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PREFACE.

class-room, some consideration seems to have been given
by Dr Cunningham to the expediency or necessity of
arranging them so as to suit a course of two years,
adapted to the two separate classes under his instruc-
tions. The Editors have thought it right to modify this
arrangement to some extent, 8o as to adapt it more to
the connection of the topics or the chronological order of
the discussions. They have been enabled within the two
volumes to give the whole substance of the course,
although a few Lectures and portions of Lectures have
been omitted, that seemed to be less essential to the
general plan, and the insertion of which might have, in
some cases, made the connection of the topics more
manifest. The minor alterations necessary in changing
the Lecture form to that in which the work now appears,
in omitting recapitulations and merely academical refer-
ences,—and in correcting a few verbal inaccuracies, it
is unnecessary to advert to, beyond the statement that
they in no instance affect the substance of the discussion
or the Author’s meaning.

As in a former instance, the Editors have to acknow-
ledge the valuable assistance of Rev. John Laing, Li-
brarian, New College, in verifying and correcting the
numerous quotations and references contained in these
volumes,—a work which, although inferring considerable
trouble and sacrifice of time, has been to him a labour

of love.

JAMES BUCHANAN.
JAMES BANNERMAN.

NEw CoLLEGE, EDINBURGH, Nov. 1862,
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PREFACE.

THE two volumes now issued, under the general title
of Hustorical Theology, are made up almost entirely of
Lectures prepared by Dr Cunningham, and annually
delivered by him to the students attending the Class
of Church History over which he presided in the New
College. The MS. of the Lectures was left by him in
a very perfect state, having undergone, in the course of
successive years, no great alterations as to general sub.
stance or even particular statements, but having received
careful revision from the Author in minor details.

At the time when Dr Cunningham was appointed
Professor, it was all but the invariable practice in our
Theological Halls, to make the prelections in the Class of
Church History, little other, in substance, than a mere
narrative of the rise and progress of the Christian Church,
with some account of the leading men, and events, and
doctrines connected with it. The wide diffusion of the
fruits of modern historical research, ecclesiastical as well
ag civil, and the publication of numerous treatises and
text-books devoted to Church History, rendered such a
method of conducting the instructions of the class un-
satisfactory and undesirable; and this, added to a dif-
ferent and higher view of the object to be aimed at,
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“etermined Dr Cunningham to adopt another course.
Handing over his students to the many and easily
dccessible books on ecclesiastical history for its sub-
stance and details, and making use of one or other of
them as the groundwork for oral examinations in his
class, but avoiding a. narrative so often repeated, he
sought to give in his Lectures the lessons to be gathered
from Church History, rather than Church History itself.
He held, and often expressed the belief, that the most
valuable and important advantage to bé derived from a
study of the records of the Christian Church, was to be
found in the commentary which the great developments
of truth and error, in the course of its history, have
furnished upon the word of God, through the occasions
they presented, or the necessity they imposed, for ascer-
taining and determining more fully, and bringing out with
greater clearness and precision, the leading doctrines
of revelation. The heresies in religion, and the contro-
versies as to truth and error, which make up so large a
portion of ecclesiastical history, have uniformly resulted,
under the blessing of God, in setting forth in more dis-
tinct terms, and on a more solid foundation of Scripture
evidence, than before, the truth denied or controverted,
—in giving to it a better development and a more de-
fintite shape,—in leading both to a more accurate and a
more thorough understanding of what is to be believed,—
in clearing it from misapprehension and ambiguity,—and
in reproducing it again in new forms of speech, better
adapted than formerly rightly to embody and express
the Faith of the Church. Few, perhaps, of the less

PREFACE,

elementary doctrines of Scripture can be said to have
been thoroughly apprehended or accurately declared,
as regards both their own fulness and their relations
to other doctrines, in the Confessions of the Church,
until they had passed through the ordeal of controversy,
and been both purified from real error, and separated
from non-essential truths, by the process. The contro-
versy on the subject of the Trinity in the fourth and
fifth centuries, and the discussions on the doctrine of
Justification at and after the time of the Reformation,
are familiar examples of the fact, to which ecclesiastical
history has so often borne testimony, that we are in-
debted to those conflicts of opinion, which so often broke
the peace and endangered the unity of the Church of
Christ, for the complete and satisfactory development
and establishment of important scriptural truths, which,
if some of them were not perverted or denied altogether
before, had been only formally and nominally acquiesced
in, and therefore, at the best, partially understood or
inaccurately expressed.

It was the object of Dr Cunningham, in his Lectures
on ecclesiastical history, to give forth the instructions
to be thus derived from a study of the records of the
Church, in those conjunctures of her history when the
leading doctrines of the Faith were put to the test in
the strife with men who impugned or misrepresented
them ; and when, as the result, truth came forth from
the furnace all the more pure because of the fire. The
examination of these discussions from the apostolic age
downwards,—the consideration of the various arguments
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by which the fundamental articles of Christian truth have
been both assailed and defended,—the review of that
sifting and winnowing process through which not only
truth has been separated from error, but what is essen-
tial and non-essential in the truth itself has been
distinguished and put apart,—furnished him with the
opportunity and the means of exhibiting and inculcating
those lessons of ecclesiastical history, for the sake of
which it is mainly important that it should be taught
and studied.

The qualifications that he brought to the task emi-
nently fitted him for the effective treatment of his
subject in this manner and with this aim. His living
faith in, and devout submission to, the word of God, so
strongly marked in every page he wrote,—his profound
acquaintance with theology in all its departments,—his
extensive and complete mastery over ecclesiastical his-
tory,—the grasp and accuracy of an intellect fitted to
deal alike with the details and general relations of his
subject,—the penetration with which hé could seize at
once on the salient points of the most involved discus-
sion,—and the judicial calmness, clearness, and compre-
hensiveness of view with which he could give judgment
on the combined effect and bearing of all,—enabled him,
within the narrowest possible compass, to set forth dis-
tinctly the true results of a lengthened and intricate
controversy,—to separate between what was irrelevant
and what was essential to an argument,—and to assign
with precision to each what was due to it. Although
himself a master in dialectics, there is something in his

PREFACE.

treatment of the important questions discussed in these
volumes more admirable than the most skilful dialec-
tics : the accuracy of judgment, the soundness of mind,
the breadth and comprehensiveness of view, the ripeness
of theological knowledge, the fairness and love of truth,
so far removed above feelings of partizanship or the
artifices of controversy, the profound reverence for the
authority of God in His revelation, which he brings to
bear upon the subjects handled, are worthy of all praise;
and the success with which he disentangles, and the
precision with which he sets forth, the merits of the
case, and the proper status queestionis, are better than
any argument, and, indeed, oftentimes render argument
both unnecessary and impossible. The same features of
mind that qualified him, with such ready and decisive
effect, at once to lay hold upon those ruling points in
an argument upon which the whole controversy hinged,
has enabled him also to separate the discussions in these
volumes from whatever is due merely to the men en-
gaged in them and to the times of their occurrence, and
to exhibit the substance and results of each in such a
form as to be of permanent value, fitted to interest and
instruct the students of the word of God at all times.
The alterations made on Dr Cunningham’s MSS,,
before sending them to the press, have been few, and
these dictated chiefly by a regard to the order in which
the topics ought to be arranged, and by the necessity of
bringing the matter in the hands of the Editors within
the compass of the two volumes now published. In
the order in which the Lectures were delivered in the
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Tae History of the Church comprehends the whole record of
God’s supernatural communications to men, and of His dealings
with His people, and with the societies which they constituted, or
of which they formed a part, ever since man fell, and God began
His great work of saving sinners,—of calling them out of their
natural condition,—and preparing them for the enjoyment of
Himself. The most radical and fundamental idea of the church
—the ékxMqola—is, that it is the company or society of the
xAnrol,—those who are called by God to a knowledge of super-
natural truth, and an acquaintance with the way of salvation.
They are the church; and the history of the church id the history
of God’s dealings with them, and of their conduct under His
dealings with them. God Himself has recorded in the Old Testa-
ment the history of His church for much the largest portion of
the time during which it has yet existed; and the record which
He has there given of the history of the church, constitutes a very
large portion of the authentic and infallible materials which He
has provided for communicating to us certain knowledge as to
what we are to believe concerning Him, and as to what duty He
requires of us.

We are expressly assured, with more immediate reference to
the Old Testament, that all Scripture was given by inspiration of
God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, and
instruction in righteousness. We are assured that all these things
were written for our instruction, upon whom the ends of the
world have come.

The series of God's dealings with the human race since the

VOL. 1. c
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fall has been commonly ranked under three great divisions,
usually called ceconomies, or dispensations—viz., the Patriarchal,
the Mosaic, and the Christian. These different dispensations have
been characterized at once by features of identity and diversity.
The character of God, and the great principles of His moral
government, the revelation of which has been one great object of
all His dealings with men, have of course been at all times the
same in themselves, though the knowledge cf them has been com-
municated to men at sundry times and in divers manners. The
way in which fallen men were to be saved, has been at all times
the same, as it was necessarily and unchangeably determined in
its substance, or fundamental provisions and arrangements, by the
attributes of God, and the principles of His moral government.
Of course, God’s great designs with respect to the fallen race of
man have been at all times the same, conducted upon the same
principles, and directed to the same objects. The chief differences
observable in God’s successive dispensations towards the human
race, are to be found in the fulness and completeness of the revela-
tion which, at differént times, He gave of His character and plans,
and especially of the method of salvation; and in the more tem-
porary objects which at different periods He combined with His
one grand terminating purpose. The declaration of God when
pronouncing sentence upon the serpent immediately after the fall
—¢ He shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel”—has
been commonly spoken of asthe protevangelium,—the first procla-
mation of the Gospel, the first intimation of the method of salva-
tion. And what an imperfect revelation was this of what it most
concerns fallen man to know, compared with the declaration that
Jesus Christ died for our sins,—viewed in connection with all the
materials we possess for enabling us to understand fully what this
latter statement implies, <.e., to understand who and what Jesus
Christ was, and what is involved in His dying for our sins!

The patriarchal period, or dispensation, extends from the fall
to the giving of the law through Moses; and it derives its name
from the series of remarkable men, the heads of families and tribes,
who form so striking a feature in its history, and with whom God
carried on intercourse of a very remarkable kind in making known
His will and accomplishing His purposes. During this primitive
period, God—i.e. (as can be established by satisfactory evidence),
God the Son, who was afterwards to take flesh, and to tabernacle
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among men — occasicnally held personal intercourse with His
chosen servants, made successively fuller discoveries of His cha-
racter and purposes, and in various ways taught men many
important lessons.

This dispensation admits of an obvious division into three
principal periods. The first of these extends from the fall to the
deluge, which was the result of the first great experimental exhibi-
tion of the depravity of human nature, of the true character and
naturally insuperable tendencies of fallen man ; while, at the same
time, it also presented striking manifestations of God’s sovereignty
in carrying into effect His purposes of mercy.

The second division of this period extends from the deluge to
what is commonly known as the calling of Abraham, or God's
commanding him to leave his native country, Mesopotamia, and
proceed to Canaan, which was afterwards to be given to his
descendants. This event, too, illustrated God's sovereign purpose
of mercy according to election. It was accompanied with a much
fuller development than had been previously vouchsafed, of God's
plans and purposes with respect to the salvation of men; so that
the apostle could refer to what God had said and done in connec-
tion with Abraham, as throwing light upon some of the most
important and peculiar principles of the Christian revelation. The
calling of Abraham was likewise the commencement of an aston-
ishing series of transactions in the history of a chosen people,
descended from him, which have most materially influenced the
history of the world down to the present day.

The third division of this period extends from the calling of
Abraham to the giving of the law. It includes the history of
God’s dealings with the father of the faithful and his immediate
descendants, and affords some very striking illustrations of God’s
haviug the hearts of all men in His hand, of His subordinating
the most important events in the general history of the world to
His own special designs with regard to His church and people,
and of His making all things, great and small, work together for
good to those who love Him, and are the called according to His
purpose.

The giving of the law was a very important era in the history
of God’s dealings with men. It introduced what may be properly
regarded as a new and different dispensation, characterized by a
fuller revelation of God’s attributes and government, a fuller
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discovery of the way of salvation, and of God’s plans and purposes
regarding it ; and all this in combination with extensive and de-
tailed provision for effecting some important purposes of a more
temporary description. An occasion when God had so much
intercourse with man, and i circumstances so remarkable, must
have been intended to serve very important ends, and must be
well worthy of being thoroughly investigated. The Mosaic dis-
pensation, regarded as a great department in the history of the
church, likewise divides itself naturally into three periods, marked
by the giving of the law as the introduction of the new state of
things, the establishment of the Hebrew monarchy (or, according
to an arrangement which some authors prefer as affording a suit-
able resting-place, the building of the temple), and the Babylonish
captivity.

Perhaps, however, the most important feature in this dispensa-
tion next to the giving of the law and the setting up of the
Mosaic economy, is the mission of the prophets, and the records
which have been transmitted to us of the way in which this mis-
sion was executed. The history of the series of prophets, and the
records of their revelations, exhibit an increasingly fuller develop-
ment of God’s eternal counsel of sovereignty and mercy; and
especially they throw much light upon the true nature of a super-
natural communication. from God to men, and upon the way and
manner in which the reality and certainty of a truly supernatural
communication may be tested and established. These are indeed
the most important facts to be kept in view in surveying the whole
history of the Old Testament church, both in the patriarchal and
the Mosaic dispensations: viz., first, the evidence afforded by them,
or in connection with them, of the reality and the certainty of an
actual supernatural communication made by God to men, and
especially of the divine mission of our Lord and His apostles; and
secondly, the light thrown upon the true nature and import of the
substance of the divine communication thus supernaturally made.
The two most important questions that can call forth men’s interest,
or exercise their faculties, are these: first, Has God given to men
a supernatural revelation of His will? and secondly, If so, what is
the substance of the information which this revelation conveys to
us? All other subjects of investigation are subordinate to these.
The patriarchal and the Mosaic dispensations ought to be studied
chiefly in these aspects; and with a view to these objects, and when
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studied in this way, they will be found full of instruction and full
of interest.

Because, however, of the paramount importance of the two
general questions which have just been stated, and of the necessity
of making a selection from_a wide field, I do not intend to enter
upon any portion of the history of the church recorded in the
Old Testament, and preceding the manifestation of the Son of
God in the flesh. I intend to confine myself to the Christian
dispensation,—to the history of the Christian Church, more strictly
so called, or the visible society established on earth by our Saviour
and His apostles, enjoying the completed revelation of His will,
and professing to be guided by it. And my reason for selecting
this department of the history is, because it affords the largest
amount of materials bearing upon theology properly so called, and
fitted to furnish assistance in forming clear, correct, and enlarged
conceptions of the whole substance of what God has supernaturally
communicated to us. The manifestation of the Son of God in
the flesh, and the completion of the series of God’s supernatural
revelations to men through the instrumentality of His immediate
followers, form the crown and centre of the whole scheme of God’s
dealings with mankind, with a reference to which everything else,
whether prior or posterior to that great era, ought to be con-
templated. God having, in the mission of His Son, and in the
inspiration of His apostles and immediate followers, as these have
been put on record under the guidance of the Holy Spirit in the
New Testament, completed the supernatural revelation of His
will to men, the grand object of all men who rightly understand
their condition and responsibilities, must be to acquire such a
knowledge of this revelation as may guide them to salvation and
eternal blessedness; and the great end of the gospel ministry is
just to aid them in acquiring this knowledge, and in applying it to
effect this result. This object, of course, is most directly promoted,
and most fully and effectually secured, by the actual study of the
revelation which God has given us, and by seeking, from an inves-
tigation of the meaning of the statements which it contains, to
form definite, accurate, and orderly conceptions of the topics of
which it treats. But in dealing with the history of the church, I
am persuaded that that department of it which affords the most
ample materials for assisting in the understanding of the system
of Christian theology, is just the history of the church since the
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completed revelation of God’s will was put into its hands, and
especially the history of the principal discussions which have taken
place in regard to its meaning and import. The history of the
way in which the church has used this revelation, and of the
discussions which have taken place concerning its meaning, are
fitted, when rightly used and applied, to afford us important
assistance in forming a correct estimate of what it is really adapted
and intended to communicate and to effect. I mean, therefore,
to attempt to survey the most important discussions on doctrinal
subjects which have taken place in the church since God’s full
and completed revelation was bestowed upon it, for the purpose
of making use of the materials which this survey may afford in
aiding to ascertain where the truth, the scriptural truth, in the
leading controversies which have been carried on really lay; and
to discover how the truth upon the particular subject controverted
may be most accurately stated, and most successfully defended, and
how the opposite error may be most conclusively and effectively
refuted. With this view, I mean, after adverting to the discussions
which have taken place as to the nature and definition of the
church itself, to give some notice of what is commonly called the
Council of Jerusalem, as recorded in the book of the Acts, at
which the first controversy that arose in the church was taken up
and disposed of ; and then to proceed to comsider the chief con-
troversies which arose and divided the church after the inspired
apostles were removed, and the chief subjects of a doctrinal kind
which have given rise to controversial discussions in more modern
times.

The period of the history of the church from the apostolic
age till the present day is usually considered under three great
divisions—the ancient, the medizval, and the modern.

The first of these—the ancient—extends from the apostolic
age till the early part of the seventh century,—an era marked by
the full establishment of the Pope’s supremacy over the Western
Church, and the origin of Mohammedanism, and regarded by
many as the commencement of the fully developed reign of Anti-
christ. This period admits of an obvious and important division
into the period before, and the period after, the establishment
of Christianity by the Emperor Constantine; or, what is very
nearly synchronous, the first (Ecumenical Council that met at
Nice in the year 325.

INTRODUCTION. 7

The second, or medizeval period, reaches from the early part of
the seventh century till the Reformation, in the beginning of the
sixteenth,—a period of about 900 years. The most important
features of this period, so far as our objects as above described
are concerned, are the growing corruption of the church in
doctrine as well as in character; the full development of the
mystery of iniquity, especially the formal establishment of idolatry
by the second Council of Nice,—the scholastic theology,—the
canon law,—and the efforts made antecedently to Luther and
Zwingle, so far as they rested upon a scriptural basis, to oppose
Popery and to reform the church.

The third and last, or the modern period, extends from the
commencement of the Reformation till the present day.

The most valuable object which the student of historical and
polemic theology can aim at is to endeavour to trace, by a survey
of controversial discussions, how far God’s completed revelation of
His will was rightly used by the church for guiding to a correct
knowledge and application of divine truth, and how far it was
misapplied and perverted. With reference to this object, there
can be no doubt that much the most important period in+the
history of the church is the Reformation from Popery, and the
period intervening between that great era and the present day.
And the reason of this is, that at and since the Reformation, every
topic in Christian theology, and indeed every branch of theo-
logical literature, has been discussed and cultivated with much
greater ability and learning, or at least in a much more rational,
systematic, and satisfactory way, than during the whole previous
period of the church’s history. There can, I think, be no
reasonable doubt, that in point of intrinsic merit as authors, as
successful labourers in expounding and establishing Christian
truth, in bringing out clearly and intelligently, and in exhausting
tl'le various topics which they discussed, the Reformers and the
divines who succeeded them are immeasurably superior to the -
theologians of preceding generations. In the respects to which I
have referred,—and they are, beyond all question, the most im-
POl.'tfmt, so far as concerns the real value of authors and their
writings,—the Fathers and the Schoolmen are mere children,
compared with the Reformers and with the great Protestant
dlvu.xes of the seventeenth century. Of the main topics in
Christian theology which are still the subjects of occasional con-
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troversial discussion, and are, therefore, still of some practical im-
portance, as actually bearing upon the process of the formation
of men’s opinions, almost the only ones which can be said to have
undergone anything like a satisfactory discussion, antecedently to
the Reformation, are the Trinity, and some of the leading points
involved in the Pelagian controversy ; and even these have‘been
much better and more fully discussed, so far as concerns the true
bearing of the correctly ascertained meaning of Scripture upon
the matter in. dispute, in modern than in ancient times,—i.e., in
the Socinian and Arminian, than in the Arian and Pelagian con-
troversies. On the ground of this general truth, it is of much
greater importance for all the proper ends of historical theology,
or the history of doctrines, to survey and investigate the history
of theological literature and discussion during the last three, than
during the preceding fourteen, centuries. At the same time, there
is no period in the history of the church that is entirely unfruit-
ful, or that should be wholly neglected, even in its bearing on
Christian theology, and independently of .its historical value and
importance. The first four centuries after the apostolic age, or
the second, third, fourth, and fifth centuries of the Christian era,
are invested with no small measure of interest and importance
with respect to the history of theology, as well as in other respects:
the second and third centuries exhibiting the chiirch in what was
indeed, in some respects, its purest state, but exhibiting also the
seeds, at least, of almost all the errors and corruptions which
afterwards so extensively prevailed; and the fourth and fifth
exhibiting a far larger amount of talents and learning among the
doctors of the church than ever before, or for many centuries
afterwards, she possessed,—applied, too, in defence of some im-
portant scriptural truths; but, at the same time, with a growing
measure of error, which soon spread darkness over the church,—

a darkness dispelled only by the light of the Reformation.

THE CHURCH.

CHAPTER L

THE CHURCH.

Sec. 1.— Nature of the Church.

T‘HE questions as to what the church is,—what is the proper defi-
n}timl of it, and what are its qualities, prerogatives, marks, or
distinguishing characters,—have given rise to a good deal of dis-
cussion, and are invested with considerable importance. They
enter very deeply and influentially into the controversy between
the Church of Rome and the Protestant churches, as it has been
.commonly conducted. Papists are usually anxious, when engaged
in controversy with Protestants, to give prominence to the general
subject of the church,—and this for two reasons: first, because
they think—and they are not wholly mistaken in the opinion—that
the.y have something to say upon the general topic of the church
as it is set before us in Scripture, which is somewhat more plau-
sible than anything they find it practicable to adduce in regard
to many of the particular doctrines controverted between them
an.d Protestants,—and have found in experience the discussion of
this topic more successful than any other in making converts to
Popery; and secondly, because, were the views which they generally
pro.pound on the general subject of the church, and their appli-
cation to the Church of Rome, established, this would supersede
all further discussion of individual! doctrines; for the practical re-
sult of them is virtually to put the church in the room of God as
the immediate revealer of all truth, as well as the dispenser of all
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grace, or at least to put the church in the room of His word as
the only standard of faith,—and the conclusion, of course, is, that
men should implicitly submit their understandings to whatever
the church may promulgate to them.

The substance of the Romish doctrine upon this general sub-
ject is, that Christ has established on earth the church as a dis-
tinct society, which is not only to continue always indefectible or
without ceasing to exist, but to stand out visibly and palpably—
distinguished from all other societies, civil or ecclesiastical,—that
it is not liable to error, but will always continue to promulgate the
trath, and the truth alone. When they have proved this, they
then try to prove that this one church of Christ, always visible
and infallible, must of necessity be in communion with the Church
of Rome, the mother and mistress of all churches, and in subjec-
tion to the Bishop of Rome, the vicar of Christ and the monarch
of His church. Protestants admit that the church, as a distinct
society instituted by Christ, considered generally or in its totality,
is indefectible ;—i.c., they believe that, in point of fact, it will
never cease to exist, because Christ has explicitly promised this.
They do not admit that there is anything in Scripture predicting,
promising, or implying that it is to be always visible in the sense
of the Romanists—i.c., that there must be at all times, in un-
broken or continuous succession, an organized society publicly and
palpably standing out to the eyes of men as the church of
Christ; and they utterly deny that there is any good foundation
for ascribing infallibility to the church in the Romish sense.
They hold that there is no ground, either in scriptural statement
or in historical fact, for asserting that there must always be, and
has always been upon earth, a society, visible and easily recognis-
able, which has at all times held and proclaimed the truth of God
without any mixture of error; while they further maintain that
such a description does certainly not apply de facto to the Church
of Rome, or to the church in connection with the Papal See.

It is very evident, from the nature of the case, that questions
of this sort can be rightly decided only by an appeal to the sacred
Scriptures, which both parties admit to be the word of God, and
more particularly by investigating what the Scriptures sanction
concerning the proper definition or description of the church, and
concerning the privileges and prerogatives which Christ has con-
ferred on, or promised to, it. These controversies, indeed, may
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be said to turn essentially upon this question, What definition or
description of the church does the Scripture warrant or require
us to give? It was upon this ground that the investigation of
the proper definition or description of the church entered so
largely into the controversies between the Reformers and the
Church of Rome, and that in most of the confessions of the Re-
formed churches we find a formal definition or description of the
church as an important article of Seripture doctrine.

