration, ¢ The Father is in me,
and I in the Father” (John x. 38); €so shall He then be’
(though not to the same extent, p. 186. C.) ¢in all those who
have been made perfect by the Son: the Apostle not saying,
that the Son shall cease to reign, and that God shall reign ;
but, that the Son shall deliver to God the Father the king-
dom as a safe deposit, thus manifesting His sufficient service,
and priesthood, to the Father.” He concludes to the effect
(@ib. p. 186. B. seq.), that thus skall God be in all, dividing
severally to each according to his capacity ; but (ib. p. 188)
“to His only begotien Son He shall reserve that peculiar
glory, honour, and rule, which belong to the Iather, and
are incommunicable to all others.” And this is, in substance
again affirmed (p. 194. B. C). The subordination of the
Son therefore, he appears to understand as applying to the
part which He sustained in the Divine Economy, as ¢ Ser-

iii. 21, and 2 Cor. v. 4) that, if our bodies shall be made like to His
glorious hody, and mortality be swallowed up of life ; how much more
shall not His Body, as administering to Ilis own Deity, not only be swal-
lowed up of life like ours, but of His own Divinity ? <l 6¢ 1o (al. 7¢)
npérepor ovppoppor éorai, T ocwpart THs dofns wiTol...mws ovxt
TON TPATEPOY, TO QUTO CUpE, s Qv éfvmypericdpevoy T avTol
OedryTi, kaTamolaerar, ovy vmo povnse Tis {wis, opoiws T@ e
Tépw, dAAG xal Umd Tis avrob BedTnTos.” Sec also p. 186. B. seq.

4 1t is evident from the Tract of Gregory of Nyssa, published by
Signor Mai, Script. Vet. Nov. Coll. Rom. 1833, Tom. vir. p. 1, that this
passage was so applied by the Arians.
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vant and Priest,” but not in any way tending to interfere
with His Divine nature or Godhead. 1 must repeat it
therefore, that, as this passage afforded an admirable oppor-
tunity for our Author to evince his tendency to Arianism—
of which indeed every Socinian, Semiarian, and the like,
has ever availed himself—and, as he has thus interpreted it,

we cannot by any means consistently believe, that he was
inclined to Arianism.

Sectron 1V,

-On the charges of Arianism brought against our Author.

.

It will be quite sufficient to our purpose, to consider
only a few of the main objections brought against Eusebius,
both, as it would be endless to examine every writer who
has favoured the world with his opinions on this subject,
and also unnecessary; I shall content mysclf therefore, with
the principal ones advanced by Montfaucon'; a writer

£

! There is however one document which, as it has been made much
of by Le Clerc, and also by his constant imitator Dr Jortin, should be
noticed : it is a Letter,—cited by the image-worshipping Fathers of the
seventh general Council, and ascribed by them to Eusebius,—which
contains the abominations of Arianism. It will be found among the
“Testimonia contra Eusehium,” appended by Valesius to his life of
Euschius, Eccl. Ilist. 1. p. mihi 26: to which he gives this answer:
“Neque enim de Eusebii fide agebatur in illa Synodo, sed de imaginum
eultu, ad quem subvertendum ¢um adversarii paulo ante in urbe Regia
congregati, testimonium ex Eusebii ad Constantiam Epistola protulis-
sent, eoque maxime niterentur; Patres septime Synodi ad elevandum
testimonii auctoritatem acclamarunt, Eusebium Arianum fuisse.” And a
little lower down: “ Proinde testimonium illud Patrum septime Synodi
adversus Eusebium, etsi maximam habet auctoritatem, tamen prajudi-
élum potius quam Synodale judicium mobis videtur.” From the epistle
itself, it is evident that it is no genuine work of his: ascribing as it does
to him opinions, not only not to be found in his writings, hut actually
combated by him; and savouring too strongly of those of Eusebius of
Nicomedia, (p.Lv. above,) to be aseribed to any other writer. Mont-
faucon seems to have thought this document too contemptible to deserve
notice. Theodoret tells us too, that many sueh Letters were written by
this said Euschius, not to Alexander, but to Paulinus, Bishop of Tyre,
(Eccles. Hist. 1. cap. vi.): and Socrates, that our Eusehius did not favewr
the Arians, (Eccles. Hist. 11. cap. xxi.)
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confessedly of the first learning and ability in matters of
this kind. The work of this author, which I propose
now to examine is, his ¢ Preeliminaria in Eusebii Com-
mentaria in Psalmos,” prefixed to the first volume of his
¢ Collectio nova Patrum et Scriptorum Grmcorum, Parisiis
1706.” ‘

This writer then, in page xvi. commences his objections
thus: ¢ Ab unitate Dei ordiri operm pretium erit, quam
Eusebius in uno Patre servari, neque Filium, multoque
minus Spiritum Sanctum, in ejusdam unitatis consortium
elare et multis in locis adfirmat.” Then come the proofs.:
1. “Patrem cnim in se totam deitatis plenitudinem, excluso
Filio, complecti indicaf, dum ipsum solum passim vocat,
Tov Tov OAwv Beov, Tov émi wavTwy Bedy, Tov émixava mwdy-
Twv Beov : id est, Deum universorum, Deum supra omnia,
Deum wlira omnia.” 1 answer: Nothing can be more
certain, than that Eusebius does frequently speak of God
in thesc terms. But I ask, Are we to conclude merely be-~
cause he thus speaks of the God of all, who is over all,
beyond all, and the like, that he thereby intends to exclude
the Son, and much more the Holy Ghost® from partaking
in His unity, and universal rule? From what we have

? From charges such as this hrought frequently against our Author,
one is tempted to imagine, that he was one of those who held that there
was a great, a greuter, and a greatest Deity ; which, according to some,
was first introduced by Arius. So Greg. Presh.:  Méyav feov Tov
wavépa, ka ,u.ucp(;v Tov vior, kal ktiopa 76 dywov wveipa EXeyov
(sc. of "Apeiavoi”) “ Dixerunt magnum Deum esse Patrem, et parvam
Filium, ct creaturam Spiritum Sanctum.” $So also Greg. Nazian., ¢ éx
peyarov, rkat peilovos, xat peyioTov cvweTqr THy Tpdda” “ex
magno, ct majori, et maximo constituere Trinitatem.” Suicer, Thes.
Eccles. sub voce T'puds. I will remark here that, if the views, under
which Trinitarians consider and speak of the Persons of the Ioly Tri-
nity,~supposing they used no terms but those found in the Seriptures,—
are to be disregarded ; it will perhaps be difficult to say which of them
can escape the charge of Arianism. Cave thinks, that Euscbius was not
so carcful in expressing himsclf on this question, as he might have been,
and that he was, on this account, misunderstood and misrepresented. 1t
should be remembered, he lived in the carlicst times of this controversy,
and was thercfore likely to speak less cautiously than those who came
after him ; but, on this account, he should be read with the greater
care.




Ixxiv THEOPHANIA.

already seen, it appears to have been customary with the
orthodox Fathers, when speaking of God in the abstract,
or with respect to his sole rule, (y movapyia) in opposition
to the Polytheists, constantly to use these terms; and yet
to have declared that they did not thus exclude either the
Son, or the Holy Ghost, from the unity of the Godhead.
And the same is obvious from our Author’s reasoning above,
In one place he expressly tells us (p.lxiii.) that, our
Saviour’s using the terms, ¢ The only true God,” does not
exclude Him (the Son) from participating in the Godhead :
nor does the apostolic declaration, that < Christ shall be
subject to His Father, that God may be all in all.” And,
the repeated declarations, that the Holy Ghost is compre-
hended,—notwithstanding His office of minister in the Divine
Economy,—in the Holy and Thrice blessed Trinity, and
is of a nature superior to every intellectual and spiritual
Lissence, are quite sufficient, as it appears to me, to esta-
blish the same of Eusebius.

But there are other places, of which Montfaucon could
not have been ignorant, positively declaring that the Son
is not evcluded, when terms of this description are used.
If we turn to the forty-third chapter of Isaiah in his edi-
tion of our Author’s commentary on this Prophet, we shall
find (p. 528), first, that the person there named the Lord
God, (“kvpios 0 Oeos™) is said to be Christ, who gave his
own blood for the redemption of Israel: and generally,
throughout this Commentary, the Saviour is designated
in terms equivalent to these. Again, (ib. v. 10.) we are
instructed that the words, ¢ saith the Lord God, and my
servant, whom I have chosen™ (Aéyet kvpios o Oeos, kal o
wrais pov,ov éEenefduny”) refer also to our Lord, in confor-
mity with Matth. x. 82. ¢ Whosoever shall confess me,” &ec.
And (ver. 11), on the words, “I am God, and besides me
there is no Saviour” (Lryd 6 Oeds, kal ovk éati wdpeE émov
ocwlwy), it is said: < There being one principle’, there
must be one Godhead, in which is also comprehended the
Theology of IHis only begotten Son ;' by which we are,
according to the technical usage of this term, to understand

! Sce p. xu. above, notes.



PRELIMINARY DISSERTATION, Ixxv

the Divine nature of Christ®. To the same effect, (ib.
P- 527. D.) on chap xliv. 7: also (ib. 532. A. seq.) on chap.
xlv. 7. seq. 22. (p. 535. D. E. 536. A. seq.): to which many
other places might be added; all manifestly referring to
the Person of Christ, when the only true God and Saviour
is spoken of. Which will probably be deemed sufficient
here.

Let us now examine a few of the more specific objec-
tions of Montfaucon. ‘Let® no one,’ says he, reply that

2 Gr. “ puds yap ovens dpxis, pia €y dv v BecTys, 3 cupTapatap-
Pdverar kal 3] Tob povoyevovs avrob Oeodoyia.’ As this latter term
(0coroyia) has a technical application with the Fathers, it is desirable
the reader should see how they use it. According to Suicer, sub voce,
it is applied in four ways, 1. “Notat doctrinam de Deo.”” 2. “ Notat doc-
trinam de SS Trinitate” 3. “Notat divinam Christi naturam, sew doc-
trinam de ea.” This is its import here: I shall thercfore, give a few
of the places cited by Suicer under this head.  Greg. Nyss. Orat. 1v.
contra Eunomium, Tom. 1. p. 533. dicit Johannem Evangelistam xepio-
cew To puaTipov Tis Oeoroyias, Theologiae, vel potiUs de deitate Filii
mysterium pradicare. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. Lib. . cap. xxiv....de eodem
Johanne asserit, eum Ocoloyias dmwdpfaclar, & deitute Filii suum in-
cohare Evangelium.” And a little lower down, “ Greg. Nyss. Orat. vii.
contra Eunomium, p. 633.” “’E: Ocos ¢ matrp, Ocds 3¢ kat o v,
Tis &1t kaTaheimerar mwpos THv dkpif3f ToU povoyevovs Beoloyiav
dpgifBoxia;” “Si Pater est Deus, et Deus etiam est Filius: quenam ad
exactam de unigenito theologiam relinquitur dubitatio?” And again: “ Hic
observandun,” says Suicer, ¢ Ocoroyiav ¢t oikovouiav apud Patres fre-
quenter inter se opponi, quemadmodum olkovopia et fedrns, de quo in
Olxovopia. Ocoroyia ad divinam, olkovopia verd ad humanam refer-
tur naturam.” Chrysost. Hom. cvi. Basil. Cesar. Epist. cxli. p. 927.
arc cited; the latter of which is important to our question, and I shall
give it. On John xvii. 3. (cited above), and xiv. 1, Basil thus writes:
TavTayos THv Evwoiav fpwy dapanilopévov ToU mvepaTos dylov,
a pi Barépe mposfaivovres, BaTépov éxwimrwper kat Ty feoroyi
mwpogéxovTes, TS oikovouias kaTappovepcy.  Ubique mentes nostras
confirmat Spiritus Sanctus, ut ne dum alteri acquiescimus, ab altero exci-
damus, hoc est, ne, dum ad naturam divinam attendimus, naturam huma-
nam contemnamus.” Several other passages are adduced to the same
effect.—The fourth acceptation of this term, which he tells us is less
obvious, is, its signifying Holy Scripture.

3 Ne quis vero reponat, Patrem ideco Deum universorum ab Eusebio
vocari, quod sit origo ct fons Trinitatis, et in ratione principii primus

exsistat ; hoc catholicum interpretandi genus respuere occupat Eusebius,
dum
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Eusebius hence calls the Father, the God of ail, because
He is the origin and source of the Trinity, and is, as to
principle, first: this Catholic mode of interpreting,’” adds
he, ¢ Eusebius undertakes to set aside, when he says, p. 424,
on the tenth Psalm of Asaph, That no one might suppose
Him to be a mere man, like the many, he (the Psalmist)
Deifies Him in the words before us, saying, < God stood in
the assembly of Gods. And that no one should be dis-
turbed as to the question of the MoNARrcHY, on hearing
the Christ of God called God, he properly mames those,
many Gods, who are laid under accusation by the things
Jollowing (i. e, in this Psalm) : almost commanding (them)
not to hesitate to call the Son of God, God. For, if the
criminated governours of the nation were worthy of being
called gods, What danger could there be, in confessing the
man of the right hand of God, and the Son of man “made
strong” (for Himself, Ps. 1xxx. 17.) fo be God # ¢And this
still more clearly,” adds Montfaucon, ¢in the exposition of the
eighty-eighth psalm, p. 560: (Heb. Ixxxix.) to this effect:

dum ait, p. 424. ad Psalmum Asaphi decimum:” “iva s Tic avrov
Yidoy vrerafSo &'VBPa xal Tols woAlok Opotov, Oeoloyel avrov €v
Tols pera Xeipas, pioas: S Oeos ésTn év ocwaywyn Oedv. xai Srws
un Tapaxlein i els Tov mept povapyias Noyov, Oeov dxovwy TV Ypie
orov rov feov, eixdTws kat wheiovas Qeovs dvopd{et Tovs diad Tav €fns
KQTHYOpOUpévOVs, MovovoVXt TapakeXevopmevos pi dmokvelv kal Tow
viov Tov Beod Beov dmokaneiv. el ydp of daflaXdpevor Tov EBvovs dp-
xovres, Oeot Ewlnaav dvopaslivar, woios dv yévorro kivivwos Tov dvdpa
7S defids Tov Oeob kal Tov Uiy Tob dvlflpwmov Tov KexpaTaiwpévor,
Oeov oporoyeiv;” ... Clarius autem in expositione psalmi Ixxxviii. p. 560:
id jpsum e*cpnm:t his verbis:” < Aokct 3¢ por o 1rpo¢>q'—rm' u'vrepé»\-
77'\']’7"7'60'9“1 TOI’ G"reKe‘Va WaV'T(A’V, Kal U’TG’) '”al"TaQ TOV lJOl/O’yCV" ’rol)
Beou' el ek Tov Oavparos auaﬂs(j)wuqxeum T0 8T Tis év vederaus
L‘(YLI’O'](T(‘:T(II 'T'({) KUPU{)’...'T(ZUT(l EE '77'[{’( Il(.:l/ 'TOU ILOVO'YCVOU‘)' 'TOU (’EOU
Aeyopcror cwlot &v eJrreﬂfi v didvotar, oV pEv mepl Tou maTpos kal
fcob Twv GAwv. dvoikeios ydp kal docflys 3 mapdbesis. 7o ydap viois
feov wapafariew To mdvTwy alTiov, kel TO Guykpivew éTépots ToApay
aov énékewa TGy S wv Beov, mavTwy &y yévorTo dvosiwTaTov, dkiviuvos
8 @v €l o \dyos viols Oeob quykpivaw viov povoyewn.” k. A, “llic
manifesté vides Filium longe inferiore quam Patrem gradu ab Euschio
feponi; ita ut nec ad unitatem Dci, nec ad unitatem principii univer-
sorum pertineat, neque deitate cuin illo primo principio unwn sit.”

.
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¢The Prophet seems astonished at the consideration of Him
who is beyond all, the only begotten Son of God, and then
to have cried out in his wonder, Who in the clouds shall
be equalled with the Lord ? &c....whick, as spoken of the
Son, evince a pious mind; but, as spoken of the Father
and God of all, would present an improper and impious
comparison. For, to compare Him who is the God of all,
with the sons of God, and to dare to join the God who is
beyond all, with others, would be of all things the most
wicked. But it would incur no danger to compare the
only-begotten Son of God with the sons of God,’ &c. Which
Montfaucon affirms, shews that Eusebius placed the Son far
beneath the Father in dignity, so that He could not appertain
to the unity of the Godhead, nor to that of the Principle of
all things, nor to be one in the Deity of that first principle.

It must be perceived at first sight, that the whole of
this, as before, rests on mere inference: I now proceed to
shew, that the inference is groundless. The place from
which our first cxtract is made, is our Author’s com-
mentary on Ps. Ixxxii. ¢ God,’ it is said “standeth in the
assembly of Gods;” where, according to our Author, God
refers to Christ; gods, to the governours of the Jewish
nation. ¢ If then,’ he adds, ‘ these governours (judges) were
here so named by the Psalmist, What possible danger can
there be, in ascribing the Divine name to Christ? The
Psalmist,” he continues, almost commands this,” &c. Mont-
faucon then concludes upon the whole, that by this, i.e. as
our Lord is here put in opposition to men only in the
comparison, he is necessarily excluded from having any
part in the Deity of the Father. But, Is this really the
intention of our Author? All that he says, as far as I can
see, is, that if thesc governours are thus dignified with the
name of gods, much mgre ought e to be, whose place is
the right hand of God. The argument is that, which is
usually said to be a fortiori, i.e. makes its conclusion
the stronger by introducing such comparison as this: which
would induce one to believe, that Eusebius intended the
very reversc of Moentfaucon’s conclusion.

It is interesting to observe, that this very Psalm has
been cited, and this same comparison instituted by our
Lord Himself, apparently for the purpose of convincing the
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Jews of His Divine nature. We have in ver. 6 of this
Psalm ; “ T have said ye are Gods.” In John x. 33. seq.
it is said: * The Jews answered him, saying, for a good
work we stone thee not ; but for blasphemy ; and because
that thou, being a man, makest thyself God.” Our Lord
then cites this verse, and adds, “If he called them gods,
unto whom the word of God came, and the Scripture can-
not be broken: Say ye of him, whom the Father hath
sanctified, and sent into the world, Thow blasphemest ;
because I said, I am the Son of God #” He adds,— Be-
lieve the works, that ye may know and believe, that THE
Faruer 1s 1N ME, AND I 18x Him.”  Upon this it is said,
“therefore they (the Jews) sought again to take him.”
Because, as it should seem, He thus persevered in laying
claim to the Divine nature. Is it not marvellous, that a
writer of such learning and discrimination as Montfaucon
really was, should thus have stumbled upon the very Scrip-
ture which our Lord himself had so explained, and have
unhappily taken a view, as adverse to His interpretation of
it, as it is to that of Eusebius ?