To show more clearly the importance of settling from Scrip-
ture what is the proper definition or description of the church, I
may refer to one leading department of the argument carried on
between the Reformers and the Romanists. The Romanists were
accustomed to employ the following argument :—Where there is
not a valid ministry, there is no true church. Protestants have
not a valid ministry, and therefore they are not a true church.
tI‘he Reformers’ answer was in substance this:—Wherever there
is a true church, there is or may be a valid ministry. Protes-
tants are a true church, or a true branch of the church, and
t%lerefore they have or may have—i.c, are entitled, or have a
right, to a valid ministry. Now, it is quite manifest that the
whole of this argumentation upon doth sides depends essentially
upon the question, What is a true church? or, in other words,
v.vl-lat is the scriptural view of the real nature, the essential qua-
lities, and necessary or invariable properties of the church of
Christ? and more especially, is the possession of a valid ministry
es'sentia] to it in all possible circumstances; and if so, what con-
stitutes a valid ministry? Papists, accordingly, usually try to
mtro.duce into the definition of the church elements which, if
admitted or proved from Scripture, would formally or virtually
settle the controversy, and decide in favour of their views. In
the common Popish catechisms, the church is defined to be the
?ongregation of all the faithful professing the same faith, partak-
ing in the same sacraments, governed by lawful pastors under one
visible head, the vicar of Christ. Cardinal Bellarmine, the great
champion of Popery, expresses it thus: “ Coetus hominum ejus-
dem Christianae fidei professione, et eorundem Sacramentorum
comm.unione colligatus, sub regimine legitimorum pastorum, ac
praecipue unius Christi in terris Vicarii Romani Pontificis;” and
h.e immediately adds, very truly and very simply, “ Ex qua defini-
tione facilé colligi potest, qui homines ad Ecclesiam pertineant,
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qui vero ad eam non pertineant.”* This definition, if admitted,
certainly settles conclusively some important questions. But
Protestants do not accept it: they demand, as they are entitled to
do, scriptural proof for all the different elements introduced into
the definition; and they are very sure that for some of them no
such proof can be adduced. This, of course, throws us back upon
the question, What view of the church is really given us in
Scripture? what ideas does Scripture authorize and require us to
introduce into our definition or description of it?

We find in Scripture that the word éxxAnala, commonly trans-
lated church, is applied sometimes to an assembly or collected
number of men of any sort; as, for instance, when it is used in
describing the tumultuous assembly in the theatre of Ephesus.f
It is commonly employed, however, in a more limited"or specific
sense, as descriptive of a society or collected number of men
standing in a certain peculiar relation to Jesus Christ ; and even
in this more limited sense, we find it used in several different
applications. When we read in Scripture that the church is
Christ’s body, the fulness of Him that filleth all in all ; that He
loved the church, and gave Himself for it, that He might present
it to Himself, a glorious church, not having spot or wrinkle, or any
such thing ; when we read of the general assembly and church of
the first-born whose names are written in heaven,—we cannot
doubt that here the word church is employed as descriptive (to use
the language of our Confession) ¢ of the whole number of the
elect that have been, are, or shall be gathered into one under
Christ, the Head thereof ;” and further, that in the passages re-
ferred to, none but those who have been chosen by God to salva-
tion through Christ, and also are all in consequence saved, are
regarded as comprehended in the church. There is, then, a church
spoken of in Scripture which consists of the whole body of the
elect, the believing, the saved,—of those who are chosen through
Christ to faith and salvation, and who in due time attain to them,
and of none others. Moreover, if this be the true meaning of the
word in the passages referred to, it is evident from the nature of
the case, and from the general scope and ohject of the pas-
sages, that whatever other meanings the word may bear, this, if
indeed a real meaning of the word, must be its leading, guiding

* De Ecclesia, Lib. IIL. cap. 2. t Actas xix. 32, 41.
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meaning,—that which must to some extent regulate and modify
the rest.

Now, the church in this sense has been usually spoken of by
Protestant divines as invisible; and the idea which they intend to
convey by so designating it, is the very obvious and just one, that
as those who are elected to life cannot with certainty be known
or recognised individually by men even after they have been
brought by God’s grace to believe and to enter upon the way of
salvation, the company or society so constituted cannot, as to its
particular component members, be accurately and certainly dis-
cerned. The reason which led Protestants to give prominence to
this idea of the invisible church as now explained, was, that the
Church of Rome maintains visibility, as including external organi-
zation, to be an essential property of the Church, and founds
important conclusions upon this position. If visibility be an
essential property of the church, then it would seem to follow that
a public and unbroken succession of a continuous society from the
time of the apostles must have existed upon earth, and been dis-
tinctly traceable as the true church of Christ; and on this position
they have always laboured to rest much in establishing the claims
of the Church of Rome. Besides, it is chiefly by m?aans of the
statements made in Scripture which Protestants think applicable
only to the whole number of the elect viewed as one body, or the
invisible church, that Papists expect to be able to establish their
peculiar views of the dignity, authority, and infallibility of the
church as visible. Protestants, finding in the passages of Scripture
formerly referred to, clear proof that the word church is used as
a general terin to describe the whole number of those who are
elected and ultimately saved, viewed collectively, conclude that
the Scripture does set before us an invisible church; and kence
infer that visibility, in the sense in which it has been explained,
and in which alone it is available for Popish purposes in this
argument, is not an essential quality of the church of Christ in
at least one of the leading aspects in which the church is pre-
sented to us in the Bible.

‘This, then, is one important topic of discussion,—Does the
Scripture speak of a church consisting only of those who are
Predestinated to life and ultimately saved, and therefore invisible,
In the sense formerly explained; or does it not? Protestants
affirm this, Papists deny it. The passages formerly referred to
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prove this, and the attempts of Bellarmine and of other Popish
writers to explain them away are utterly unsuccessful. These
men prove indeed that there is a church spoken of in Scripture
that is visible, or stands out palpably to the observation of men;
but Protestants do not dispute that the Scripture sets before us a
visible as well as an invisible church: not meaning, as Papists
commonly allege, to represent these as two distinct or separate
subjects, two different churches properly so called; but as two
different phases or aspects of what is in substance one and the
same.

To illustrate this, let us briefly advert to the scriptural evi-
dence of the existence of a catholic or general visible church, and
the mode in which the idea arose and was developed. We read
frequently in Scripture of the church of a particular place speci-
fied, and also of the churches of a particular district named.
These churches must have been visible societies, having some
outward marks of distinction by which they and their members
might be recognised. When it is said,* “The Lord added to the
church daily such as should be saved,” this plainly implies that
there was antecedently existing a visible society to which these
additions were made. The kingdom of God or of Christ is some-
times spoken of in Scripture as being virtually identical with the
church ; and it is set before us by such descriptions and similitudes
as plainly imply that, in point of fact, it did contain persons ofa
different character from those whom the Lord added to the church
on the occasion described in the passage quoted from the Acts.
But there is no difficulty in reconciling these two things. The
éxxhnala, both etymologically and really, is just the assembly or
congregation of the kAq7oi, those who are called out of the world.
Christ calls men to come out of the world, to believe in Him, to
submit to His authority, and to unite together in an organized
society of which He is the head, and which is to be governed exclu-
sively by His laws. We have plain indications in Scripture of a
distinction between the outward and the inward call, or the effec-
tual and the ineffectual call; in other words, we have good grounds
in Scripture to believe that cases did, in point of fact, occur even
in apostolic times, in which men professed to obey Christ’s call by
outwardly joining the society of the xAqrol, while they had not

* Acts ii. 47.
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really by faith received Him as their Saviour, or in heart sub-
mitted to His authority. It was Christ’s intention and require-
ment, that those who were effectually called and enabled by grace
to receive Him personally and individually as their Saviour and
their Master, should not only individually profess their faith in
Him, and their subjection to His authority, but should also unite
together in the discharge of certain outward duties which He
enjoined, and in the enjoyment of certain privileges which He
conferred ; and it was not His intention to employ any supernatural
means of accurately discriminating upon earth between those who
made this profession in sincerity and truth, and those who, in
making it, were deceiving themselves or others by a profession
which did not correspond with the real state of their hearts and
characters.

There thus arose, through the preaching of the gospel, and the
labours of the apostles, a body or company of men visibly distin-
guished from the mass of men around them, by their professing,
individually and collectively, faith in Christ, and subjection to
Him ; and though it very soon appeared that, in point of fact, some
had been admitted outwardly into this society who were not the
genuine followers of Christ, yet it followed naturally, and almost
necessarily, that the same names and designations which were pro-
perly and strictly applicable only to the true xAyrol, were applied
to the company or society of those who professed to have obeyed
the gospel call, and were, in consequence, visibly and outwardly
associated with the followers of Christ. Thence arose the reality
and the conception of the visible, as distinguished from the in-
visible church; of the professed followers of Christ, viewed col-
lectively, and characterized by certain outward marks cognizable
by men, as distinguished from the true followers of Christ, who
were all chosen by God before the foundation of the world, who
are all in due time united to Him by faith as members of His
body, and who are at length admitted to share in His glory; and
this idea of the visible, as distinguished from the invisible church,
though not a different church from it, is most explicitly brought
out in Secripture when it speaks of the church, or the churches,
of Particular cities or districts. But as the idea of catholicity or
universality is most obviously and most properly applicable to the
Invisible church, as comprehending all the individuals of the
human race, in every age and country, who have been chosen of
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God to salvation through Jesus Christ; so the same general idea
may, without impropriety, be applied to the visible church, when
now, under the gospel, it is not confined to one nation, as before,
under the law,—the catholic or universal visible church thus con-
sisting, as our Confession of Faith says, « of all those throughout
the world that profess the true religion, together with their
children.” Romanists commonly allege, as we have hinted, that
this assertion of a visible and an invisible church is making two
churches, whereas the Scriptures ascribe unity to the church, or
speak of the church as one. But this allegation rests upon a mis-
statement of the case. They are not properly two churches, but

one church, contemplated in two different aspects—an internal-.

and an external. They do not occupy different spheres, but the
same sphere. The visible church includes or contains the invi-
sible, though, in its present imperfect condition, it has also mixed
up with it some inferior elements,—some chaff, which will one day
be separated from the wheat.

But really the great question is this: Does the Scripture in-
deed speak of a church—a church catholic or universal—consist-
ing of all those, but of those only, who are elected to life, and
ultimately saved, and therefore invisible in the sense above ex-
plained? If it does, as is surely evident enough, then this plainly
must be the proper, principal sense of the word—the leading idea
attached to it—that to which any other notion, to which, from
necessity or convenience, the word may have been applied, must
be regarded as subordinate. And if this is once proved, then it
follows that visibility, including regular external organization, can-
not be held to be a necessary or essential property of the church of
Christ; and consequently there is no necessity of applying what is
said in Scripture about certain of the prerogatives and privileges
of the church to any visible society, or to any portion of any
visible society. The course, then, of the argumentative discussion
upon these points may be summed up in this way :—Romanists
say the church is indefectible, or will never cease to exist. Pro-
testants admit this; and hence Bellarmine says,* ¢ notandum est
multos ex nostris tempus terere, dum probant absolute Ecclesiam
non posse deficere : nam Calvinus, et ceteri heretici id concedunt:
sed dicunt, intelligi debere de Ecclesia invisibili.” 1t is true that,

* De Ecclesia, Lib. IlI. cap. 13.
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as Bellarmine says, Calvin and other heretics concede this, but
say that it is to be understood of the invisible church ;—i.e., they
contend that the only sense in which the indefectibility of the
church can be proved from Scripture is this, that from the
time when Christ ascended to the right hand of His Father,
there have always been, and until He come again there will
always be, upon earth, some persons who have been chosen to sal-
vation, and who, during their earthly career, are prepared for it.
More than this may have, in point of fact, been realized in pro-
vidence, with respect to the standing and manifestation of the
church on earth in every age; but Protestants contend that
nothing more than this can be proved to be implied in the state-
ments and promises of Scripture upon this subject,—t.e., that for
aught that can be proved, all the statements of Scripture may be
true, and all its predictions and promises may have been fulfilled,
though nothing more than this had been realized.

The Romanists go on to assert that this indefectible church
is visible, and, while it exists, must possess visibility. Protestants,
while conceding the existence of visible churches, not composed
exclusively of elect or believing persons, and even of “a catholic
visible church, consisting. of all those throughout the world that
profess the true religion, together with their children,” deny that
there is anything in Scripture which guarantees the constant
existence at all times, or in any one particular country, of an or-
ganized ecclesiastical society standing out visibly and palpably to
the eyes of men as the true church of Christ; and, on the contrary,
they think that there are pretty plain intimations in Scripture,
that in some periods the true church under the New Testament, as
happened with the church under the law—when there were still,
though the prophet could not discern them, seven thousand men in
secret, who had not bowed the knee to the image of Baal—might
be reduced so low as not to possess anything that could with pro-
priety be called visibility. The Romanists further assert that the
church, i.e., the indefectible visible church—for they now assume
it to be indefectible, and always visible in their sense—is infallible,
—i.e., that she always holds and proclaims the truth of God with-
out any mixture of error; and in endeavouring to establish this
position, they rest mainly upon the statements and promises of
Scripture, which plainly relate not to any one visible society, not to

VOL. I D
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the catholic visible church, or to any one branch or section of it, but
to the true people of God ; while, even in reference to them, the
statements and promises referred to do not assure to them perfect
freedom from all error, or entire uniformity among themselves in
all points of belief, but merely such a knowledge of God’s revealed
will as may, even though in many of them mixed with some error,
be sufficient to guide them to eternal life.

These general considerations, when followed out and applied,
and viewed in connection with the scriptural statements which have
been referred to, serve to unravel the web of error and plausible
sophistry which the Church of Rome has woven around this sub-
ject as a general topic of discussion ; while it should be remem-
bered, also, that even if we were to concede to them their general
positions in their own sense about the indefectibility, visibility, and
infallibility of the church, there would still be a gap to be filled
up, or rather, an impassable gulf to be crossed, before these prin-
ciples could be shown to apply to the Church of Rome, so as to
establish Aer supremacy and infallibility, as if she were the only
true church of Christ, or the mother and mistress of all churches.

These observations serve to explain the meaning and appli-
cation, and the scriptural ground of the doctrine of our Con-
fession of Faith upon this subject, as expressed in the following
words :— This catholic Church hath been sometimes more, some-
times less, visible ; and particular Churches which are members
thereof, are more or less pure, according as the doctrine of the
gospel is taught and embraced, ordinances administered, and
public worship performed more or less purely in them. The
purest Churches under heaven are subject both to mixture and
error ; and some of them have so degenerated, as to become no
Churches of Christ, but synagogues of Satan. Nevertheless there
shall be always a Church on earth to worship God according to
His will.”*

From the primary etymological meaning of the word éxxhyaia,
viz., an assembly, it was quite natural that, even after it was applied
to designate the whole body of true believers, or the whole body of
professing Christians, it should still continue to be applied to any
branch or section of this body or community ; and of this we have
repeated instances in Scripture, as when we read of the church

* Chap. 25, secs. 4 and .
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which was at Jerusalem, the churches of Galatia, etc. It has been
very confidentlyasserted, that there is no instance in Scripture of the
word éxxAnaia, in the singular number, being ever applied to any-
thing intermediate between a single congregation meeting together
for religious worship, and the whole community of believers or
professing Christians, viewed collectively as a whole. Thisis a fa-
vourite position of those who support what are called Independent
or Congregational views of church government; and it has been
conceded to them by some professed Presbyterians, such as Dr
Campbell of Aberdeen, who had quite as much of the affectation as
of the reality of honesty and candour. There can be no doubt that
these are the two senses in which the word church is most com-
monly used in Scripture. It is undeniable that the word éxxAnoia
is applied in Scripture to a single congregation meeting together
for the worship of God; and that on many occasions, when the
different congregations scattered over a district are spoken of,
they are described not as the church, but the churches of that
country.

But we are not prepared to admit that this usage is universal
in Scripture, so as to form an adequate basis for laying down as a
general principle the unwarrantableness of applying the designa-
tion of a church to anything but a single congregation, or, what
is virtually the same thing, the entire independency of each con-
gregation, as having universally, in ordinary circumstances, entire
sufficiency within itself for all the purposes of a church. It is
laid down in our Form of Church Government, prepared by
the Westminster Assembly, that ¢ the Scripture doth hold forth
that many particular congregations may be under one presby-
terial government;” and I think this proposition is proved by
the evidence and instances adduced in the cases of Jerusalem
and Ephesus. Considering the numbers of converts in Jerusalem
who professed their faith in Christ through the preaching of the
apostles after the effusion of the Spirit on the day of Pentecost,
we cannot suppose that they were all accustomed ordinarily to
assemble together in one place for public worship—we cannot
doubt that they commonly met in different places as distinct con-
gregations. Mosheim,* who on some points has made considerable
concessions to the Congregationalists, asserts this Presbyterian

* Commentarii, p. 116.
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position very confidently, and indeed staked his whole reputation
upon its truth in the following words :—* Aut nihil ego video, aut
certum hoc est, amplissimam illam, quam Apostoli Hierosolymis
collegerant, Christianorum multitudinem in plures minores familias
divisam fuisse, singulisque his familiis suos presbyteros, suos mini-
stros, suos conventuum sacrorum locos fuisse.” Yet these distinet
congregations are still spoken of repeatedly as the church which
was at Jerusalem ; and this church, consisting of several congre-
gations, is represented as being under the superintendence of one
united body of apostles, and presbyters, or elders. In like manner,
we cannot doubt, from what we are told of Paul’s labours for three
years in Ephesus, that there were several congregations in that
city, while yet they are described in the Apocalypse as the church
in Ephesus, or the Ephesian church (for there are two readings,
supported by about an equal amount of critical authority) ;* and
they are represented by Paul, in his address contained in the 20th
chapter of the Acts, as a flock under the superintendence of a united
body of men, whom he describes as at once presbyters and bishops.
On these grounds, I think there is sufficient evidence in Secrip-
ture, that the word church in the singular number is applied to
something intermediate between a single congregation on the one
hand, and the catholic or universal church on the other,—viz., to a
number of congregations united together in external communion
and government ; and that, of course, such a union of congrega-
tions is lawful and warrantable, and that to whatever extent such a
union or combination may lawfully go, according as circumstances
or providence may admit or require it, the designation of a church,
and all the general principles and rules applicable to a church as
such, may be warrantably applied to the union or combination.

Sec. IL.— Notes of the Church.

The subject of the notes or marks of the true church, which
also occupies a prominent place in the controversy between the

* The reading in the textus receptus | oia, and not fxxAnsies, * the church
(Rev. ii. 1) i8, 7ag EQsoimg éxxnnoia, throughout all Judea, Galilee, and Sa-
for which Griesbach substitutes, rn¢ | maria,” (Account of the printed text
¢» 'EQéop ixxhnoizs; and is followed | of the Greek New Testament, p. 269) ;
in this by Scholz, Lachmann, and | and thisreading is adopted by Tischen-
Tischendorf. Tregelles alleges that, | dorf and Lachmann, in loc.
in Acts ix. 81, we should read ixxa»-
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Protestants and the Papists, has respect properly only to the
visible church and its different branches or sections. It is not
a subject of very great intrinsic impertance, except in so far as
it is necessary to refute the arguments which Papists found upon
this topic in support of the claims of the Church of Rome.

That, of course, is the best and purest branch of the profess-
ing visible church, which, in its doctrine, government, worship,
and discipline, most fully accords with the views upon all these
points that are sanctioned by the word of God; and as.the word
of God plainly teaches that the principal function of the visible
church, as an organized society, is to be a pillar and ground of
the truth—i.e., to support and hold up the truth of God before
men—we cannot refuse the title of a true or real church of Christ
to any society which is organized in professed subjection to His
authority, and with a professed submission to His word, and
which holds forth to men those great fundamental truths, on the
knowledge and belief of which the salvation of sinners depends.
These are evidently the true fundamental principles applicable
to this matter, and there is no very great difficulty in the applica-
tion of them. But as Papists dwell very much upon this subject
of the notes or marks of the church, and draw from it many
important practical conclusions, it may be proper briefly to advert
to their leading views upon this point.

When Romanists put forth the claim on behalf of the Church
of Rome to be the only true church, out of which there is no
salvation ; or to be the mother and mistress of all churches, to
whom all the followers of Christ, all the members of His visible
church, are bound to be in subjection,—they are called upon to
produce and establish the grounds of this claim. Legitimate
grounds for such a claim can be found only in the statements of
Scripture ; because, first, from the nature of the case, such a
claim can rest upon no other foundation than the direct authority
of God Himself ; and, secondly, because the sacred Scriptures
form the only common ground between the two parties in the
discussion—the only common standard which both the advocates
and the opposers of this claim admit, and therefore the only
legitimate starting-point in an argument that can be honestly
carried on between them. But Papists are not fond of attempt-
ing to establish this claim directly from the testimony of Scrip-
ture,—first, because they have a pretty distinct consciousness,
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whatever they may pretend, that Scripture does not afford them
any sufficient materials for doing s0; and, secondly, because if,
by entering upon such a discussion, it were practically conceded
that an important investigation of the meaning of Scripture, con-
ducted by men individually in the ordinary exercise of their
faculties, could settle this important general question, there could
be no good reason assigned why the same process should not be legi-
timately employed in determining all other questions at issue be-
tween the contending parties. They, therefore, in discussing this
subject, usually prefer a different course,—that, viz., of trying to
produce what they call motives of credibility,—i.e., certain gene-
ral considerations suggested by Scripture, certain general views
indicated there as to the qualities or properties of the church of
Christ, which, when applied to the various societies over the
world claiming this character, establish, they allege, the peculiar
claims of the Church of Rome, and exclude those of all other
professedly Christian societies not comprehended in her com-
munion, and subject to her jurisdiction. When they are ex-
patiating upon this subject at large, and endeavouring to bring
out in detail, for popular purposes, all the presumptions or proba~
bilities in favour of the preferable claims of the Church of Rome,
as compared with those of other professedly Christian societies,
they are accustomed to give many notes or marks of the true
church. Bellarmine, for instance, gives fifteen,—viz., the name
Catholic, usually applied to the Church of Rome, and often con-
ceded even by its opponents; antiquity ; uninterrupted duration;
amplitude, or great numbers of adherents; the succession of
bishops in the Roman Church from the apostles; agreement in
doctrine with the ancient church ; union of the members among
themselves and with the head ; sanctity of doctrine; efficacy of
doctrine ; holiness of life; the glory of miracles; the light of pro-
phecy ; the confession of adversaries; the unhappy end of the op-
ponents of the church; and the temporal felicity she has enjoyed.
But when they treat the matter more compendiously, or when
they are obliged to attempt to reason more rigidly, because dis-
cussing the subject of the foundations and validity of this mode
of proof in general, they usually content themselves with laying
down four notes or marks of the true church, taken from the
epithets given to the church in the Nicene or Constantinopolitan
creed, viz., unity, sanctity, apostolicity, and catholicity.
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The substance of the argument is this: the church of Christ
is described in Scripture, and in the Creed, as one, holy, apostolic,
and catholic: the Church of Rome is one, holy, apostolic, and
catholic; and no other church or professedly Christian society
can exhibit these notes or marks of the true church. We have
not to do at present with the actual and detailed application of
these notes or marks to the Church of Rome, or to other churches,
but merely with their application to the church of Christ gene-
rally. We had occasion already to point out some of the ambi-
guities and sophistries involved in the common Popish represen-
tations and arguments about the indefectibility, the perpetual
visibility, and the infallibility of the church; and we have
something very similar to point out in regard to the topics now
under consideration. Protestants have generally received the
Nicene creed as sound and orthodox, and have no hesitation in
professing their belief that the church of Christ is one, holy,
apostolic, and catholic; but then they contend, first, that these
notes or marks are not to be taken in the sense which the Papists
attach to them, or with the application they make of them; and,
secondly, that in the sense in which the Scripture sanctions the
application of these notes or marks to the church of Christ, they
afford no countenance whatever to the claims of the Church of
Rome. These are two distinct positions, which in a full discussion
of the subject it would be proper to treat separately, but which,
in the very few remarks we have at present to make upon it, may
be adverted to together.

Unity is undoubtedly ascribed in Scripture to the church of
Christ, to His true servants; and henceit follows that all who are
admitted to be His real disciples must profess and exhibit some
qualities in which they agree, or are one; and also all societies
admitted to belong to the church of Christ, or to be churches of
Christ, must profess and exhibit some points of unity. Protest-
ants, conceding this, have no difficulty in making out unity in
many respects,—a large measure of oneness,—in all the individuals
whom they admit to be Christians, and in all the societies which
they admit to be churches. They are bound to point out, and
they have no difficulty in doing so, a substantial oneness or identity
among true Christians in the fundamental articles of their creed,
and in the leading elements and features of their character ; and
in all societies which are really churches of Christ, or portions of
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His visible catholic church, a substantial accordance or unity in
doctrine and practice, in the profession of the fundamental doc-
trines which Christ has revealed and enjoined His church to pro-
claim, and in the performance of those duties or the administration
of those ordinances which should characterize societies organized
in His name, and in professed subjection to His authority. And
here I may remark, by the way, that it is manifestly impossible to
unravel the sophistries, and to answer the arguments, of Papists
on the subject of the unity of the church, without admitting or
assuming the existence of a distinction in point of intrinsic import-
ance among the articles of revealed truth,—a distinction commonly
expressed by saying that some are fundamental and others are not ;
and that, on this ground, Papists have generally denied this dis-
tinction, and Protestants have generally contended for it. ~With
this distinction, and with the important truths based upon it which
have just been stated, as applicable to Christians and to churches,
there is no difficulty in showing that the only really relevant
question in the application of the unity of the church as a note
or mark of what the church is, or of what are churches, is this,
Does the unity ascribed in Scripture to the church imply that
there must be entire uniformity in all matters of belief and prac-
tice among all Christians, or that all societies claiming to be
regarded as churches of Christ must be included in one external
visible communion, and subject to one external visible government ?
It can be easily proved that there is no warrant in Scripture for
alleging that the unity there predicated of the church of Christ
necessarily implies this; and if so, then there is not a shadow of
ground for the conclusion that the Church of Rome, or any one
visible society, must be the one church of Christ, and that all
other professedly Christian societies are beyond its pale.

We need not enlarge upon the other notes or marks of sanctity,
apostolicity, and catholicity, as this brief notice of the unity is
sufficient to indicate how the case really stands, and how the
argument is to be conducted. It can be easily proved that the
common Popish notions of sanctity, apostolicity, and catholicity,
as properties and notes of the true church, are unwarranted by
Scripture; and that, in so far as Scripture does represent these
qualities as characteristic marks of the true church, they do
not apply peculiarly and exclusively, if at all, to the Church of
lome,
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Unity and catholicity in the Popish sense—.e., unity in out-
ward communion, and uniformity in outward profession, ordinances,
and arrangements, and wide diffusion at all times over the earth
in the manifestation of this unity—cannot be proved from Scripture
to be characteristic notes or marks of the true church, and can
therefore afford no scriptural support to the claims of the Church
of Rome; while sanctity and apostolicity—.e., holiness of heart and
life, and conformity to the apostolic model—not only do not pecu-
liarly characterize the Church of Rome, as distinguished from
other churches, but may be made to afford conclusive arguments
against her claims. The Church of Rome is, in all its features,
flatly opposed to the representations given us in Scripture of the
apostolic church; and no branch of the church has ever done so
little, in proportion to its means and opportunities, to produce
holiness, or done so much to corrupt the standard of morals, to
eradicate a sense of moral responsibility, and to open the floodgates
of all iniquity.

No professing church, however widely it may be diffused, and
however closely its members may be united together in a common
profession, and whatever pretensions, therefore, it may be able to
put forth to an outward visible unity, or to catholicity, in a limited
sense, can have any claim to be regarded as possessed of sanctity or
apostolicity, unless its system of doctrine be in accordance with
the word of God; and a church is apostolical just in proportion
as in all its arrangements it is framed after the model, so far as
the Scripture makes it known to us, of the churches which the
apostles established.

The churches which have been most forward to assume the
designation and the character of apostolical are just those which
have departed furthest from what a faithful adherence to the
practice of the apostles would have led them to adopt ; and when
particular churches attach primary importance, in forming an
estimate of themselves and of other branches of the visible church,
to anything external,—to points of government and order, to a
historical visible succession, to outward ordinances and arrange-
ments,—this only proves that they themselves have fallen into
grievous error upon most important points affecting the very nature,
functions, and objects of a church of Christ; and that therefore,
in point of purity and apostolicity, they must rank far beneath
those churches which, holding the substance of revealed Christian
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truth, appreciate aright its paramount importance, and apply it to
its intended purposes.

The corruption into which the visible church after the apostolic
age 50 speedily and so extensively fell, and the desire to defend or to
palliate all this, soon introduced very lax and erroneous views con-
cerning the nature and objects of the church in general, concerning
its constituent elements and qualities, and the standard by which it
ought to be judged. The visible has in men’s minds, to a large
extent, swallowed up the invisible church, or thrown it into the
background ; and men have come, to a large extent, to judge
practically of what the church of Christ should be, by what it
too often, in its external aspects, actually is. It is certainly mar-
vellous that any man having access to the Scriptures should be-
lieve that the Church of Rome bears any resemblance to the
church of the New Testament ; and it is not much less marvellous,
considering the superior light and opportunities of the parties, that
the members of the Church of England should be so forward to
boast of their church, as they usually do, as pure and apostolical,
the best constituted church in the world, etc., etc., when it is
notorious that their own Reformers were so fully conscious that
they had come far short of attaining to a right reformation, and
when that church has always borne, and still bears, in its con-
stitution and arrangements, so many palpable proofs of the opera-
tion, not of the New Testament standard, but of carnal policy and
secular influences:

Let us seek to be more familiar with the scriptural doctrine,
that the true church of Christ, in the highest and most proper
sense of the word, consists only of those who have been chosen of
God to eternal life, who are effectually called in due time to be-
lieve in the Lord Jesus Christ, and are trained up to a meetness
for heaven ; and let all our views, impressions, and conduct in
regard to the visible church, and its different branches, be regu-
lated by some reference to this great invisible reality,—that thus
we may be led to estimate the purity and efficiency of visible
churches, mainly by a respect to the spiritual character and at-
tainments of their individual members, and that we may ever have
it as the great object of our prayers and labours, that the Lord
would add daily unto the church of such as shall be saved, and
would lead them to grow up tn all things unto Him who is the
Head.
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Sec. II1.— Promises to the Church.

Before speaking of the promises which Christ has made to
His church, I may advert to one other point in the general doc-
trine of Scripture on the subject, as set forth in the 25th chapter
of the Westminster Confession, which I have not yet explained.
The views which I have attempted to explain are fitted, I think,
to illustrate and confirm most of the positions contained in that
chapter in regard to the church in general. But there is one
which may deserve explanation, to which I have not formally
adverted, though I adverted to some principles which are fitted
to cast light upon it. It is this,—that unto this catholic visible
church (previously described as consisting of all those throughout
the world that profess the true religion, together with their chil-
dren), ¢ Christ has given the ministry, oracles, and ordinances of
God, for the gathering and perfecting of the saints in this life to
the end of the world, and doth by His own presence and Spirit
make them effectual thereunto.”

Now, the first part of this statement, that Christ has given the
ministry, as well as the oracles and ordinances of God, to the
church, does bear, and was intended to bear, upon an important
topic, to which I formerly adverted when explaining the state of
the question in one department of the argument carried on be-
tween the Reformers and the Church of Rome, and to which I
then referred for the purpose of illustrating the importance of
settling the proper definition or description of the church.
Papists used to lay down this position,—Where there is not a
valid ministry, there is not a true church; and the Reformers
answered them by laying down this counter-position,—Wherever
there is a true church, there is, or may be, a valid ministry ; and
to this position of the Reformers,* the declaration of the Con-
fession, that Christ has given the ministry to the church, is sub-
stantially equivalent. The Popish position virtually proceeds
upon the assumption that the church is for the sake of the
ministry, and the Protestant one upon the assumption that the
ministry is for the sake of the church. The Church of Rome
makes the ministry the end, and the church the means; Protest-
ants reverse this order, and make the ministry the means, and the

# v (Claude’s Defence of the Reformation,” P. IV. c. IIL
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church the end. Ministers are indeed the rulers of churches or
congregations, invested, in conjunction with other ecclesiastical
office-bearers, with a certain ministerial, not lordly, authority over
them. But while this is true of actual ministers and congrega-
tions, it is not the less true that the ministry in the abstract may
be said to occupy a position of subordination, and not of supe-
riority, to the church, inasmuch as the formation of a church by
calling men out of the world, and preparing them for heaven,
was Glod’s great design in sending His Son into the world, and
in all His dealings with men ; and as the institution of a ministry,
and the raising up and qualifying of ministers, was just one of
the means which He has been graciously pleased to employ for
effecting that great end. And this is in substance the idea in-
tended to be conveyed by the declaration in the Confession, that
Christ has given the ministry to the church.

This doctrine is not in the least inconsistent with that of the
divine institution of the ministry, or with that of the due rights
and authority of ministers, as rulers, distinguished from the ordi-
nary members of the church. But it suggests important consider-
ations that ought not to be overlooked, and that are fitted to exert
a wholesome practical influence, respecting the nature and design
both of the ministry and of the church. The salvation of an elect
people chosen in Christ before the foundation of the world—in
other words, the planting and training of the true church—con-
stitute God’s great design in preserving this world, and in the
whole providence which He exercises over it. There can be no
higher or more exalted position than to be employed by God in
contributing to this end. Still, the system of means which He
may have been pleased to employ, must always be regarded as in
some sense subordinate to the end to be effected ; and a time will
come when the ministry, as well as prophecy and tongues, shall
cease, when the whole church shall be presented to God a glorious
church, and when the functions of human teachers and human
rulers shall terminate, while it will still continue true, that they
who have turned many to righteousness, shall shine as the stars
for ever and ever.

The bearing of this relative position of the ministry and the
church—the ministry being for the sake of the church, and not
the church for the sake of the ministry—upon the principles
discussed between the Reformers and the Church of Rome, is
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obvious enough. If this principle be true—and the Scripture
plainly enough supports it—then these two inferences may be
deduced from it: First, that the question, whether any particular
company or society of professing Christians be or be not a true
church, should take precedence of the question, whether or not they
have a valid ministry ? Secondly, that the Scripture not having
explicitly asserted, or afforded any adequate ground for believing,
that a valid ministry, or any specific feature in or about the
ministry, is an essential mark of a true church, we are entitled,
upon the ground of this general principle, positively to aver, that
no inference drawn from the subject or character of the ministry
can be of itself, and as a general rule, conclusive upon the character
and standing of the church.

Upon these grounds, the Reformers contended that they ought
to begin with considering whether Protestant societies were true
churches of Christ, and that in discussing this point some other
notes or marks must be fixed upon and applied, some other stan-
dard must be adopted, than the mere regularity or irregularity of
their ministry; and taking a scriptural view of what was the
great fundamental duty of men individually to whom the gospel
was preached, viz., to receive the truth in the love of it, and also
of what was the most important function of the church, or of
believers or professed believers collectively, viz., to hold up
and promote the truth or the way of salvation, they made the
essential note or mark of a true church, as a visible body or
society, to be the profession and maintenance of scriptural views
of the great fundamental principles of Christian doctrine. And
as it is the manifest duty of all who profess to believe in
Christ, and to submit to His authority, to unite together, as
they have the means and opportunity, in worshipping God;
and as, moreover, the sacraments which Christ appointed are at
once the badges or symbols of a Christian profession, and the
chief external ordinances which He has prescribed, the administra-
tion of these sacraments, according to Christ's appointment, was
very generally introduced by the Reformers into their description
of the distinguishing characteristics of the true church or churches.
And it is a curious proof of the sense then generally entertained
over the Protestant world of the importance of these principles,
and of the necessity of maintaining them in opposition to the
Church of Rome, that even the Church of England, while ani-
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mated by a somewhat more hierarchic spirit than any other of the
churches of the Reformation (though it should not be forgotten
that the Reformers of that church had much less of that spirit
than most of their successors), gave the following account of the
church in the nineteenth Article :—¢ The visible church of Christ
is a congregation of faithful, i.., believing men, in the which
the pure word of God is preached, and the sacraments be duly
administered according to Christ's ordinance in all those things
that of necessity are requisite to the same.”

It was then universally acknowledged, that Protestant principles
did not admit of the introduction into the definition of the church,
or into the description of what is essential to it, of anything
more specific than this as to external ordinances and arrangements.
Subjection to lawful pastors, and to the Pope, as Christ’s vicar,
form, as we have seen, a component part of the Popish definition
of the church. But Protestants regarded not only the Pope, but

.even the lawful, i.c., regular pastors, as not being an essential
feature of the church, of such intrinsic and paramount importance
as to form an indispensable part of the standard by which to settle
at once and conclusively, in all circumstances, whether a particular
society of professing Christians did vr did not form a church of
Christ. The Reformers did not admit that this principle was
inconsistent with the doctrine of the divine institution of the
Christian ministry, or with the obligation incumbent upon pro-
fessing Christians to be in communion with a regular congregation
under the superintendence of a pastor, and of a pastor, if possible,
appointed in the ordinary, regular, prescribed way,—i.e., by ordina-
tion conferred by those who were pastors before. But they held
that, as the means are in some sense to be regarded as subordinate
to the end, and as there may be occasionally, in particular circum-
stances, when perfect regularity in regard to outward arrangements
is impracticable, or virtually so, a reference to the end rather than
to the means, as the guiding and higher standard, it followed that
these two practical conclusions might be deduced from it :—First,
that the absence of a regular ministry, appointed in the ordinary
prescribed way, or even the absence of a ministry altogether for a
time, is not necessarily, and in all circumstances, a sufficient proof
of itself that a society of professing Christians is not a church of
Christ :—and secondly, that any company of faithful or believing
men is entitled to a ministry, since Christ has given the ministry to

gec. I1L] PROMISES TO THE CHURCH. 31

the church; and if they are so placed in providence that they
cannot have a ministry in the ordinary, regular, prescribed way,
are entitled to make a ministry for themselves, and that that
ministry, though not a regular, is a valid one.

On these grounds, the Reformers in general contended that
any body of Christians who had come, from reading or hearing
the word of God, to be convinced of the sinfulness of remaining
in the communion of the Church of Rome, were not only entitled
but bound to leave it; that they were warranted to form them-
selves into a distinct society for the worship of God, and the
enjoyment of His ordinances; and that if it was impracticable for
them, in the circumstances in which they were in providence
placed, to get a minister in the ordinary regular way—i.e., one
approven and set apart by persons already in the office of the
ministry—they were entitled, since they were a church, and since
Christ had given the ministry to the church, to appoint a mini-
ster for themselves, if there was any one among them possessed
of the scriptural qualifications, to wait upon his ministry, and to
receive the sacraments at his hands, without any apprehension of
invalidity. This was the doctrine of the Reformers. I am per-
suaded that it is in accordance with the views of the church and
the ministry, and of their relation to each other, given us in
Scripture; and I believe it is implied in, and was intended in
substance to be expressed by, the declaration of the Confession,
that Christ has given the ministry, as well as the oracles and the
ordinances, to the Church.

Papists usually deny altogether the distinction which the
Reformers were accustomed to make between a regular ministry
and a valid ministry ; and maintain that no ministry is valid un-
l(?ss it be regular,—i.c., that no man is in any instance, or in any
circumstances, entitled to execute the functions of a pastor of a
Christian flock, and to administer the ordinances which Christ
has appointed for the edification of His church, unless he has been
admitted to the ministry in the ordinary regular way. The Re-
formers maintained the distinction between a regular and a valid
nfinistry, and opposed the Popish principle above stated ; and they
dlfi so upon the ground which we have explained,—viz., that the
ministry was given to the church, and belonged to it, or was in
some sense subordinate to it; and that, consequently, the mere
matter of regularity, the observance of the ordinary binding rule,
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with regard to a point of outward arrangement, must give way, if
necessity required it, to the welfare and edification of the church,
—to the importance of the church enjoying the right which Christ
had given it of having a ministry.

They had also to contend with the Romanists, as we still have,
upon the more specific question of what it is that constitutes a
regular ministry, or what are the qualifications which generally,
and in all ordinary circunstances, are necessary to warrant men
to enter upon the function of the ministry. Upon this point,
Romanists have always maintained—and in doing so they have
been faithfully followed by High Church Prelatists—that there
is no regular admission to the ministry, except what is conferred
by episcopal ordination, and this, too, transmitted in regular un-
broken succession from the ordination given by the apostles.
The Reformers admitted that there are certain regulations indi-
cated in Scripture, with regard to the admission of men to the
ministry ; that these regulations it was, as a general rule, sinful
to neglect, and imperative to regard ; and that nothing could, in
any instance, warrant the neglect or violation of them, except the
necessity, which might arise in certain circumstances, of having
respect to the paramount object of the edification of the church.
But the Reformers generally denied that, in order even to the
regularity of a ministry, it was necessary that ordination should
have been conveyed by episcopal hands, or should have been
transmitted in unbroken succession from the ordinations made by
the apostles. They could find nothing in Seripture that seemed
to necessitate episcopal ordination, or to require the existence of
the episcopal office; and they thought it amply sufficient if men
were ordained as Timothy was, by the laying on of the hands of
the presbytery. And with regard to the absolute necessity of an
unbroken descent of ordination from the apostles,—a principle
which is not to be confounded with that of the necessity of
episcopal ordination, though they have commonly gone together,
and which might be held by a Presbyterian, though I am not
ware that any Presbyterian has ever been guilty of such folly,—
they maintained that no sanction could be found for it in Scrip-
ture ; while they also held that it was inconsistent with important
scriptural principles, and with the whole scope and spirit of the
New Testament arrangements, and was contradicted and dis-
proved by the whole history of the Christian Church.
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I proceed now to make some observations upon the scriptural
promises in regard to the church, and the bearing of these,
according as they are interpreted, upon men’s views of the leading
features exhibited in the actual history of the church in subsequent
ages. The promises of Christ to His church amount in substance
to an assurance of His own constant presence with it, and of the pre-
gence and guidance of the Holy Spirit—the Spirit of truth. Papists
allege that these promises imply or secure, not only that the profes-
sion of Christianity would soon be widely extended in the world,
but also that one widely extended visible society would continue
always or uninterruptedly to proclaim the whole truth of God,
without any mixture of error. They assert that this has been
promised, and that it has been fully realized in the Church of
Rome, or in the visible church in communion with the Papal See,
and in subjection to the Pope. Protestants maintain that the

romises of the constant presence of Christ and of the Spirit in
the church do not necessarily bear such a meaning, or lead us to
expect such a result; and that they cannot be proved, by any fair
principles of interpretation, to mean more than this—that by
Christ’s presence, and the operation of the Spirit, His church
should enjoy and effect all that He intended it to enjoy and
effect ; that all who were chosen by God to eternal life should be
brought to a knowledge and belief of the truth as it is in Jesus,
and be trained up to a meetness for heaven; and that, therefore,
all who had really entered Christ’s service might boldly devote
themselves to the advancement of His cause, and to the discharge
of all the duties which He might impose upon them, assured that
they should suffer no real loss by faithfulness to Him, but would
find all things made to work together for their good.

The promises certainly imply this; but as certainly they cannot
be proved, in so far as they are clearly applicable to the church
generally and permanently, and not merely to the apostles, and
the special and infallible guidance which they enjoyed, to imply
more than this. The promises of Christ's presence, and of the
Spirit’s operation in the church, must be viewed in connection
with God’s intended design, so far as we know it, in establishing
and preserving a church upon earth. The promises of constant
presence and guidance secure that, whatever it may be; but they
do not of themselves give us any specific information as to what
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this design is; nor can they be supposed to secure anything but
what was really comprehended in that design. Could it be proved
separately and independently from Scripture, that it was Christ’s
purpose and intention that there should always exist upon earth
a widely extended church, or visible society, which should always
maintain and proclaim the whole truth of God without mixture of
error, then the promised presence of Christ and His Spirit might
with propriety be regarded as the pledge and the means of effect-
ing this result. But if no such design can be established by inde-
pendent evidence, it is vain to expect to establish it by the mere
promise of His constant presence and blessing. Christ, by His
presence, and the operation of His Spirit, accomplishes, in and
by His church, whatever it was His design to accomplish—
whatever He has given His church and people reason to expect.
Protestants, however, contend not only that Christ has not given
us any reason to expect that a widely extended visible church
would always be preserved free from any mixture of error, and
that therefore the promises of His constant presence must not be
supposed to secure this; but also, moreover, that He has given us
in Scripture plain enough intimations that the visible church
would soon, in point of fact, be widely and deeply corrupted ; and
if such intimations are really to be found in Scripture, which is
surely very manifest, then we are bound to conclude that He did
not mean us to believe that, by promising His presence and Spirit,
He intended to prevent such a result. And if, upon a historical
survey of the church, we find that error and corruption, such as
these intimations in Scripture would lead us to expect, did in fact
appear, then we are to regard this as a fulfilment of prophecy, and,
as such, a proof of the divine mission of Christ, and as confirming,
or rather establishing, the interpretation put upon the scriptural
statements referred to. Protestants believe, as a matter of unques-
tionable historical certainty, that at a very early period error and
corruption—i.e., deviations from the scriptural standard in matters
of doctrine, government, worship, and discipline—manifested them-
selves in the visible church gradually, but rapidly; that this cor-
ruption deepened and increased, till it issued at length in a grand
apostasy—in a widely extended and well-digested system of heresy,
idolatry, and tyranny, which involved in gross darkness nearly
the whole of the visible church for almost a thousand years,
until it was to some extent dispelled by the light of the Reforma-
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tion. They believe that the soundness of this general view of the
history of the church can be fully established by undoubted matters
of fact, viewed in connection with the plain statements of Scrip-
ture. They see nothing in Christ’s promises to His church that
requires them to disbelieve or to doubt this; and, on the contrary,
they find statements in Scripture which seem fitted and intended
to lead men to expect some such result.

Sec. IV.—Different Theories of the History of the Church.

Papists, in accordance with their interpretation of the pro-
mises made to the church, give a totally different view of its
actual history. They admit, indeed, that errors and corruptions
soon appeared among professed Christians; but then they allege
that these errors never infected the church, since she always re-
jected and condemned the errors, and expelled from her pale those
who maintained them. They assert that the Catholic Church, in
communion with the see of Rome, has always maintained the
apostolic faith pure and uncdrrupted, without any mixture of
error; that she has never changed her faith or contradicted her-
self ; that all the doctrines she now holds she has maintained
stedfastly since the apostolic times, without any variation, al-
though from time to time she has given more full and explicit
definitions and explanations regarding them, in opposition to the
various heresies that may have been propounded; that she has
never at any time degenerated into superstition, idolatry, or
tyranny ; but has continued through all ages the pure, and meek,
and faithful spouse of Christ, and has been constantly acknow-
ledged in that character by all good Catholics, ‘.., by all profess-
ing Christians, ezcept heretics and schismatics. This is the Popish
theory of the history of the Church ; and, strange as it may seem,
there have been not a few Papists of undoubted learning and
ability who have elaborately maintained—first, that thus it must
have been, for Christ promised it, and His constant presence with
His church secured it; and, secondly, that thus it has been, for
the voice of history establishes it. Romish writers would probably
have been well pleased had they been allowed to confine them-
selves to the former of these modes of probation, viz., the & priori
one, just as they like much better to try to prove that there should
and must be a living, visible, infallible interpreter of God’s will,
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than to show that such an interpreter has been actually appointed,
and has been always faithfully discharging his duties. But they
have not shrunk even from the historical evidence, and have really
attempted to establish historically the monstrous theory which has
been described.

In regard to the & priori proof, Protestants contend, as we
have explained, that there is no evidence in Scripture that Christ
intended to preserve a widely extended, perpetually visible society
upon earth, which should always be free from all error; and still
less that He intended to confer this privilege upon the Church of
Rome; and that, therefore, the promises of IHis presence and
Spirit do not secure it; nay, that there are clear intimations in
Scripture that the history of the visible church would exhibit a
very different aspect from what this theory assigns to it,—and
more particularly that the Church of Rome would fall into
apostasy, and become a mass of corruption, a synagogue of Satan
and mystery of iniquity. Protestants, besides, wish to have mat-
ters of fact investigated and ascertained by the ordinary evidence
applicable to the nature of the case. The character and doctrine
of the visible church, or of any of its branches at any particular
period, is a matter of fact, to be ascertained by the application of
the ordinary principles and materials of historical evidence; and
when the character and doctrine of any church or individual has
been ascertained in the ordinary way, by appropriate means and
evidence applicable to matters of fact, they should be judged of,
or estimated, by the standard of the word of God.

Not only can all the peculiarities of the Popish system be
proved to be unsanctioned or opposed by the word of God, but
many of them can be proved by undoubted historical evidence to
have had a much later origin than the apostolic age, and to have
been unknown in the primitive church. It is a very bold and
daring course, when the advocates of the Church of Rome under-
take to establish, by historical evidence, that theory and represen-
tation of the church’s actual history, which their principles and
claims require them to maintain. And yet many have tried it,
and brought no small share of learning and ability to bear upon
the attempt. The very hardihood of the attempt invests it with
a certain measure of interest; and their whole theory of the
church’s history is so different from that which Protestants sup-
port—the whole materials of church history are presented in so
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changed an aspect from that in which we have been accustomed
to contemplate them, that it becomes an interesting, and, in some
respects, a not unprofitable exercise, to give some degree of atten-
tion to a Popish history of the church. The great work on
ecclesiastical history published soon after the Reformation, and
commonly known by the name of the Magdeburgh Centu-
riators, was written, to a large extent, with the view of bringing
the testimony of history to bear against the Church of Rome.
The apostasy felt the necessity of giving a different view of the
history of the church, and for this purpose the Annals of Car-
dinal Baronius were prepared. In this great work, the author
labours to prove not only that all the doctrines of the Church of
Rome have been constantly held by the whole Christian world,
except heretics and schismatics, from the apostolic age, but also
that all the rites and ceremonies which cumber and deform its
worship can be traced back to the same venerable antiquity.
Being a defender also of the personal infallibility of the Pope,
which all Romanists do not contend for, Baronius was obliged to
undertake the desperate task of trying to prove that no Pope had
ever contradicted himself or any other Pope, and that no Pope had.
ever fallen into error or heresy. He frankly admits that some
Popes, especially in the ninth and tenth centuries, were men of
infamous personal character, and attained to the possession of the
chair of Peter by the most disgraceful means; but of course, like
every other defender of Papal infallibility, he was obliged to
assert, and to try to prove, that not one of them had ever fallen
into error or heresy.

The Church of Rome maintains doctrines and advances claims
which, even were the word of God less clearly opposed to them
all than it is, can be fully tested and overturned by the plain
facts of history; and it is a fearful task which her defenders un-
dertake, when they attempt to prove from history that the Bishops
of Rome, from Peter downwards, have been, and have been re-
cognised as, the vicars of Christ; have been both de facto and de
jure the monarchs of the visible church; and have always exer-
cised the function of teaching and ruling the church in entire
accordance with the mind and will of their Master.