It should also be observed, that, if our Author intended
to exclude Christ from having any part in the Godhead, it
will be extremely difficult to discover, why he prefaced his
reasoning with these words: That no one might suppose
Him to be a mere man, like the many, he (the Psalmist)
Deifies’ Him in the terms,  God stood (o Oeos, with the
article prefixed) in the assembly of Gods;” when he had

' This term (feoroyéw) has, according to Suicer (sub voce) three
acceptations. 1. To speak of the Deity, to dispute theologically, &ec. 2. To
assert the Deity of any one, (a) of the Holy Trinity, (b) of God the Father,
(c) most frequently of God the Son. Greg. Nyss. Tract. ii. in Ps. ix., Tom. 1.
D. 318. Ocoroyelv Tov povoyevs; Ocov. Unigene Deo deitatem adscri-
bere. Oeoroyciv Xpurm’u, cst Christo deitatem asserere, sive naturam
ejus divinam contra Arianos defendere, apud Euschium Hist. Ecel. Lib. v.
cap. xxviii. p. 56. b, apud Socratem, Lib. vir. cap. xxxi. p. 275. A. &e....
Eusebius Demonstr. Evang. Lib. v.p. 183, ‘H edayyen paprvpia dde
7ov Xpiaroy Ocoroyet, "Ly dpyii jv 6 Adyos, &e. « Testimonium Evan-
gelii hoc loco Christo deitatem asserit, In principio crat Verbum, &e.
Ocoroyeiv €v maTpl Tov vidy, Veteres dixerunt, quando & Patre non
excluditur Filius, sed cum eo, tanquam verus Deus, conjungitur,” &e.
which the student of theology would do well thoroughly to examine



PRELIMINARY DISSERTATION. Ixxix

just before said; that this had respect to His appearing
in the flesh (“Tnv Zua-aplcou avtol wapovoiay anunvas’).
He adds, “ And, that no one should be disturbed as to the
question of the MoNarcHY (novapyias), on hearing the
Christ of God called God, he properly names those, MANY
Gobs,” &c.,  almost commanding (them) not to hesitate
to call the Son of God, God.” That is, he terms them
many for the purpose, as it should seem, of excluding them
from the Divine Monarchy; but, as good as commands
(them) to call Him God, and to entertain no fear that this
would, in any way, tend to injure the dignity of the Divine
Monarchy. But, if it had been intended to exclude all
here, Why was mention of the (Divine) Monarchy intro-
duced ? and, Why was the possibility of His being other-
wise supposed #o be a mere man, also introduced ? In this
case our Author would only have had to say, that, by all
the terms, God, and Gods, was only meant mere men,
the governours or judges among the Jews. But, when we
know, that he did positively place our Lord, with the Holy
Ghost, in the Holy T'rinity; did, in other cases, positively
make Him a partaker in the Godhead; and, that our Lord
Himself did, from this very psalm, urge the question of His
real Divinity upon the Jews,—which Eusebius had most
probably in his eye,—it does seem, to my mind, as conclu-
sive as it could possibly be, that he did intend to inculcate
His Divine nature. Under this view our Author is con-
sistent : the drift of his whole argument is obvious; and
his conclusion is regular and complete.

We now come to our objector’s second extract; and
here, as before, we have nothing beyond inference; and
that drawn from premises, which will by no means bear
it. The sum of his reasoning is this: Eusebius declares
that, to compare the beings here had in view with the
Father, would be improper and impious; but, that it
would not be so, to compare them with the Son. Euse-
bius, therefore, places the Son at an infinite distance from
the Deity of the Father. This I will allow might seem

and weigh, It may here be remarked, that our Author always uses the
terms adopted by the orthodox Fathers, and in the sense in which they
employed them.—See also our work below, pp. 177—179.
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‘to be the case; but, Is it necessary to suppose that it does,
beyond all doubt, present us with the intention and mind
of Eusebius? Let us inquire.—First then, he instructs us
in the same page of his Commentary® (560. E. seq.) that
the place is to be understood, just as that is, which was
dast considered, viz. <“ God stood in the assembly,” &c. And
this, as we have scen, was intended to assert, not to deny,
the Divinity of the Son.

In the next place, Eusebius speaks of the only begot-
ten Son,~—even as cited by Montfaucon,—as the Being who
is beyond all, and above all®, (tov éméxewa mwdvrwy, xai

' Gr. “el 3¢ moAot biot Ocob kal feol kard o, o Oeos EaTy év
suvaywyy Oedr.”  “ Quod si multi filii Dei sunt multique dii, secundum
illud, Deus stetit in synagoga deorum.” And again, (p. 561. C.) “rivec
O dv elev of mepivkAp avTob, dAN i} of Vot Tov feol, kal avrot Beoi
xprnatifovres, 8 obs elpyrau, o Oeds oty év owwaywyn Oewv...év
kel TavTov elvai pot dokel.” k.7 A. “Quinam autem in circuitu cjus
fuerint, nisi filiit Dei, qui ct ipsi quoque dii nuncupantur: quorum causa
dictum est, Deus stetit, &ec....unum et idem csse videtur mihi.” And
speaking of the service rendered by these heavenly powers he adds,
pointedly marking the Divinity of the Saviour: < émedn ydp dvwaTas €
Pnoiv, kal 1] diifed cov KI;K)\(P oov, €lkoTws péyas e, Kat q‘)oﬂepc?c
el, xal évdofalpevos €l év flovAjj dyiwy, kal év To% THv onv Beo-
THTa mEpimoNovaw, of Twv c@y érayyehwy Ty dAnbewar cuvopavTes,
Tds mpemoveas ewyapwrias pera Bavpaspov THs eis OesTyTos
dramépmovaw.”  “Nam quia potens es, Domine, inquit, ct veritas tua
in circuitu tuo, jure magnus es, et terribilis et glorificatus in consiliis
sanctorum et in iis qui Deitatem stipant tuam, qui conspecta promisso-
rum tuornm veritate debitas cum admiratione Deitatis tue gratiaram
actiones emittunt.” Now, let it be asked,—considering the opinions
held by Eusebius about Deity, and, that this was intended to be a repre-
sentation of what was going on in heaven itself,~—whether it is possible
an Arian, intending to lower the dignity of the Saviour, could have uttered
respecting Ilim sentiments such as these, and which occur in the very
next page to that from which Montfaucon made his extract? A little
Tarther on (p. 567) he asks, On what account is this people of Christ
blessed, who Inows the song of jubilee (here) spoken of, otherwise than
since they acknowledge Tur Drrry of the Saviour? «dia i 3¢ paxdpids
éoTwv ovTOs O Xpm“'rm; Aaos o Tov eipv;,uéuov a’/\a«\a'ypo‘v émaTdpevos,
a\X 7} émedimep Ty BéoTynTa TOU cwTpos émyiyvaorwy.”

2 Tb. also p. 564. A. ““@Anfeverr 8¢ oe Tov Oeov Svra kal kvpior

- [ - 1 LN \ %> ! LR \ ’
T@r OAwy wemeiclar ypn,...kal dvvaTos € pores kel VmEp TAVTAS
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vmép mdvras), ascribing to Him ‘the very same epithets that
he does to the Father; and this, as distinguishing Him
from the company of holy Angels, Archangels, and other
Divine Spmts and Powers (a'yzwv ayyyéhwy, kal apyay-
véAwy TvevudTwr Te Belwy xal Suvdpewy Xopov), which
last, however, Montfaucon omitted to cite. From this it
should seem, that it was our Author’s expressed intention,
as before, to elevate the Saviour above every created being,
however dignified. He also tells us, that the Prophet here
seemed,—filled as he was by the Holy Ghost,—to be view:
ing the glory of the only begotten of God, and standmg in
the midst of the Church of the saints (¢ o ° rpo(j)n-n;g aryiy
’lrveu,ua'n 9w¢opn9as’ .Y Sofav ewpw(evm 'TOU uouo'ye-
VOUS‘ 'TOU GGOU, €V ]J.EO'(U 'T)]S' GKKAnG'laS' 'T'(UU a'yzwu GO'T(UTOS‘ )

A similar vision has already been noticed (p.xxxiv. note),
in which Isaiah saw ¢ Jehovah high and lifted wp ;” and
where St. John (xii. 41) has interpreted this, as belonging
to Christ. We can hardly expect our author would think
of giving a less dignified interpretation of this place; espe-
cially as the terms ¢ viewing the glory,” &ec. (vnv Jéfav
ewpaxévar) could scarcely have failed to bring to his mind
the words of St. John, “when he saw his glory” (““8ve
€ide qv J6fav avToi”): and, if so, he could hardly have
intended to point out here a Being inferior to that men-
tioned there, which was Jehovah himself. And again, the
passage here had in view (Ps. lxxxix. 7) has, in the He-
brew text, the term Jehovah; where the whole passage
stands thus: DR 22 AFTH T MR T priva w 3.

: ’ N - ] -~ ~ o L oo ’ » [y
LWTMTAVTOTE OV K‘DC('TGLS’, KWt THS Twy OAwV ovdias cv Oeﬂ"n'()celg’ €TMEL
kal momTHs TGV Sxwv Tvyydves...TRY TE THY v BedTyTa Tepin
ToroVwTwY Gyyélwy kal dpyayyédwy olkyThpia...kal oV TdvTwy kpa=
“Te porrd utpote Deum

Y ’ ”
Tel, kupioe dv kal Bacileve kat Beos.

et Dominum universorum, veracem credere convenit...sofusque ac super
omnes potens es...Tw ubique imperas, ¢t universorum substantic domi-
naris, quia universorum opifex es...Angelorum et Archangelorum Deita-
tem tuam stipantium, domicilia...ct tu omnibus imperes, utpote omnium
Dominum, Rex et Deus” And p. 565. E. “pera qdp Tob Oéhew kat
70 dwacfai cor ol Bcg kal deomdry TV SNwv mdpesTe”
“cum voluntate quippe tibi, utpotc Deo et Domino universorum, adest
potestas.” I do not sce how words could have attested the Divinity of
Christ more strongly. Sce also the ¢ Ecloge Prophetarum,” p. 32. ’
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Auth, Vers. ¢ For who in heaven can be compared unto
the Lorp? who among the sons of the mighty can be
likened unto the Lorp?” And, as our Author has occa-
sionally marked down the readings of the Hebrew text
in his Commentary on this psalm, I shall perhaps be jus-
tified in taking it for granted, that he was aware of this fact.
So far, there seems to have been no intention on his part,
to place the Son of God in the predicament of a creature.

Let us now see, to what the objectionable compari-
son amounts. This, Eusebius has told us, might, without
any danger, have been instituted with the Son. That is,
as I understand it, for the purpose of shewing, that He
was exalted far above every created intelligence, and there-
fore Divine, in the highest sense of that term. This, he
seems to say, would have point and force here, and would
evince true piety in any one who did it: but, if said with
respect to the Father, would be improper (avolketos): that
is, as I understand it, would have been to compare mortal
and finite beings, with a Spirit which is immortal and infi-
nite, and with whom no such comparison could properly
be instituted. It would be impious (daoef3rs), not only
because it would have been a daring attempt to set up a
measure of those attributes, of which man can have no
adequate conception; but would have had the effect of
positively excluding the Son, who is, beyond all doubt,
the Being had in view throughout this psalm. It would
have been to judaize to the fullest extent, and therefore
would have been impiety of the grossest and blindest sort.
I must conclude therefore here, that the inferences of
Montfaucon drawn from this passage are groundless, and
not to be relied on; and, on the contrary, that Eusebius
did in this instance, as in those already noticed, intend
to maintain the proper Divinity of the only begotten Son.
And Why, let it be asked, did not Montfaucon bring for-
ward some of the many passages, also occurring in the
Commentary on this very psalm, positively asserting the
Divinity of the Son, and shew us, how these ought to be
understood conformably with his objections ? This, I will
affirm, he was in honour and honesty bound to do. His
not having done so, can perhaps be ascribed to one cause
only, namely, his inability to do it.
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The next objectionable passage adduced (p. xvii.)
from the ¢ Demonstratio Evangelica” of our author (lib.
vi. p. 257), where mention is made of a first and second
Deity. But, as we have already seen that Eusebius did
not, by this distinction, intend to lower the Divinity of
the Son; and, as Montfaucon seems to have adduced it
quite as much for the purpose of correcting the Latin
translation of it, as of accusing him, it will not be necessary
to notice it further.

His next citation (ib.) is of a different description,
although it was made for the purpose of giving weight
to the last; and, as this has also been brought forward by
Le Clerc, and repeated after him by Jortin, I deem it
right to give it a full consideration. It is taken from the
Controversy with Marcellus (p 109), and runs thus: ¢ ovdé
SUO OEOUS GUG'YK” SOUI’al ‘TOV ’Ta? SUO UWOO'TD!O'E(S' Tt@eu'ra
0udé ~ydp igorinovs avrds opz{oye()a ‘¢ Neque necesse est
eum duwos Deos fateri, qui duas admiserit substantias: non
enim illas honore pares esse definimus.” Which Mont-
faucon tells us, so far allows the unity of the Deity, as
it preserves the primary Deity and first principle, in the
Father only; to which God the Son is far inferior, and
is not comprehended in that unity'. The same, he con-
tinues, is affirmed in these words :—viz. of another ex-
tract from the same place. -—“"A}\7\a ¢0Bn, © av9pw7re, I"l
3!/0 UWOO'T(IU'G[S‘ O/LOAO")H]O’(IS, BUO C(PXaS‘ Glo'a"ya'yms‘, Kal T?]S’
MOVCIPX!K?]S' GGOTWTO? CKTGO'O[S‘ ,ual/gal’e 'TOU/UU, (1;8‘ GIIOS‘ OV’TOS

"anOU Kal a'ye‘uvrrr’ou 960!/, T'OV SG UlOU GE av’rou '76")/6!”'77’
p.éuov, ;ua ea"rou apxr;, ,uovapxta Te kai Barn?\aa ula, émwel
’\al au'ros O Ul(;g aPX)]V 67rl’)/P(l¢€’TCu 'TOV ClU'TOU 77'(17'6'/)0.
kepals) -'yap xptoTou o Beos, kard Tov amwdaTolov.” ¢ At
vereris, mi homo, ne si duas fateare substantias” (hy-
postases), ° duo item principia inducas, et a monarchica
deitate ewvcidas. Discas igitur, quod cum unus sit sine

t His words, which I have here paraphrased, are, “Ita ut eatenus
unitatem deitatis statui velit, quatenus illa prima deitas, primumque
principium in uno Patre servatur, cui longe inferior Deus Filius, in
unitate illa non comprchendatur.” I add, all the orthodox Fathers,
I believe, also made the Father Principle in the Divine Economy: hut
did not,—as Euscbius did not—therefore exclude the Son from the Divine
Unity.

f
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principio et ingenitus Deus, Filius autem ex illo gignatur,
unum necessario principium fuerit, monarchia et regnum
unum ; quia ipse Filius Patrem suum principium adscri-
bit : caput enim Christi Deus est, secundum Apostolum.”

Let us now endeavour to ascertain what usebius
really meant by this, We must bear in mind, in the
first place, that he was here arguing with a man who
held, that Christ, Tug Worp, had nmo real and positive
existence (ovoia), or Hypostasis (vmdoTacts), in the God-
head; but remained only as an accident to the Divine
mind, as a mere unannounced word; and hence, as re-
marked above, the term word was not here to be under-
stood (xaraypnoriids) i.e. in an abused ov figurative
sense, but in its own proper force and meaning. And
hence, our Author used the term Hypostasis (vmdoraais)
in the first extract here given, and substance (ovsia) in
that from the “ Demonstratio Evangelica.” Tt has also been
shewn above (p. xxxii), that the term (ovoia) substance,
was often used in the sense of Hypostasis (vmioTacts),
when arguing against Marcellus and his followers. This
must suffice on this part of our question.

‘We now come to the more important parts of these
extracts, in which it is said (i.) that the Father and the
Son are not of equal honour (ovk icorimous), and (ii.) that
the Father is the Principle of the Son ; ascribing in each
case a superiority to the Father. Let it be observed, in
the first place then, that our Author does affirm, and in
the very chapter from which these extracts have been
made (p. 111), that the Church teaches,—having itself
been taught by the Saviour,—that ¢ the Father judgeth
no man, but hath committed all judgment unto the Son ;
that all suouLD HONoUR THE SoN, ecven as they HONOUR

19

mue Fatmer'” It is but right to inquire therefore,

1 John v. 22, 23, His words are: ¢y Fxxlecia adrov delidartar
] ! )
~ ’ t * -~ -~ 14 "y s b A . ’
TOVUTO WP(lT’TE“I WGP aQuvTov IJ(!eOUO'a' 1\6761 0 ovV QuTos O ow'rr]p.
V3¢ yap o ip kpi 03éva, ANG Ty dmacav kpiarw dédwke TG viw®
ovoe ')/ﬂp 0 7ra'rr]p Kpll/fl ovoera, an, a Ty aTasay l\/)lﬂ'”l €OWK Tl{) v o
» 7’ -~ \ t \ . N - N ’ 1 II
wa TayTCes 'Tl,,l(l)o’l TOV VIOV, v\aOmc ‘Tl’lwﬂ'l TOV ’II'(KTEP(!. c
had just before said, quoting St. John i. 8, “mdvra yap & avrod
’ AY r » -~ i 14 ’8\ o . - \ N 1
5761’6’70, K@i prl? QUTOV €YEVETO OVOE €V THVIKQUTQ Kt 9509, KQ

! 1 N \ N 3 ’ L4 A \}
860’7701‘1]5‘, Kat o'w'rnp, Kat ﬁ(td’lAGUS‘ (ll/a"/O[)GUOlTO ay., Clo Kat
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¢ the BEGINNING of sorrows :” and again, (ib. ver. 15), these
predictions are connected with one or more of those given
by Daniel the Prophet: whence it should secm, that all has
respect to the same events and times,

Again, in Mark xiii. 4. the question of the Disciples is,
“ When shall these things be ? and What the sign when all
these things snALL BE FULFILLED? We have here no mention
of ““ the end of the world,” but only of the time ““ when al?

these things shall he fulfilled ; given probably as equivalent

to that of ““the end of the world®,” mentioned by St. Matthew.
And again, - (ver. 7.) as before,  the mND shall not be
yet®:™ and, in the next verse: *these are the BEGINNINGS
of sorrows.” And (ver. 13.) ¢¢ He that shall endure to tTne
END, the same shall be suved.” And then the prophecy of
Daniel is, as before pointed out, intimating its connection
with these things. Again (Luke xxi. 9), as before, ¢ The
END is not by and by And (in ver. 22.) it is said, ¢ These
be the days of vengeance, that ALL THINGS WHICH ARE
WRITTEN MAY BE FULFILLED®” (in them): that is, as I
understand it, that the accomplishment and end of all things.
written may arrive and come. A very large number of in-
stances occurs clsewhere to the same effect; we shall pre-
sently notice some of these.  TFrom all which it must, I
think be evident, both that a Beginning, and an End, of
all the troubles here mentioned, is distinctly pointed out
and affirmed; and, more gencrally, the days in whick all
those other things foretold by the Prophets, should also be
accomplished, and come to their destined end. - '
Let us now inquire, whether both of these periods are
so fixed and determined, as not to admit of being carried
farther in any direction. Of the Beginnings of these
troubles, there can perbaps be no doubt, connected as they

2 And in the verh corresponding to cvrréaa, noted above, in cvrTe-
Aetafu.

3 Gr. “aA\ ofww 10 Télos:” 50 V. 13, and Luke, xxi. 9.

* Gr. “Tov -rr&v;pw(’ﬁwu TdrTa Ta 'yeﬂ/p(qlc—'va.” Lit. Of all things
written being fulfilled ; i. c. for the fulfilment of all things written in the
Seriptures.  Eusebius tells us oceasionally, in his Commentary on the
Psalms, where the terms +o télos oceur, that this intimates this time

of the IEnd.
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are with the pestilences, earthquakes, persecutions of the
Disciples, the abomination of desolation spoken of by
Daniel the Prophet, coupled with the declaration, that the
generation then existing should not pass away until they
should be (in progress'; Mark, xiii. 30), with the fall of
the Temple (Luke xxi. 5, 6), the investiture of Jerusalem
by the Roman army (ib. ver. 21), the captivity of the Jews
(ib. ver. 24. comp. vv. 28, 20—31), and all those other re-
markable events which so soon, and so exactly correspond-
ing with these predictions, actually took place for the
first, and necessarily for the last, time. The period of these
Beginnings 1is therefore, too particularly defined to admit
of doubt as to when it was.