Some Roman Catholics have held principles which have some-
what modified the magnitude and difficulty of the task that de-
volves upon them in surveying the history of the church. They
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have restricted the alleged infallibility to matters of doctrine, and
have not thought it necessary to maintain that she has made no
changes or innovations in rites and ceremonies, or in matters of
discipline. They have asserted the right and power of the church
to make changes in these points as she saw cause. They have
thought it safer and more expedient to assert this general prin-
ciple, than to undertake the task of tracing back the whole of the
existing rites, ceremonies, and discipline of the Romish Church to
the apostolic age. They thus manage to throw off their shoulders
a large share of the burden under which poor Baronius groaned.
Some also, especially the French writers, who defend what are
called the Gallican liberties, deny the personal infallibility of the
Pope, ascribing infallibility only to general councils, and of course
escape from the necessity of proving that no Pope can contradict
himself, or another Pope, or deviate from the standard of ortho-
doxy. Others, again, like the Jansenists, though not quite pre-
pared to deny the Pope’s infallibility in matters of faith, do not
extend it to matters of fact, and are thus enabled to be so far
honest as to admit, when compelled by satisfactory historical
evidence, that Popes may have fallen into mistakes, or even, as
no one supposed them to be impeccable, uttered falsehoods.

This theory of the church’s history, as implying at least the
constant preservation of the purity of the visible church in all
matters of faith and doctrine, and the actual derivation of all her
tenets from the apostolic age, is essentially involved in the prin-
ciples and claims of the Church of Rome. She cannot abandon
it, but must stand or fall with it. She is thus open to a fatal
wound from the testimony of history, which she has no means of
avoiding but by corrupting or perverting history. Protestants
may, and do, derive important assistance in establishing their own
principles, and in making out a case against the Church of Rome,
from an investigation of the church’s history ; but they are not
essentially dependent upon it, and no assault that can be fatal to
their cause can come from that quarter. They do not need, as
Protestants, or in virtue of the position they occupy as seceders
from, and protesters against, the Romish apostasy, to adopt any
particular theory of the church’s history, and then to labour to
silence or pervert the testimony of history, in order to support
their theory, or to guard it against objections. The Bible, and
the Bible alone, is the religion of Protestants; and when the
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divine origin and authority of the Bible are conceded or proved,
Protestants are quite able to deduce from it all the doctrines which
they maintain, and to establish them in such a way that no assault
from any other quarter, such as the testimony of history, could
competently be brought to bear upon them. The Romish Church
stands in a different position. She has put forth principles and
claims which compel her to maintain a certain theory of the
actual history of the church, and a disproof of this theory by an
actual investigation of the church’s history inflicts upon her whole
system a deadly wound. Protestants have thus not the same stake
as Papists have in an investigation of the history of the church,
for with Papists it is a matter of life or death ; and they have, in
consequence, brought to bear upon it all the deceivableness of un-
righteousness which the Scriptures lead us to expect in that system.
We have described above the course which has been commonly
pursued by Popish controversialists in exhibiting the history of the
church, and especially in tracing the history of doctrine; and
which their well-known and avowed principles require them to
pursue. In virtue of the principles they hold with respect to the
perpetual visibility and infallibility of the church, they must
maintain that she has taught the same doctrines without variation
in every period of her history; and in virtue of the principle they
hold about the authority of tradition, they are bound to maintain,
and may be called upon to prove, that all the doctrines which the
church now propounds, were delivered by Christ and His inspired
apostles, though not at the time committed to writing. No satis-
factory proof of an historical kind can be produced, that any of
the doctrines of the Church of Rome which are rejected by Pro-
testants, becaunse not sanctioned by Scripture, were delivered orally
to the church by Christ or His apostles. There are many of
them with respect to which this allegation can be positively dis-
proved, i.e., with respect to which it can be proved that they were
unknown to the primitive church, and therefore were not taught
by its founders. This has been often shown by Protestant "sriters,
but was never more fully and conclusively established than in the
Present day, when the history of doctrines has been very thoroughly
nvestigated, especially by German writers.
The manifest impossibility of maintaining the old Popish ground
ht}s led some in our own day to have recourse to a new expedient,
viz., what is called the theory of Development. This theory has




www.reformedontheweb.c

40 THE CHURCH. [Cuar. T.

been fully expounded in Dr Newman’s Essay on that subject

and applied by him to the vindication of the additions which the

Church of Rome has made to the Christianity of the New Testa-

ment. It is in substance this, that the doctrines taught by inspired

men might be legitimately developed or drawn out in subsequent

times into notions which were not contained in, or deducible from,

the doctrines themselves, but merely stood related to them in some

vague and distant connection.  This theory, which is plainly infidel
in its bearing and tendency, as virtually denying the supreme
authority of an external objective revelation, is somewhat skilfully
accommodated to modes of thinking largely prevalent in the present
day, when there is a tendency to resolve everything, both in the
material and in the moral world, into development; and to give
great prominence to the subjective, or to what is found within
man himself, as the source and test of what is true. At present
we can only observe, that the adoption of this new theory implies
an abandonment of the ground which was occupied by all former
Popish controversialists, and which the well-known principles of
their church required them to occupy. It amounts to a virtual
acknowledgment that this ground is untenable. No doubt, the
doctrine of the infallibility of the church, if once established, and
fairly and fully applied, is quite adequate to cover and to vindicate
anything. But the more judicious Popish controversialists are
rather afraid of overburdening the doctrine of the infallibility of
the church, by imposing upon it more than it is able to bear ;
and, indeed, they are not fond of resting anything upon it alone,
without having something else in the way of proof or evidence to
relieve and assist it. Some of the more rash and unscrupulous
defenders of Popery have held that the infallible authority of
the church includes a power of establishing and imposing new
articles of faith, which they might perhaps, in accordance with
the fashionable phraseology of the present day, call developments
of what was taught by inspired men. But the more judicious
defenders of Popery have shrunk from taking up this extreme
ground ; and, besides, the doctrine of the Council of Trent on the
subject of tradition plainly commits them to the necessity of
maintaining that all their doctrines are contained either in the
written word or in the unwritten traditions, and, of course, entitles
us to demand of them proof that all they teach is either supported
by Seripture, or can be traced up through another channel to the
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teaching of Christ or His apostles. It is a curious and character-
istic specimen of Popish policy, that the Romish ecclesiastical
authorities of this country, while labouring to take advantage of
Dr Newman’s theory of development, have not ventured very
formally either to approve or to repudiate it; while their pretended
unity is contradicted by the fact, that some of the leading Romish
authorities in the United States have openly denounced it as
heretical and dangerous.*

It is the more important to keep these considerations in re-
membrance in investigating the historyof the church, because really
the history of the church for fifteen hundred years is, to a large
extent, just the history of Popery. The Apostle Paul assures us
that, even in his time, the mystery of iniquity was already working;
and in every succeeding century we find clearer and clearer traces
of these seeds or elements, which, when fully developed, constitute
the Popish system. Satan took six or seven hundred years to de-
velop and bring to full maturity what has been justly described
as his great masterpiece ; and indeed some of the peculiarities of
Popery were not devised till the middle ages, when the great body
of the visible church was sunk in gross darkness, superstition, and
idolatry. Even since the Reformation, the condition and efforts
of the Papacy have exerted no small influence upon the general
state of the professing church. In the present day, it is exerting
more influence than it has done for a long period ; and there is
good ground to believe that that apostate and antichristian system
will henceforth continue to hold a most prominent and influential
place in the history of the visible church, even until the Lord shall
consume it with the breath of His mouth, and destroy it with the
brightness of His coming.

There is, indeed, something dark and mysterious in the survey
of the history of the church of Clrist, in its so soon losing its
purity, and falling into error and corruption; and in this error and
corruption gaining such an ascendency, and virtually overspread-
ing the visible church for nearly a thousand years.t  And Papists
take advantage of this circumstance, and appeal to men whether
they can believe that, considering the promises of Christ’s constant

* Review of Newman in North | Let. i. Bulwark, vol. ii., pp. 1509 and
British  Review, vol. v. Discussions | 216,
on Church Principles, p. 35 —Edra, t Isaac Taylor, * Ancient Christi-
Wordsworth's Letters to M. Gondon; | anity,’ vol. i., No. 4.
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presence and Spirit,—can believe, that this is a correct view of the
leading features in the church’s history. But we deny that there
is anything in these premises sufficient to prove, & priors, that this
could not be: we find in Scripture other intimations, leading us
to expect that it would be; we feel it to be our duty to judge of
the truth of doctrines only by the standard of God’s word, and of
the truth of facts only by their appropriate historical evidence.
‘We are not able to fathom the plans and purposes of Him who is
wonderful in counsel and excellent in working, with whom one
day is as a thousand years, and a thousand years as one day. But
we can see enough in the history of God’s dealings with men be-
fore the manifestation of His Son in the flesh, to convince us that
there is nothing in the Protestant view of the history of the
Christian church in the least inconsistent with the analogy of the
divine procedure, or with the great principles which have all along
regulated God’s communication to them of spiritual blessings ; and
we cannot doubt that, in regard to this as in regard to any other
department of His dealings with men, the Lord will yet more fully
manifest to His people His manifold wisdom and His unshaken
faithfulness.

CHAPTER II

THE COUNCIL OF JERUSALEM
Sec. Y.—Scripture Narrative.

ALTHOUGH our review of Theological Discussions properly begins
at the close of the apostolic age, yet there is one transaction re-
corded in the New Testament to which it may be proper to advert,
from its intimate connection with the whole subsequent history
and government of the church, and with the controversies to
which they have given rise, many of them continuing down to the
present day. I allude to what is commonly called the Council of
Jerusalem, recorded in the fifteenth chapter of the Acts of the
Apostles.

There has been a very great deal of discussion about the true
character of this transaction, dnd the lessons, if any, which it is
fitted to suggest respecting the government of the church in
subsequent ages. Papists, Prelates, and Presbyterians have usually
held that it was fitted and intended to convey some instruction as
to the way and manner in which the government of the church
should be permanently conducted, and have all professed to find
in it something to favour their respective systems; while Congre-
gationalists, not being able to find in it anything to favour their
views of church government, have generally contented themselves
with maintaining that it does not afford any very clear or certain
materials for determining in what way the government of the
church should be conducted in subsequent ages.* Papists, finding
it recorded here that Peter took a prominent part in the discussion

* Books and refecrences on the | Buddaeus, Isagoge, Lib. ii., ¢. v.,

Council at Jerusalem :— sec. iii., p. 741.
Moshemii Iustitutiones Majores, p.| Parker, De Politica Ecclesiastica,
263. Commentarii, pp. 155, 169. Lib. iii., c. xiii.

Buddaeus, Ecclesia Apostolica, c. iv. Bochmeri Dissertationes Juris Ec-
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which arose upon this occasion, adduce the narrative as a proof
that he acted then, was entitled to act, and was recognised as en-
titled to act, as the vicar of Christ and the head of the chur'ch.
Prelatists, finding that, several centuries afterwards, the notion
was broached that James was appointed by the apostles Blshtzp
of Jerusalem, profess to get scriptural evidence of this fan.cy in
the prominent part which ke took in the discussion. There is not
in the narrative a trace of any superiority in office or jurisdiction
on the part either of Peter or James; so that the substance of the
Popish argument is virtually this,—Peter spoke first, and there-
fore he was superior in authority and jurisdiction to the other
apostles; while the Prelatic argument is,—James spoke last, and
gave shape to the decision of the council, and therefore he was
diocesan bishop, and, as such, superior in some respects even to 'fhe
apostles. This, of course, is sheer trifling; and the. only question
of real importance or difficulty connected with thls. matter, lies
between the Presbyterians and the Congregationalists or Inde-
pendents. . .
The Congregationalists usually contend that this transaction
was so peciliar and extraordinary as to afford no pattern or pre-
cedent for the disposal of theological controversies, and the regu-
lation of ecclesiastical affairs in subsequent ages, and in ordmar.y
circumstances;* while Presbyterians deny this, and allege that it
affords a warrant for the general substance of some of the IE!.ld-
ing features of Presbyterian church government. The question
whether or not the transaction was so peculiar and extraordinary

clesiastici Antiqui; Diss. iii., pp. 98,
218, commented on by Mosheim, Inst.
Maj. 264. ]
utherford, Peaceable Plea, c. xiv.,
. 199.
P Rutherford, Due Right of Presby-
teries, pp. 355-380, et seq.

Divine Right of Church Govern-
ment. Jus Div. Reg. Eccles. By
London Ministers, c. xiv. and xv.

Wood's Answer to Lockyer, and
books referred to there. Part ii., sec.
viii., p. 302, .

Cotton's Keys of the Kingdom of
Heaven, c. vi. and c. vii., Prop. iv.

Gillespie's Assertion of the Govern-
ment of the Church of Scotland.

Brown's Vindication of the Presby-

terian Form of Church Government ;
Let. viii. and xii.
Carson's Reply to do.; Let. x.
Davidson’s Ecclesiastical Polity of
the New Testament ; Lect. vii.
Wardlaw on Congregational Inde-
pendency, c. vi. . .
Heidegger, in his ‘ Libertas Chris-
tianorum a Lege Cibaria,’ gives a
full commentary upon the whole
chapter. o
*Others besides Congregationalists
bave sanctioned this view. Dr Pusey
contends that, ‘* being the result of
full inspiration, it forms no precedent
at ull."—The Councils of the Church,
¢. i., p. 88.
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as to afford no model or precedent for the subsequent government
of the church, is virtually identical with this one,—whether the
apostles acted in this matter as inspired and infallible expounders
of the will of God, or simply as the ordinary office-bearers of the
church, using the ordinary means of ascertaining the divine will,
and enjoying only the ordinary guidance and influences of His
Spirit.

Presbyterians contend that there are plain indications in the
New Testament that the apostles sometimes acted in the admini-
stration of ecclesiastical affairs, not as inspired men directed by
the infallible guidance of the Spirit which they enjoyed in declar-
ing truth and in organizing the church, but simply as ordinary
office-bearers in co-operation with other elders, and more especially
that they acted in this capacity merely in this case; and Congre-
gationalists, not absolutely denying, and yet not prepared to admit,
that they never acted in the administration of ecclesiastical affairs
without infallible guidance, strenuously contend that in this case
they acted under the influence of immediate supernatural inspira-
tion, which infallibly guided them to a right decision, and that
therefore it affords no model or precedent for the church in future
times.* It seems very manifest, from the whole scope and strain
of the narrative, that the apostles did not act here as inspired and
infallible men, but simply as ordinary ecclesiastical office-bearers,
In conjunction with the elders or ordinary pastors. Had it been
the purpose of God to settle the controversy which arose about
the necessity of circumcision by an inspired infallible decision,
the apostles might have at once decided it without meeting, and
without discussion of any kind ; or any one of them might have
done so in the exercise of his apostolic authority, and confirmed
his decision by the “signs of an apostle” Paul himsclf might
have done so at Antioch, without the matter being brought up to
Jerusalem at all.  This was not done; the matter was brought up
to the church at Jerusalem. The apostles and elders assembled
to deliberate upon it publicly in the presence of the people; and
we are expressly told that much disputing took place regarding it,
when they were assembled to decide it. The apostles who took
part in the discussion, in place of at once declaring authoritatively

* Wardlaw on Congregational In- | Ecclesiastical Polity of the New Testa-
dependency, p. 278. Davidson on the | meut ; Lect. viii., p. 317.
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what was the mind and will of God regarding it, formally argued
the question upon grounds derived at once from God’s providential
dealings, and from statements contained in the Old Testament
Scriptures. In this way, and by this process, they carried con-
viction to the understandings of all who heard them, so that they
concurred at length in an unanimous decision. Here everything
plainly indicates, and seems to have been obviously intended to
indicate, that inspiration was not in exercise, but that the matter
was decided by means accessible to men in general under the
ordinary guidance of the Spirit.

There is no evidence, indeed—and the Congregationalists
found much on this consideration-—that any of the apostles were,
even at the first, of a different mind from that in which the whole
assembly ultimately concurred, or that they had any disputing
among themselves; but it is certain—and this is sufficient to
warrant our conclusiou—that there was much disputing, i.e., argu-
ing on opposite sides, in the assembly in their presence; and that
they did not put an end to this disputing by an immediate and
infallible declaration of the mind of God upon the point, in the
exercise of their apostolic authority, but by ordinary arguments
derived from admitted principles, and addressed to the under-
standings of those who heard them. The only thing that ap-
pears to contradict the conclusion to which the whole scope and
strain of the narrative obviously points, is the fact that the deci-
sion to which the assembly ultimately came is announced in these
words : “It seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to us.” Now,
this statement certainly implies that they were confident that the
decision was de facto in accordance with the mind of the Holy
Ghost, but it does not necessarily imply more than this; and
therefore it should not be held to imply more, as it would then
contradict the general scope and strain of the narrative, which are
plainly fitted to teach us that Christ, the Head of the church,
determined the disposal of this matter, not by direct and infallible
inspiration, but by a general meeting of apostles and elders seek-
ing and attaining the truth upon the point, by means accessible
to men in general with the ordinary influences of the Spirit.
Not only does the expression, “it seemed good to the Holy Ghost
and to us,” not necessarily imply more than the certain accord-
ance de facto between the decision given by them and the mind
of the Spirit, but it seems of itself to indicate that there was
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something in the case different from a mere declaration of what
they knew simply as inspired men. It seems much more natural,
that if they had been simply declaring what they had been mira-
culously and supernaturally taught upon the point by the Spirit,
they would have said only, “it seemed good to the Holy Ghost ;”
the addition, “and to us,” having the appearance of intimating
that they did not act in the matter merely and solely as the in-
spired declarers of His mind, though confident that their decision
was accordant with His.

We hold it, then, to be clear, that while the apostles ordi-
narily had the gift of supernatural infallible inspiration in the
discharge of their public duties, in declaring the truth and in
organizing the church, yet on this occasion they did not, in point
of fact, exercise this gift, but left it as it were in abeyance, and
acted in the matter just as uninspired men might and could have
done. Now, these two facts, taken in combination, not only prove
that this transaction may afford a pattern and precedent for the
proceedings of the church ordinarily in similar circumstances,
but also warrant us to believe that it was expressly arranged in
this way for that very purpose, and that therefore it is the church’s
duty to apply it for the regulation of her conduct. We assume
now, then, that the view generally taken by Congregationalists, as
to this controversy having been decided by a supernatural exercise
of infallible inspiration, is erroneous. We assume that the whole
transaction must have been intended, and of course fitted, to con-
vey instruction and direction to the church as to the management
of its affairs; and we proceed to inquire what particular instruc-
tions or directions it does convey.

Sec. IL—The Rule of Church Power.

This transaction, and the record of it which has been trans-
mitted to us, are fitted to remind us of the great scriptural prin-
ciple, that the sole standard by which the affairs of the church
ought to be regulated is the revealed will of God. The question
upon this occasion was, whether Gentile converts should be re-
quired to be circumcised, and to keep the ceremonial law. The
apostles and elders, when met to consider this point, evidently
had it for their sole object to ascertain what was the mind and
will of God concerning it ; and they looked to no other standard
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but this. None but God was entitled really to decide this ques-
tion, and no certain materials for deciding it aright could be
derived from any other quarter. Accordingly, they directed their
attention to the sources from which the will of God might be
learned, and examined them. They considered, indeed, both the
providence of God and the word of God; for we find that Peter,
in his statement, founded mainly upon what God had actually
done in the case of Cornelius, upon the evidence of the fact that
His Spirit had been then and there communicated ; while James
appealed to statements contained in the writings of the prophets.
The written word of God is, properly speaking, the only standard
by which the affairs of the church ought to be regulated, though
much is also to be learned from carefully considering His pro-
vidence, or what He has actually done, in connection with the
statements of His word; the example of Peter in this matter
especially affording us warrant and encouragement to give careful
attention to any evidence that may be presented to us of God
having poured out His Spirit upon any occasion for the conver-
sion of sinners.

The Church is represented in Scripture as the kingdom of
Christ. He alone is its King; and He has established and pro-
mulgated in His word its constitution and laws, as well as made
provision for the ordinary application of these laws to the perma-
nent regulation of its affairs, as a distinct organized society in
the world, but not of the world. He has commissioned none to
make laws for His kingdom ; He has done this Himself, as a Son
over His own house. He has indicated His will as to the way in
which the affairs of His kingdom are to be permanently admini-
stered, and he has committed the application and execution of the
laws He has established to the church itself. He has authorized
no civil or secular authority to interfere in the regulation of the
affairs of His kingdom; and therefore it is at once unlawful for
them to interfere, and for the church either to be a consenting
party to their interference, or to pay any regard to their mere
enactments or requirements. He has laid down the laws of His
kingdom in His word, and therefore the church is bound to be
guided wholly by His word in the execution of the functions
which He has conferred, and in the discharge of the duties which
He has imposed upon her ; and with that view, she is called upon
to bring everything to that standard, and to make it her sole object
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in regard to every question that comes before her, to ascertain
what is the mind and will of Christ concerning it. The church
is not only not bound to be guided by any other rule or standard
but is not at liberty to have regard to any other; as this would b;.
virtually to withdraw herself from subjection to Christ’s authority
and voluntarily to submit to a foreign yoke. No mere laws ox"
statutes of men,—no mere regard to worldly or secular advantages
—should ever regulate the conduct of the church of Christ, or oE
any section or branch of it. She should be guided solely by the
revealed will of Christ, and she should ascertain what that will is
by diligent and prayerful study of His word.

When this great principle is explained and enforced, men
who, from whatever cause, dislike and shrink from it, but who do
not venture openly and directly to dispute it, usually attempt to
evade it, and to escape from the practical application of it, by
questioning whether there are, in point of fact, materials in God’s
word for deciding many of those disputes that arise in connection
with the administration of the affairs of the church.

This notion, as it is often exhibited, is little else than a pretence
for es.r,caping from the supremacy of God’s word without formally
flenymg its authority. But the truth is, that God fitted and
intended His word to be a full and adequate guide to His church
in the execution of its functions, and in the discharge of all its
duties, and to His people individually in everything bearing upon
their relation to God and their eternal destiny; and it is very
certain, that if men were really willing to submit to the authorit}
of Qhrist as the supreme and only lawgiver,—if they were really
anxious to know His will that they might do it, and if they would
diligently and prayerfully search His word, they would find
n.xaterials there for regulating their opinions and conduct in all
circumstances much more fully and completely than they might
anticipate. It has been remarked—and the remark, we think, is
equally just and important—that many of the applications made in
the New Testament of Old Testament statements seem to have
befan intended, besides their direct and immediate object, to convey
this general lesson, that much more is to be learnt from the old
Tc.astament——and, of course, from the Scriptures generally—than
might at first sight appear. Men desirous to evade or abr'idge the
authority of Scripture, in its practical applications, seem to think
that they are not called upon to regard anything but what appears
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plainly and palpably upon the surface of Scripture, and is set
forth there in distinct and explicit assertions or requirements. But
the mode of applying Old Testament statements frequently adopted
by our Saviour and His apostles, points to a very different con-
clusion. We have a specimen of this in the statement made by
James on the occasion we are considering. There was nothing
very direct and express in the Old Testament upon the precise
question to be decided ; and the way in which he does decide it,
by an application of Old Testament statements, is one of the many
instances of a similar kind, occurring in the New Testament, which
are fitted to impress upon us the conviction, that much more is to
be learnt from the written word than what can be found on the
surface of it,—much which cannot be discovered and brought out
without a large amount of study and meditation ;—and that the
Bible is fitted and intended, when rightly used and improved, to
be far more extensively useful and effectual, as a rule or standard
of faith and practice, than men commonly suppose or experience.

Sec. IIL.— Authority of Church Officers.

The inspired record of this Council of Jerusalem plainly
sanctions the Presbyterian principle of the right of the office-
bearers of the church, as distinguished from the ordinary members,
to decide judicially any disputes that may arise about the affairs of
the church,—to be the ordinary interpreters and administrators of
Christ’s laws for the government of His house. It is quite plain,
from the inspired narrative, that the apostles and elders, or pres-
byters—i.e., the office-bearers of the church—alone composed the
Council ; that they exclusively were its constituent members, and
that they alone formally and judicially decided upon the point
brought before them. It is true that the brethren—i.e., the Chris-
tian people—generally were present, that they were consulted, and
that they concurred in the decision; and the place which they
occupied in the matter will be afterwards adverted to. But it is
certain that the apostles and elders alone composed the Council,
and alone formally pronounced the decision. We have the regular
formal minute of sederunt, as it might be called, in the sixth verse,
where we are told that ¢ the apostles and elders came together for
to consider of this matter;” and at the fourth verse of the sixteenth
chapter, the decrees of the Council are expressly described as ¢ the
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decrees that were ordained of the apostles and elders which were at
Jerusalem;” and these decrees, it is manifest, were authoritative
or binding upon the churches. There is, indeed, a clear distinction
kept up in the New Testament between the office-bearers and the
ordinary members of the church: the one class being deseribed
as rulers and governors, and of course being invested with a cer-
tain kind and degree of authority ; and the other being bound to
render a certain measure and degree of submission and obedience.

There are some obvious and important limitations of the
authority to be exercised by the one party, and of the obedience
to be rendered by the other.

First, The authority of the office-bearers, while restricted
exclusively to the affairs of the church,—to the administration of
the ordinary necessary business of Christ’s house,—is even there
not lordly, or legislative, or discretionary, but purely ministerial,
to be exercised in Christ’s name, t.c., in entire subjection to His
authority and to His word. Christ is the church’s only King and
Head; and this implies that its affairs must be regulated by His
mind and will revealed in His word. The constitution and laws
of His kingdom have been fixed by Him, and cannot by any
human or uninspired authority be altered, abrogated, or extended.
The office-bearers of the church are not lords over God’s heritage :
they have no dominion over men’s faith; they have no jurisdic-
tion over the conscience; they are the mere interpreters of Christ’s
word, the mere administrators of the laws which He has enacted.