To determine the period of the rxp, will require a
more extended investigation; which, as it will involve more
particulars of equally certain occurrence, will therefore
lead us to a conclusion equally sure and certain. It will
be seen, from what has already been cited,—and as noticed
by Kusebius,—that, when (i.e. not before) the Gospel of
the kingdom should have been PREACHED IN ALL THE WORLD,
for @ WITNESS UNTO ALL NATIONS, THE END should come.
(Matt. xxiv. 14, &c). We may remark here ; first, that the
Gospel was fo be so preached ; and, secondly, that this was
to be done for the purpose of affording a T'estimony to all
nations. ILet us now see, what means we have in our hands
for determining its period, and extreme limit.

It has been remarked above that our Lord has, in ut-
tering his prediction (Matth. xxiv. 15, Mark xiii. 14. Luke
xxi. 20), referred to the ’rophet Daniel as having made
predictions to the same effect; and, from the manner in
which this reference is made, (‘¢ whoso readeth, let him un-
derstand,”) particular stress seems to be laid upon the de-
clarations of this Prophet. The passages more immediately

U Matt. xxiv. 84. Mark xiii. 30. Luke xxi.82. Sce the note above
on the term yémrar, A passage to the same effcet oceurs (Matt. xvi, 28.)
“ T'here be some standing here, which shall not taste of death, till they sce the
Son of Man coming in Iis kingdom ;” and again (John xxi. 21), “ If I
will that he tarry till I come, what is that to thee?” all intended, no

doubt, to fix and determine the period here had in view. Let this be
remembered.
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had in view are, perhaps, chapp. ix. 23, 275 xii, 11. But,
as these are only parts of a more extended system of pre-
dictions on this subject, it will be best, first to consider the
whole of this generally ; and secondly, more in detail.

The first place in which this question is touched upon
is, Daniel ii. 28—36; where the dream of the King is said
to comprehend ¢ what should be in the latter days®;” by
which last expression we are to understand, as we shall pre-
sently see, the period of the end generally ; the beginning
of a certain part of which has already been brought before
us. Now, the interpretation given of this dream by Daniel
goes on to shew, that 7%hree kingdoms or dynasties shall
succeed that of Nebuchadnezzar, each of which shall succes-
sively fall and give place to another; and that a Fifth shall
be raised, wlnch shall have no end. That these kingdoms,
designated the Babylonian, the Medo-Persian, the Grecian,
and the Roman, I need not now perhaps stop to inquire,
both, because this is generally allowed, and because we

¢ This usage is much older than the times of Daniel: it occurs for
the first time in Gen. xlix. 1. “ That I may tell you what shall befall you
in TiE LAstT pavs.” Where (ver. 10) we have the remarkable prophecy
of the coming of our Lord, and of the gathering of the people to Him,
&ec. 'The next place is Numb. xxiv. 14: I will advertise thee what this
people shall do to thy people 18 THE LATTER DAYS.” Where, (ver. 17) we
have the prediction of a Star that should come out of Jacob...(19) *“Out of
Jacob shall come He that shall have the dominion,” &ec., perfectly equivalent
to the place in Genesis. 'The next place is Job xix. 25, where the Re-
deemer who should stand at THE LATTER DAY upon the earth, is the subject-
matter of the discourse. In these cases, as in those occurring in the
Prophets, respect is had to the period generally, in which the peculiar
privileges of the Jews should cease, and all nations should partake in the
blessings to be derived from the promised seed of Abraham. (Gen. xviil.
15 ; xxii. 18, &c.) “In s pavs shall the righteous flourish,” &e. (Ps.
Ixxii. 7) is another intimation of the same period, as is « Thy times.”
Is. xxxiii. 6:  The last days,” (ib. il. 2.) Micah iv. 1, &e., all of which
mark, more or less distinetly, the times of our Lord's ministry, and those
immediately succceding ; but less definitely than in Daniel, particularly
chap. ix. 27. It is not meant however, to assert that the phrase “/last
day,” or the like, must necessarily refer to this period. InJohnvi. 44, 54,
for example, it relates to a totally different one. All that is intended to
be affirmed is, that, by phrases similar to this, the time of the end, in
the sense above given, is often pointed out, which the context will
always be sufficient to determine,
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shall presently come to matter, sufficient to determine this
point beyond all possible doubt. I need only remark here,
that, as these Four kingdoms were to fall in succession,
and a Fifth was then to be raised which should never fall,
the latter days noticed above, as intimating generally the
time of the End mentioned by our Lord, must necessarily
mean the period, in which the last of these Four should
come to an end ; the last, or Fifth, never coming to an end
in the language of prophecy, can, in that language, have no
latter days'. 'This period must therefore, be limited to the
time of that particular event, and cannot be extended to any
other, falling either short of it, or beyond it.

In the viith chapter of Daniel this subject is resumed,
and—as it might be expected,—is treated in a manner much
more specific than in the last case. I shall now give only
the general outline as before, reserving what is more parti-
cular for future consideration. Iere then, the Four Mo-
narchies, pointed out in the last vision, are designated by
Four Beasts. The last of these is slain, his body is de-
stroyed and given to the burning flame (v. 11); and then,
as before, a Fifth Dominion is set up, which is given to one
like the Son of Man coming in the clouds; and this is, as
before, to be both an everlasting and an universal Dominion
(ver. 14). An interpretation is then given, determining these
Four Beasts to be four Kings®; and also, that the Saints
of the Most High shall next take the kingdom, and possess
it for ever (vv. 16, 18). We are then instructed, that some
‘constituent part of this last system of Rule, shall make war
against the Saints and shall prevail, until the Ancient of
days shall give judgment in their favour; and that these
shall then possess the kingdom. And, a little lower down
(v. 26), the judgment is again said to sit, and to take
away this last portion of the Fourth kingdom, and to de-

! So in the case of Melchisedee (Ieb. vii. 3. seq.), “ without father,
without mother,” &e., can only mean that no father, mother, &ec., arc
found recorded of him in the Seriptuves.

2 As King in the Heb. and Chald. properly significs Rule. Sce my

Hebrew Lexicon under ﬂbD, we need not he surprised in finding it here
used in this sense.
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stroy it unto the (extreme period of) the End. It is also
repeated, that the Saints shall now possess the kingdom,
and that this kingdom shall be both universal and everlast-
ing. And the next verse (28) tells us, that ¢ hitherto is
THE END OF THE MATTER,” which I understand to mean,
the close and final period of every thing referred to in
this vision. '

In the viiith chapter of this same Prophet, we have
another vision to the same effect; and, in some respects,
more specific than either of the preceding ones. We shall,
as before, now take the general statements of this only. In
the first place then, a Ram is seen standing by the river
Ulai, which becomes fearfully great. A He goat is then said
to fly, as it were, over the carth and to come in contact
with him, and to overcome him. This Ile goat is then said
to become irresistible ; but, that in the zcnith of his power
he shall fall, and his Rule be divided among Four others.
To these shall succeed another Power, which shall take
away the daily sacrifice, and cast down the place of the
sanctuary. Yrom this last declaration, it must be evident
that the Roman Power is had in view; no other having ever
done this. In this latter vision therefore, the Babylonian
empire is not included; which is also evident from the inter-
pretation given below (ver. 20, scq.), where we learn, that
the Ram designated the Medo-Persian crupire, the He goat,
the King of Grecia (Alexander the Great); the four suc-
ceeding kingdoms, those of his Generals; and the third and
- last, as before, the Roman. So far, this vision points out
events essentially the same with those of the two preceding
ones; and, what is very important to our main inquiry here,
it also tells us (ver. 19), that the Angel shewed to the Pro-
phet what should be in the latter time of their kingdom
(ver. 23), and also (ver. 19), in the LasT END of the indigna-
tion:  for,” he adds, *“ af the time appointed the wnNp
sHALL BE.”  Which seems to imply, that, when a certain
predetermined indignation should have been poured out,
and have come to ifs close, then, i.e. at that specific time,
the period named rue Exp should come, and at no other:
and this, I take to be equivalent in bearing to the expres-
sions... unto the end,” and ¢ hitherio is the end of the
matter,” noticed above. We learn here also (ver. 23), that
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this vision is styled the ¢ Vision of the evening and the
morning :” i.e. as comprehending what may be termed «
day, divided into these its two natural portions.

We shall, for the present, pass over the ninth chapter
of this prophecy, because its declarations unfold the events
of the visions hitherto considered, in a point of view dif-
fering in some respects from that had recourse to in them.
In the tenth chapter, then, (ver. 14) the angelic message
sent is, to make Daniel understand what shall befall his
people in ¢ the latter days;” by which we are probably to
understand, the ¢ Time of the end” generally, as noticed
above.

In the eleventh chapter, *ve have a repetition of the
last vision, with which a very large number of particulars
is connected. These we shall pass over for the present,
and notice the more general enouncements only. We are
told here then, that Three kings should arise in Persia; to
whom a Tourth should succeed, who should stir up all
against the realm of Grecia. We then have a repetition of
the rise of a mighty king, Alexander the Great apparently,
whose kingdom should be broken, and divided towards the
four winds: pointing out as before, the kingdoms of his
Generals ; noticed also, but more particularly, by our Au-
thor (p. 136, below). The events following, i.e. from verse
5 to verse 30, have been shewn, I think satisfactorily, to
refer to what took place under Antiochus Epiphanes?, one
of the branches which arose out of the Rule of Alexander.
In verse 30, the Roman Power?® is, I think, again brought
before us; which, as the history of those times shews,
forced Antiochus to return to his own country? and

' Sir Isaac Newton on the Prophecies of Danicl, &e.  Part 1. chap.
xii. seq. who, however, makes no scruple to break down the limits so
set to the predictions of Danicl, and recognised by our Lord ; and then
to expatiate, with Mede and his followers, over all the times and places
which seem to suit his purpose,

? “For the ships of Chittim,” &ec., which is manifestly an echo of
Numb. xxiv. 24, where this coming, and also the fall of the Roman
Pouwer, is clearly foretold. Sec Bocharti Phaleg. Lib. 11 cap. v.

® Jerome says on this place:  Hece plenius in Machabzorum gestis
legimus: quod postquam eum de gypto pepulerunt Romani, indignans
venerit contra testimoniuin sanctuarii,” 8.
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who then committed great outrages upon the Jews. 1In
verse 31 we have, the pollution of the Sanctuary by this
Power, the taking away of the daily sacrifice, and the
setting up of ¢ the abomination that maketh desolate,”
which has been so pointedly marked out by our Lord ; and
sufficiently so to shew, that this place of Daniel refers to
those particular times, and to no other. Verse 33 points
out to us, as it should seem, the labours of the Apostles,
with the persecutions which our Lord declared should
come upon them, and upon their followers: and this is car-
ried on through verses 24 and 35, where we are further
told, that it shall continue ¢ even to the time of the End.”
And, in the next verse, it is said that ¢ the king shall do ac-
cording to his will, &e.... ; and shall prosper TILL THE INDIG-
NATION SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED : for” it is added, ¢ that
that is determined shall be done.” Trom which it should
seem, some King or Power existing WITHIN THE TIMES of
the fourth, or Roman Dynasty, was to arise and thus to
act, even fo the time of THr END, and until the indigna-
tion determined upon should be completed and finished.
We have here therefore, ¢ the abomination of desolation”
set up, designated by our Lord as the beginning of sor-
rows, and the tribulations which were thence to take effect,
¢ even to the time of the End.”

The twelfth chapter commences with the times of un-
heard of troubles, the period of which our Lord has also
fixed. In this, the Disciples are warned to escape to the
mountains ; which they did, and were preserved, untouched
and uninjured. The vision is then to be shut up, and the
Book to be sealed®, even to the (general) time of the End,
when many should run to and fro, and knowledge should
be increased. The question is then put (ver. 6), ¢ How long
shall it be to TnE END of these wonders?” 'The answer
given is, < It shall be for a time, times, and an half*.”
That is, as it should scem, from the time in which the
abomination of desolation should be set up, to the end of

* And, at the time of the End, this book is unscaled by the Lion of
the tribe of Judal, Rev. v. 1. seq.

% A similar question is put, and answered much to the same effect,
Isaiah vi. 11,
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these troubles, a period shall elapse which may be desig-
nated by a mystical number (yet to be explained) amount-
ing to three and a half. 1t is added, « When he shall
have accomplished to scatter (disperse abroad) the power of
the Holy People, ALL THESE THINGS SHALL DE FINISHED.”
That is, as I understand it, when the Saints shall have
taken the kingdom, shall have been put in possession of
“the kingdom under the whole heavens;” in other words,
when the new or Fifth kingdom, shall have been esta-
blished by God himself; when Kings and Queens shall, in
the words of Isaiah, have become the nursing Fathers and
nursing Mothers of the Church; then shall all these things
liave come to their destined and full completion and ExD.

And, T may conclude here generally, that, from a close
and accurate comparison of these several Visions, it must
appear clear to demonstration, that, upon the fall of these
Jour kingdoms, a Iifth should arise which should never
end; that the period marked, as that in which the fourik
of these should fall, was termed the End, the latter days,
and the like generally: that, at a certain point of this, the
abomination of desolation should be sct up; and that, after
this, even fo THE END; in other words, to the fulfilment of
every thing here had in view, troubles such as never had
been, and never should hereafter be, heard of, -tribulation,
indignation, and wrath, should take place: and that, when
the (now) Mighty and IHoly People, the Christian Church.
should have spread and established its power, under the
guidance of the Almighty miraculously granted, all these
things should be fuwlly and finally accomplished. These
Visions are so intimately, and indissolubly, linked together,
and arc hence so obvious and plain, as to what they unfold,
and have been so bound up by our Lord Himself, with the
extraordinary events which were soon to follow upon Ilis
death, that no power cither human or angelic, can possibly
separate them, or make them apply to any other times or
circumstances.

We may now turn back to the ninth chapter of this
prophecy, and see how far that contributes towards laying
open the same things. We are told then, in the 24th verse
of this chapter generally, that * Seventy weeks are deter-
mined upon thy people and upon thy holy city; to finish
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transgression, and to make an end of sins, and fto make
reconciliation for iniquity, and to bring ‘in everlasting
righteousness, and to seal up vision and prophecy', and to
anoint the most holy.” That is, a considerable period of
time is fixed and deterinined upon, during the lapse of
which, all the particulars here mentioned shall be effected.
And first, as to the people of Daniel during this period :
they shall return, rebuild their city, and eventually shall
experience those things, which it had been foretold should
befall them in the latter days®. In other words, during
this period, all the events hitherto touched upon in. these
Visions shall be ‘finally accomplished : this whole period
shall bring about their fulfilment. Secondly, as to the
Holy City during this spacc of time; It shall also undergo
its fate so frequently and plainly foretold, and here (ver. 27),
also predicted. 'Thirdly, ¢ To finish transgression,” &c.
i.e. to make the great sacrifice for sin, whereby alone
reconciliation with God can be obtained, and to bring in
an everlasting system and means of righteousness, in the
never-ending and spiritual kingdom thence to be set up.
Fourthly, to bring to a fulfilment and close, all the things
which had been foretold of Christ, under the Old Testa-
ment (Luke xxi. 22), either by Vision or Prophecy. And
Fifthly ; to anoint or consecrate with the Holy Ghost, the
Holy of Holies® now to be set up; and, under His minis-
tration, to continue the work of grace during the ages of
this everlasting kingdom. This therefore lays down, ge-
nerally, the period during which aLL these particulars shall
fully come to pass.

We next have a recital of particulars, which are then to
succeed ; to cach of these a period is also assigned; each
containing some portion or other of these Sevenfy weeks*.

t That is Fision and Prophecy gencrally: the Hebrew having no
definite article here. So the Greck.

2 As noticed ahove, p. cv. :

3 The terms BWID WP signifying literally, the Holy of Iolies;
but, as provision is here made for the fall of the old onc; so also is there
for the consecration of the new one or Christian Church, which was
effected on the day of Pentecost. Acts ii.

* This I take to represent a certain indefinite period, (seventy, seven,
&c.,
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First, from the time of the Edict to build and to restore
Jerusalem, unto the Messiah, 69 of these weeks are to
elapse ; and again, after the lapse of 62 weeks, that is, after
that of these, with 7 others added to them, making as be-
fore 69 weeks, the Messiah is to be cut of. 'The people
of the then ruling Power, the Prince, or the Fourth Dy-
nasty according to the former Visions, i.e, the Romans,
are next to come and to destroy both the city and the
sanctuary ; the End of which things is to be, as an over-
whelming flood, not unlike that of Noah, (Matth. xxiv. 87.
1 Pet. iii. 20) and even to the End of this warfare, deso-
lations; i.e. the indignation, unheard of troubles, and the
like, already mentioned are, we are told, determined. This
is generally stated.  In the next verse, the particulars, with
their immediate and determined periods, are given.

We are here informed then, that ¢ He shall confirm
the covenant with (the) many (for, or during) one week :
and, in the midst* of the week, He shall cause sacrifice and

&e., being oceasionally so used) to be determined by the events here
foretold, and which the language of inspiration should also certify. The
usual mode of reckoning this period, taking these weeks to be weeks of
years, and the whole amounting to 490 years,—which is very ancient,—
must, after a moment’s consideration, appear utterly inapplicable to this
place. For first, from the issuing of the cdict by Cyrus, to return and
to rehuild Jerusalem, could not be much less than 550 years, before any
of these events took place.  But, suppose it could be made to quadrate,
cither with the birth, or the death of Christ; How is it to be made to
take in the fall of the Temple, and the other circumstances still to take
place, before the end should come? DBesides, the cutting off of the
Messiah is to happen in the 69th week ; after which, another week is to
come, and to complete the seventy; and, it is in this last weck that the
covenant is to be made with the many ; in other words, the Apostles and
their immediate followers are to reccive the kingdom (Lulke xii. 32), and
the desolations determined are to he poured out. What ingenuity, I ask,
can make such 490 years cover this whole period? The view, which
makes 69 wecks take in the whole 490 years, which it also ascribes to
the whole 70, must be too inconsistent to bear 2 moment’s consideration ;
as must its attendant one, which carries this last week onwards to other
far remote and distant times and events.  If this he not ¢ 2ov\edew 75
vmobfére,” Tknow not what is.

' The term *¥T7 used here, does not necessarily signify half; or middle ;
but any portion : and it is here applied indefinitely.
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oblation? to cease, and, for the overspredading of abomina-
tions, He shall make it desolate, even UNTIL TIE CONSUM-
MATION,” or END, “and (until) that whichk is determined
shall be poured out upon the Desolator®.”

We have already scen the events, of the first 69 of the
weeks mentioned, determined ; and, what is most important
to our question, it is defermined that in the G9th of these
the Messiah shall be cut off : which,—as we know when that
event took place,—we cannot but perceive was the period of
that week’s expiration. We now come to the cvents of
the one (remaining) week, which makes up the seventy, or
the whole period here had in view; and we are told, that
during this He shall confirm (lit. magnify) the covenant
with the many : that is, during this latter period or weel ;
these latter days, or time of the end, generally, the Gospel
of the new Kingdom shall be preached, and received by the
many, in other words, throughout the world: that, at some
time, within this week, He shall forcibly bring sacrifice and
oblation to an end, by destroying the Temple, which, with
the city, shall lie desolate; and this shall continue, even to
the end which terminates all vision and prophecy': and

2 That is sacrifice and oblation generally ; the Hebrew having ne
definite article here; and this event must have taken place when the
Temple fell, which put a forcible termination to these things.

3 The Hebrew term used here, DDRD, should, from its form, have
an active signification ; and, in chap. viii. 13, this would suit the context
well ; and the place would mean, the transgression giving (supplying) «
desolator. In this case the feminine form would signify woman, orx thing,
cither, evincing or making desolation. In this acceptation the End or con-
summation here, is that which is determined shall fall on that (Power)
which maketh desolate ; which is in strict accordance with the concluding
portions of all these visions.

* And hence we are told, (Luke xxi. 34.) that Jerusalem shall be
trodden down of the Gentiles, until the times of the Gentiles be ful-
filled : i. e. until the period has arrived, in which it is determined that
heathenism shall fall in this last dynasty. Comp. Rom. xi. 25. In Rev.
xi. 3, we are told that this shall continue for 42 months, i. c. 31 years, the
half of 7, or period of this last prophetical week. This is necessarily the
last half, which (ib. vrr. 9,11) is said to he 33 days.  Again, (chap. xiii. 5)
the power of this beast is to continue 42 months, and then he is to fall ;
i. e, his time is now fulfilled. Vision and prophecy thercfore, leave
Jerusalem in this state, promising no restoration whatever,
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also, until the ruin determined shall fall upon the Power
which has here acted the part of Desolator, who, living in
the latter times of the fourth kingdom, should make war on
the Saints and prosper wondrously, until he should be
cut off by the judgment of the Almighty, and his body
be given to the devouring flame.

The predictions therefore, contained in this ninth
chapter, although differing in certain particulars from the
preceding ones, do foretell the same events: the chief dif-
ference is, that they arrange thesc under a more specific
determination of time: reserving to its last period all the
particulars relating to the establishment of the Christian
Church ; and this last period, it considers under the figure
of @ week. 1t then proceeds to divide this into two periods;
the one preceding the fall of the Temple and City; the
other, that which extends from that event, to the extreme
period termed the End: when, as shewn above, all these
things shall be finished.

If then, we consider this whole TWeek as thus divided ;
the first portion will be that, in which the preaching of the
Apostles took place; and will designate the commencement
of the whole period styled, ¢ the latter days,” ¢ last times,”
“days,” &ec.; the last, that during which the fall of Jeru-
salem, and the persecutions of the Church were effected.
These persecutions too, were to be set on foot by the Fourth
or Roman Dynasty, as foretold in all the preceding visions;
and these our Lord himsclf also pointed out, for the ac-
complishment at once of all the troubles which He foretold,
especially noticing by the way, the predictions of Daniel,
and generally, those of all the Prophets as foretold respect-
ing Himsclf.

If then, we may consider this penod as constituting «
week ; we may each of these its portions as its one half : and
we may then speak of either of them uunder the terms,
“time, times, and a half ;> ““time, times, and the dividing
of time:” or “three days and a half';” or, if we view the
whole, as “a week of years;” (i.e. seven years;) then, three
years and a half, or, in other words, ¢ Forty two months,”

! Dan. vii. 255 xii. 7. Rev. xi. 9, 33 days, it. ver. 11 ; sce ver. 13.
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or “ Twelve hundred and sizty days,” or any other number
of days amounting nearly to the same sum. But, if we
consider the whole as constituting @« Day® then these
portions may be designated by the terms ‘¢ the Evening and
the Morning®: if by a year, then Summer and Winter”
will mark its portions: or, if we take a thousand years to
designate any one of these portions; then, that which falls
within the Apostolic times will be the first of these; the
other, that in which both the Temple and City shall be
destroyed, and extending itself through the whole of the
times of the persecutions; and the same may be said, if the
period of an hour* be taken to represent either of thesc:
which, in the aggregate, will point out the whole period of

2 In Ezekicl xxxix. 8,9, a period of ““seven years” is made to desig-
nate the day of God ; and ib. ver. 12, it is styled “seven months.” Comyp.
ver. 13. Rev. xi. 2; xiii, 5,  forty-two months.” Rev. xii. 6, 1260 days.
Dan. xii. 11, 1290 days. St. Peter (2 Ep. iii.) referring to this period
says, “one duy is with the Lord as a thousand years.” Comp. ver. 10
with the parallels; also Rev. xx. 2, when Satan is bound ; also ib. ver.
7, he is lot loose ; ib. ver. 10, he is cast into hell for cver.

® In Daniel viii. 26, the vision is termed that of the Fuening and the
Morning, which is a repetition of the two preceding ones, and thercfore
has respect to the same cvents. This day of the Lord is mentioned in
Zech, xiv. 7, when at Evening time it shall be light; i.e. the evening
commences the day in the East; this period therefore, may denote that
of the Apostolic preaching ; and, accordingly, the next verse tells us, that
living waters shall in that day go out from Jerusalem. Comp. Ezek. x1vii.
This period is here also termed © Summer and Winter” (Zcech. xiv. 8.),
evidently identical with the preceding. That by the day of the Lord is
often meant this period, in many places of Scripture, it is too obvious to
admit of a doubt ; it is sometimes styled that day, great and dreadful day,
and the like. Comp. Isaiah ii. 12; which ib. ver. 2, is “the last days ;~
ver. 17, “ that day,” it. ver.20. In which context the fall of heathenism,
and the kingdom of Christ are plainly foretold. Scealso Joelii. 28—381, 32,
with the parallel places: also 2 Pet. iii. 7—11. In the Rev. ix. 15, an
hour, a day, a month, and a year, seem all, and cach, to be used in the
same way. Rev. xviii. 8. < In one day.”

+ Rev. xiv. 7, © The hour of his judgment ;” ib. xviii. 10, ““Inone hour; ™
ib. vv. 17, 19; ib. xvii. 12, “ Receive power as kings one hour with the
beast.” It must be evident, I say, to any one reading these passages with
attention, that the same remarkable time, or period, must be mecant.
It should be remembered, it is not our business to determine what usages
the sacred writers should have adopted : all we have to do is, to endeavour
to ascertain what they mcant by those which they did.

h
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this last of the seventy weeks given above. It is not pre-
tended, that these portions are to be considered mathema-
tically or chronologically equal to one another : all that is
meant is, that they should be considered generally as
periods of time, to be determined as before by the events
mentioned, and enounced evidently for that purpose.

Having seen then, how  the more sure word of Pro-
phecy,” has fixed and determined—¢ as @ light fo our feet,
and a lantern to our path,"—the period of the cutting off
of the Messiah, as also that in which the times termed ““the
latter days,” “‘the End,” &c.,should happen, which may in
the figurative language of prophecy be called a week, the
close of which should present us with everlasting righte-
ousness brought in and established, Vision and Prophecy
sealed’, and the Most Holy anointed®: that in a certain
portion of this, sacrifice should terminate in the fall of the
Temple and City; and that, from this period of ¢ the 4bomi-
nation of desolation,” “even to the” (extreme) “END,” deso-
lation and indignation should be poured out, and which
should eventually fall upon and destroy the Desolator him-
self :—seeing also, how all this is indissolubly connected
with the latter times, and fall of the Roman Empire,
whether we view it in the declarations of the Prophet, or of
our Lord; we cannot doubt that we have discovered a sure
clue to the truth, as it respects this interesting and most
important question: and, if we find that the immediate fol-
lowers of our Lord, spoke and wrote under the same views
and feelings; we shall have it in our power to conclude,
that the opinions held by our Author, and reasoned
under in the following work, are worthy of all accepta-
tion,

We have already scen, that the first portion of this
prophetical week so divided, necessarily falls within the
period of the Apostolical preaching: and also, from the
words of our Lord, that the (extreme) End should not

' Which must heve signify completed, fulfilled : sealing, in the sense
of closing up, heing elsewhere determined to continue up to this period.
(chap. xii. 9.)

? That is, the Christian Church, as shewn above.
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come until the Gospel had been ¢ preached throughout the
whole world, for a testimony to all nations.” Now the
commission with its grounds, given by our Lord to His
Disciples, is, Al power is given unto me in heaven and
in earth.” Go YE therefore, and TEACH ALL NATIONS,
baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Ghost,” (Matt. xxviii. 18, 19.) In Mark
(xvi. 15) it is given in these words: ¢ Go YE info ALL THE
woRrLD, and preach the Gospel To EVERY CREATURE.”
Then follows a recital of the powers they should possess, of
the signs that should accompany them, and of the saving
results to those who should believe. In the Acts of the
Apostles (chap. 1. 8), our Lord says to Ilis Disciples, ¢ Ye
shall receive power, after that the Holy Ghost is come upon
you : and ye shall BE WITNESSES UNTo ME, both in Jeru-
salem, and in all Judea ; and in Saemaria, and vNTO
THE UTTERMOST PART oF THE EARTH.” There can be
no doubt perhaps, that the Disciples themselves were here
meant ; that they did receive this power from above; that
the signs and wonders here mentioned, did attend their
preaching ; that they did so preach in Jerusalem, through-
out Judea, and Samaria, and in foreign nations; and that
they actually did become witnesses unto Christ, even unfo
the uttermost part of the earth.

But, if the whole of this was not effected by them, it
may be asked; For what purpose were they so gifted ? and
How can they be justified, in not having endeavoured to
fulfil the whole of their Lord’s commands, especially when
such signs and wonders were granted, and they had also
received the positive promise, that Christ himself would ever
be with them ? The fact however appears to be, that they
did so preach the Gospel every where; and also, that they
succeeded to the full extent of the commission given; St.
Paul himself declaring to the Colossians (chap. i. 6. 23.
that the Gospel had come to them, as it then was in all the
world, and which Lad (then) been preached to every creature
nnder heaven ; and to the Romans (chap. x. 18), that *“yes
verily, their” (the Preachers’) ¢ sound went into all the
carth, and their words unto the ends of the world.” 'To
the same effect the testimony of our.Author,—frequently

h2
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‘given in the following work,—together with that of all the
primitive Fathers of the Church who have touched on this
subject, may be adduced corroborative of this fact'. To
what precise extent this was then done, it would, in the
absence of the particular history of every region of the
earth, be idle to inquire: it is enough for us to know, that
both the word of inspired prophecy, and of the divine com-
mission on the one hand, has been fully responded to by
the inspired word of the Apostle on the other: and surely
‘we need not doubt, that what the former meant, either in
‘prediction or command, respectively ; the latter also meant,
as to the fulfilment of these: and which perhaps amounted
to no more than this, viz. that the knowledge of the Lord
should be carried abroad, under divine and miraculous
means, as far as these should be necessary ; and,—as in all
other similar cases,—no farther : the same command and
promise still lying on the Church, to use every effort both
for its further propagation and perpetual maintenance. And,
it may here be remarked, that after the times in which this
great and good work was effected, miraculous powers were
gradually withdrawn as unnecessary.

We may conceive then of the Apostles, as entered upon
their work within the first portion of the prophetical Week
cited above; and of the many spoken of by Daniel,
running to and fro, that (divine) knowledge might be
multiplied. Let us now seec how they speak of these times,
and whether they do, in a manner suitable to the pre-
dictions of Daniel already noticed.

The first instance that we shall fix upon, occurs early in
the Apostolic preaching, viz. in the Acts (chap. ii. 16, 17.),
immediately after the gift of the Holy Ghost on the day
of Pentecost: that is, after the new Church had received
its consecration in the unction of the Holy Ghost. <« T'his

' On this subject the “ Lux Salutaris Evangelii,” (Hamburgi, 1751)
of Fabricius will be consulted with the greatest advantage and interest
whence it will appear, that, according to the carly Fathers, the Gospd
was preached to the extent which both the commission of our Lord, and
the predictions of the Prophets, required ; and that this cxtended to every
known part of the world.



THEOPHANIA. exix

i3 that,” says St. Peter, ¢ which was spoken by the prophet
Joel : And it shall come to pass IN THE LAST DAYS, saith
God, I will pour out of my Spirit upon AL flesh...(ver. 19.)
and I will shew wonders in heaven above, and signs in
the earth beneath,” &c. We can have no doubt here, that
the Apostle determines these last days generally, to be
those in which he was then speaking: that he alludes to
the signs and wonders, spoken of more than once by our
Lord; and that the same Spirit was to be poured out
upon ALL FLEsH; and this also, in those self-same last
days.

Again, the same Apostle (1 Pet. 1. 20) says,  But
(Christ) was manifest in these LasT TIMES, for you :”
which must mean, in Peter’s own times: and again, (ib. iv.
7,) “Tne Exp of all things is at hand.” So also St.
John (1 John ii. 18), « Liftle children it is THE LAST TIME:
and as ye have heard that Antichrist shall come, even Now
are there many Antichrists ; whereby we know that 1T
IS THE LAST TIME.”

St. Paul again, (Heb. i. 2.) (God) ¢ hath in THESE
LAST DAYs spoken unto ws by his Son.”  (Ib. ix. 26.)
“ Now once in THE END OF THE WwWORLD hath he ap-
peared;” &c. Again, (1 Cor. x. 11.)—< T'hey are written
Jor our admonition, upon whom THE ENDS oF THE WORLD
are come.” And to this period must be referred (2 Pet.
iii. 8),  Anowing this first, that there shall come 1IN THE
LAST DaYS scoffers...saying, Where is the promise of his
coming,” &c. which is all grounded on the words of the
Prophets, and the commandments of the Apostles. Equiva-
lent to these are the following passages, all of which attach
themselves to thesc times. ¢ IVhen the FULNESS OF THE
TIME was come, God sent forth his Son, (Gal. iv. 4.)...““ In
the dispensation of THE FULNEsS OF TIMES, he might
gather together in one ALL 1HINGS in Christ. (Eph. i. 10.)
“The TIMES oF REFRESHING shall come from the pre-
sence of the Lord....Whom the heaven must receive wuntil
the times of wvestitution of all things, which God hath
spoken of by...all his holy Prophets since the world began.”
(Acts iii. 19. 21.) And again, (ib. ver. 24,) « Yea, and all the
prophets from Samuel and those that follow after, as many
as have spoken, have likewise foretold or THESE DaYs.
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To which a very large number of parallel places might
be added.

It should be borne in mind, that throughout the times
of the preaching of the Apostles, there was generally neither
opposition, mnor persecution, presented to them by the
Heathen. Wherever any thing of this kind happened, it
originated with the Jews; whose inveteracy ended only
tith their loss of all power to give it effect. The Heathen,
on the contrary, now enjoying a gencral peace; and governed
by Emperors, many of whom felt no concern in opposing
Christianity, afforded one of the best means—as our Author
has well remarked',—for its extension and establishment.
Our Lord himself had moreover, assured the Disciples, that
all the power of the Enemy showld be subject to them®,
which Eusebius has also very properly noticed. And, if
this period may be termed ¢he day of the Lord, con-
sisting of an ¢ Evening and Morning,” or, be said to be
équivalent to e Thousand years,” in the language of

v Qur work below, pp. 155—6, scq. Lactantius tells us morcover,
that cven after the general persecution had hegun under Domitian, the
Church greatly extended itself under several mild emperors who fol-
lowed. ““Rescissis igitur aetis Tyranni (i. e. Domitiani), non mode in
statum pristinum Fcelesia restituta est, sed ctiam multo clarius ac flori-
dius enituit ; sccutisque temporibus, quibus multi ac honi principes
Romaui imperii clavum regimenque tenucrunt...manus suas in orientem
occidentemque porrexit, ut gjam nullus esset teyrarum angulus tam
remotus quo non religio Dei penetrasset.” De Mort, Persecutorum, rr.

? Luke x..17—25, ib. 18, I beheld Satan as lightning fall from
heaven.,” Comp. Jolm xii. 81; xvi. 11. Rev. xii. 9, 10. After this,
ver. 12, seq. he commences the persecutions; but the Woman, i. e. the
Church, is preserved during these times in safety ; i c. for a time, times,
and « half'; i. c. 3% days, or during the first portion of our prophetical
week. Comp. Mark xvi. 17,18; and Matth. xii. 29. In Rev. xx. 2:
The Dragon, the old Serpent, the Devil, és bound for « thousand years ;
after the expiration of which, he is to be let loose for a season. From
ver.4to 7, the Saints reign with Christ a thousand years, i. e. during the
period in which Satan is bound. This period is therefore, that of the
Apostolical Millennium, and it js termed e thousand years for the reasons
assigned above. Sec also my Exposition, p. 339, &ec. At ver. 7, this
period being expired, Satan is let loose to make war on the Saints.
(ver 8,9). After this his body is given to “#he burning flume;” and
then the new heaven and new earth descend from above. This period is
thercfore fixed.
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prophecy ; it will be no extravagant thing to affirm, that
this must have been the period, during which Satan should
“be bound for a thousand years:” and therefore, the
Evangelical millennium of the Apocalypse. According to
Lactantius, the period of the Apostolic preaching extended
through about five and twenty years; after this, the work
of evangelizing the Heathen must have been vigorously
carried on by their successors.

It should also be observed here, that, as throughout the
period of the Apostolic preaching a strong expectation was
expressed, in strict conformity with our Lord’s enounce-
ments, that another state of things should shortly® exist,
in which there should be a falling away among Believers,
the Abomination of desolation should be set up, and the
Man of sin should be revealed, whom the Lord should
destroy with the spirit of Iis mouth*; and that, as this
was to be in progress at least, during that very generation ;
we may now conclude, that this was the period generally,
in which all the power of the Enemy was, as our Lord had
promised, bound: and during which, the Disciples did
become witnesses to Christ both in Jerusalem, and in all
nations, actually preaching the Gospel to every creature,
as far as it was necessary miraculous powers should be
employed to do this ; and, that this was the period foretold
by Daniel, in which many should run to and fro, and
knowledge be multiplied 5 which synchronizes accurately
with the first portion of Daniel’s seventieth week, already
adverted to.