Secondly, Even within their proper sphere of simply inter-
preting and administering Christ’s laws—i.e., applying them to the
actua‘ll regulation of the affairs of the church as occasion may
fequxre—the office-bearers of the church are not, as Papists allege,
infallible, so as to be entitled to exact implicit and unquestioning
obedience. No such privilege has been promised to, or conferred
upon, them ; and to claim it, is to put themselves in Christ’s stead,
and to usurp dominion over the conscience.

) Thirdly, The office-bearers of the church have no exclusive
rlg.ht.to interpret Christ’s laws. Upon scriptural and Protestant
prlr_xmples, every man has the right of private judgment,—i.e., he is
entitled to interpret the word of God for himself upon his own
responsibility, for the regulation of his own opinions and conduct,
for the execution of his own functions and the discharge of his
own duties, whatever these may be ; and Christ has conferred upon
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no class of men any power that interferes with the exercise of
this right.  This right of private judgment belongs to all men in
their different capacities, public and private, and ought to be
exercised by them with a view to the discharge of their own
duties and functions, whatever these may be. Civil rulers are,
on this ground, entitled and bound to’interpret the word of God
for themselves, with a view to the right discharge of any duties,
competent to them in their own sphere and province, with respect
to which the word of God affords any data for decision ; and every
private individual enjoys the same right or privilege. The same
principle, in this general mode of stating it, applies equally to
ecclesiastical office-bearers; but in their case it must be viewed
in connection with this additional Scripture truth, that they are
Christ’s ordinance for the ordinary government of His visible
church,—that it is their function and duty, while it is no¢ the func-
tion and duty of any other party, to administer His laws for the
management of the ordinary necessary business of His church,—
for deciding and regulating all those matters which require to be
regulated and decided wherever a church of Christ exists and is
in full operation. This being their function and duty, they are
of course entitled and bound tc interpret the word of God for
themselves, in the exercise of their own judgment, and upon their
own responsibility, for the execution and discharge of it. Christ
has not vested the government of His church—i.e., the manage-
ment of its ordinary necessary business—either in civil rulers or
in the body of ordinary members ; and therefore they are not en-
titled to interpret the word of God for the purpose of executing
this function. He has vested the ordinary administration of the
affairs of His church in ecclesiastical office-bearers; and to them,
therefore, and to them alone, belongs the right of interpreting and
applying His laws for the attainment of this object, the accomplish-
ment of this end. In so far as the decisions of ecclesiastical office-
bearers affect other men collectively or individually, these men are
fully entitled to judge for themselves whether or not the decisions
pronounced are in accordance with the mind and will of Christ;
and by the judgment which they form upon this point to regulate
their own conduct, in so far as they have any function to execute, or
any duty to discharge. But since the judicial determination of
the office-bearers of the church is the only ordinary provision which
Christ has made for administering the affairs of His church,

Sec. III.] AUTHORITY OF CHURCH OFFICERS. 53

no party is entitled to interfere authoritatively with them in the
exccution of this function; and all parties, while exercising their
own right of private judgment, ought to regard the decisions of
the ordinary and only competent authorities in the matter with a
certain measure of respect and deference—at least to this extent,
that if they do resolve to condemn and disobey the decisions,
they ought to be very sure that these decisions are opposed
to the mind and will of Christ, and that, therefore, they may
confidently appeal from the decision of the office-bearers to the
tribunal of the Head of the church Himself.

With the limitations, and in the sense, now explained, it is a
scriptural principle which has always been held by Presbyterians,
in opposition to Independents or Congregationalists, that the
government of the church—the ordinary administration of Christ’s
laws, the judicial determination of any questions that may arise,
and that may require to be decided in the ordinary management
of the business of His house—is vested, not in the body of the
people, or the ordinary members, but in the office-bearers of His
church ; that they constitute the only regular and ordinary tribunal
for the decision and regulation of these matters; that therefore
their decisions should be treated with respect and obedience,
unless they be contrary to the mind and will of God; and that
men who refuse to obey them are bound to be well satisfied,
upon good scriptural grounds, that they can confidently appeal to
Christ against the sentence pronounced in His name upon earth,

It is the doctrine of our church, as set forth in the Confession
of. Faith,* that ¢the decrees and determination” of Synods and
Councils, “if consonant to the word of God, are to be received
with reverence.and submission, not only for their agreement with
the word, but also for the power whereby they are made, as being
an ordinance of God appointed thereto in His word.” Without
giving a full exposition of this general principle, I merely observe
thal.: it may be regarded as comprehending the three following
positions :—

First, That all the decrees and determinations of Councils or
Church Courts should be regulated by the word of God.

Secondly, That they are to be received with reverence and
submission only when they are consonant with the word of God ;

* Chap. xxxi., sec. 8.
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and that of this, of course, every one is entitled and bound to
judge for himself on his own responsibility.

Thirdly, That when they are consonant with the word, regard
should be had, in the feelings with which they are contemplated,
and in the way in which they are treated, not only to the fact of
their accordance with the word, but also to the fact that they
are righteous and scriptural decisions of a legitimate authority,
rightfully exercised ; that they are instances of the right working
of a provision which God has made, of an ordinance which He
has appointed for the administration of the affairs of His church.
The ordinary provision which God has made, for settling public
controversies and regulating the ordinary necessary business of
His church, is by the public deliberations and decisions (according
to His word) of the ordinary office-bearers ; and when, through His
blessing, this provision operates rightly, and brings out results which
are consonant with the word, men are called upon to recognise
the wisdom and goodness of God in appointing such an ordinance,
and in guiding it, upon this particular occasion, to a right and
scriptural result, and to contemplate and receive the result with
the reverence and submission which the realization of the truth
that this is an ordinance of God appointed thereto in His word is
evidently fitted to call forth.

Sec. IV.—The Place of Church Members.

The history of the council suggests to us, that, in important
ecclesiastical matters, the Christian people, or the ordinary mem-
bers of the church, though not possessed of a judicial or authori-
tative voice in determining them, ought to be consulted ; that the
merits of the case ought to be expounded to them, and that their
consent and concurrence should, if possible, be obtained. There
is a very marked distinction kept up through the whole of the
narrative we are now considering, as well as through the New
Testament in general, between the position and functions of the
apostles and elders, or of the office-bearers, on the one hand, and
of the people or ordinary members on the other. The assembly,
as we have seen, was composed properly and formally only of the
apostles and elders ; and its decisions were, as they are expressly
called by the inspired historian, “the decrees that were- ordained
of the apostles ind elders which were at Jerusalem.” All this is
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very plain,—so plain, that it cannot be explained away ; and there-
fore what is said or indicated of the place and standing of the
people or ordinary members, must, if possible, be so interpreted as
to be consistent with this.

What, then, is here said of the people ; and what does it fairly
and naturally imply ? They are mentioned for the first time in
the twelfth verse, where we are told that “all the multitude kept
silence, and gave audience to Barnabas and Paul.” This, of course,
implies that they were present, but it implies nothing more ; and,
for anything that appears here, they might have been mere spec-
tators and auditors, without having anything more to do with the
matter. They are next mentioned in the twenty-second verse,
where we are told that it pleased the apostles and elders, with the
whole church, v Ay ™0 éxkrnolia, to send chosen men of their
own company to Antioch.” Now, the way in which they are here
introduced, plainly implies that they did not stand upon the same
platform in the matter with the apostles and elders, and that they
had not the same place and standing in this, any more than in the
preceding part, of the transaction which the office-bearers had. It
does imply, however, that after the apostles and elders had made
up their minds as to what was the mind and will of God in this
matter, and what decision should be pronounced, the subject was
brought before the people,—that they were called upon to attend
to it, to exercise their judgment upon it, and to make up their
mind regarding it. It implies that all this was done, and that,
as the result of it, the brethren were convinced of the justice and
soundness of the decision, and expressed their concurrence in it,
as well as in the practical step by which it was followed up, of
sending chosen men of their company to Antioch. Al this
having taken place, it was perfectly natural that the public letter
addressed upon the subject to the Gentile churches, should run in
the name of the whole body of those who at Jerusalem had adopted
or concurred in the decision or judgment pronounced ; and, accord-
ingly, we find at the twenty-second verse, that this letter runs in
the name of “the apostles, and elders, and brethren.” Thereisno
reasonable ground to doubt the correctness of the representation we
have given of the actual facts or res gestae of the case, as indicated
by the narrative, up till the time of the preparation of this letter ;
and if it be correct, then the mere introduction of the brethren,
along with the apostles and elders, into the letter, cannot be fairly
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held to indicate, as it certainly does not necessarily imply, that the
brethren formed a constituent part of the assembly, or that they
had acted with anything like judicial authority, as the apostles and
elders had done, in deciding upon the question.

Some Presbyterians, afraid that this introduction of the
brethren into the letter along with the apostles and elders, might
sanction the idea, that ordinary members of the church had some
judicial authority in deciding controversies as well as the office-
bearers, have tried to show that the brethren mentioned here are
not the same parties as the whole church mentioned in the preced-
ing verse, but rather the presbyters, or elders, who were not pastors
or teachers. But this, I think, is a forced and unnatural inter-
pretation, unwarranted by anything in the passage itself, and
unnecessary to the end for the promotion of which it has been
devised. Presbyterians have always denied, upon good and suffi-
cient grounds, that Scripture assigns to the ordinary members of
the church anything like judicial authority in the decision of con-
troversies, or in the ordinary administration of the general govern-
ment of the church. But they have very generally admitted, on
the ground of what is contained in this chapter and in other parts
of the New Testament, that, in important ecclesiastical questions,
the nature and merits of the case, and the grounds and reasons of
the judgment, should, in so far as circumstances allowed of it, be
laid before the ordinary members of the church; and that their
consent and concurrence should, if possible, be obtained. Preshy-
terians, indeed, have never assigned to the ordinary members of
the church, because they could see no warrant in Scripture for
doing so, the same distinct and definite place and influence in the
ordinary regulation of ecclesiastical affairs in general, as they have
ascribed to them in the appointment of their own office-bearers ;
in other words, they have never held their consent or concurrence
in the decisions pronounced by the office-bearers in the ordinary
regulation of ecclesiastical affairs to be necessary or indispensable,
so that the withholding or refusal of their consent nullified or in-
validated the judgment, or formed a bar in the way of its taking
practical effect.

Upon distinct and specific scriptural grounds bearing upon
this particular subject, Presbyterians have usually held that the
consent or concurrence of the ordinary members of the church is
necessary or indispensable in the appointment of their office-
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bearers, so that the withholding or refusal of their consent or con-
currence is an insuperable bar to the formation of the pastoral
relation. But, while they have maintained this principle upon
special scriptural grounds, bearing upon this particular topl.c of
the election of office-bearers, they have usually denied that elt.her
this, or anything else contained in Scripture, afforded any sufficient

ound for assigning to the ordinary members of the church so
high and definite a standing and influence in the ordinary govern-
ment of the church, or in the regulation of ecclesiastical affairs
in general. They have, however, generally admitted that, in im-
portant questions affecting the welfare and peace of the church,
the people should be consulted, and that their consent an_d con-
currence should, if possible, be secured by the fair use of scriptural
arguments addressed to their understandings.

The Presbyterians of this country about the time of the West-
minster Assembly, had perhaps somewhat higher and more aris-
tocratic ideas of the power and authority of ecclesiastical office-
bearers and church courts than had been generally entertained
by the Reformers of the preceding century;* not that there was
any very marked or definite difference in opinion or doctrinal
statement between them on this subject, but that there was a
somewhat different impression produced by the controversy in
which, at the later of these two periods, Presbyterians were
engaged with the Independents,—a disposition to keep rather at a
distance from anything that might seem to favour Congregation-
alism. Accordingly, there is nothing direct or explicit upon the
subject of the place and standing of the people in the g?ner.al re-
gulation of ecclesiastical affairs, as distinguished from thelr.m-
fluence or privilege in the election of their ofﬁce—bearers,-—nothm-g,
indeed, but the general statement formerly explaine.d, that Christ
has given the ministry to the church,—contained in any of our
authorized standard books prepared at that time. But, at the
same time, it is certain that the leading Presbyterians of that period
held the principle about the consultation and concurrence f)f t.he
people which we are now illustrating; and that they ordinarily
acted upon it in practice.

. i iastica,” P. i., Lib. i., tract ii., ¢. vii.,
tho“'{s‘?lirrtlﬁzio?o? l}ﬁﬁmggfxgr ev(;tz ::)a;t 'i.,,p. 246. The Faculty consisted
taken on some points connected with | at this time of Voetius, de Maets, and

this subject in Gillespie's (cxi.) Pro- | Hoornbeeck, and the judgment pre-
POSitiomJ;. Vide “Voetl.)ii Politica Eccle- | pared by Voetius was signed by them.
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As this point has been very much overlooked in modern times,
it may be proper briefly to adduce some evidence of the statement
which has now been made. In 1641, the General Assembly of
the Church of Scotland sent a letter to their Presbyterian brethren
in England, who had asked their opinion in regard to the Con-
gregational scheme of church government, which contained the
following passage :—¢ Not only the solemn execution of ecclesi-
astical power and authority, but the whole exercises and acts
thereof, do properly belong unto the officers of the kirk; yet 80
that, in matters of chiefest importance, the tacit consent of the
congregation be had before their decrees and sentences receive
final execution.” We have statements to the same effect published
in the same year by Alexander Henderson and George Gillespie,
—the one the most influential actor, and the other the most
learned and conclusive reasoner, among the great men who adorned
our church at that important era in her history. In the work
entitled “The Government and Order of the Church of Scotland,”
intended to give an account to Englishmen of the ordinary prac-
tice of our church, Henderson says, % Nothing useth to be done
by the lesser or greater presbytery—i.c., the kirk-session or the
presbytery—in ordering the public worship, in censuring of delin-
quents, or bringing them to public repentance, but according to the
settled order of the church, and with express or tacit consent of
the congregation.”* And Gillespie, in his treatise entitled “ An
Assertion of the Government of the Church of Scotland,” has the
following statement : “It is objected (by Independents) that what
concerneth all, ought to be done with the consent of all. Answer,
We hold the same ; but the consent of all is one thing, the exercise
of jurisdiction by all, another thing.” And, in commenting upon
the council of Jerusalem, he gives the same view of this point as
we have done, saying, “The apostles and elders met, sat, and
voiced apart from’ the whole church, and they alone judged and
decreed. In the meanwhile were matters made known to the
whole church, and done with the consent of all. . . The
brethren are mentioned (along with the apostles and elders), because
it was done with their knowledge, consent, and applause.” t

These were the views entertained upon this subject by the men
to whom we are indebted for the standards of our church, who

* P. 89. t Pp. 117-118,
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held that they were sanctioned by the inspired narrative of the
council at Jerusalem, while they held also that neither this, nor
any other portion of the New Testament, warranted or .requlred
the ascription to the people of any higher place or standing than
this in the ordinary administration of ecclesiastical affairs.*

Sec. V.—Subordination of Church Courts.

There is another principle of church government which
Presbyterians have generally regarded as sanctioned by the trans-
action recorded in this chapter—viz., what is called the subordina-
tion of courts; or, to adopt the phraseology of the Westminster
Confession of Faith and Form of Church Government, the right
of synodical assemblies to exercise authority or jurisdiction over
congregational and classical assemblies, i.c., over what we now ca}ll
kirk-sessions and presbyteries,—their right to receive appeals in
cases of maladministration, and authoritatively to determine the
same. The scriptural warrant for classical assemblies or Presby-
teries is, that there are clear instances in Scripture in which the
whole body of the Christians of a particular place—as at Jeru-
salem and Ephesus, where there must have been more than one
congregation—are spoken of as a church, or one church, Wh]f.:h
they could be only as being under one and the same presb.yte.rlal
government, having a joint or common body of ecFlesxastlcal
office-bearers, who presided over them, and regulated their common
ecclesiastical affairs. The chief direct warrant which Presbyterians
profess to find in Scripture for synodical assemblies, or higher
courts invested with some measure of authority over congrega-
tional and classical assemblies or elderships, is this synod or
council at Jerusalem; and I have no doubt that it does give
countenance to the general idea on which the Presbyterian pr.in-
ciple of a subordination of courts is based. The whole transaction
here recorded, viewed in its complex character, naturally and
obviously wears the aspect of the church at Antiqch referring an
important and difficult question, because of its importance and
difficulty, and because of its affecting the interests of th.e whole
church, to the church of Jerusalem, as to a superior authontye s%nd
of that church accordingly entertaining the reference, and giving

* Vide Discussions on Church Principles, p. 383, etc.—EDRs.
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an authoritative decision upon the subject referred to them. This,
we say, is naturally and obviously the general character and aspect
of the transaction here recorded ; and as there is nothing in the
particular statements of the narrative inconsistent with, or exclu-
sive of, this view, this must be held to be the general idea or
principle which, if the transaction was really fitted to furnish a
model or precedent for the government of the church in subse-
quent ages, it was intended to sanction. And if this was reall:y
the general character of the transaction, then it is plain that, if
the church at Antioch, instead of referring the matter to the
church at Jerusalem, had themselves given a decision upon it, as
they might have done, it would have been equally competent for
the minority in the church at Antioch (for we know there was a
division there) to have appealed to the church at Jerusalem to
review, and, if they saw cause, to reverse the decision.

While this is the idea or principle which the transaction, in its
general aspect, naturally and obviously suggests and eountenances,
there is no real weight in the attempts which have been made by
Congregationalists and others to overturn or escape from the con-
clusion. There are two positions upon this point which, with this
view, and for this purpose, the opponents of Presbyterian principles
have laboured to establish: first, that the decision of the council at
Jerusalem was not binding, as possessed of any proper authority,
but was a mere counsel or advice, having only a moral weight or
influence; and, secondly, that even if the decision were binding
or authoritative, the council at Jerusalem did not stand to the
church at Antioch, or to other churches, in a relation at all similar
or analogous to that of a superior authority to an inferior one, as
being possessed of higher and wider jurisdiction. That the deci-
sion was binding and authoritative, and was not merely a counsel
or advice coming from a party whose judgment was entitled to
much moral weight, seems very plain from the whole strain of the
narrative, and especially from the twenty-eighth verse, where the
council says, “It seemed good to the Holy Ghost, and to us, to lay
upon you no greater burden than these necessary things;” and from
the fourth verse of the sixteenth chapter, where it plainly appears
that “the decrees which were ordained of the apostles and elders
which were at Jerusalem” were promulgated and prescribed as laws
binding upon all the churches. This last circumstance—viz., that
the decrees were imposed not only upon the church at Antioch, but
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upon all other churches likewise, overturns another view which
has been propounded, intermediate between that which describes
the decision as an authoritative judgment, and that which repre-
sents it as a mere counsel or advice. It has been contended by
Béehmer *—a very learned German jurist, who has thrown much
light upon some important topics in ecclesiastical history and
ecclesiastical jurisprudence, though he was a strenuous defender
of Erastian principles—that this question was referred by the
church at Antioch to the church at Jerusalem simply in the way
of arbitration, or, as he says, per modum compromisst,—any obliga-
tion which might attach to the one party to obey the decision being
based wholly upon their own voluntary act, in agreeing to submit
it to the determination of the other. The narrative exhibits no
trace of anything like a voluntary submission to arbitration on the
part of the church at Antioch; and this, therefore, is a mere gra-
tuitous assumption, devised to serve a purpose, while the imposition
of the decrees upon other churches, equally with the church at
Antioch, proves that this was not the character of the transaction.

The generality of Congregationalists, who maintain that this
whole transaction affords no direct pattern or model for the per-
manent government of the church, on the ground that the decision
was pronounced by the apostles in the exercise of their apostolic.
authority, under infallible supernatural guidance, cannot of course
adopt the first mode of overthrowing the Presbyterian conclusion,
and commonly have recourse to the second position which we have
mentioned—viz., that the church of Jerusalem did not stand to
the church of Antioch in a relation at all similar or analogous to
that of a supreme authority to a subordinate one, or of a higher
to a lower church court; or, more generally, that the council at
Jerusalem did not possess those qualities or attributes which Pres-
byterians require as necessary to warrant and legitimate the exer-
cise of a supreme controlling authority on the part of synodical
assemblies. Now, it must be admitted in fairness that some
zealous Presbyterian writers have gone beyond what the inspired
narrative warrants in making out a virtual identity, or very com-
plete similarity, between the Council of Jerusaleln and modern
synodical assemblies. More particularly, it must be admitted that

* Dissertationes Juris Ecclesiastici | on by Mosheim in his * Instit. Maj.,”
Antiqui; Diss. I, p. 218, commented | p. 262.




www.reformedontheweb.c

62 THE COUNCIL OF JERUSALEM. [CHar. It

we have no evidence that any other churches were present, or were
represented in this council, except those of Antioch and Jeru-
salem; and that thus the council cannot be shown to correspond
fully with the modern idea of a synodical assembly or supreme
church court, formally representing, and simply because represent-
ing a considerable number of particular churches, exercising
authority or jurisdiction over them. But notwithstanding this
concession, Presbyterians contend, and we think with good reason,
that the general principle or idea of a representative character or
standing, and of a corresponding jurisdiction or right of exercising
judicial control, is sufficiently indicated and maintained by the gene-
ral position of the church at Jerusalem, and especially of the apostles
who resided there, and regulated and administered its affairs.

The apostles, whether regarded as inspired and infallible
teachers, or merely as ordinary office-bearers, had, it will not be dis-
puted, jurisdiction over the whole church of Christ. Their autho-
rity was not confined to any one particular place or district, but
extended over the whole church, over all who professed subjection
to their Master. And if so, then a Synod or Council of which
they were constituent members might be fairly regarded as repre-
senting the church, and as thus entitled to exercise over the whole
length and breadth of it whatever authority and jurisdiction was
in itself right or competent. This is quite sufficient to sanction
the use which the more judicious Presbyterians make of the
Council at Jerusalem, as countenancing the general idea or prin-
ciple of courts of review, or of a subordination of courts of
ecclesiastical office-bearers—of some assemblies possessed of a
wider representative character, and of a corresponding wider juris-
diction than others. It is of course only the general principle or
idea that is sanctioned—the general principle or idea of the sub-
ordination of one court to another of wider jurisdiction—of the
subordination of one church to many churches, or to their repre-
sentatives. The way in which this general idea is to be followed
out and applied may, or rather must, depend much upon external
circumstances, upon opportunities of meeting and organizing; but
enough may be fairly deduced from the inspired record of the
Council at Jerusalem, if it was really intended to afford instructions
in regard to church government in subsequent ages, to show that
this general idea may be legitimately applied to the regulation of
ecclesiastical affairs.

Sec. V.] SUBORDINATION OF CHURCH COURTS. 63

The regulation of all ecclesiastical affairs, and especially the
decision of theological controversies, should be characterized at
once by an uncompromising adherence to truth, and by a tender
regard to the infirmities and prejudices of those who may be to
some extent involved in error.

That both these qualities were exhibited in the decision pro-
nounced by the apostles and elders upon this occasion, might be
easily shown ; but it is not necessary to enter into detail upon this
point. That these qualities should be combined in the decisions
and proceedings of ecclesiastical office-bearers in the administra-
tion of ecclesiastical affairs, is a position the truth of which all
admit ; but experience abundantly proves that it is very difficult
to follow it out in practice, and the history of the church exhibits
very many instances in which the one or the other of these objects
was entirely disregarded or trampled under foot. There have
been many instances in which individuals possessed of authority
or influence in the church and in ecclesiastical councils have, on
the one hand, exhibited, under the profession of a great zeal for
troth, a great want of Christian forbearance and discretion, and
practised odious and offensive tyranny; or, on the other hand,
under a profession of moderation and forbearance, have sacrificed
the interests of truth and sound doctrine. The Council at Jeru-
salem did neither, but combined a due regard to both the impor-
tant objects referred to ; while the sharp contention that soon after
separated Paul and Barnabas—originating, no doubt, in the same
general features of character, in the same tendencies and infirmi-
ties which tempt men on more public questions either to undue zeal
or to undue forbearance—affords a striking lesson of the necessity
of men keeping at all times a strict watch over their own spirits, and
realizing unceasingly their dependence upon the Spirit of all grace,
that they may be guided in the ways of wisdom, and fitted for the
right discharge of their duties, to the glory of God and the wel-
fare of His church. Some Congregationalists have dwelt much
upon the humility and condescension which the apostles manifested
in the whole course they pursued upon this occasion, in submitting
the decision of the matter to an assembly of elders in conjunction
with themselves,—in permitting disputation to go on in their pre-
sence,—and in dealing with the erroneous views propounded by
arguments, and not by mere authority. We have no doubt that
the apostles manifested in their proceedings and deportment upon




www.reformedontheweb.c

64 THE COUNCIL OF JERUSALEM. [Crar. 11,

this occasion, everything which humility and condescension could
have suggested; but in the facts now referred to, in which Con-
gregationalists see only manifestations of these graces, we see, as has
becn explained, the proof of something else, of something different
from this, and much more specific ; a proof, viz., that they did not
act in this matter as inspired men under infallible guidance, but
as ordinary office-bearers in conjunction with the elders; and we
venture to think, that if they were really upon this occasion exer-
cising their infallible apostolic authority, as Congregationalists
allege, the facts referred to would furnish indications rather of
something like simulation and deceit, than of humility and con-
descension.