Tet us now approach more particularly, the events
predicted for the latter period of this prophetical Week,—
those of the first having been touched upon—as referred to
by the writers of the New Testament: and, if we find
these all falling in with this last particular period; our
conclusion will be as well grounded, as it can be desired
it should be, that these were the days in which all

* From the prediction, that “this generation shall not pass,” &e., and
“ There be some of them that stand here, which shall not taste of death, till
they have seen the kingdom of God come with power,” Mark ix. 1. Matth.
xvi. 28...the Son of Man coming in his kingdom.”  Sce also Luke ix. 27.

4 2 Thess. ii. 8: presently to be noticed more particularly.
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things spoken by the Prophets respecting Christ should
be fulfilled.

The most remarkable passage to this effect occurs in
the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians, (chap. ii. ver.
2—11). It is evident from the context here, that a report
had got abroad among the Thessalonians that the day of
Christ, foretold in His memorable discourse with the Dis-
ciples (Matt. xxiv. 82—40, &c.) was very soon to arrive.
The Apostle does not deny that this shall be the case, but
warns them,—according to the tenor of that discourse,—
that the signs to be taken, as intimations of the Lord’s
coming, had not yet appeared. ¢‘Let no man deceive you,”
says He, “by any means: for (that day shall not come,)
except there come a falling away™ (vead, the falling away,
i. e. as predicted) “ first, and that man of sin be revealed,
the son of perdition ; who opposeth and exalteth himself
ubove all that is called God, or that is worshipped ; so that
he as God sitteth in the temple of God, shewing himself
that he is God”...** And now ye know what withholdeth,
that he might be revealed in his time. IFor the mystery of
iniquity doth already work : only he who now letteth”
(will let), ¢ wuntil he be taken out of theway. And then
shall that wicked be revealed, whom the Lord sHALL coN-
SUME WITH THE SPIRIT OF HISs MoutH, and shall destroy
WITH TIHE BRIGHTNESS OF IIIS COMING: even him, whose
coming is after the working of Satan with all power and
signs and lying wonders,” &ec.

Trom certain parts of this it is cvident, that the
Apostle had in view the discourse of our Lord, in which
this falling away is foretold, as is also His coming; the
things then foretold being in answer to the question,
What shall be the sign of thy coming? The signs and
wonders moreover, here adverted to by the Apostle, are
there said to be such as should, <if possible deceive cven
the very elect :” to which is added, ¢« As the lightning
cometh out of the east, and shineth even to the west; so
shall also the coming of the Son of man be:" and then
again,,.. After the tribulation of those days...then shall
appear THE sIGN of the Son of man in heaven ; and
then shall all the tribes of the earth mourn, and they shall
SEE THE SON 0F MAN COMING IN THE CLOUDS OF HEAVEN
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WITH POWER AND GREAT GLORY .” And again, in the same
context,  Verily I say unto you, THIS GENERATION
SHALL NOT PAss till all these things be,” (i.e. in pro-
gress). It has already been observed that, in this Dis-
course, the Prophecy of Daniel is particularly recom-
mended for investigation : and it is evident, from this last
place, that the coming of the Son of man in the clouds
of heaven, as mentioned by Daniel, is had in view.

We have seen generally, that the fall of the Fourth
empire of Daniel, that is the Roman, was to precede the
erection of the Fifth kingdom, which was to be that of
the Saints: and that all the Visions of Daniel conspired
in pointing this out, and thence in marking the period
in which this should certainly come to pass. Let us now
turn again to Daniel, and see, whether the more parti-
cular enouncements of that Prophet, conspire in declaring
the same thing.

In the first of these Visions (chap. ii. 28. 35. seq.) we
learn that “in the latter days”...the image of iron, clay,
brass, silver, and gold, should be struck on the feet and
broken to pieces, by a stone cut out of the mountain
without hands; and that this stone should grow into a great
mountain, and fill the whole earth. Which is thus explained,
in verse 42. seq. ¢ As the toes of lhe feet were part of iron,
and part of clay, so the kingdom shall be partly strong, and
partly broken.” And it is added, ver. 44. “ In the days of
these kings shall the God of heaven set up a kingdom,
which shall never be destroyed...it shall break in pieces,
and consume all these kingdoms, and it shall stand for
ever.” It should seem here, that as the feet were to be
taken as representing this last kingdom generally, so were
the toes perhaps to designate the T'en kings, mentioned in
one of the other visions. These tein kings must therefore
fall, before this last kingdom could be set up: and these
can possibly represent no other Powers, except those of
the latter period of the Roman Empire.

! The coming in the clouds is, in the Old Testament, gencrally
accompanied with great terrors and tribulations: comp. Isaiah v. 30;
vill. 22, seq.; ix. 1, 18, scq. evidently relating to these times. Also
Ps. xviil. xxix. and civ. Such was the revelation of Christ on Sinai,
Deut. iv. 11, seq.  Joel ii. 2, scq. ; ib. ver, 30, seq.
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In the seventh chapter, we have the particulars of the
latter part of the Fourth kingdom specified, with still
greater precision; and here again, the termination of these
is followed by the establishment of the same everlasting, and
universal dominion, as already noticed. ILet us endeavour
to see what these particulars mean. In ver. 7, we are told
that the Fourth Beast, or Dynasty, had ¢ Ten horns:™ it
is added (ver. 8), < I considered the horns, and behold there
came up among them another little horn, before whom there
were three of the first horns plucked wup by the roots; and,
behold, in this horn were eyes like the eyes of ¢ man, and
a mouth speaking great things (ver. 11),... I beheld then,
because of the voice of the great words whick the horn
spake : I beheld even TILL THE BEAST WAS SLAIN, and
HIS BODY DESTROYED, and GIVEN TO TIE BURNING FLAME.”

It should be observed, that it is not merely this horn
which is destroyed, but fhe beast and his whole body is
given to the burning flame. By the beast and his body
therefore, must be meant, the Dynasty, not merely some
constituent part of it. And we are told accordingly (ver. 23),
that < the Fourth beast is the fourth kingdom, or Dynasty :
and (ver. 24), that the ““fen horns out of this kingdom, are
ten Fings that shall arise, and (that) another shall arise
after them ; and he shall be diverse from the first, and
shall subdue three kings. And (ver. 25), he shall speak
(great) words against the most High, and shall wear out
the saints of the most High, and think to change times and
laws; and they (the saints) shall be given into his hand
UNTIL A TIME, AND TIMES, AND TIJE DIVIDING OF TIME.
But,” it is added, ‘“the judgment shall sit, and they shall
take away his dominion, to consume and to destroy it uNTO
TaE END.” Then, as before, the kingdom under the whole
heavens is given to the Saints, and, it is added, ¢ Hitherto
is THE END oF THE MATTER.” KEnouncements equivalent
to these, are also given in the eighth chapter (ver. 23, seq).
«“ In the LATTER TIMES of fheir kingdom, when transgres-
sors are come to the full, a king of fierce countenance, and
understanding darlk sentences shall stand up. And his
power shall be mighty, but not by his own power; and he
shall destroy wonderfully, and shall prosper, and practise,
and shall destroy THE MICHTY AND IIOLY PEOPLE, and
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through his policy also he shall cause craft to prosper in
his hand ; and he shall magnify himself in his heart, and
by peace shall he destroy many: he shall also stand up
against the Prince of princes ; but he shall BE BROKEN
witHoUT HMAND.” It is added, * T'he Vision of the EvEN-
ING AND MORNING is true.”

It must be obvious I think, that the same particulars
are had in view in ecach of these Visions: that in the first,
““the latter days,” (chap. ii. 28,) must synchronize with <¢%e
end,” (chap. vii. 26,) which (ib. ver. 25) closes with that
styled, “a time, times and the dividing of time:™ and thus
again, (chap. viii. 19,) with that termed, ¢ the time ap-
pointed, Tnr Exp: and (ib. ver. 26,) that of the evening
and morning ; and particularly with the portion designated
by the latter term used here'. The Iorn’s making war
with the Saints and prevailing against them, (chap. vii. 21),
followed as it is with destruction from the Almighty, ever
to the time of the end, secms to me to identify itself, beyond
all doubt, with the king’s here destroying the mighty and
the holy people, and prospering until he is broken without
(human) hand (or power) : His speaking great words, too
(chap. vii. 25), secems to identify itself with, < He shall
magnify himself in his heait,” here : all which is terminated
by styling the Vision that of the Evening and Morning.

In chapter xi. these particulars are again taken up,
and dwelt upon still more minutely. After learning from
verse 30, that ships shall come from Chittim,—which must
here mean from the West,—we are informed that this power
shall pollute the sanctuary, take away the daily sacrifice,
and place the abomination that maketh desolate®, as noticed
above. Then, after being told (ib. ver. 85), that “some of
them of understanding shall fall, to try them, and {fo
purge, and to make them white, EVEN TO THE TIME OF
THE END, —in strict accordance with the prediction, that

1 These terms must thercfore, necessarily designate the same period
and here, that last portion of Daniel’s seventieth weck.

2 Shewing plainly cnough that this docs mnot refer to Antiochus
Epiphanes, who did not make, or cause, a desolation of the Sanctuary ;
besides, our Lord’s directing us to its fulfilment, after his times, ought
to satisfy all doubt on this point.
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war should be made against the Saints; that this power
should wear them out, and prosper, even during the period
of a time, times, and the dividing of time,—a particular
description is given of this Power, thus (ver. 36) : “ The
king shall do according to his will; and shall exalt him-
self, and magnify himself above every god, and shall
speak marvellous things against the God of gods, and
shall prosper TILL TIE INDIGNATION BE ACCOMPLISHED :
Jor that that is determined shall be done,” (completed).
Neither shall he regard the God of his fathers, nor the
desire of women', nor regard any god; for he shall
magnify himself above all. But in his estale shall he
honour the god of forces: and a god whom his fathers
knew not shall he honour with gold and silver, and
with precious stones, and pleasant things. Thus shall
he do in the most strong holds with a strange god, whom
he shall acknowledge and increase with glory : and he
shall cause them to rule over many, and shall divide the
land for gain,” &c. And we are again told (chap. xii.
G, 7.), that these wonders shall continue, ¢ for a time,
times, and a half;” and that, “ when He shall have accom-
plished to scatter (abroad,) the power of the Holy People,
ALL THESE THINGS SHALL BE FINISHED.” That all the
particulars of each of these Visions must synchronize, it
must be ‘too obvious to admit of a moment’s doubt: as
it also must, that the establishment of the Christian
Church on ecarth, immediately upon the fall of the Roman
Heathen Dynasty, presents us with the period, at which
they all were to be completed.

Let us now endeavour to identify, as far as the nature
of the case will allow us, the persons here designated
under the figure of Horns: a term usually applied in the
Scriptures to imply strength, The Beast itself is, as
already shewn, put to represent the Heathen Dynasty of
Rome; the Horns certain powers, arising within it. These
horns we are told are #en, after which another, unlike
the preceding ones, shall arise and make war on the

' This, occurring as it does in context speaking of Deities, was pro-
bably intended to designate the Messialy, who was tlic desire of women,
as it should scem, among the ancient Hebrews,
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Saints: and here that Dynasty is to terminate. By these
ten Horns appears to be intended, a succession of perse-
cuting Emperors amounting to this number; after which
another Persecutor, small, as compared with the foregoing
ones, should arise ; who, as far as his power should extend,
should combine within himself all that was vicious in the
preceding ten. It is also said, that before this Persecutor
three others should fall, or be subdued: which has probably
been said, for the purpose of enabling us to ascertain who
the actors were to be in this tragedy, and how, and when,
this matter was fo terminate.

If then, we suppose that the Emperors, who were per-
secutors, were here had in view :—and it would be absurd
to suppose that those, who were not persecutors, would
be so recounted ;—and, if we suppose that the 1st, was
Domitian?; the 2nd, Decius; the 3rd, Valerian; the 4th,
Aurelian; the 5th, Diocletian; and, in his persecuting
colleagues, the 6th, Maximian (Herculius); the 7th Ga-
lerius; the sth, Severus; the 9th, Maximinus; the 10th,
Maxentius; and the 11th, and last, Licinius; we shall
have both the number, and the characters of the Horns or
Persecutors, as given in these several visions.

2 Nero was in fact the first persecutor, for both Peter and Paul
suffered at Rome, according to Lactantius, under him; but, as his perse-
cution was apparcntly confined to Rome, he can hardly be reckoned
among the general persecutors of the Church. Besides, St. Paul himself
seems to have considered his taking away necessary to the appearance of
the Antichrist, (2 Thess. ii. 7, seq.) which, we shall presently shew
belongs exclusively to this period. Allowing this, therefore, Domitian
will be the first persecutor.

The persccuting Emperors are however, variously numbered by the
different historians, as may be scen in the Lux Salutaris of Fabricius,
already referred to. On the particular application of these prophecics
there may therefore, be differcnce of opinion ; but this cannot affect the
main question,—viz. that thesc Persccutors arc the Kings, or Horns,
mentioned by Daniel ; the circumstances of the case make it impossible
to substitute any other power or powers for them: their time of rule,
and of fall, is too cxactly fixed by facts, to admit of any others taking
their office. All T pretend to do here is, to give the best explanation
that has occurred to me, of the particulars connected with these Ilorns;
and T have given the order and names of the Pcrsecutors generally,
after Lactantius.
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We have (Dan. vii. 25.) a particular, which will afford
us some assistance in this question. It is said that the
Saints shall be given into this king’s hands, during the
period termed ¢ a time, times, and the dividing of time :”
that is, during the whole period elsewhere assigned to the
war to be carried on against the Saints. Again, (chap. viii.
25,) this persecutor is said to be a king of fierce coun-
tenance; and again (chap. xi. 36), The king, it is said,
shall do according to his will: and (in chap xii. 7) this is
to continue as before, for ¢ a time, times, and a half®
Which seems to speak of the whole work of persecution,
as if placed in the hands of one Persecutor: or, in other
words, to speak of these in the aggregate under the per-
son of one only.

If then we may consider these Persecutors, as all com-
prehended under one general description of character, or, it
may be, under a description, summing up the whole of what
they all were—otherwise we shall have mno description
whatever of them'; we may now inquire, how far that
given by the Prophet will correspond with that, which is
given of the persecuting Roman Emperors above men-
tioned, and whether this will agree with that, of St.
Paul’s < Man of sin™ already adverted to. The first cha-
racter is, that this Dynasty, or Beast, should be diverse
(Dan. vii. 7, &c.) from all that had preceded it. This con-
sisted, among other things, in the fact, that it persccuted a

' This usage is common cnough in the Hebrew Bible, by which
something affirmed of the Whole, is applicd also distributively to cach of
the individuals composing it: c. g. “ s for man, his days are as grass,”
which is equivalent to, As for men, the days of each and cvery of
them is but as grass. A very remarkable instance of thissort is Job x1. 15,
“ Behold now the beasts...cach cating grass like the ox,” which has heen
made to say,  Behold now Behemoth,” &e., thus creating by one slight
grammatical error, an cnormous nondeseript animal! See my Trans-
lation and Commentary. 'The book of the Revelation too, speaking of
these, as we shall presently shew, says (chap. xvii. 13), “ These hare oNi:
MIND, and shall give their power and strength to the beast. These shall
make war with the Lamb,” &e.  Gr. obror piav yrapny Exover,” k. 7.\,
and Lactantius, speaking of Diocletian and Maximianus, says: “ Nee
enim possent in amicitia tam fideli coharere nisi esset in utroque mens
una, eaden cogitatio, par veluntas, cqua senfentia.” (Mort. Persccut. vin.)
Which surely may be said of them all.
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very large portion of its own subjects, purely on account of
their religious belief.

It had in the next place a little Horn, which grew up
among, and (ver. 24) after, the fen others: and this, accord-
ing to our arrangement above, was Licinius. He was the
last in order, and before him —affected in one way or other
by his politics,—three of the other Persecutors fell (ver. 8.
20. 24). He was too, to be direrse from the first perse-
cutors (ver. 24). According to Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. Lib.
ix, cap. viii.) he made new laws of a most oppressive cha-
racter; abrogated the ancient ones relating to marriage,
death, &c.; gave the wives of incarcerated nobles, as well
as virgins, to be abused by his menials ; invented new modes
of slaughter, torture, &c. According to Aurelius Victor,
he was an enemy to letters, and particularly to all learning
of a forensic nature; and was immoderately avaricious. e
was diverse also, as being a little Horn or power, unable
to carry the persccution beyond the limits of his own par-
ticular rule, because he was associated with Constantine in
the empire.

Taking then these characters in the aggregate, i. e. the
whole, described as existing in one person (Dan. vii. 25, &c.)
“he shall speak great words against the most High,” &c.
as cited above, (p. cxxrv.) also chap viii. 23: ix. 32. Let
us now sec, how far the description given of these heathen
Roman persecutors, will agree with all this.

Our first IHorn, King, or Persecutor, Domitian, is thus
described by the historians. Suetonius (Lib. xii.) says of
him: ¢ Bona viverum et mortuorum usquequaque, quolibet
ct accusatore et crimine corripiebantur: satis erat objici qua-
lecumque factum dictumque adversum majestatem principis.
Confiscebantur alienissima hereditates: vel existente uno
qui diceret, audissec se ex defuncto, cum viveret, heredem
sibi Caesarem esse.” And again, ¢ Pari arrogantia cum pro-
curatorum suorum nomine formalem dictarct epistolam, sic
coepit: Dominus et Dews noster sic fiert jubet™...« Statuas
sibi in Capitolio nonnisi aureas et argenteas poni permisit,
ac ponderis certi...Per hwe terribilis cunctis et invisus,
tandem oppressus est.” So also Sextus Awurclivs Victor
(cap. xi), after speaking of his vices says:  Major libi-
dinum flagitio, ac plus quam superbe utens Patribus:
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quippe qui se Dominum Deumque dici coigerit:” and
again in his Epitome (cap. xi.) to the same effect. Similar
accounts, to some extent, are given of him both by Lactan-
tius and Eusebius, who make him the author of the Second
Persecution. It is obvious therefore, that he uttered blas-
phemies against the most High : magnified himself against
every thing called God: honoured a god with gold and
silver, &c. whom his Fathers knew not, and this in a strong
hold, the Capitol : that he destroyed the Holy People!, and
seized upon the land, if he did not actually divide it, for
gain,

Our second Persecutor is Decius.  Lactantius says of him
(Mort. Persecut. 1v) ; ¢ Extitit enim post annos plurimos
execrabile animal Decius, qui vexaret Ecclesiam:™ he then
tells us of his miserable end. We may remark, that as
this writer terms the persecutor here, *execrabile animal,”
and some of the others, < Bestice” generally, it is not im-
probable he had the predictions of Daniel, and the passages
corresponding to these in the Revelation, in his mind.

Valerian is our third Persecutor : of him Dionysius (in
Euseb. Hist. Eccl. Lib. vii. cap. x.) tells us, that it had
been revealed to John (Rev. xiii. 5.) that there was given
to him a mouth speaking great and impious things; and,
that power was given to kim forty and two months : which
Baronius explains, as marking out accurately the three
years and a half of his reign (Notes of Valesius, ib.). What-
ever Dionysius might have meant by this,—and his referring
it at all to this place of the Revelation, is worthy of remark,
—it is obvious enough, that the whole period of the persecu-
tions is, as we have already shewn, marked out by this
period. Iis persecuting the Church is then generally
mentioned, with his unhappy end. Lactantius says of him
generally: < Non multo post Valerianus quoque non dissimili
furore correptus, impias manus in Deum intentavit, et
multum, quamvis brevi tempore, justi sanguinis fudit.”
He then mentions his miserable end.

! Let it be remembered, the Jews could not now be called cither
“the mighty,” or “the holy people,” Their power was gone, as was
their holiness; and God’s people were now called by a nmew name.
Isaiah 1xii 2.
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- Of Aurelian, our fourth persecutor, Lactantius says,
¢ Qui esset natura veesanus et praceps, quamvis captivitatis
Valeriani meminisset, tamen oblitus sceleris ejus et peene,
iram Dei crudelibus factis lacessivit.” To this he adds a
short account of his early death. To the same effect, Euse-
bius (Hist. Eccles. Lib. vir. cap. xxx). He is spoken of by
Flavius Vopiscus Syracusius, as Divine (Divus,), whence it
should seem, he claimeéd the title of Deity; and as being a
severe, cruel, and bloody Prince: ¢ Aurellanus, quod negari
non potest, severus, traculentus, sanguinarius fuit Prmceps
(ib. cap. xxxv.). '

We now come to Diocletian, our fifth persecutor. He is
described by Lactantius as the inventor of vices, and of
every sort of evil, and as an enemy to God. Ile divided
the empire into four parts; and so multiplied the rapes of
virgins, exactions, and confiscations of every kind, for the
purpose of satisfying his own lust and avarice, that. the
greatest distress, with an incredible scarcity, ensued: much
blood was shed for the smallest offences; and in all these
his vices, Maximianus (i. e. Heraclius) his colleague, cor-
dially partook. According to Sextus Aurelius Victor (De
Casar. cap. xxxix.), he allowed himself,—the first after
Caligula and Domitian,—to be openly addressed as Lord,
and to be addressed and worshipped as God : ¢ Namque se
primus omnium Caligulam post, Domitianumque, Dominum
palam dici passus, et ¢ adorari se, appellarique uti Deum?®”.

Constantius and Galerius (Maximianus) were chosen
for his other colleagues, each of whom received the title of
Cesar. But, as Constantius used the utmost clemency in
his portion of the empire, which was Britain, Gaul, and
Spain (having from the first given up Africa and Italy), he
has not been ranked among the persecutors. In Galerius
however, to whom the origin of this last persecution is

¢ Eutropius says of him: “ Diocletianus moratus callide fuit, sugax
preeterea, ct admodum subtilis ingenio, ¢t qui severitatem suam aliend
invidia vellet explere, diligentissimus tamen et solertissimus Princeps ;
et qui in Imperio Romano primus regiz consuctudinis formam, magis
quam Romanz libertatis, invexit; adorarique se jussit, cumm ante eum
cuncti salutarentur; ornamenta gemmarum vestibus indidit.” Sce also
Suidas sub voce Awk,\rrrtm'o";.

1
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generally ascribed, every thing seems to have concurred,
calculated to form the complete Persecutor and Tyrant.
Lactantius tells us that he commenced his most insolent
career, wishing to have it thought that he was the progeny
of Mars, and another Romulus (so far honouring the God
of forces), as descended from the Gods. He soon got rid
of his father-in-law Diocletian, as he also did of Maximianus,
the two Augusti. After this he nominated two creatures of
his own, Severus and Maximinus; who, as it might be ex-
pected, concurred in following out his sanguinary measures
to the utmost. In the mean time Maxentius', the son of
Maximianus, encouraged by his isrule, assumed the Purple
at Rome; which tempted his Father also to reassume his:
who indeed had never cordially resigned it. Severus was
sent to put down Maxentius, but fell in the attempt. Maxi-
mianus, after some attempts to destroy Constantine, also
fell : upon which Galerius and Constantine named Licinius
Cesar. TFrom the confusion now happening, there was at
one time not fewer than six Cesars, viz. Maximianus,
Galerius, Constantinus, Maximinus, Maxentius, and Li-
cinius. Maximianus and Maxentius however soon fell by
the hands of Constantine?; the latter partly, as it should
seem, by the aid of Licinius who had received the sister of
Constantine in marriage, and who hence acted in concert
with him.

Maximinus had, in the mean time, secretly formed an
alliance with Maxentius; and, as Licinius was now in the
interest of Constantine, Maximinus and he regarded each
other as rivals. It appears extremely probable, that this
alone prevented Maximinus from acting against Constantine
in his expedition against Maxentius. It is also said, that
Licinius undertook an ewxpedition against Galerius®, in the

' Who, according to Eusebius and others, was greatly addicted to
magic. Hist. Eccl. Lib. 1x. cap. ix.

? The latter, as Eusebius tells, not unlike the fall of Pharach, for he
perished in the Tiber. Ib. ‘

* 8o Pomponius Lretus Hist. compend. Lib. 1. “Sunt qui seribunt
Licinium in nuptiis, ut Constantino gratificarentur, milites appellasse
Imperatorem: et ab Constantino missum contra Galerimin. Sed verisi-
milius est Imperatorem factum ab Galerio, ut simul ct hostilitatis litte-
rarum ct ingratitudinis aceusari posset.”
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service of Constantine; that Galerius sorely repented his
having made Licinius Casar®; and also, that Licinius did
eventually put to death all the children of Galerius®. So
far I think it appears, that Licinius did contribute towards.
the fall of Galerius; which however was finally effected by a
most loathsome disease, inflicted on him by the Almighty.

Not long after this, Maximinus® was vanquished by
Licinius in a severe battle, fought between Heraclea and
Adrianople.  Three of these persccutors therefore, actually
fell before Licinius, either mediately, or immediately ; and
so far, the word of prophecy was complied with.

A short time after this, Licinius, who had now succecded
to the sovereignty of Maximinus, succeeded also to the work
of persecution which had been carried on by him”; and on
this, and some other accounts, war was made upon him by
Constantine, After three severe battles, the last of which
established the sole power of Constantine, and was fought
both by sea and land, just as the prophet bad foretold it
should be®, Licinius fell. With this ended the last most

+ And, it is worthy of remark, Pomponius tells us that it was upon
this very occasion, that Galerius repented of having made Licinius
Cesar: his words are, “In itinerc quum acciperet de futura militum
defectione, qui ita convenerant, si cum Maxentio conflixisset Illyriam
rediit: et jam peenitehat legisse Licinium.” And Eusecbius speaks o
Constantine and Licinius, as engaged against Maxentius and Maximinus.
Hist. Eccl. Lib. 1x. cap. ix.

* “Nam Galerii liberos affines jure sodalitatis et consortii, intexfecit”
(Licinius). Pomp. Let. ih.

¢ According to Euscbius, the immediate cause of his death was a
disease inflicted by the Almighty. Hist. Eeel. Lib. 1x. eap. x.

7 Kusch. Hist, Ecel. Lib. x. cap. viii. Who tells us, that new methods
of slaughter, exactions, admeasurements of the lands, and rapes of
women, were also set on foot by him, for the purpose of satisfying his
lust and avarice.

* This is probably had in view (Dan. xi. 40, scq.), where it is said:
“ And at the time of the End shall the king of the south push at him, and
the king of the north shall come against him like a whirlwind, with chariots,
und with horsemen, and with many ships.” Licinius was, when he was du-
gustus with Constantine, sovereign of the south, Egypt, Libya, &c. Upon
his secking occasion for war against Constantine, which it appears was
the case, and upon this war’s breaking out, hc might, perhaps, have been
considered as divested of this rule in the mind of the prophet; and the
fact is, as Euscbiusaffirms (ist. Ecel. Lib. x. cap. ix.), Constantinc was,

12 upon
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fearful and bloody persecution that the Church ever wit-
nessed, and this had continued upwards of ten years. The
Gospel had already been « preached to every creature under
heaven ;” and, during this period, it had been carried out,
received, tried, and established, in places innumerable; so
that Kings and Queens, as Eusebius has declared’, now
became its nursing fathers and nursing mothers; and
now were therefore fulfilled the terms of prophecy.

During the whole of this latter period, in which the
politics ‘of Galerius were in full play—except only as
checked by Constantine—the characters sustained by the
persecuting Emperors, were neccessarily of a piece with
his own; and the consequence was, exactions, taxations,
and proscriptions, the most grievous were carried on.
The lands were actually measured owut for gain; every
species of produce was noted down, and the people arbi-
trarily assessed by public Censors, in the most cxorbitant
and cruel manner. Beggary was now the only refuge from
extortion: and, in this case, multitudes were inhumanly
murdered.

It was too, under the rule of Galerius and his crea-
tures, that the heathen Priests were, for the first time,
every where put into the highest offices of the state, for
the purpose of driving more effectually the measures of

upon the fall of Licinius, recognised emperor of the south. In that case
Constantine would be considered sovercign of the south ; and, as he had
lately obtained signal victories over the Sarmatians, the Goths, and other
people of the north, he would be sovercign of the north also. It is the
fact that he came upon Licinius out of the north, and that his fleet, com-
manded by his son Crispus, also gave him Dhattle in the straits of Galli-
poli; in both of which encounters Licinius was vanquished. The re-
maining context (Dan. xi. 40), from this place to the end, is probably a
recital of the procecdings of Licinius immediately before his fall; and the
mention of Egypt, with Libya and Ethiopia, being at his steps with their
riches, secms, I think, to confirm this: for, however unjustly he might
have retained this sovereignty, after hreaking faith with Constantine
who ceded it to him, he did, de facto, excrcise that authority, and
received tribute from those countrics.

' In his commentary on Isaiah xlix. 23, Ilis words are: émep wal
@To kard Néfw mhppovpevor avTol Ydopev dpfarpoi.”  “Quod ad
literam impletum ipsis oculis cernimus.” And the sentiment is often
repeated in our following work. '
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the Tyrants. Throughout the East, which fell to the lot
of Maximinus, and afterwards to Licinius, the Priests
were erected into Judges in every district ; who, the better
to effect their sanguinary purposes, kept altars burning in
the courts of justice, by which to try the accused Christians
whether they would sacrifice, or not, to the Images of these
their persecutors, and. thereby recognize at once the power
of the Beast, and of the false Prophet! And thus did
these men, even from the very commencement of this fearful
season of trial, put themselves forward as Gods, claiming to
be worshipped either in their own persons, or in their
images, in direct opposition to Him, whose sole right this
was; and they visited with confiscation, imprisonment,
bonds, and death, multitudes who refused to do so. Du-
ring this time also, pestilences, famines, earthquakes, wars,
and the like, happened to such an extent, that even
Gibbon believed a moiety of human nature to have suffered®;
n other words, one of every two was taken, and another
left, just as our Lord’s memorable prediction had declared
it should be.

If then, the latter period of the Roman Empire, is
the one assigned by Daniel for the occurrence of things
such as these, under the abominable dynasty of the Beast,
and the diabolical ministration of its Horns or Kings,—
aided as it was by False Prophets; which must necessarily
le the case; and, if our Lord has, by directing our atten-
tion more particularly to this Prophet, fixed upon the
investiture of Jerusalem by the armies of this same Power,
as one of the beginnings of the fearful things which were '
so soon to take place; it must appear as certain, I think,
as words and facts can make it, that St. Paul's man of
sin,—who should soon be revealed, and should finally be
consumed by the spirit of our Lord’s mouth; who should
magnify himself against every thing that was called God,
shewing himself to be God’,—must also have been this self-

2 Decline and Fall, &e. chap X,

3 This passage (2 Thess. ii. 8, seq.) of St. Paul deserves particular
consideration in this place.” It has already been cited (p. exxii). The first
place T shall notice is this: “ecxcept there come a fulling away fir st,”
which should be Tne fulling away, &c (Gr. écv puy) Exly amocTacia

mPRTOV)
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same Power, setting up as it did in these Rulers, this very
claim; and enforcing it, for the first time, by fire, sword,
and every species of torment, upon the very people that
St. Paul was then addressing. It must have been, I say,
the combined and continued rule here had in view, which
so exactly falls in both with, the times, and persons here
mentioned. :

wp&Tov) : that is, some apostacy alrcady known, and most probably
that forctold by our Lord (Matt. xxiv. 10—~18): * Then shall many be
offended, and shall betray one another,” 8&c, Again, “ The man of sin...
the son of perdition” (Gr. o dvlpwmos Tie dpapTias, o vios Tijs dww)eias)
must also mean some person, of whom previous notice had heen given.
No such person is mentioned in our Lord’s prediction ; but, as he refers
us to Daniel, it is likely we must there look for him. In Daniel then,
as we have scen, such person is mentioned, who, it is there foretold,
shall full, shall be given to the burning flame, and hence shall be consumed.
‘We are also told,—and we are told this no where clse,—~that ke shall
speak great things against the most High ; shall magnify himself ubove every
God, shall speak marvellous things against the God of gods,” &c. St. Paul
tells us, ““that he as God sitteth in the temple of God, shewing himself that
he is God;” “exalteth himself above all that is called God, or that is wor-
shipped.” Which I think I may affirm is a mere citation of this place
in Daniel ; not indeed verbatim, but giving the true theological sense
and bearing of it ; to which a parallel can no where else be found. Be-
sides, the terms ““ ¢ls Tov veov Tov Oeon we Ocov ralicar,” docs not
necessarily mean, “that he as God sitteth 15 the Temple of God ;” hut,
may be rendered, that he himself sitteth vor the Temple of God, as God ;
i.c. he sits to be taken for the Temple of God, and as containing the
Deity within him; so putting himself forward as God: it being well
known, that the ancients held every extraordinary person,—as indeed
the orientals now do,—to be filled with the anima mundi in an extraordi-
nary manner: and hence, the king of Babylon said of Danicl, ¢ the spirit
of the Holy Godsis in him.” The Hellenistic usage of ¢ic will fully admit
of this. Sce Schleusner sub voce, and my Visitation Sermon and Notes,
P- 60, seq. St. Paul morcover, so qualifies this passage as to make it certain,
that the person spoken of by him was soon to appear. That the apostacy,
or falling away, was then also in progress there can he no doubt. St
Paul himself tells us (Gal. ii. 4), that certain * fulse brethren had ervept in
unawares,” &e. In 2 Pet. ii. 1, these ave styled filse teachers, who should
bring in damnable heresies,  Sce the whole chapter, and Jude 4, scq.
1 John ii. 18, 19. * They went out from us,” &e. 1 Tim. iv. 1—3. “For-
bidding to marry, and conunanding to alstain from meats,” &e,  Which
the heretics of those times did, to the very letter; and which none sinee
that day have dene, except partially.
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Let us now examine a few other places of the New
Testament, which, from the manner of their wording, seem
to relate to the same particulars. In the Revelation' (chap.
xiii. 1 seq.) we have a Beast rising “ out of the sea, having
seven heads and ten horns” And (ib. ver. 5) there was
given to him a mouth speaking great things and blasphe-
mies ; ... ““and he opened his mouth in blasphemy against
God, to blaspheme his name, and his tabernacle, and them
that dwell in heaven.” It is added: “And it was given
him fo make war with the saints, and to overcome them.”
Nothing is here said about his sitting in the Temple of
God ; but only, of his blaspheming against God and his
Tabernacle. Here also, as in Daniel (chap. vii.) the Beast
comes.up out of the sea. It has likewise ¢ Ten horns (vv.
7, 20) and a mouth speaking great things.” And (ver 21)
one of these horns makes war on the saints: speaks great
words against the most High, and wecars out the saints:
and this he does during a period termed ¢ a time, times,
and the dividing of time:” and then he is to fall. In the
Revelation, this is to continue for ¢ forty and two months.”
In the one case, three times and a half is given ; and in the
other, three wears and a half: intended, apparently, to
mark the same period. In Danicl (chap. xi. 36, scq.) the
same power is described : which (xii. 7) is to continue for
a time, times, and a half; and then, when the power of the
holy people shall be scattered abroad, all these things are
to be finished® : and (ib. ver. 11) we are told, that from the
time that the daily sacrifice shall be taken away, and the
abomination that maketh desolate is set up, there shall
(till the time of the end) a period of fwelve hundred and
ninety days elapse, exceeding inconsiderably that of #hree
years and a half. Again, in Daniel (viii. 9, seq.) we have
apparently the same Power described; but the time given

t I do not think any apology necessary to justify a comparison of
the Revelation with other parts of the New Testament, and with cer-
tain parts of the OId; hecause I sce no reason why it should be sup-
posed, that this hook contains in itself anything independent of the rest
of the Scriptures. On its authority, sce Sir Isaac Newton, Part ii.

2 This holy people cannot be the Jews, as mentioned above ; he.
cause both their power and their holincss had left them.

L
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for'its duration is, two thousand and three hundred days :
a period greatly exceeding any of those hitherto mention-
ed. But, as this period falls but little short of seven years,
it is not improbable, Daniel’s whole prophetical week may
have been intended. Be this as it may however, it is
certain, from the events mentioned, that it must have ended
with those which closed that week. 'The same Persecuting
Power is therefore, apparently, had in view in all these
places. :

Let us now return to Rev. xiii. 7. It is here said, that
“ power was given him over all kindreds, and tongues, and
nations.” Tt is evident Daniel’s fourth kingdom was to be
thus universal (comp. chap. ii. 39, 40: vii. 28) : and, from
the nature of the case, as already shewn, that must have
pointed out the ‘heathen Roman power': and there seems
to be as little room for doubt, this must mean the same.

Again.  Rev. xvii. 3, the same Beast, having seven
heads and fen horns, is presented to us: and we are told
(ib. ver. 9) that “¢he seven heads are seven mountains, on
which the woman sitteth® : and (ver. 12)  the ten horns...
are ten kings, who receive power as kings oONE HoUR with
the beast.”” ¢ These,” it is added, * have one mind™..,

B

! Let it not be supposed, as it sometimes is, that anything more is
meant in the predictions of these four monarchies, than the fact of their
fall as monarchies; and of the last, of its fall as an heathen monarchy,
to be followed by the crection of one that should be rcligious and never-
ending ; succeeding the last, nevertheless, in the possession even of earthly
dominion: Kings then becoming the nursing Fathers, and Queens the
nursing Mothers of the Church. It is quite forcign to the question
therefore to suppose, with Sir Isaac Newton, that, as Persians and Greeks
still exist, we may still extend these predictions to them ; or, with others
that, as Czars (Cesars) are still in being, we may therefore still look
to such fragments of the Roman cmpire, as may suit us, for a further
ulfilment of these prophecies. This is deliberately and blindly to break
down, and to remove, the ancient landmarks which have been given for
our guidance; and to take into our hands, things with which we have
no right to meddle.