It thus appears, upon a survey of this whole subject, that the
first controversy which arosc in the Christian church, and which
broke out while the church enjoyed the guidance of inspired men,
was taken up and disposed of in such a way as was fitted and
intended to afford general lessons as to the mode in which the
affairs of the church should be conducted, after the miraculous
and supernatural gifts of the Spirit should be taken away.

Sec. VI.— Obligation of Apostolic Practice.

There can be no reasonable doubt that it may be justly laid
down as a general principle, that apostolic practice, such as that
exemplified in the Council at Jerusalem, does impose a permanent
binding obligation in regard to the constitution and government of
the church, and the administration of its affairs ; though it has been
generally conceded by Presbyterians, that there are some limitations
or modifications attaching to this principle in its practical applica-
tion. The truth of this general principle seems very clearly deducible
from these two positions—First, that Christ commissioned and
authorized the apostles to organize His church as a distinct visible
society, and to make provision for preserving or perpetuating it to
the end of the world ; and secondly, that the apostles, in executing
this branch of their commission, have left us few direct or formal
precepts or instructions as to the constitution and government of
the church, and have merely,furnished us with some materials for
ascertaining what it was that they themselves ordinarily did in
establishing and organizing churches, or what was the actual state
and condition of the church and the churches while under their
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guidance. Whatever precepts or directions they might have given
on this or on any other subject, would have been received as
binding, and whatever precepts or directions they have given, are
admitted to be so; but as they were executing their Master’s
commission when they were establishing and organizing churches,
—as they did little in the way of executing this branch of their
commission except by their practice in establishing and organizing
churches, and by giving us materials for ascertaining what their
practice in this respect was,—and as there is no intimation in Serip-
ture, either in the way of general principle or of specific statement,
that any change was ever after to take place in the constitution
and government of the church, or that any authority was to exist
warranted to introduce innovations, the conclusion from all these
considerations, taken in combination, seems unavoidable, that the
practice of the apostles, or what they actually did in establishing
and organizing churches, is, and was intended to be, a binding
rule to the church in all ages; that the Christian churches of
subsequent times ought, de jure, to be fashioned after the model
of the churches planted and superintended by the apostles.

It is proper, however, to advert to some of the limitations and
modifications under which this general principle is to be held and
applied, and to the objections commonly adduced against it. One
very obvious limitation of it is, that the apostolic practice which is
adduced as binding, must be itself established from the word of God,
and must not rest merely upon materials derived from any other
and inferior source. This position is virtually included in the great
doctrine of the sufficiency and perfection of the written word,—a
doctrine held by Protestants in opposition to the Church of Rome.

If this doctrine be true, then it follows that anything which is
imposed upon the church as binding by God’s authority, or jure
divino, whether the medium, or proximate source, of obligation be
apostolic practice or anything else, must be traced to, and estab-
lished by, something contained in, or fairly deducible from, Scrip-
ture. Unless Scripture proof be adduced, we are entitled at once
to set aside all claim alleged upon our submission. If God really
fitted and intended the written word to be the only rule of faith
and practice, and has made this known to us, He has thereby not
only authorized, but required us.to reject or disregard anything
obtruded upon the church as binding that cannot be traced to that
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source. Papists and Prelatists, as we shall afterwards have occasion
to show, profess to produce to us evidence of apostolic practice, or
of what the apostles did, not derived from Scripture, but from later
authors ; and on this ground demand our assent and submission to
their views and arrangements, in regard to the constitution and
government of the church.

We think it can be shown that neither of these parties has pro-
duced proof of apostolic practice favourable to their views, which
can be regarded as sufficient, when tried fairly by the ordinary rules
of historical evidence. But even if they could produce evidence of
apostolic practice that answered this description, and was adequate
to establish any ordinary point of history as a matter of fact, we
would hold it sufficient to disprove any alleged obligation to submit
to it, that it could not be deduced from anything contained in the
written word. Subsequent ordinary historical evidence of apos-
tolical practice might be legitimately employed in elucidating the
meaning and confirming the sense of a scriptural statement which
was somewhat obscure or dubious in its import, but could not of
itself be sufficient to impose an authoritative obligation.

It is generally conceded, however, that everything which the
apostles did or sanctioned, connected with the administration of
the affairs of the church, is not necessarily and ipso facto, even
when contained in or deduced from Scripture, binding univer-
sally and permanently upon the church. It has, for instance,
been’ the opinion of the great body of divines of all sects and
parties, that the decrees of the Council of Jerusalem, simply as
such, and irrespective of anything else found in Scripture bearing
upon any of the subjects to which they refer, were not intended
to be of universal and permanent obligation, and are not now, in
fact, binding upon Christians. It was undoubtedly made impera-
tive upon the churches of that age by the decree of the Council,
to abstain from things strangled, and from blood ; but the great
body of divines of all parties have been of opinion, that an obliga-
tion to abstain from these things was not thereby imposed perma-
nently upon the church, and is not now binding upon Christians.
If this principle may be warrantably applied to what was then by
express injunction, in accordance with the mind of the Holy
Ghost, imposed upon the church, it must be at least equally war-
rantable to hold it applicable to what merely prevailed in fact in
the primitive churches under apostolic superintendence. And,
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accordingly, there are things which, as we learn from Scripture,
obtained in the apostolic churches, but which scarcely any church
now considers itself under an obligation to preserve. There were
some things which, from their nature, seem to have been local and
temporary, suited only to the particular circumstances of the
church in that age, and in the countries where the gospel was first
preached; and these have been generally regarded as destitute of
all permanent binding force.

When this concession is once made, that there are some things
made known to us in Scripture about the apostolic churches which
were local and temporary, and not binding permanently upon the
church in future ages (and it is a concession which could not be
reasonably withheld), some degree of doubt or uncertainty is of
course introduced into the application of the general principle
formerly established, as to the permanent binding force of apostolic
practice in regard to the constitution and government of the church
and the regulation of ecclesiastical affairs. But this doubt or un-
certainty as to some of the applications of the principle affords no
ground for the use which some have made of it in rejecting the
principle altogether, and denying that apostolic practice, ordinarily
and as a general rule, forms a binding law for the regulation of
the affairs of the church. The general considerations already
adverted to establish the truth of the general position as to the
ordinary binding force of apostolic practice. These considerations
cannot be directly answered and refuted, or shown to involve any-
thing erroneous or absurd ; and therefore, as nothing formidable
can be adduced upon the other side, the general principle must be
held as proved. And neither the ground we have to believe that
the principle is to be held with some qualifications, nor the diffi-
c.ulties that may arise in particular cases, as to the practical applica-
tion of the principle viewed in connection with these qualifications
and limitations, warrant us in refusing to admit and maintain it,
and to make a reasonable application of it.

It must be admitted, indeed, that some practical questions have
bee.n started upon the particular subject we are now considering
which are not of very easy or certain solution. But they are all
of such a kind as are manifestly, from their very nature, and from
the general genius and spirit of the Christian economy, of no great
Intrinsic importance ; and such as that the consciences of men who
are conscious to themselves of a sincere and honest desire to do the
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will of Christ, so far as they clearly see it, need not be greatly dis-
tressed about the precise adjustment of them. We cannot enter
into much detail upon this subject, or give any exposition of the
particular questions that have been controverted under this general
head; but we think the substance of the truth upon this topic—
the principal general rules by which we ought to be guided in the
regulation of this matter—may be summed up in the following
positions :—

First, That nothing ought to be admitted into the ordinary
government and worship of the Christian church which has not
the sanction or warrant of scriptural authority, or apostolic prac-
tice at least, if not precept; but with this exception or limitation,
as stated in the first chapter of our Confession of Faith, ¢that
there are some circumstances concerning the worship of God, and
government of the church, common to human actions and societies,
which are to be ordered by the light of nature, and Christian pru-
dence, according to the general rules of the word, which are
always to be observed.””

Secondly, That the scriptural proof of any arrangement or
practice having existed in the apostolic churches ordinarily and
prima facie imposes an obligation upon all churches to adopt it,—
an obligation that is imperative and unlimited in regard to all those
things which obviously enter into the substance cf the government
and worship of the church, and the mode in which they are ad-
ministered.

Thirdly, That the onus probandi lies upon those who propose
to omit anything which has the sanction of apostolic practice, and
that they must produce a satisfactory reason for doing so, derived
either from some general principle or specific statement of Serip-
ture bearing upon the point, or from the nature of the case, as
making it manifest that the particular point of practice under con-
sideration was local and temporary.

There are two great practical questions involved in the right
adjustment of this general topic of the binding force of apostolical
practice, or of the permanent obligation of what we know from
Scripture to have been actually done in the primitive churches
under apostolic superintendence, viz.,—first, whether it be lawful
for Christian churches now to omit any arrangement or observance
which the apostles introduced into, or sanctioned in, the churches;
and, secondly, whether it be lawful to introduce into the church
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any arrangement or observance which they did not sanction or
require. To maintain the affirmative on either of these questions,
as a general rule, seems to amount to something like a negation of
the place or standing which is plainly ascribed to the apostles in
the New Testament, as supernaturally autiorized and guided by
Christ for the work of organizing and establishing His church- in
the world. If this function were really devolved by Christ upon
the apostles, and if they were supernaturally qualified by Him for
the execution of it, then there is no reason whatever to reject, but,
on the contrary, every reason to admit, the conclusion, that what
they did in this matter, either in introducing or in omitting, when
ascertained from Scripture, forms a rule or standard which the
church in all ages is imperatively bound to follow. To deny this
is virtually to reduce the apostles, with reference to what was
evidently one of the main parts of their special function, to the
level of ordinary uninspired men, and to ascribe to the office-
bearers of the church in subsequent times an equal right and an
equal fitness to determine the arrangements of Christ’s kingdom
with that which the apostles possessed.  The rejection of apostolic
practice as a binding rule for the church in all ages is of course
glossed over by its defenders under plausible pretences; but it
really amounts, in substance and in effect, to a preference of their
own wisdom to that of the apostles, i.e., of the wisdom of man to
that of God.

The chief pretences employed in this matter are the alleged
impossibility of making arrangements and instituting observances
that might be equally adapted for all ages and countries; the
allegation that the apostles introduced somewhat different arrange-
ments into the different churches which they planted,—an allega-
tion of which no evidence can be produced ; and the alleged pro-
priety and expediency of leaving room for a judicious adaptation
of things so insignificant as external arrangements and ceremonies
to the suggestions of experience, and to the existing state of the
development of the Christian life and the Christian consciousness,
to use the favourite phraseology of our own day, of particular
churches or classes of men.

There might have been some plausibility in the allegation of
the impossibility of introducing at once arrangements and cere-
monies that would be equally adapted to all ages and countries, if
Christianity, as an outward system, had at all resembled in its
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general features and objects the Mosaic economy—if it had been
intended to be a system of minute prescription and observance.
This manifestly was not intended. Accordingly there is very
little, as compared with the Mosaic economy, of what is external
that can be held to be fixed or determined for the Christian church
in all ages, either by the precepts or by the practice of the apostles.
Christianity is adapted for permanence and for catholicity by the
very absence of any detailed standard or directory of external
arrangements and observances; and when so little that is merely
external can be held to have been prescribed and imposed, even
when it is assumed that apostolic practice constitutes a permanent
binding rule, the presumption is very strong that nothing which
has been so sanctioned may be omitted in subsequent ages, unless
there be pretty manifest indications, either in the nature of the
case or in some scriptural statements, that it was intended to be but
local or temporary. Accordingly, almost all churches have admitted,
as a general principle, their obligation to have still what apostolic
practice has sanctioned, and have not differed very materially as to
the limitations and practical applications of this principle.

In making this statement, of course I do not refer to those
questions which have been started and debated between different
churches, as to whether or not particular arrangements were made
by the apostles, and did obtain in the apostolic churches,—as, for
instance, whether the apostolic church was under the government
of Peter as Christ’s vicar,—whether it was ruled by diocesan
prelates,—whether presbyters or elders, who were not ordinary
pastors, had a share in the administration of its affairs. In dis-
cussing these points, the question is not, whether apostolic practice
is a binding rule,—for both parties in these controversies usually
concede that it is,—but whether the practice of the apostles did,
in point of fact, include and sanction these particular arrange-
ments. We refer- to cases with respect to which it is admitted
that the apostolic practice did sanction them, and where, of course,
the question that arises is, Did this admitted practice of the apostles
render the observance of them imperatively binding upon the
church in future ages? The chief points to which this question
has been applied, are of no great importance in themselves, and
have not occasioned any great diversity of opinion, or much con-
troversial discussion among men of sense and discrimination.
They are principally these: the washing of the feet of the dis-
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ciples, practised, and in some sense enjoined, by our Lord,—absti-
nence from blood,—the order of deaconesses,—the kiss of charity,
or what some of the more strenuous defenders of its permanent
obligation have called the ordinance of salutation,—and the ayamai,
or love-feasts, which seem to have usually succeeded the celebra-
tion of public worship. There is no great difficulty in showing,
partly from the nature of the case, and the manifest relation of
the practices to temporary or local circumstances, partly from the
manner in which they are spoken of in Scripture, and partly from
other statements in the New Testament, which bear upon the
particular point, though not directly and immediately treating of
it, that these things are not binding upon Christians and churches
in all ages, and that men’s consciences need not be disturbed by
the omission or disregard of them. The churches of Christ in
general, while holding that these practices are not permanently
binding, although admitting that we have in the New Testament
sufficient grounds to believe that they did in fact generally obtsin
in apostolic times, have, at the same time, usually held, as a general
principle, the binding force of apostolic practice or example, and
have professed to apply this general principle to the actual regu-
lation of their own conduct.

There is one topic connected with this subject which has given
rise to a good deal of discussion in our own day, and on which, for
this reason, we may make a passing observation, especially as it
occupies a sort of intermediate position between the two classes of
cases formerly adverted to, in the one of which the fact of the apos-
tolic practice is admitted on both sides, and in the other of which
it is controverted. I refer to the attempt which has been made to
show that apostolic precept and practice fix one exclusive mode of
providing for the temporal maintenance of a gospel ministry, viz.,
by the voluntary contributions of those who enjoy the benefit of
it. That apostolic precept and practice impose an imperative
obligation upon those who are taught to provide for the mainte-
nance of him who teaches, and of course give him a right to
maintenance from them, and that this was the way in which ordi-
narily ministers were maintained in the apostolic church, is of
course admitted ; and so far the parties are agreed as to what de
Jacto the general apostolic practice was, while they are also agreed
In this, that, de jure, this obligation to give, and this right to receive
Maintenance, permanently attach to the two parties respectively.
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But it is contended on the other sidle—and, we are persuaded, with
complete success—that there is nothing either in the statements of
Scripture, or in the practice of the apostles, which affords any
ground for the position, that it is unlawful for ministers to derive
their support from any other source than the contributions of those
among whom they labour; and that a survey of all that Scripture
teaches upon the subject, and especially of the diversificd procedure
adopted by the apostle Paul in regard to his own maintenance,
affords positive grounds for holding that this position is not true.
We have dwelt, however, longer than we intended upon the
less important department of the subject, viz., the lawfulness or
unlawfulness of omitting what apostolic practice sanctions ; and we
must now briefly advert to the other and more important topic
comprehended under this general subject, viz., the lawfulness or un-
lawfulness of introducing what apostolic practice has not sanctioned.
The difference upon the former question is one merely of degree;
for it is generally admitted, even by those who hold as a general
rule the binding force of apostolic ‘practice or example, that there
are some things which have the sanction of apostolic practice which
may be lawfully omitted as not permanently binding. But, on the
latter question, the difference is one of kind or of principle, because
we hold it as a great general truth, that it is unwarrantable and
unlawful to introduce into the government and worship of the
Christian church any arrangements and ordinances which have
not been positively sanctioned by Christ or His apostles; and be-
cause, when this general truth is denied, there is no limitation that
can be put to the introduction of the inventions of men into the
government and worship of Christ's house. There is no valid
argument, or even reasonable presumption, against the truth of
this general position, as we have above ezplained it; and there is
a great deal that cannot be answered to be adduced in support of
it. There is no warrant in Scripture for the doctrine laid down in
the twentieth Article of the Church of England, that ¢ the church
has power to decree rites and ceremonies,’ unless this power be
restricted within the limits indicated in the quotation formerly
given from the first chapter of our own Confession of Faith. If
these limits are carefully observed, the principle we have laid
down is safe, for scarcely any case has ever been started where
there was any real difficulty in deciding,—and on this the question
turns,—whether a particular ecclesiastical arrangement about the
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government and worship of the church was really the introduction
and establishment of a new and unauthorized thing into the church,
or merely the regulation of the circumstances requiring to be re-
gulated in the mode of doing things, which things Christ or His
apostles have sanctioned.

Sec. VIL.—Divine Right of a Form of Church Government.

Another question suggested by the history of the council of
Jerusalem is, whether or not a particular form of church govern-
ment is laid down in Scripture so as to be binding by God’s
authority, or, jure divino, upon the church in subsequent ages?
This question has given rise to a good deal of discussion, though
it has not unfrequently been discussed in such a way as to resolve
very much into a dispute about words, in which men, whose views
did not very materially differ from each other, might support
the affirmative or the negative in the question, according to the
precise sense in which its terms might be explained. It has been
the most generally prevalent opinion in the Christian church, that
a particular form of church government has been laid down in
Scripture so as to be binding upon future ages, though there has,
of course, been much difference of opinion as to what the parti-
cular form of church government is which has received the sanction
of Scripture. Those who have disputed or denied this general
position about the Scripture sanctioning a particular form of
church government, have been most commonly men who had some
particular purpose to serve, who were exposed to the temptation of
being influenced in their views and practice by some other con-
sideration than a pure love of truth,—as, for.instance, a desire to
leave room for the interference of the civil power in the govern-
ment of the church, or to palliate their own submission to what
the civil power may have sanctioned and established in this matter.
And in defending the position, that no particular form of church
government was laid down in Scripture, they have usually repre-
sented the opposite opinion in a manner which the statements of
1ts supporters do not warrant, as if they meant to assert that the
whole detailed particulars of a full directory for the government
of the church were laid down in Scripture, and admitted of no
change,—a position which is manifestly untenable.

Papists, Prelatists, Presbyterians, and Congregationalists, have,
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in general, contended that their own system of church government
is laid down in Scripture, and is binding upon the church in all
ages; but they have also in general admitted, that it is only the
leading features, or fundamental principles of their system, that
are sanctioned by Scripture, without claiming direct scriptural
authority for its details, and without denying that there are things
of minor importance connected with the government of the church
which the church herself may regulate from time to time, accord-
ing as local or temporary circumstances may suggest or require. In
this way it sometimes happens, that the more reasonable and judi-
cious affirmers and deniers of the jus divinum of a particular form
of church government, do not differ very materially from each
other on the general question, while very considerable differences
are to be found on both sides as to what particular form of church
government it is that has the sanction of Scripture, or can make
out the most plausible claims to support upon scriptural grounds.
It is also to be noticed, that those who concur in maintaining that
there is a form of church government laid down in Scripture,
differ considerably among themselves as to the extent to which
they claim a scriptural sanction for the subordinate features of
their own scheme; and as to the view they take of the fulness
and clearness of the scriptural evidence even of what they may
think the Scripture sanctions. So that, in laying down the position
usually ‘maintained by the defenders of the binding scriptural
authority of a particular form of church government, it must be
stated in this way, that the fundamental principles or leading
features of a particular form of government for the church of all
ages are indicated in Scripture, and are indicated in such a way
as to impose an obligation of conformity upon the church in all
succeeding times. I have no doubt of the truth of this position,
and think that it can be satisfactorily established.

I think it can be, and has often been, proved that the Presby-
terian form of church government, in its fundamental principles
and leading features, is sanctioned by Scripture and apostolic
practice ; or, to adopt the language of our ordination formula,
“is founded upon the word of God, and agreeable thereto;” and
that this can not be truly predicated of any other form of church
government, such as Prelacy and Congregationalism. I am not
called upon at present to establish this position, as I am merely
proposing to illustrate the general topic of the way in which the
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subject of the jus divinum of church government has been, and
should be, discussed. I may remark, however, in general, that
the mode in which this position is to be established is that of an
induction of particulars,—i.e., we proceed in the way of collating
from Scripture certain rules in regard to the government of the
church, which have the sanction of apostolic practice ; we combine
these together; we show that, when combined, they constitute
what may be fairly called a scheme or system of church govern-
ment; and that this scheme or system is just Presbyterianism in its
fundamental principles and leading features, as it has been held
by the great body of those who have been usually classed under
this designation. It is no very difficult matter, I think, to prove
from Scripture that the apostles, in establishing and organizing
churches, committed the ordinary administration of divine ordi-
nances, and the ordinary regulation of ecclesiastical affairs, not to
the body of the ordinary members of the church, but to rulers
or office-bearers; that these office-bearers, settled and constituted
by the apostles in the churches which they founded, were of two
classes, viz., presbyters,—called also bishops,—and deacons ; that no
other ordinary class of functionaries was introduced by them into
the administration of the government of the church, and especially
no class of ordinary functionaries of superior rank or authority to
the ministers of the word—the pastors of congregations; that these
presbyters or bishops were divided into two classes, one of whom
both taught and ruled, and the other only ruled, but did not ordi-
narily exercise the function of public teaching; that while these
presbyters alone administered the spiritual affairs of the church,
they all, in conjunction with the deacons, managed its temporal or
secular affairs; that, in some cases at least, several congregations
were placed under one presbyterial government; and that some
countenance is given to the general idea of a gradation of judica-
tories—the general principle of a subordination of courts.

This was the way in which we see from Scripture that the
apostles organized and made provision for the government of the
churches which they planted. These different rules and arrange-
ments, if really scriptural, as we believe they are, manifestly con-
stitute, when combined together, a full scheme or system of
government—what may be justly and reasonably called a par-
ticular form of church government ; and that form of church
government is manifestly just Presbyterianism in all its essential
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principles and leading features, as distinguished from Prelacy on
the one hand, and from Congregationalism on the other. The
Presbyterian form of church government, then, has the warrant
and sanction of apostolic practice, i.e., we can show from Scripture
that the churches planted by the apostles were organized substan-
tially in accordance with the arrangements of what is usually
called the Presbyterian system; and we have shown that there is
no good ground for denying, and that there is quite sufficient
ground for maintaining, as a general principle, with the limitations
or modifications then explained, that the practice of the apostles
in establishing and organizing churches, as made known or
indicated to us in Scripture, is, and was intended to be, a per-
manent binding rule for regulating the government of the
church of Christ, and of all its branches or sections. From all
this the conclusion manifestly follows, that a particular form of
church government has been laid down in Scripture as permanently
binding upon the church of Christ—that form being the Presby-
terian one.

This is what is implied in the profession which the ministers
of our church are called upon to make when they receive
ordination, and which, as I have already mentioned, is expressed
in these words, that ¢ the Presbyterian government and discipline
of this church are founded upon the word of God, and agreeable
thereto.” The language here employed is cautious and temperate,
and is thus well suited to the circumstances of a solemn profession
to be made by a numerous body of men, who might not all see
their way to concur in stronger and more specific phraseology.
Besides, it is to be observed that the profession respects not
merely the fundamentals or essentials of Presbyterianism in the
abstract, which alone can be reasonably maintained to have the
clear and positive sanction of apostolic practice; but ¢ the Pres-
byterian government and discipline of this church,” including the
detailed development of the essential principles of Presbyterianism
as exhibited in the actual constitution and arrangements of our
church, and of all this in the concrete, or taken complexly, nothing
higher or stronger could with propriety be affirmed, than that it is
founded upon the word of God, and agreeable thereto. Of the
fundamental principles and leading features of the Presbyterian
system of church government as above described, and as distin-
guished from Prelacy and from Congregationalism, I would not
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hesitate to use stronger and more specific language than our
ordination formula applies to the Presbyterian government and
discipline of this chufch—viz., this, that in dts substance it is the
form in regard to which Christ has, with, sufficient plainness,
indicated in His word, by the practice of His inspired apostles in
establishing and organizing churches, that it is His mind and will
that it, to the exclusion of all others, in so far as they are incon-
sistent with it, should be the form of government adopted in His
church, and in all its branches: in other words, that Presby-
terianism, in its substance or fundamental principles, is binding
jure divino as the form of government by which the church of
Christ ought permanently and everywhere to be regulated.

Some, in opposing the principle of the permanent scriptural
authority or jus divinum of any one particular form of church
government, take the ground that we have no sufficient materials
in Scripture for determining what the apostolic practice in esta-
blishing and organizing churches was. Others—and this is the
view taken by Mosheim—that the apostolic practice, though sub-
stantially known and ascertained, does not constitute a rule per-
manently binding upon the church; while others, again—though
this is virtually a modification of the first view—found much
upon an allegation that the apostles did not establish the same
form of government in all the churches which they planted. For
this last allegation no evidence whatever can be produced, and
unless it be restricted to matters of a comparatively insignificant
kind, and of a manifestly local and temporary character, such as
would not affect the real position in dispute, there is much that
conclusively disproves it. The first of these views implies a large
amount of distorting and perverting the word of God,—the exer-
cise of a great deal of sinful ingenuity in involving it in obscurity
and confusion; while the second, unless restricted, as we have
explained, within such narrow limits as to make it incapable of
affecting the proper question in dispute, is based, as we have
shown, upon a general principle that is not only untenable, but
da{lgerous, as infringing upon the sufficiency and perfection of the
written word.