2 In J. Vaillant’s book on coins (Par. 1694, p. 30) we have an account
of one of the coins of Vespasian thus given: “ Romae Figura mulicbris
septem Romee collibus insidens, ad quarum radices lupa cum puerulis.”
One would imagine, that the Evangelist had this very coin before him
when he gave this description !
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““these shall make war with the Lamb: and the Lamb
shall overcome them.” We are then told, that the waters
seen by the Evangelist, ““where the whore sitteth, are
peoples, and multitudes, and nations, and tongues,” im-
plying, as before, universal rule: which is confirmed by
ver. 18, which says: < And the woman (drunken with the
blood of the saints, ver. 6) which thow sawest is that great
city, which REIGNETH over the kings of the earth.” 'The
then reigning city was, as every one knows, remarkable
for its seven hills : its ten® persecuting Ceesars, did, as
we have seen, make war upon the saints; did, for a
certain period, prevail against them; and this was in the
last portion of the last prophetical week of Daniel’s
seventy ; which might well be described by any period
mystically called an hour, three days and a half, or the
like.

In chapter xvi. 10, 11, the kingdom of the Beast is
filled with darkness, because a vial of God’s wrath is
poured out upon it: they now gnaw their tongues for
pain, and blaspheme the God of heaven. Evil spirits
(ver. 13, 14) then proceed out of the mouth of the dragon
(that old serpent the devil), and out of the mouth of the
Beast, and of the false Prophet, working miracles to de-
ceive if possible the Elect, and to stir up all to battle
against God himself. 'The judgment then sits (xvii. 1,
as in Dan. vii. 22, 26) upon this great whore; and (chap.
xviil. 2) the sentence is proclaimed, ¢ Babylon the great*

3 The eleventh, ov little horn, is not taken into the account in the
Revelation ; the round number, with the other particulars there given,
being quite sufficient to point out the dynasty of heathen Rome. It is
truly pitiable to obscrve the impotent and vulgar ribaldry of Gibbon
on this subject ; who, although he allows that all the folly of millenarians
was to be attributed to their ignorance of the books of Danicl and the
Apocalypse, indulges nevertheless in sncering at Christianity on this
account; and particularly, because the groundless notion had obtained
currency, that the world was about to be destroyed by fire!  Decline and
Fall, &c. chap. xv.

+ Rome was, for some reason or other, occasionally called Babylon
in these times. Babylon was too, the Mother of harlots: it was in the
plains of Shinaar that idolatry took its risc; it stands first in the order
of the dynastics morcover, in Danicl’s first vision; it oppressed the

captive
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is fallen,” (ver. 8,) “she shall be utterly burned with
Jire,” shall be consumed with the spirit of his mouth;
“ for strong is the Lord God who judgeth her;” from before
whom “gq fiery stream issued and came forth,” (Dan. vii.
10, 11) : and the body of the Beast, is accordingly ¢ given
to the burning flame.”

Similar to this is chap. xiv. 6, seq. where we learn,
that, after the everlasting Gospel has been carried forth
into every nation, Babylon is declared to have fallen:
according to our Lord’s prediction, the Exp had now come.
This is repeated in terms a little different (chap. xx.
9, 10) where we are told, that the devil is turned into
hell, with the Beast and the false Irophet, and that they
are there to be tormented for ever. After this, the new
heaven and new earth promised by the Prophet', and then
expected by the Church? comes down, as does the New
Jerusalem, from God out of heaven; and the kings of the
earth do bring their glory and honour into it®. The
power of the holy people is therefore, néw extended far
and wide: and (Dan. xii. 7) all these things are finished.
In like manner (Rev. x. 6,7) an oath is sworn, ¢ that there
shall be time no longer,” but that now, the mystery of
God is finished, as He hath declared to his servants the
prophets : when, again (Rev. xi. 15) ¢ The kingdoms of this
world are become the kingdoms of our Lord, and of his
Christ ; who shall reign for ever and ever.” The same
thing is said virtually (chap. xvii. 16, 17), where we are told,

captive Israclites—as Egypt did—and hence its fall was predicted by
several prophets; and lere, for a similar reason, the terms of some
of those predictions are applied to heathen Rome.

! Isaiah Ixv. 17 ; lxvi. 22.

2 2 Pect, iii. 13. Examine this chapter from ver. 7 to the end, with the
parallel passages marked in the margin, and it will be found, that no
dissolution of the natural world could have heen mcant. It had long
been foretold, that the Jewish polity should he destroytd by fire; comp.
Deut. xxxii. 21, with Rom. x. 19; and ib. Deut. ver, 22, seq. and ver. 43,
which unites, as here, the nations with the Church of God.

3 Rev. xxi. 2—10, 24 “The tabernacle of God is with men” (3)...in
which all things are made new (5).  Sec also chap. iii. 12, where the
coming down of the New Jerusalem is also mentioned, and the new name
to be written npon believers, i. e, Christian.
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that God hath put it into the hearts of these Persecuting
Powers to have one mind (comp. ver. 13), and to fulfil his
will, so that they should (in effect) hate the whore, and
eventually make her desolate! ... until the words of God
(as spoken by all his prophets) skould be fulfilled. In the
words of our Lord, the Gospel had now been preached in
all nations, and TuHe Exp was come: the days had now
closed, in which all things foretold of Him should be ful-
filled: the latter days were now passed, and the kingdom,
having no such terms or period assigned to it, was for ever
established,

It is not my intention to follow out this question further
here, or to enter on a detailed account of the Book of the
Revelation, having done this to some extent elsewhere®. I
would remark on this Book generally, that if the passages
noticed above are so particularly limited and defined by the
circumstances and events adverted to——which I think it is
impossible not to see—then it must be certain, no inge-
nuity can fairly apply them, cither to any other period,
or to any other events whatsoever. And, if this be the case,
then we bave all the leading events determined and fixed ;
which will supply a sufficient clue to the true and com-
plete developement of all the other particulars, there laid
down by the Evangelist. To me the Revelation scems to

* It is evident from the context here, as compared with chap. xiii. 1,
and with the parallel places in Danicl, that the same persecuting powers
arc meant in all; and if so, they must form a part of THE LATTER DAYS
of the heathen Roman empire : which indeed is sufficiently cléar, even
from the Book of Revelation itself. Their hating and desolating the
whore therefore, must hiere be understood metonymically, i. c. as doing
this in effect; an usage by no means rare in Holy Writ. See Isaial
iii. 8, 9, 14; ix. 20, seq.—This did not occur to me when I wrote
my Exposition on this book. I then followed Dr. Ilammond, errone-
ously placing these powers beyond the limit assigned te them by Danicl
and St. John.

5 ¢ Six Sermons on the Study of the Holy Scriptures...to which are
annexed Two Dissertations,” &ec. London: 1830, James Duncan,
Paternoster Row ; where a large number of the prophecics are brought
to bear on this subject, as arc many opinions of the Fathers. Still this
question requires a much more extended investigation, which I hope one
day to give it.
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contain three distinct visions': the first ending with chap-
ter iii. : the second, with chapter xiii.: and the third, to
which additions are made, with the end of the Book. 'The
first Vision contains a warning, perhaps, to the whole
Christian Church then in being : the second and third, are
different visions relating to the same things; the latter, as
in the visions of Daniel, being the more full and particular.
The parallel passages cited in the margins of our common
Bibles, if diligently compared with one another, and with
those also given in the places referred to, and particularly
as explained in various parts of the New Testament, will
supply perhaps the best commentary that can be written
on this Book. Add to this, its own repeated declarations;
that what was then said was shortly to come to pass®; and
we shall be led to a conclusion as strong as words and
facts can make it, that the purposes of God, as” declared
by the Prophets, and generally summed up in this Book,
have been long ago fulfilled and finished.

If, on the other hand, we are to interpret this Book
with those of the Prophets generally, by the resemblances
supposed to exist between the declarations made, and
certain events of history, which have, or have not yet,
come to pass, independently of any other limiting and
determining considerations,—as it has usually becn the
case ;—then I will allow, these declarations may be made
to speak of any, or every, extraordinary person or event,
which has hitherto existed, “or may hereafter exist, on
earth: and the consequence must be,—as it certainly has
long been the case,—that the more sure word of Pro-

1 Primasius, quoted in my Exposition (p. 305), has these remarkable
words on this subject: “ Post ipsam utique visionem sc alteram memorat
videsse: non gestorum cst diversum tempus, sed visionum: ac siquis
unam rem diversis modis cnarret.” And again (ib. p. 333), “Quicquid
igitur in tubis minus dixit, hic in phialis cst. Nec est aspiciendus ordo
dictorum, quoniam sepe Spiritus Sanctus ubi ad novissimi temporis
finem percurrerit, rursus ad eademn tempora redit, et supplet ea que
minus dixit.” Nothing is more common with the prophets, than to repeat
the same predictions again and again. The things detailed in the two
last visions of this book, are so clearly identical, that, it must be matter
of the greatest wonder, this should have been so constantly overlooked.

2 Chap.1.1,3; iii. 11; xxii. 7, 10, 12, 20.
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phecy, will, of all things here below, be made the miost
unsure : and, that he will act most wisely, who meddles
with no such declarations, and particularly with those of
the Apocalypse. '

It could scarcely be supposed one would think, that
a Divine Revelation would be given, which should not
be understood ; or that means would not be afforded, for
the attainment of its intentions. My own impression is,
that this Book was intended to be understood, and that
means fully adequate to this have been afforded : and fur-
ther, that the determining and defining limits of all the
events necessary to be known, have been so clearly marked
out, and so immoveably fixed, by the mention of events
well known and ascertained, not only that he who runs
may read them ; but, that he who reads them, cannot
doubt, as to their intent and purpose. How it has come
to pass, that they should have been so long overlooked,
or disregarded, especially as the Fathers of the Church
have so generally given views on this subject, which
must have been grounded on these considerations, is to me
a matter of the greatest astonishment. I will only add,
If Daniel has, in all his visions, so limited the things
respecting the last of his Four Dynasties, and the com-
mencement of his IFifth ; and, if all the declarations
cited from the other Prophets, and the Psalms, do, ac-
cording to the interpretation put upon them by the
Evangelists and the Apostles, fully conspire with the
times and events so pointed out;—which I will affirm is
the fact ;—then I say, it will not only be folly, but im-
piety of the most daring sort, to attempt to fix other
limits, and to point out other cvents, as the mere fancy
of the individual may suggest: and then to call upon
Believers, to act upon these as faithful indications of the
Divine will.  Some of the prognostications founded on
these views, have already shewn themselves to be false;
and, I will venture to predict, that time will shew all
those, whose periods have not yet run out, to be equally
groundless and deceptive. I might say much on the
immensity of the evil hence resulting, in destroying a chain
of evidence, given in this more sure word of prophecy,—
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and on which the primitive Church implicitly relied', and
which it urged with so much effect and success,—as I
might on the power supplied to the Infidel, the Scoffer,
and the Lukewarm:—but I forbear. If I have said enough
to rouse others to a more rational and extended inquiry
on these subjects, I shall have gained my point, having
no doubt that the truth will in the end prevail.

' A circumstance that has not failed to call forth the usual sneer
of Gibbon: which must, of nccessity, be put down to the score of his
extreme ignorance on the subject. “It was,” says he, “universally
believed, that the end of the world, and the kingdom of heaven, were
at hand. The near approach of this wonderful event had been predicted
by the Apostles”...“ the revolution of seventeen centuries has instructed
us not to press too closely the mysterious language of prophecy and reve-
lation.” Decline and Fall, &c. chap. xv. The first part of this is as
untrue, as the last is insidious and vicious. It is to be regretted indeed,
that so much folly has been grounded by Christians on the Scriptures
here had in view; still, the ignorance so evinced was not greater than
that of Gibbon himself; and it partook not in the vice of his.
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Parr III

ON THE PERSONAL REIGN OF CHRIST ON EARTI,

This question has been shortly discussed by our
Author in the following work, (pp. 278—281), and de-
termined in the negative; which might have sufficed for
us, had it not involved other considerations, which ought
not to be overlooked here. TFor, if it be true,—as shewn
above,—that all things foretold by the Prophets, received
their fulfilment at a certain period of time; it will also
be necessary to shew, that the promise of Christ’s coming,
so frequently mentioned in the New Testament—and of
which the notion of a personal reign is only an abuse,—
did actually take place within that period ; and this we
now propose briefly to do.

We have already seen that the Disciples inquired of
our Lord, on a certain occasion, ¢ IWhat shall be the sign
of thy coming?” (Matth. xxiv. 3). After warning them,
as noticed by our Author, he answers, among other things,
“As the lightning cometh out of the east, and shineth
even to the west; so shall also the coming of the Son of
man be.” (ib. ver. 27.) And again, (ver. 30), “ Then shall
appear the sigN of the Son of man in heaven: and then
shall all the tribes of the earth mourn, and they shall
see the Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven with
power, and great glory:” and (ib. ver. 87. comp. Mark xiii.
26, 33: Luke, xxi. 27), “ ds the days of Noe were, so also
shall the coming of the Son of man be.” Then follows
an intimation of the destruction which is to ensue: ¢ Two
shall be in the field ; the one shall be taken, and the
other left.” 1t is added, < Watch therefore : for ye know
not what hour your Lord cometh.™ It should be re-
membered, all this is said in opposition to the notion,
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that Christ shall then be found personally, either here or
there, as Eusebius has well remarked. It should also be
remembered, that this His coming was to be preceded and
followed by unheard of tribulations, not only in Judea,
but among all the tribes of the earth': and that no precise
time was fixed for its occurrence. It was, as in all the
other cases adverted to above, to be known by the events
pointed out?,

This event is again introduced in St. John (xxi. 20)
in these words: ““Jf I will that he tarry tiLL 1 coMeE,
what is that to thee?” And again, (Actsi. 11,) ¢ This
same Jesus, which is taken wup from you into heaven,
shall so come in like manner as ye have seen Him go
into heaven ;” which has tempted many to imagine, that
the promised coming must also be personal. But, it is
not necessary to suppose, that the “like manner,” mens
tioned, must refer to the person of our Lord: one would
rather think it would relate to the manner of His as-
cension into heaven ; and this was in a cloud, attended
probably, as that of Elijah was, with a chariot of fire,
and a whirlwind?®

If then we may rely on this, we are brought at once
to the several descriptions given of this coming, both in
the Old and the New Testament. In Daniel for example,
we have (chap. vii. 18, 14) : “ One like the Son of man
came with the cLoups oF NEAVEN:",, and there was given
Him dominion and glory:” which scems to identify itself
with (Matth. xxiv. 80), * They shall see (ib. the sign of)
the Son of man, coming IN THE CLOUDS OF HEAVEN, with
power and great glory:” and also with (chap. xxvi. 64,)
“ Her :after shall ye see the Son of man sitting on the
right hand of power, and coming IN THE CLOUDS OF

1 Matth, xxiv. 5—12; 29, seq. :

2 Ih. ver. 33. < So likewise ye, when ye shall see these things, know
that it is near, even at the doors.” And, ib. ver. 3G: “ Bu¢ of that day
and hour knoweth no man, no, not the angels of heaven.” 1f this be the
fact, then the seventy weeks of Daniel had not defined the period chrono-
logically, in which these things should take place; it had only described
the events—undctermined in the prediction—by which the period should
be known ; and this was cnough.

* 2 Kings ii. 11.



PRELIMINARY DISSERTATION. exlvii

heaven.” And this the High DPriest seems to have un-
derstood, as an intended comment on this place of Daniel.

Again, this place in Daniel is evidently referred to,
in these words (Rev. i. 7.): < Behold he cometh witn
cLOUDs ; and every eye shall sce (perceive, recognize) Him,
and they also which pierced him: and all kindreds of
the earth shall wail because of Him™ (Comp. ib. xiv. 14.).
Where, it should be observed, judgments and woes arc
had in view. And to this St. Paul appears to refer when
he says (2 Thess. i. 7), < When the Lord Jesus shall be
revealed from heaven with his mighty angels, in fluming
JSire, taking vengeance on them that know not God, and
that obey mot the Gospel of owr Lord Jesus Christ.”
And again, (ib. ii. 8.) speaking of the man of sin, he
says, ¢ Whom the Lord shall consume with the spirit of
his mouth: and with the BRIGITNESS OF HIS COMING:”
alluding to our Lord’s words, that this should be as light-
ning shining from the east to the west ; and, as foretold
by Zechariah (chap. ix. 14.): ¢ The Lord shall be seen
over them, and his arrvows shall go forth as the light-
ning " ... and shall go with THE wHIRLWINDs of the
south.” Again, (in 2 Pet. iii. 5. seq.) this coming of our
Lord is adverted to, and the times of the flood are taken
by way of illustration, just as our Lord had before
done’, in his memorable prediction. Its period is termed

+ Matth. xxiv. 39. They “knew not until the flood came, and took
them all away ; so shall also the coming of the Son of Man be.” That is,
its precise period is not foretold: the signs of its approach only are. St.
Peter (ib. ver. 10) connects this place with our Lord’s prediction also by
the terms, ““the Lord will come as a thief in the night (ib. Matth. ver. 43).
St. Peter also adverts to the Epistles of Paul on this subject (vv. 15, 16).
The place alluded to is, apparently, 2 Tim.iii. 1. seq. “ This know also,
that in THE LAST DAvs, perilous times shall come,” &e.  Then, in order
to fix the times here meant, he adds, “ Of this sort are they which creep
into houses (9). “ But they shall proceed no further,” &e. So Jude also,
as given in the text. St. Paul again, in 1 Tim. iv. 1, seq. “Now the
Spirit speaketh expressly, that in THE LATIER TIMES some shall depart from
the faith, giving heed to sedncing spirits, and doctrines of devils... Forlidding
to marry, and commanding to abstain from meats,” &c. That the Gnostic
sects generally did this, is matter of fact. Romanists, who partake
to a certain extent in their errors, never did it but partially.

k
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“the day of the Lord,” and,~—as our Lord had also said,~—
it is to ““ come as a thief in the night :” the judgments to
accompany it are then dwelt upon; and the descent of
the new heavens and earth is enounced, for the encourage-
ment of the Believers.

Jude again, (14.) cites a prophecy of the very early
times of Enoch on this subject. ¢ 7The Lord,” says he,
““ cometh with ten thousand of his saints, to execule judg-
ment wupon all, and to convince all that are ungodly,” &c.
He identifies the persons meant in these words: ¢ T'hese
are murmurers, complainers, walking after their own
lusts ; and their mouth speaking great swelling words,
having men’s persons in admiration because of advantage.”
He then warns them, that this had been foretold; that
¢ there should be mockers IN THE LAST TIME.” ¢ These,”
he adds, < be they (now, i. c. in these times) who separate
themselves, sensual, having not the spirit.”