_These are nothing more than mere hints upon a somewhat
difficult and complicated subject ;* but if pondered and followed

* Vide Reformers and the Theology of the Reformation, p. 37.—EDRs.
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out, they may help to form a judgment upon a topic of consider-
able practical interest and importance in the present day, and may
contribute to guard against the loose and latitudinarian views that
are generally prevalent concerning it.

In conclusion, I would simply advert to another pretence
which is sometimes employed in our day by those whose views
concerning the government of the church, and the regulation of
ecclesiastical affairs, cannot stand a scriptural investigation, and
which is had recourse to for the purpose of evading the authority
of Scripture, without needing to face the question of what it is that
Scripture teaches and imposes upon the subject. It consists in the
insinuation (for the notion is too absurd to be openly and explicitly
asserted) of some such idea as this, that the obligation to be sub-
ject wholly to Christ, and to be guided exclusively by His written
word in all things, attaches only to the invisible church, or to
individual believers; and not, or at least not so fully, to the visible
church and its separate branches.* To state this notion plainly
and distinctly is to refute it, for nothing surely can be more
obvious than that the obligation to be subject wholly to Christ’s
authority, and to be guided exclusively by His word in all matters
on which it furnishes any information, attaches equally to all
societies as to all individuals, which profess to receive Him as their
Master; that the general principles, in this respect, which apply
to the invisible must apply equally to the visible church ; and that
the general principles and rules applicable to the catholic visible
church in its totality, must apply equally to every particular
church, i.e., to every section or branch of the catholic visible
church, to every distinct organized society, large or small, Prelatic,
Presbyterian, or Congregaticnal, which assumes to itself the
character and designation of a church of Christ.

* Vide Elliott, author of Hor® Apocalyptice, in his reply to Dr Candlish.

CHAPTER 111

THE APOSTLES CREED.

I ASSUME it as settled and proved, that the books which compose
the New Testament were all given by inspiration of God; that
the other works which have been ascribed to the apostles, whe-
ther assuming the form of gospels, or epistles, or liturgies—
for we have some under all these heads—are to be regarded
neither as genuine nor authoritative; and that the books of the
New Testament, along with those of the Old Testament, as
commonly held canonical by Protestants, form the only autho-
ritative standard of faith and practice. All the different produc-
tions here referred to, though claiming to emanate from the
apostles of our Lord, are destitute of any adequate external his-
torical evidence, and their spuriousness can be fully established by
conclusive internal evidence derived from their contents. There
is, however, one production, in favour of which a claim has been
set up to an apostolic origin, and of the genuineness of which it
has been generally admitted that there is no specific internal proof.
I refer to what is commonly called the Apostles’ Creed, Symbolum
Apostolicum.* Tt is the doctrine of the Church of Rome, though
some of the most candid and judicious Romanists have been

* Books and references on the| Voetius, Disputationes Selectae,

Apostles’ Creed :—

Catech. Trident, P. i., c. i.

Natalis Alexandri Hist. Eecles.,
Saec. i., Diss. xii.

Usserius, de Romanae Ecclesiae
Symbolo.

Vossius, de tribus symbolis. Op.,
tom. vi.

Fabricius, Codex Apocryphus N. T.,
P.iii.,, tom. ii., pp. 339—364, where a
list is given of authors who have
written upon the Creed.

Heideggerus, Dissertationes Selec-
tae, tom. ii., Diss. xv. and xvi.

tom. i., Disp. v., p. 64.

Ittigius, Hist. Eccles., Saec. i., c.
iii., sec. i., pp. 76—120.

Ittigius, de Pseudepigraphis Christi,
Mariae et Apostolorum (subjoined to
Disputatio de Haeresiarchis), c. viii.,
p. 144,

Carpzovius, Isagoge in Libros Ec-
cles. Lutheran. Symbolicos, Pars. i.,
sec. i.

Walchii Introductio in Lib. Eccl.
Luth. S8ymb., Lib. i., ¢. ii.

King's History of the Apostles’
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unable to assent to it,* that this crced was composed by the
apostles under the guidance of the Holy Spirit; and that, of
course, it is to be regarded as possessed of the same direct divine
authority as the canonical Scriptures; and Protestants in general,
though they have commonly denied that it was composed by the
apostles, or is possessed in itself of any proper authority, have
admitted that it containe sound apostolic doctrine, which is in
accordance with, and can be established by, the word of God.
The Lutheran and Anglican churches have adopted it along with
the Nicene and Athanasian creeds, as a part of their authorized
symbolical profession of faith. The Westminster divines sub-
joined it, along with the ten commandments and the Lord’s prayer,
to their catechisms, accompanied with this explanatory statement:
“JIt is here annexed, not as though it were composed by the
apostles, or ought to be esteemed canonical Scripture, as the ten
commandments and Yord’s prayer, but because it is a brief
sum of the Christian faith, agreeable to the word of God, and
anciently received in the churches of Christ.”

It is not, however, possessed of any great antiquity, for it
was not generally received in its present form till the very end of
the fourth, or the beginning of the fifth century, since which time
it has been adopted as the creed of the Roman or Western Church,
and is often spoken of by old writers under the name of Sym-
bolum Romanum, though it has never been received by the Oriental
or Greek churches. Among other notions borrowed from the
Church of Rome, this of the apostolic origin and authority of the
creed has been embraced and advocated by the Tractarians. Dr
Newman, long before he joined the Church of Rome, described it
as ¢ the formal symbol which the apostles adopted and bequeathed
to the church,” and asserted that “it has an evidence of its
apostolical origin, the same in kind with that for the Scriptures.”t

Mosheim says that “all who have the least knowledge of
antiquity look upon this opinion as entirely false, and destitute of
all foundation.” The reasons which led Dr Newman and other

Creed, with critical observations on| The chief doctrinal expositions of

the different articles. the Creed are those of Pearson, Bar-
Bingham's Ongmm Ecclesiasticae, | row, Witsius, and Nicole.

B. x., c. iii,, vol. 3, p. 318. *CatTrld P.i, c. i., sec. 3.
Goodes Divine Ru]e of Faith and t Goode's Rule of Faith, vol. 1,

Practice, c. iv. ; Peck’s Rule of Faith, | pp. 109, 110; new edition of 1853,

p- 206. p. 107.
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Tractarians, who certainly had some knowledge of antiquity, to
assert that the Creed was composed by the apostles, were probably
these. They had been much in the habit, under the influence of
a strong Popish leaning, of copying statements without much
examination, notwithstanding all their pretensions to learning,
from unscrupulous Popish controversialists. It is impossible, I
think, for any man to doubt this, who has read Goode’s very
learned and valuable work, entitled, “ The Divine Rule of Faith
and Practice.” With the views which these men held, in com-
mon with the Church of Rome, on the subject of tradition and
the rule of faith, it was important to break down, as it were, the
monopoly of infallibility which Protestants assign to the Scrip-
tures, by bringing forward one other document not contained in
Scripture, but handed down by tradition, which yet possessed
apostolic authority. There is thus a great principle—that, viz., of
the completeness or perfection of the sacred Scriptures—involved
in the claim put forth on behalf of the Creed to an apostolic origin.
And I have no doubt that another motive which induced them to
support this notion was this, that, being determined enemies to the
doctrines of grace—the great doctrines of the Reformation—they
were glad to have a pretence for representing, as an inspired
summary of the fundamental doctrines of Christianity, a docu-
ment in which these great truths were not explicitly asserted.
Some of the early Protestant writers, such as the Magdeburg
Centuriators, were disposed to concede the apostolic origin of the
Creed, influenced apparently by the desire of being able to main-
tain, in opposition to the Romish charge against them of departing
from the apostolic faith, that they held the whole doctrines which
the apostles embodied in their summary of faith. Even Calvin®
talks as if he had no great objection to concede to it an apostolic
origin, and were rather disposed to favour the notion. It is no-
thing more than ascribing to Calvin (who may be fairly regarded
as bemg, all thmgs considered, the greatest and most useful gift
that God has given to the church since the apostolic age) a parti-
cipation in the common infirmities of humanity, if we suppose
that he may have been unconsciously disposed to think more
favourably of the apostolic origin of the Creed than the historical
evidence warrants, because it seems to contain a more explicit

+ Instit., L. 11., ¢. xvi., sec. 18.
VOL. 1 1
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assertion than the word of God does, of a doctrine which he held,
and to which he appears to have attached some importance, viz.,
that Christ descended into hell,—in this sense, that after death He
went to the place of the damned, and shared somehow in their
torments. Calvin says that the ancients, with one accord, ascribed
it to the apostles, and Newman says that the evidence of its
apostolic origin is the same in kind as that for the Scriptures. Let
us briefly state how this stands as a matter of fact.

We have no notice of the Creed in its present form till about
the end of the fourth century, and we have no evidence antecedent
to that period of its being asserted, or generally believed, that the
apostles drew up and committed to writing any formal creed or
summary of faith. A notion of this sort, originating in the end of
the fourth century,—not existing previously, and not based upon
anything like evidence previously recognised,—is entitled to no
weight whatever in proof of a matter of fact of the kind in question.
The precise facts are these. Ambrose, bishop of Milan, in a letter
written about the year 380, speaks of the Creed of the Apostles,
which the Roman Church always preserves uncorrupted. But he
does not expressly assign to it, as a document, an apostolic origin,
and he might call it the Apostles’ C'reed merely to indicate that it
contained a summary of the doctrine which the apostles taught.
Ruffinus, in his Exposition upon the Creed, published about fifteen
years later, near the very end of the century, is the first who
expressly ascribes it to the apostles; and his statement embodies
some circumstances which throw much doubt upon his leading
position. He describes it as a tradition of their forefathers,
tradunt majores nostri; which may perhaps be regarded as an
admission that this had not previously been asserted in writing in
any of those ancient works which are now lost, any more than in
those which have been preserved. He tells us that the apostles,
before dispersing to preach the gospel over the world, resolved to
prepare a common summary of the Christian faith, in order to
guard against any diversity in their future teaching,— ne forte
alii ab aliis abducti diversum aliquid his qui ad fidem Christi in-
vitabantur, exponerent ;’—and accordingly they met together, and,
under the guidance of the Spirit, they prepared this Creed in this
way, by each contributing a portion as he thought best,— confer-
endo in ur.um quod sentiebat unusquisque.” This is certainly a
very improbable story, both as it respects the motive and the pro-
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cess of the composition. His statement as to the mode of compos-
ing it was very soon improved and adorned in a sermon, falsely
ascribed to Augustine, and published in the fifth century, which
informs us that each of the twelve apostles, when assembled to
compose the Creed, uttered in succession one of the clauses of
which it consists : Peter saying, “I believe in God the Father,
Almighty Maker of heaven and earth;” Andrew, “and in Jesus
Christ, His only Son our Lord;” “ James, who was conceived of
the Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary,” etc. Pope Leo the
Great, who flourished in the middle of the fifth century, repeats the
substance of this story, ascribing a clause to each of the twelve
apostles, but without specifying the individual authors of each.
From this time, the apostolic origin of the Creed, in the sense of the
document having been prepared in its present form by the apostles,
was generally held as an article of faith in the Western churches,
though so late as the Council of Florence, about the middle of
the fifteenth century, the Greeks maintained that this Creed was,
and had always been, unknown in the churches of the East.*
This is really the whole evidence from antiquity in support
of the apostolic origin of the Creed, in its present form, as a docu-
ment; and, even if we were to concede to Dr Newman that the
evidence is the same in kind as for the Scriptures, still it is mani-
fest that the difference in degree is so great, that we may confi-
dently maintain, that in the one case it amounts to a conclusive
proof, and in the other it does not reach even to a presumption.
Some of the fathers, though none more ancient than the time of
Ambrose and Ruffinus, have told us that the apostles used a creed
which was not committed to writing, but handed down by memory
and tradition. But this, even if true, is not relevant to the point
under consideration ; unless, indeed, it could be proved that the
creed which they used and transmitted was precisely identical, not
only in substance, but in words, with that which we now have.
Some of the earlier fathers speak frequently of a canon or
rule of faith, evidently meaning by this, a brief, comprehensive
summary of the leading doctrines of Christianity. But they did

* Ittigius, Dissertatio de Pseudepi- | Fabricii Codex Apoc. N. T., P.
imphm Christi, Virginis Marie et | iii., p. 849. poe
mewlomm, p. 146, subjoined to his | Natalis Alexander, de Symbolo.

issertatio de Heeresiarchis svi Apos-
tolici et Apostolico proximi.
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not, in using this language, refer to the present Creed,—for some
of them, in using it, and even in applying to the summary the
word symbolum, refer explicitly to the general confession of the
Father, the Son,-and the Holy Ghost in the administration of
baptism, as prescribed by our Saviour, and recorded in Seripture ;
and the rest, when they speak of the creed, the canon, the rule of
faith, give us a creed of their own, agreeing, indeed, in substance
with the present Creed, but not by any means identical with it.
This latter statement applies more particularly to Irenzus and
Tertullian in the second century, who have given us each two
different summaries of the faith generally received in the Christian
church ; and to Origen and Gregory Thaumaturgus, in the third,
who have given us each one such creed or summary ;—all these
agreeing in substance with each other, and with the present Creed,
but all so far differing from it, as to prove that it was not during
the first three centuries known in the church asan apostolic docu-
ment, and that no one brief summary of the Christian faith, sup-
posed to possess apostolic authority, was then generally known
and adopted. The entire absence of all reference to the Apostles’
Creed in the proceedings and discussions connected with the
Nicene Council, and the formation of the Nicene Creed, affords
conclusive proof that the church in general, even in the early part
of the fourth century, knew nothing of any creed that was generally
regarded as having an apostolic origin and authority. And this
is confirmed by the fact that, whereas the Nicene Creed, like the
creeds or summaries of faith which we find in Irenzus, Tertullian,
and Origen, was but an amplification of the confession of the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, with a much more precise
and specific condemnation of Arianism than we find in any pre-
vious creed or summary ; it was not till the Council of Constanti-
nople in 381, when our present Creed was becoming better known
through the growing ascendency of the Church of Rome, that
there were added to the Nicene Creed, along with a much fuller
profession concerning the divinity of the Holy Ghost, in opposi-
tion to the heresy of Macedonius, the other articles not so im-
mediately connected with the confession of the Trinity, which still
form the conclusion of the Creed.*

* The Councils of Ephesus and | ate any other than the Nicene. What
Chalcedon make no mention of the | we commonly call the Nicene Creed
Apostles’ Creed, and virtually repudi- | is really the Constantinopolitan.
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The diversities which we find subsisting among the ancient
creeds or summaries,—and which are very considerable as to their
fulness, or the number of the different articles they contain, and
as to the words in which they are expressed, though they all agree
as to their substance so far as they go,—furnish satisfactory evi-
dence that there was not during the first four centuries any creed,
written or oral, which was generally regarded as the production
of the apostles. And what is specially important and altogether
conclusive, in showing thzt the present Creed has no claim to an
apostolic origin in any other sense than this, that it contains, as
all admit, a summary of the doctrine which the apostles taught,
is the express testimony of Ruffinus, that the two articles, of
the descent of Christ into hell, and the communion of saints,
were not to be found in the creed of the Roman Church, or of
any of the Eastern churches even at the end of the fourth cen-
tury; while the creed of some other churches which contained these
articles, wanted others which were found in the creeds of the Ro-
man and Oriental churches.

In opposition to all this body of evidence, Romanists have really
nothing to say that is possessed even of plausibility. They can say
nothing but this,—that there was no material variation among the
early creeds in point of substance. But this is not to the point.
.No one doubts that all those creeds which have been referred to,
including the different versions of the present Creed, exhibit cor-
rectly, so far as they go, the substance of the doctrine which the
apostles taught, and which is accordant with the Scripture. The
only question is,—Was the present Creed,—as a document of
course, as to the words of which it is composed,—or any other creed
or summary of Christian doctrine, the production of the inspired
apostles ? and the evidence which has been referred to, requires us
to answer this question-in the negative. Yet the Church of Rome
has defined in the Trent Catechism, that the apostles not only
composed the Creed, but gave it the name of symbolum ; and she
exacts the belief of this of her subjects.

Laurentius Valla, a learned and candid writer who flourished
be.fore the Reformation in the end of the fifteenth century, main-
tained that the Creed was not the production of the apostles
and was not composed till the time of the Council of NiceZ
but the Inquisition compelled him to retract this heresy, and t(;
Profess that he believed what holy mother church believed upon
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this point.* Erasmus, in his preface to his Annotations upon
Matthew’s Gospel, made the following very cautious statement :
« Symbolum an ab Apostolis proditum sit, nescio.” The Faculty
of Theology at Paris censured this nescientia, as they called it, as
fitted to promote impiety ; and Erasmus, in a declaration which he
published in consequence of the censure, has fully explained the
grounds of his hesitation, though professing his willingness to be-
lieve in its apostolic origin, if the church required it.+
Dupin, one of the most fair and candid of the Romanist
writers, held that there was no proof of the apostolic origin of the
Creed, and that, on the contrary, the historical evidence was against
it. But he was obliged by the Archbishop of Paris to make asort
of retraction of this opinion ; although, after all, it was only in
the following form: “I acknowledge that we ought to regard the
Creed of the apostles as a formula of faith prepared by them in
substance, though some terms in it were not the same in all
churches.”’t
Attempts have been made to show that the canonical Scrip-
tures countenance the idea that the apostles prepared and com-
municated to the churches a brief summary of Christian doctrine ;
nay, it has even been asserted that there are references in Scrip-
ture to that very document which we now call the Apostles’ Creed.
This notion is indeed repudiated by the more judicious and candid
of the Roman Catholic writers,§ but it has found favour among
the Anglican Tractarians, and Dr Newman went so far as to
say that the apostle Paul quotes from the Creed, | and refers in
proof of this to 1 Cor. xv. 3: “I delivered unto you first of
all that which I also received, how that Christ died for our sins
according to the Scriptures.” The quotation of course is, Christ
died for our sins” Dr Newman is of opinion that the source
from which Paul derived this doctrine was the Creed. It is
scarcely necessary to remark, that Paul has repeatedly and ex-
plicitly declared that he received his doctrine from a different and
a higher source, even from the Lord, and by the revelation of
Jesus Christ. We have plain enough intimations in Scripture,

* Ittigius, Hist. Eccl. Sec. i., pp. t Pfaff. Histor. Theol. Liter., Pars

79, 80. iii., p. 280.
t Fabricius, Codex. Apoc. N. T., P. § gicole sur le Symbole, Pgi 6, 7.
iii., p. 853. || Goode’s Rule of Faith. New edi-
tion, vol. i., p. 109.
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that, before men were admitted by baptism into the communion
of the visible church, they were not only instructed in the leading
principles of Christianity, but were called upon to make a profes-
sion of their faith in Christ, and to answer some questions which
were proposed to them. It was quite natural that the profession
of faith which converts were expected and required to make before
and at baptism, should be connected with, and based upon, a con-
fession of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, in whose name
baptism was administered ; and accordingly, as we formerly re-
marked, many of the fathers speak of the creed or rule of faith as
comprised in the apostolic commission to baptize in the name of
the three persons of the Godhead ; and, moreover, we find that
all the earlier creeds were just amplifications or explanations of
these heads,—fuller statements of what the Scriptures teach con-
cerning these three persons. This profession, though everywhere
the same in substance, varied considerably at differcnt peric;ds and
in different churches, just because there was no one form which
was recognised as possessed of apostolical authority ; and there was
no church which, during the first three centuries, attempted to
fexercise, or was recognised as entitled to exercise, anthority to
impose a form upon the other churches of Christ.

We have no adequate materials for tracing the growth or
enlargement of any of these early creeds, and the different changes
they underwent ; but we have good ground to believe generally,
t.hat explanations and additional declarations were from time to
tune introduced into them, guarding against the different errors
and heresies that might have been broached, and importing upon
the part of those who received them a renunciation of these errors
fmd heresies ; and this is just the principle which is to be applied
in unfolding and explaining the history of all creeds and confes-
sions down till the present day. This general statement applies no
doubt to the Apostles’ Creed, which was just the creed commonly
used in the Roman Church. We do not know precisely the history
of a!l the changes which have been made upon it ; but we do know
the important fact, that the articles on Christ’s descent to hell and
the communion of saints, formed n¢' part of it till the end of the
fou.rt.h, or the beginning of the fifth century; and we have no
p081t.1ve evidence that the article on Christ’s descent to hell had
Previously existed in the creed of any church except that of Aqui-
leia, Attempts have been made to trace the additions which, since
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the apostles’ age, have been made to the Creed, by reference to the
errors against which they were intended to guard. But this is not
a subject of much practical importance, as the errors and heresies
referred to have long ceased to meet with any support ; and as it
can scarcely be said that the Creed, even supposing it were pos-
sessed of authority, does give anything like an explicit decision
upon any topics of importance which now divide the professing
churches of Christ.

Protestants usually profess their adherence to all the articles
of the Apostles’ Creed, as well as Papists; and neither party can
deduce any argument against the other from anything actually
contained in it. It is indeed true, that when Protestants used to
defend themselves against the charge adduced by the Romanists,
that they had departed from the apostolic faith, by alleging that
they held all the doctrines of the apostolic Creed, some Papists
met this allegation with a denial, and asserted that Protestants did
not believe in the holy catholic church. But this, of course, they
could make out only by attaching their own arbitrary and unwar-
ranted sense,—first, to the holy catholic church as a subsisting
thing ; and secondly, to what is implied in a profession of belief
in it. The Papists would fain have it assumed that the holy
catholic church in the Creed, means a widely extended visible
society, united in outward communion under the same government,
and with one visible head. Protestants maintain that this is not
the correct idea of the catholic church, as presented to us either
in Scripture or in primitive antiquity ; and of course object to
the warrantableness of putting such an interpretation upon it in
the Creed. Papists further contend that a profession of believing
in the holy catholic church implies a conviction, not only that
Christ has a church on earth, but also that all men are bound to
believe the church in all things pertaining to faith. This is
explicitly laid down in the ordinary Popish catechisms in common
use in this country ; and it was taught also by Dr Newman even
before he made an avowal of Popery.*  Protestants, however,
repudiate this interpretation, and can easily prove that the words
do not properly mean, and were not in the early church understood
to mean, anything more than a belief in the existence of the
catholic church as a society in some respects one.

* Goode's Rule of Faith, vol. i., p. 55.
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If men appeal to the Creed as a proof of their orthodoxy, they
are of course bound to explain its meaning, and to show that they
hold its statements in a reasonable and honest sense. But except
upon fh(? ground of such an appeal made by ourselves, and thereby
committing us, we are under no obligation to give any interpreta-
tion to the statements of the Creed,—to prove that they have any
meaning, or to establish what that meaning is,—just because the
Creed, not being possessed of any proper intrinsic authority, the
truth and accuracy of all its statements must, like those of e’very
other uninspired, and consequently unauthoritative document, be
judged of by another standard. It may be an interesting inqt’ﬁry
to ascertain in what sense the articles of the Creed were generally
understood at the time when, so far as we can learn, they were
first introduced, and at subsequent periods. But the inquiry is a
purely historical one, and the result, whatever it may be, can lay
us 'under no obligation as to our own faith. An essay was once
written by a Lutheran divine,* in which he exhibited in parallel
columns the Lutheran, the Calvinistic, and the Popish interpre-
tations of all the different articles in the Creed. And it cer-
ta‘inly could not be proved that any one of them was inconsistent
with the sense which the words bear, or in which they might be
reasonably understood. Another writer afterwards added a fourth
columg, containing the Arminian or Pelagian interpretation of all
the articles, and neither could this be successfully redargued, with-
out having recourse to a standard at once more authoritati\’re and
more explicit.

Nay, it is well known that Arians, who deny the divinity of
the. Son and the Holy Ghost, have no hesitation in expressing
their concurrence in the Creed, and even appeal to the common
use of it in early times, as showing that a profession of belief in
the dn:mity of the Son and the Holy Ghost, was not required in
;he primitive church. The conclusion which they draw is un-
r‘I(‘)lfnfied. It can be satisfatftorily pro'vefi that the doctrine of the
ofrlnlty was generally held in the primitive church from the age

andt}:;haego;téiz,t i ::tl;;l;lg&ly i(: Pis a.ls((i) c'ertain that, l.)eifore thf: Ariax'ls
posed it, some Christian writers did
Dot speak with so much precision and accuracy on these points as
were used by subsequent authors ; and that on the same ground

* Ittigius, Hist. Eccles. Swc. i., p. 78.
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it was not so prominently and explicitly set forth in the public
profession of the church. It is also true that the Apostles’ Creed,
and indeed all the ancient creeds, are plainly constructed upon
a plan which insinuates, or rather countenances, the doctrine of
the Trinity, as they are all based upon the apostolic commission
embodying a requirement to baptize in the name of the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Ghost. Still it cannot be said that the
Apostles’ Creed excludes the Arian view with anything like expli-
citness ; and it is certain that we have creeds composed by Arians
in the fourth century, which do speak of the dignity of dur Lord
and Saviour, so far as the mere words employed are concerned, in
a far higher strain than the Apostles’ Creed does.