I need only add to this, that the Book of the Revelation,
is only a more detailed and highly figurative account of zhis
Revelation of Jesus Christ ; in which a very large portion
of the Old Testament is brought immediately to bear upon
this subject ; for the purpose of shewing, among other
things, that the Testimony of Jesus, is the spirit of (all)
prophecy’. I have already remarked, that, from the be-
ginning of the fourth chapter, to the end of this Book,
we have two distinct visions, intended to depict the judg-
ments inflicted by the Lamb on his enemies; and to de-
clare the final, and full, establishment of Ilis Church.
Towards the close of the first vision (chap. x. 6) it is
sworn that ¢ there shall be time mo longer:™ in other
words, nothing now remains of the predictions of Holy
Writ, which shall require time for its fulfilnent: and
this is only an echo of Daniel (chap. xii. 7.) where an oath
to the same effect is sworn, declaring that, when the power
of the holy people shall be scattered (abroad) ¢“all these
things shall be finished.” So also herc (Rev. ib. ver. 7.),
when the seventh Angel shall begin to sound (his trumpet)
“the mystery of God shall be finished.” And (ib. xi. 15.)
The seventh Angel sounds, and now ““the kingdoms of this

' Rev. xix. 10,
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world are become the kingdoms of our Lord, and of his
Christ; and he shall reign for ever and ever:" as re-
marked above, exactly as Daniel had also predicted. Again,
(giving the same things in a further vision, ib. xvi. 17.)
when the seventh Angel has poured out his vial? a voice
proceeds from the Throne saying, ¢ It 1s DONE.” Some
further particulars are added for the purpose apparently,
of making the whole more specific; and it is repeated,
(xxi. 6.) It 1s DONE.”

In chap. xxii. 5, the particulars of the last vision end,
when the Evangelist adds, as instructed by the Angel,
“ The Lord God of the holy prophets sent his Angel to
shew wunto his servants the things WHICH MUST SHORTLY
BE DONE.” And it is added, ¢ Behold, I coME QuickLy:”
that is, I Jesus will shortly reveal myself in power, in-
flicting judgment on my adversaries, avenging the blood
of my servants, and establishing for ever my kingdom.
The warning that all is shortly to come to pass, is repeated
in verses 10, 12, 20.  T'o which the response of the Church
is, ¢“ Lven so, coMmE, Lorp JEsus.”

The fact, that the Lord Jesus did so eome, and this
within the period fixed by Daniel, and recognized by our
Lord, is certain, as well from the fall of Jerusalem, and
the dispersion of the Jews taking place even within that
generation, as it also is from the fall of the Leathen Dy-
nasty of Rome, which commenced its work of destruction
and of persecution from the same period; and also, from
the establishment of the Christian Church, which imme-
diately followed. The miraculous powers granted to the
Apost!es for this purpose, in the first instance, and con-
tinued, as it should seem, for some time after their death,
were gradually and imperceptibly withdrawn, as being no
longer wanted.  The ordinary aids of the Spirit were
granted, and, according to the promise of our Lord, are
never to be withdrawn®: these, with the helps of Holy
Scripture, and the ordinances of the Church, are now
sufficient, and for ever shall be, so to build up Believers

2 Where the seventh vial of his vision answers to the scventh
trampet of the preceding one.
3 John xiv. 16. comp. Rom. viii. 1, seq.; 1 Cor. xii. 1—14, &e.
k2
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in their most holy faith, and to make them even Tem-
ples of the Holy Ghost, that they shall want no manuner
of good thing; but shall go on their way rejoicing here;
be made meet to be partakers with the Saints in light,
and finally be received among them.

To conclude: If the word of prophecy is the more
sure evidence to the Believer of the truth of the hope
that is in him; then, it must have been delivered in
terms such as would at once be intelligible to all, and
would, at the same time, set forth such facts as would
be obvious, convincing, and accessible to all. And this
character it certainly sustains. To notice that portion
of it only, which has been brought under review in this
inquiry: Four great Empires are brought before us,
which are to fall in succession. The first three of these
are determined by the Prophet, as shewn above: while
the last, or fourth, is made too plain to admit of a doubt,
that the heathen Dynasty of Rome was intended. Our
Lord also points this out in a manner not to be misunder-
stood : it was that, which should set up #ke abomination of
desolation ; which should not leave one stone upon another
in the Temple; which, according to Daniel, should destroy
the City and Sanctuary; but which, in its turn, should
also fall.  And this again, the Author of the Book of
the Revelation designates, as the Power that in his days
veigned over the Princes of the earth: the woman sit-
ting on the seven hills; in other words, on the Beast
which had ¢ seven heads,” and *¢ ten horns,” and was seen
“drunken with the blood of the Saints.” 'This Power
was to make war with the Lamb; according to Daniel,
with the Saints; and, for a while was to prevail: but,
according to both, was to be consigned to the burning
Jlame, and this destruction was to be permanent.

These Horns, or Kings, are placed moreover in THE
LAST PERIOD or DAYs, of Tuis bpyNasty: let this
be carefully remembered: to that rTHEY MUST BELONG ;
they cannot therefore, be assigned, without palpable vio-
lence, to any other period. In this period St. Paul
looked for them, under the general appellation of the Man
of sin ; their description he took from Daniel, and their
destruction he spoke of, in terms equivalent to those used
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by that Prophet. Other writers of the New Testament,
and particularly St. John in the Apocalypse, looked in
like manner for things which were shortly to come to pass,
as St. Paul did when he declared, that he who then with-
held, should do so, until he should be taken out of the
way : all of which was but a virtual repetition of our
Lord’s prediction, when he said, ¢ This generation shall
not pass away until these things be:” and, “If I will
that he (John) tarry wntil I come, what is that to
thee 2”

All these authorities concur moreover, in the decla-
ration, that when all these things should have been done,
THE END' should come: that <the mystery of God
should be finished, as he had declared to his servants
the prophets:” it showld be completed: time should now
be xo morE: the END of all things (so foretold) should
be at hand, and be fully brought to pass: in these
days should be fulfilled all that had been spoken of
Christ (and of his Church) by the Prophets: or, in other
words, When the Gospel should have been preached
in all the world for a testimony to all nations, and the
power of the Iloly People be scattered (abroad), then
should tur Exp come, then showld all these things be
Jinished. T nced now only say, All these things have been
done: the old and elementary system passed away with a
great noise ; all these predicted LEmpires have actually
fallen: and the New kingdom; the New heaven and
carth, the New Jerusalem,—all of which were to descend
from God, to be formed by his power, have been realized
on carth; all these things have been done in the sight
of all the nations: God’s holy arm has been made bare
in their sight: His judgments have prevailed, and they
remain for an everlasting testimony to the whole world :
His Lkingdom has come, as it was foretold it should, and
His Will has, so far, been done; His purposes have been
finished : and, from that day, to the extreme end of
time, it will be the duty, as indeed it will be the great

' Sec also p. 282 helow, note.
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privilege of the Church, to gather into its bosom the
Jew, the Greek, the Scythian, Barbarian, bond and free;
and to do this as the Apostles did in their days, in
obedience, faith, and hope’.

! This was once done by the excrtion of miracle, for a testimony
to all nations and to all times. 1f many have fallen back since those times
into heathenism, let it be remembered, the Apocalypse warned the
churches of the danger of this, from the first.

————————
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Part 1V,

ON THE RESTORATION OF THE JEWS.

O~ this question much need not be said ; for, if the
events of prophecy have all been fulfilled, and were so
fulfilled upon the establishment of the Christian Church,
as already shewn, every hope of a restoration of Jews to
Palestine must be groundless and futile'. Besides, it
must be most incongruous to look for the temporalities
of the Old Testament under the New, in which we are
taught, that there is neither Greek nor Jew, circumcision,
nor uncircumcision, Barbarian, Scythian, bond nor free:
but Christ is all, and in all®. 'That neither in Jeru-
salem, nor on Mount Gerizim, exclusively, should the
Father be worshipped®; but, that wherever there was a
real spiritual child of Abraham, there should be a Temple
of God the Holy Ghost'. And, let it be remembered,
this was the doctrine which the Apostles themsclves felt
the greatest difficulty in receiving, met the greatest in
its propagation, and laboured most anxiously and con-
stantly, to preserve entire from commixture with Jewish
notions.

Suppose, in the next place, the Jews were to be
carried back to Palestine, and placed upon the land of
their Fathers; Iow, I ask, could the inheritance of the
different tribes be ascertained: for this must form as

' Be it remembered, the Seventy weeks of Daniel were determined veoN
HIS PEOPLE, and UPON 111§ HOLY cITY, 10 FInisi, &c. Dan. ix. 24.

? Col. iii. 11. Sce also Gal. iii. 28, where all, we are told, are oue
in Christ Jesus; nd if Christ's, then Abraham’s seed, and heirs according
to the promise.

3 John iv. 21—24.

*1 Cor, iii. 16,17; vi.19; 2 Cor. vi. 16.
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essential a part of such restoration, as their returning
can?  And, again, Who shall determine the individuals
constituting each particular tribe'? this being an utter
impossibility to uninspired man. But, if we are to have
recourse to miracle in order to effect these things, then,
I say, we have recourse to that, for which Holy Scrip-
ture gives no warrant whatsoever. A new Revelation
will now be as much required to give grounds for this,
as will miracle to determine, either the individuals of
each particular Jewish Tribe, or the place of residence
edch should claim in the Holy Land. Neither of which
is to be expected. And again, supposing all these things
possible, then I ask, by What means ave individuals, and
whole families, to be transpofted from China, Tartary,
the interior of Africa, and almost every known part of

1 To “the loss of all precisc” knowledge as to familics and tribes
among the Jews, is, I suspect, to be ascribed the Jewish figment that
ten of their tribes have been entirely lost. 'That a remnant of all the
tribes returned from Babylon is certain from the fact, that sin-offerings
were offered, for all Isracl, in the times of Ezra (chap. viii. 35), one
apparently for every distinet tribe. Both St. Paul, and St. James too,
speak in their days of twelve tribes, as then known to exist. Sce Acts
xxvi. 7. James i. 1; and, in the latter case, converts from each of these
arc particularly had in view. To this the Revelation cordially responds,
telling us (chap. vii. 5, seq.) that, out of cach of the twelve tribes, twelve
thousand were scaled ; that is, a considerable number out of every tribe,
was then to be collected into the Christian Church; which, this St.
James seems to say, was the fact. The truth is, a very large number
of the captive Jews never returned at all to Judea, but remained in
Babylonia, and in the other places to which they had been carried.
Hence the Rabbinic schools of Sora, Pumbeditha, &c., and henee also
the Babylonian ‘Talmud. Many of these merged, in all probability,
in the heathen about them ; and others became Christian.,  Of this latter
sort & very considerable number has been found in Koordistan, by
Asalicl Grant, M.D. as hic confidently thinks. (London: John Murray,
1841). However this may be, one thing is certain,—and this makes
marvellously against his hypothesis,— that instecad of the Christian
Church receiving anything like life from the dead from these, they
actually stand in need, at this moment, of both spiritual light and life
from the Christian Church, as Dr. Grant himself frecly confesses! This
loss of the distinction of tribes is perhaps judicial ; and let it be remem-
bered, the preservation of the Jews, as a people, without this, amounts
to nothing,
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the world to this land of promise ; ample provision
having been made for the return both from Egypt and
Babylon? And, in the next place, What is to become
of those who now occupy it, and who have realized a
property in its lands®? And, lastly, What is there to
be gained by all this? Is Christianity now so imperfect
as to make this necessary, in order that Believers may
be ““compLETE in Him?, which is the head of all princi-
pality and Power?™ If so, the Apostle has hitherto been
a false witness to the Church: and the Church itself,
any thing but complete in its ordinances and privileges !
A conclusion which has indeed been arrived at by some
of the modern interpreters of this school. I would sug-
gest to such the propriety of asking themselves, Is not
this the very sort of judaizing, against which the Apostles
so strenuously laboured ?

They occasionally do cite however, some places in the
New Testament, which they affirm clearly foretell this
state of things. And of this, Rom. xi. 26. is dwelt upon
as the most clear and positive. ¢ And so all Israel shall
be saved.” But, Is this a prediction of .any particular
event'? TIs it any thing more than a doctrine, declaring
(ver. 23) that, < if they abide mot in unbelief, they also
shall be graffed in 2™ And then, after a parenthesis reason-
ing on the fitness of this, it is added, “4And so (better,
thus, ovrws, i.e. in this way) all Israel shall be saved:”
in exact accordance with what the same Apostle says
(2 Cor. iii. 16.), < When it shall turn to the Lord, the
vail shall be taken away.” But no where is there to
be found any unconditional prediction of this.

As to the places usually cited from the Old Testa-
ment, it may be said once for all, that supposing they
extend into Christian times, and beyond the limits as-
signed above, which I affirm is no where to be found;—

2 For this is anything but a casc similar to that of the Canaanites,
all being supposed, at this happy period, to have fully embraced the
true religion.

8 Col. ii. 10; sce also ib. iv, 12,

4 It should never be forgotten, that predictions, foretelling future
events, are things altogether distinet and different from doctrines.
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then, the interpretation of these must necessarily be so
vegulated, as not to run counter to Christianity, or in
any way to interfere with its primary and acknowledged
laws': and these positively deny every thing like exclu-
sive privilege to Jew, Greek, Barbarian, Scythian, bond
and free. In this case then, as before, nothing short of
a new Revelation, and a new Dispensation, can justify
the expectation of any such things as these. Whether
we are to expect any such new light, and new appoint.
ments, I leave it to others to determine. I can find no
such things foretold. I conclude on this question, there-
fore, that no restoration of Jews, either to temporal, or
spiritual, exclusive privileges, is to be expected: that
all such expectation is groundless; and, what is worse,
that it tends only to confirm Jewish prejudices, which
have hitherto proved all but invincible without it; and
further, that those who are so anxiously pressing it, are
unwarily calling into exercise a power, more than equal
to all their better efforts to the contrary. To call the
Jews to a belief in Christ, is a legitimate work of Christian

! In interpreting the Old Testament, especial care must be always
taken to ascertain, what the party addressed is; i.e. whether it is the
faithful, or the unfaithful one. If we do this, we shall not apply the
promises to reprobates, as is very commonly done; nor shall we lose
sight of that pious portion, which was found to the last among that
people, and of which St. Paul spoke when he declared there was in his
days, “a remnant according to the election of grace” Rom. xi. 5, seq.
These formed the New Church of Jerusalem, of Rome apparently, and
of several other places. Of the rest, it is enough to say, that they were
spiritually blinded; that they became strangers to the commonwealth
of Israel, and subject to the curse of the law. Hence, threats the most
grievous have been denounced against them, by Moses and all the Prophets;
and, under these, they now wander and suffer. To such, no promise can
be, nor is there, extended ; and to neither, can any ‘exclusive privileges
be assigned ; the converted Jews of the Apostles’ times found none ; and
it must be absurd to imagine, that length of time has altered the terms

- and provisions of the revelation in this respect.  Again, it was common
under the Law, to speak of Christian times and observances, in the terms
peculiarly applicable to the Law. So Isaiah’s mountain of the Lord
(chap. ii. 2), Ezekiel’s temple (chap. xlviii.), and Zechariah's Jerusalem
(viil. 22, &c.), must necessarily refer to the Christian Chureh, and to the
Apostolic, and immediately subsequent times; and the same will be
found to be true of all similar passages.
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faith and love: it is that which our I.ord commanded,
and it is that in which the Apostles persevered to the
utmost. Circumstanced as the Jews now are, they are
strangers to the covenants of promise, they are without
hope, and without God in the world. They are as branches
broken off, and dissevered from the stock of Abraham?:
and it is faith in the Redeemer alone, which can graff
them in, and make them the spiritual seed of Abraham :
the fleshly descent availing nothing whatsoever under the
new Covenant. To this end it is the duty of the Chris.
tian Church to labour; and, in this work, there are the
best grounds for believing, that their labour shall not be
in vain,

CONCLUSION.

I¥ then, any reliance can be placed on what has been
said above, it must appear, that the opinions of Eusebius
were neither heterodox, as it regards the Divinity of our
Lord, nor groundless, as to the declarations of prophecy.
I may say for myself, I have examined the first of these
questions with the most carnest desire of ascertaining the
truth: and, in doing this, I have endeavoured to bring
together such statements of Eusebius himself, as appeared
to me the most likely to discover the true bent and in-
clinations of his mind. I have too, combined these with
those of others, in which he appeared to partake, for the
purpose of ascertaining to what results these actually led.
Hence his Platonism, his concurrence with Philo, and his
controversy with Marcellus, have been brought forward;
b and to this have been added, all the objections of Mont-
faucon and of others, which seemed to require notice:
| and my conclusion on the whole has been, that, Eusebius
has, in no case, evinced any inclination whatever to the
errors of Arius; but has, in all,—if not so frequently
as some have done, yet quite as fully,—maintained the
entire and perfect Divinity, and distinct Personality, both
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. 'This, I think, must
be the conclusion of every unprejudiced person, who takes

? See the following work, p. 251, note.
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the pains fully to enter into his modes of thinking and
of speaking: as it also must, that those who have thought
differently, have but partially considered this question.

As to his opinions on Prophecy, on the personal reign
of Christ, and on the restoration of the Jews, I may
perhaps say, proof has been given that these were well
founded. It is, I think, impossible to find any questions
more determinately settled and fixed in the Scriptures
than these are. 1In the question of Prophecy, declarations
the most plain and positive are so bound up with facts,
the occurrence of which is well known to all, that it is
impossible to conceive of any thing more plain, certain,
and determinate, than this question is. Of the actual fall
of the Four great Empires pointed out, no doubt can
possibly exist: of the certainty of the things foretold to
take place, during the latter period of the last of these,
there can surely be no question; nor can there, that the
extreme limit has been fixed, beyond which they cannot
be made to pass. Again, our Lord, His Evangelist John,
and His Apostles generally, connect this, beyond all pos-
sibility of doubt, with the generation then existing ; and
both these, as well as the Prophet Daniel, affirm, that,
when the particular events so pointed out shall have taken
place, then all is fulfilled ; the purposes of God are
JSinished, as declared by IHis Prophets, and THE EXD is
come. 'The Fifth kingdom of Daniel, the New Heaven
and Earth of Isaiah and the Apocalypse, and the New
Jerusalem of the latter, is for ever established. All is
here plain, Jixved, and determined : no ingenious conjectures,
no wire-drawn theory therefore, no double, triple, &c. in-
terpretation, no devices turning aside the obvious import
of language, are here wanted ; all is plain, simple, obvious,
and requiring no powers higher than those of the rustic, for
its comprehension, and, for its reception, nothing beyond
the simple and sincere desire of knowing the truth. And,
what is perhaps best of all, it will throw a clear and
steady light over the whole of the Old Testament, making
its prophetic declarations as easy, aud obvious, as are the
doctrines of the New ; and, at the same time, afford a
system of evidence, in all respects irresistible. As to the
other questions, just mentioned, they are so intimately



-
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connected with this, that what determines the one must
also determine the.other : if the requirements of Pro-
phecy are fulfilled ; then nothing remains to be done by
the Jews for this purpose. The period is past; and faith
in the Christ of God, is now their only resource ; and
this comprehends no privileges whatsoever of an earthly
nature.

I will only now add, if I have succeeded in vindicating
the character and views of this very eminent writer and
Prelate, and have been permitted to bring to light one of
his very valuable works, which had long been supposed
to be lost ; and have, at the same time discovered and
pointed out the means, by which the hitherto untractable
and difficult problem of Prophecy may be satisfactorily
solved ; I shall indeed, have the greatest reason to be
thankful to the great Giver of every good gift, for favours
so great conferred upon me, and which, it may perhaps
be reasonably hoped, will exert a beneficial influence on
the Church of Christ for ages to come.
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