These considerations are quite sufficient of themselves to prove
that the Apostles’ Creed, as it is called, is not entitled to much
respect, and is not fitted to be of much use, as a summary of the
leading doctrines of Christianity. A document which may be
honestly assented to by Papists and Arians, by the adherents of
the great apostasy and by the opposers of the divinity of our
Saviour, can be of no real utility as a directory, or as an element
or bond of union among the churches of Christ. And while it is
so brief and general as to be no adequate protest or protection
against error, it does not contain any statement of some important
truths essential to a right comprehension of the scheme of Chris-
tian doctrine and the way of salvation. It is quite true that,
under the different articles of the Creed, or even under any of the
earlier creeds which contained merely a brief profession of faith
in the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, we might bring in,
as many authors have done, an explanation of all the leading
doctrines taught us in Scripture ; but it is not the less true that
they are not stated in the document itself, and that there is nothing
in its words which is fitted to bring them to our notice.

Neither can it be said that all that is contained in the Creed is
of primary importance ; and it is rather gratifying to know that
the articles of Christ’s descent into hell, and of the communion of
saints—certainly the least important which it contains—were not
inserted at least till the end of the fourth century. The first of
these articles—viz., the statement that Christ descended into hell
—has given rise to a good deal of discussion. In adverting to it it
must be remembered that, in so far as the statement that Christ
descended into hell is merely to be found in the Creed, we are
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under no obligation to explain or to believe it. But the important
question is, Does Scripture sanction the statement ; and if so, in
what sense? Now there is no reasonable doubt that the st;te-
ment in terminis is sanctioned by Scripture. The declaration of
Peter* seems to imply, that immediately antecedent to His resur-
rection, the Yruys of Christ was in Hades, the word often trans-
lated by hell in our version; and the statement of Paul,} refer-
ring apparently to the same period of Christ’s history, seems to
warrant us in applying to His condition at that time the idea of a
descent, so that the statement applied to Christ in the Creed—
xatéNovra els &dnv—“descendit ad inferos”—is in terminis sup-
ported by Scripture, and may therefore be warrantably adopted.
It does not by any means follow, however, that it is either so clear
in its sense as thus put, or so important in its application, as to be
entitled to occupy a place in a public profession of faith, whether
more compendious or more enlarged; and yet the Church of
England has injudiciously made it the sole subject of one of her
thirty-nine articles. But the only important question is,—What
is the real meaning of those portions of Scripture which seem to
warrant the statement that Christ descended into Hades ?
Calvin’s view has been already stated, but it is entirely unsup-
ported by any scriptural evidence, and it seems to be plainly
en.ough contradicted by our Saviour’s declaration to the penitent
thief upon the cross, “To-day shalt thou be with Me in paradise.”
Many are of opinion that the scriptural statements mean merely
that He was really and truly dead in the same sense in which
other men die, by the actual separation of the soul from the body
and that He really continued under the power of death for a timei
jAnd the Westininster divines give this explanation of the article
in the Creed about His descent into Hades, that « He continued in
gl;e itate of the .dead, and uPder the power of death, till the third
y. Thex:e is good scriptural ground for maintaining that
Had.es Sometimes means merely the grave or the state of death, with-
(t)llll: ;Ll(c)ludu;g }?ny more Precise or specific idea: it is manifest that
po s pe of the passage in the s.econd of Acts—and the same may
e said of the passage in Ephesians—does not require us to attach
any other meaning to it; and, therefore, so far as these two pas-
sages are concerned—and they constitute, as we have seen, the

* Acts ii. 27. t Eph. iv. 8, 9.
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scriptural foundation of the position—nothing more than this can
be proved. But the question still remains,—nat}lfally su.ggested by
this subject, though not necessary to the exposition of 1t,—.-Do we
know nothing more of the condition of Christ’s sou? du.rmg t.he
period of its separation from His body? The only thing in ScrxP-
ture that can be fairly regarded as conveying to us any certain
information upon this point, is His own gle.claratl.on to the th.lef
upon the cross, that he would that day be with H.lm in paradise,
which may be considered to imply that His so.ul did go to Ha(%es,
or the state of the departed, taken as descriptive of, or 3ncludm.g
the place and condition of the souls of the.rlghteous in happi-
ness, waiting for the redemption of their bodies. The Church of
Rome teaches—and in this she has the sanction of some of -the
fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries, and even of Augustine,
by far the greatest of them all—that Christ's descent into he:ll
means that He went to the kmbus patrum, a place somewhere in
the neighbourhood of hell, in the more common sense of t!lat word,
where all the righteous men that died before His incarnation, fr(.)m
Adam downwards, had hitherto been kept,—took them thence with
Him, and carried them to heaven. But all this is a presumptuous
fable, having no warrant in the word of God. We have, indeed,
no definite information as to anything Christ did, or as to the way
in which Fle was engaged between His death and His resurrec-
tion, except His own declaration upon the cross, that He would
that day be in paradise; for, with respect to thF very obscure
and difficult passage in 1 Pet. iii. 19, about His going and preacfh-
ing to the spirits in prison, I must say that I have never met with
an interpretation of it that seemed to me altogeth.er satxsfactory.
Among the many interpretations that have been given of it, ther.e
are just two in support of which anything really Plausxble, as it
appears to me, can be advanced—viz., first, that wbx.ch regax:ds the
preaching there spoken of as having taken place in the time of
Noah, and through the instrumentality of Noah 5 and secom.i]y,
that which regards it as having taken place after His resurrectl'on,
and through the instrumentality of the apostle.s. Th(’f latter view
is ably advocated in Dr John Brown’s Expository Discourses on
First Peter. If either of these interpretations be the true one, th.e
passage has no reference to the period of His history between His
death and His resurrection.

I think it is much to be regretted that so very inadequate and
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defective a summary of the leading principles of Christianity as
the Apostles’ Creed,—possessed of no authority, and having no ex-
trinsic claims to respect,—should have been exalted to such a place
of prominence and influence in the worship and services of the
church of Christ; and I have no doubt that this has operated in-
juriously in leading to the disregard of some important articles of
Christian doctrine, which are not embodied in it, but which are of
fundamental importance. Even in the third century, we find the
doctrines of grace,—the true principles of the Gospel which unfold
the scriptural method of salvation,—were thrown into the back-
ground, were little attended to, and not very distinctly understood;
while the attention of the church in the fourth century was almost
entirely engrossed by controversial speculations about the Trinity
and the person of Christ; and it is, I believe, in some measure
from the same cause—i.e., having the Apostles’ Creed pressed upon
men’s attention in the ordinary public services of the church, as a
summary of Christian doctrine, entitled to great deference and
respect—that we are to account for the ignorince and indifference
respecting the great principles of evangelical truth by which so
large a proportion of the ordinary attenders upon the services of
the Church of England have been usually characterized,—a result

aided, no doubt, by the peculiar character and complexion of the

other two creeds which are also sanctioned by her articles, and

which are sometimes, though not so frequently, used in her public

service—the Nicene and the Athanasian.
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CHAPTER 1V.
THE APOSTOLICAL FATHERS.

ArtHouGH I do not intend to dwell at any length upon indivi-
duals, however eminent, or upon mere literary history, I think it
right to advert to the apostolical fathers, as they are called, and
their works, genuine or spurious. Under this designation are
comprehended those men to whom any writings now in existence
are ascribed, who lived before the apostles were removed from the
world, i.e., before the end of the first century,—the date when there
is good reason to believe that John, the last of the apostles, died.
The period of which we have an inspired history in the book of
the Acts, extends to about thirty years, from the death of our
Saviour till about the year A.p. 64. There is no reason to doubt,
though Mosheim speaks doubtfully of it, that Paul suffered mar-
tyrdom in the persecution of Nero, in the year A.D. 67 or 68 ; and
there is some ground to believe, though the historical evidence of
this is not so full and strong, that Peter too then entered into his
rest. There are none of the canonical books of the New Testa-
ment which were written after this period, except the Epistles and
the Apocalypse of John, composed about the end of the century.
And these writings of John convey to us little information of a
historical kind, with respect to the condition of the church, beyond
this, that errors in doctrine and corruptions in practice had crept
in, and infested the churches to a considerable extent. It has
been often remarked, that there is no period in the history of the
Christian church, in regard to which we have so little information,
as that of above thirty years, reaching from the death of Peter
and Paul to that of John. There is no good reason to believe
that any of the writings of the apostolic fathers now extant, were
published during that interval. Those of them that are genuine,
do not convey to us much information concerning the condition of
the church, and add bat little to our knowledge upon any subject ;
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and what may be gleaned from later writers concerning this
period, is very defective, and not much to be depended upon. It
is enough that God has given us in His word everything nece;sar

for the formation of our opinions, and the regulation of ou{
conduct ; and we cannot doubt that He has in mercy and wisdom
withheld from us what there is too much reason to think would
?m.ve been greatly abused. As matters stand, we have these two
important points established : First, that we have no certain infor-
mation,—nothing on which, as a mere question of evidence, we can
place:, any firm reliance,—as to what the inspired apostles tau,ght and
orde'uned, but what is contained in, or deduced from, the canonical
Scriptures ; and secondly, that there are no men, exc::pt the authors
of the books of Scripture, to whom there is anything like a plau-
sible pretence for calling upon us to look up as guides or orfcles

The.truth of these positions will appear abundantly manifest from.
?.bnef survey of the apostolical fathers and their writings ; and
in con'ducting this survey, I shall aim chiefly at collecting, such
materials as may be best fitted to establish and illustrate them, as
they are indeed the only really important lessons bearing u,on
theological inquiries, which an examination of the writings of I:he
apostolical fathers is fitted to suggest.

. There are five persons usually comprehended under this name

i.e., there are five men who undoubtedly lived during the age o;
the apostles, and did converse, or might have conversed, with
them, to whom writings still in existence have been ascribe(’l viz.

Barnabas, Hermas, Clemens, Polycarp, and Ignatius. T

Sec. 1,.—Barnabas.

Barnabas was the companion of Paul during a i
portion of his labours; is frequently mentioned if thecl(:::ll;li;af}zi
A(fts; and has even the title of an apostle applied to him. AI;
epl.stle exists,* partly in Greek and partly in a Latin translation
Wh.lch, though it does not contain in gremio any formal indicatior;
of 1ts author, has been long known under the title of the Catholic
Epistle of Barnabas; and it is expressly ascribed by Clemens
Alexandrinus, and Origen, early in the third century, to the Bar-
nabas of the Acts. The epistle gives no information, doctrinal,

* Rennell’s Proofs of Inspiration, c. iv., pp. 92-104.
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practical, or historical, of the slightest value; and contains so much
that is manifestly senseless and childish, especially in allegorizing
the facts of Old Testament history, and the rites of the Jewish
church, that it is strange that it should ever have been regarded
as the production of Barnabas. Its genuineness was at one time
strenuously defended by the most eminent writers of the Church
of England, such as Hammond, Bull, and Pearson. Its spurious-
ness was elaborately and conclusively established by Jones, in the
second volume of his work on the Canon. Its genuineness is now
almost universally given up, even by Episcopalians,* and is scarcely
maintained, so far as I am aware, by any except some German
rationalists, who have a very low standard of what was to be
expected in point of sense and accuracy even from apostles; and
who would fain persuade men that there are just as unwarrantable
and extravagant misapplications of the Old Testament in the
epistles ascribed to Paul, and especially in the Epistle to the
Hebrews, as in that ascribed to Barnabas. The testimonies, how-
ever, of Clemens Alexandrinus, and Origen, prove that this
epistle must have existed about the middle of the second century,
and perhaps earlier ; and it thus, especially when viewed in con-
nection with the commendation which these eminent men bestowed
upon it, affords a proof of the little reliance that is to be placed
upon the authority of the fathers in the interpretation of Serip-
ture. It is proper to mention, that the epistle ascribed to Barnabas
does not contain indications of any material deviations from the
system of doctrine taught in the sacred Scriptures, and that pretty
explicit testimonies have been produced from it in support of the
pre-existence and divinity of Christ.t

Sec. I1.— Hermas.

Most of what has now been said about the Epistle of Barnabas
applies also in substance to the work which has been called the
Shepherd of Hermas. It is utterly unworthy of being ascribed,
as it has often been, to the Hermas who is mentioned in Pauli’s
epistles, or to any man who was a companion of the apostles,
although, from the references made to it, not only by Clemens

* Burton and Conybeare. Vide + Bull and Horsley.

Conybeare’s Bampton Lectures, 1839,
Pp- 72, 73.
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Alexar.xdrinus, and Origen, but also by Irenzus, who lived before
them, it must have been written before the middle of the second
century, and, what is rather strange, was sometimes read in the
churchefs. It contains nothing of any value, either historically or
theolo.gufally, except that one or two extracts have been produced
from it in support of the divinity of our Saviour. There is one
passage in it which has been adduced by Blondell as a testimon
in favour of Presbyterianism, and by Hammond in favour 0);
P.relacy ; while it is very plain, I think, that Hermas’ words really
give no squort to either side,* and that both these eminent men
in attempting to derive from it some support to their opposite’
views, on the subject of church government, were unduly influ-
enced by a spirit of partisanship.

Sec. III.—Clemens Romanus.

) We proceed to Clemens Romanus, described in after ages as
l?olshop of Rome, and now commonly known under that de:igna-
tion. Kusebius says that he was the same Clemens who is spoken
of by Pault as one of his fellow-labourers, whose names are in the
book.of life; and there is no historical ground to doubt the truth
of this. Of course we do not believe that he, or any man, was at
tl.lat early period Bishop of Rome, in the modern sense of t},le word
bl:‘shop; but there is no reason to doubt that he occupied a pro-
minent and influential place as a pastor in the Roman Church
during the apostolic age, and held it till after the beginning of the
second centqry. Many works have been ascribed to him, such as
the Apostf)hc Canons and Constitutions, besides others of less
value an.d importance, which can be proved to have been fabricated
gr compiled not earlier than the third, fourth, or perhaps even the
5 lfthdcentury, not to mention the five letters ascribed to him in
fo: lfcrfatal epistles of the Popes, forged by the Church of Rome
- hoplsh purposes most probably about the beginning of the

inth century. The only works ascribed to Clement, which have
Eretty gex.xerally been regarded as genuine ever since they were
rst published, about two centuries ago, from the Alexandrian

L] B H .
Dissex!g.x,ld;]g’s ipol., p. 17 ; Hammond, t Phil. iv. 3.
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MS. in the British Museum—the only copy of them known to
exist—are an epistle to the Corinthians, and a portion of what has
been called a second epistle to the same church, but which seems
rather to be a fragment of a sermon. The genuineness of the
first epistle has been very generally admitted, while many have
doubted of that of the second. There is no distinct internal
evidence to lead us to entertain any doubt that the second might
liave been written by the author of the first, and in the apostolic
age. The difference lies almost wholly in the external evidence,
and more particularly in this, that whereas we have abundant
evidence in declarations, quotations, and references found in the
works of subsequent fathers, that Clement did write an epistle to
the Corinthians, which was highly esteemed in the early ages, and
even for a time read in the churches, and which was in substance
the same as we now have under the designation of his first epistle,
we have no satisfactory evidence of a similar kind that he wrote
a second epistle, such as we have under that name. The question
is one of very little practical importance, for the second epistle, as
it is called, by itself possesses no historical or theological value,—
i.e., it gives us no information, directly or indirectly, either as to
matters of fact or doctrine, which may not be more fully and
obviously deduced from the first.

Clement’s first epistle, then, to the Corinthians, is to be re-
garded as the earliest of the genuine remains of Christian anti-
quity, written by one who was a companion and fellow-worker of
the apostles, and who occupied, while some of them were still
alive, and probably by their appointment, an eminent station in
the church. This, of course, invests it with a large measure of
interest. We have no certain means of knowing when this
cpistle was written, or what circumstances gave occasion to the
writing of it, except what are derived from the contents of the
epistle itself. It does not contain any very certain notes or marks
of time. The most explicit is, that it gives some indication of
having been written soon after the church had endured a severe
persecution, and this must have been either the persecution under
Nero or that under Domitian. If the former, it must have been
written soon after the last of Paul's epistles, and before the
destruction of Jerusalem ; if the latter, which is much the more
probable, it must have been written about the end of the first
century, or beginning of the second; and this is the opinion
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most generally entertained, that it was written soon after t]
death of J ohn., and the close of the canon of the New Testamenltf3
The genuineness of this epistle as the production of Clement.
being well. es.tablished and generally admitted, the next question
concerns its 1r.1tegrity, or its freedom from material corruptions
fmd interpolations.  As there is but one MS. of it. and th;t not
in a very good state of preservation, the text is by ,no means in a
very'satlsfactox‘y condition, though, of course, there are no‘vario 1‘
1'eaf1111gs eJ.(cept what owe their origin to conjecture. But t]lls;
main quest.non is, whether there have been any intentional de rac
vatlo'ns or interpolations of the original text. IA\Iosheim sus ')e:f:)t i
that it had been interpolated by some person who wished tol mfli()
the venerable father appear more learned and ingenious th'm'llt
was 3 and who, zccordingly, Mosheim thinks, llzs put. in(so .
things alien from the general simplicity of the substance and trile
style of it. There is no very obvious ground for this su; ici lf?
the allegation is rather vague, and 1 do not think it ‘c:;nkl}))ecson :
})0-1'ted by satisfactory instances.. The only plausible inst’mceup;'
tlu.s kind is his referring to the well—know;l fable of the l;ll(c '0'
evidently ‘believing the common story concerning it, as an armlt
%ezlt or illustration in favour of the resurrecti‘:m :)f the bogc:lv
di\l.}; ;nzgsl;?‘regurded avs a.g.ood proof that le was not raised l;y
piration above ignorance and credulity in ordinary
matters; and that, notwithstanding the relation in which he st;m.yl
to the apostles, lie was but a common man. Dut tl)é credulit(
thus x}lzmifestod is accordant emough with the views whiciv
Moshefm evidently entertained of Ciément’s general cllrn'a t '1
i\!oshcim'l gives in his larger work * a statement of the gro;ln(fse;f:
Sll!lsc}(:[:sln(;l:ezrllsitfotr‘l;c\ mvtcl"ljolntilo.ns of t.hi's epistle, and tl‘ioy are not
e a,nd ! ¢, W nllilllt s su'splcwn al')out the special cha-
deed, 1o C]e(l’n.]?(;f of ,tlh(;' bll!.)pOSCd n_lterpolatlons. Ie refers, in-
- ],le o )o:i;cs. cr]L](Yu ity in a'dducmg the sr.or_y of the Pheenix;
opinle & “0}: ‘,erlp2| ¥ vix1>on‘ tlu?, that t.he t,r.'am of thought in the
bt s Tt isybro(])ff‘ ybo? J’cu st.eadlly (?n'ccted to its leading
relation to the main su;:.]}ecg. ]'lq‘lllcesls:):;:‘(:l]xlx:]; 'I”t‘lve'no his” clear
sentation, though I think Mosheim ; " "“1 e
defeste 1 g ik A somewhat exaggerates the
3 but as the digressions partake much of the general

* Instit. Maj,, p. 213.
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character of the rest of the epistle, they can scarcely be regarded
as interpolated by some one who wished, as Mosheim supposes, to
make Clement appear more learned and ingenious than he found
him.

Neander entertains the same opinion as Mosheim did as to
Clement’s epistle being somewhat interpolated by a later hand;
but he rests his opinion upon a more definite and plausible, though,
I am inclined to think, equally insufficient ground. He says,*
« This letter, although, on the whole, genuine, is nevertheless not
free from important interpolations; ¢.g., a contradiction is apparent,
since throughout the whole Epistle we perceive the simple rela-
tions of the earliest forms of a Christian church, as the Bishops
and Presbyters are always put upon an equality, and yet in one
passage (§ 40 and following) the whole system of the Jewish
priesthood is transferred to the Christian church.” Now, there
can be no reasonable doubt that the whole scope and spirit and
several particular statements of Clement’s epistle, in so far as it
throws any light upon the government which the apostles estab-
lished, and upon the existing condition of the church when he
wrote, are unequivocally and decidedly Preshyterian, or at least
anti-Prelatic.  But I am not satisfied that the passage to which
Neander refers is, as he alleges, inconsistent with this. The
adduction of such an argument by Neander, and the confidence
with which he rests upon it as of itself a conclusive proof of inter-
polation, affords a strong indication of the deep sense which he
entertained of the utter inconsistency between the spirit and
government of the apostolic church, and those of a Prelatic or
hierarchic one; and it is gratifying to find that this conviction
was so deeply impressed upon the mind of one who may be justly
regarded as the highest recent authority in church history, as to
lead him at once to conclude that the only passage which Prelatists
have ever produced from Clement as countenancing their claims,
must necessarily, and for that very reason, be an interpolation.
If the passage really required the interpretation, admitting of no
other, put upon it by the Prelatists and Neander,—for in this
special point of the import and bearing of this particular passage,
he, of course, substantially agrees with them,—I think we would

* Neander, Hist. of Christ. Religion | translation, vol. ii., pp. 331-2; vide
during First Three Centuries; Rose's | also vol. i., p. 199, note.
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be entitled to reject it, as Neander does, upon the ground of its
inconsistency with the rest of the epistle, and with the spirit of the
apostolic and primitive church. But I am not satisfied that it re-
quires the construction which Neander puts upon it. The matter
stands thus:—

The church of Corinth was, it seems, involved at this time in
divisions and contentions: a spirit of faction and insubordination
had been manifested among them, and had assumed the form of
casting off the authority of their pastors or presbyters. Clement,
or rather the church of Rome, in whose name the letter runs,
wrote this epistle to the church at Corinth, expostulating with
them on their divisions, exhorting them to peace and harmony,
and urging a return to the respect and submission due to their
pastors or presbyters. This naturally led to a setting forth of the
authority and claiins of the ministerial office, and of those who
held it. This, however, is done very briefly and very delicately,
and in a spirit the very reverse of hierarchic assumption or inso-
lence ; Clement being evidently anxious principally about the state
of their hearts and affections, both because this was most important
in itself, and because here lay the true root of the evil, the con-
tention and insubordination. He does, however, set forth the
necessity of order and arrangement, and of each one keeping his
own p}ace, and executing rightly and peaceably his own functions.
And in support of these general positions he does refer to the fact
that the high priest, the priests, the Levites, and the people, had
each their prescribed place and functions under the law, and that
regulations were laid down in the Old Testament as to the admini-
stl:ation of religious services. This is all he says about the Jewish
priesthood, and the only application he makes of it is to inculcate
the general obligation of order and subordination ; and this affords
20 adequate ground for asserting, as Neander does, that he

trz.msferred the whole system of the Jewish priesthood to the
Christian church.” The fathers of the third and fourth centuries
often referred to the Jewish priesthood as establishing the claim
of the Christian ministry in general to a kind and degree of
sacrefiness and of power which the New Testament does not
sanction, and came at length to regard the high priest, the priests,
apd Levites, as types and warrants of the threefold order of
blthPS, priests, and deacons. Neander evidently viewed all this
with the strongest disapprobation ; and there can be no doubt that
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the unwarranted transference of the system of the Jewish priest-
hood to the Christian church produced unspeakable mischief,—
mischief which continually increased until it issued in the estab-
lishment of the only feasible antitype of the high priest upon the
hierarchic system,—viz., the Pope as the monarch of the universal
church. It is not altogether improbable that Clement’s allusion
to the Jewish priesthood may have contributed somewhat to intro-
duce and encourage in subsequent times the baneful mode of
thinking and arguing to which we have referred; but Clement
is not chargeable with it, and should not be held responsible for
it, as he merely referred to the arrangements connected with the
Jewish priesthood and services, to illustrate the importance and
obligation of order in general; just as he also referred with the
same view to the discipline of an army. In short, he does not lay
down any position, or deduce from the Jewish priesthood any in-
ference, respecting either the dignity and authority of the Christian
ministry in general, or the different orders of which it is composed,
in the least inconsistent with the word of God, or in the least re-
sembling or sanctioning the use or application made of this topic
by the fathers of the third and fourth centuries. Nay, he ex-
pressly lays down, as one ground of the claim which their pastors
or presbyters had to respect and obedience, that, in accordance
with apostolic arrangements, they had been settled among them
with the cordial consent of the whole church, civevdornoaons
adons Ths éxxhnaias; and this, certainly, was not a Jewish and
hierarchic, but a scriptural and Presbyterian, principle. The
passage in Clement, then, does not, as Neander alleges, sanction
the “transference of the whole system of the Jewish priesthood
to the Christian church,” and should in fairness really be regarded
in no other light than our own Gillespie’s entitling his masterly
and valuable book, designed to “ vindicate the divine ordinance of
church government,” “ Aaron’s Rod Blossoming,” by an allusion
to the way in which God decided the controversy as to the right
of the priesthood. There is no inconsistency, then, between this
portion of Clement’s epistle and its general scope and spirit, which
are undoubtedly and unequivocally anti-Prelatic; and most cer-
tainly no such clear and palpable inconsistency as to warrant us in
regarding it as an interpolation of later times.

Upon the whole, I am not convinced by the arguments of
Mosheim or Neander that Clement’s epistle is interpolated,
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and think we have sufficient grounds for regarding it as a genu-
ine and uncorrupted work of a companion of the apostles, and
as .thus a most valuable and interesting relic of Christian anti-
quity-.

The striking contrast between the writings of the apostles and
their immediate successors has been often remarked, and should
never be overlooked or forgotten. Neander’s observation upon
this subject is this: ¢ A phenomenon singular in its kind, is the
striking difference between the writings of the apostles and the
writings of the Apostolic Fathers, who were so nearly their con-
temporaries. In other cases, transitions are wont to be gradual ;
but in this instance we observe a sudden change. There are here
no gentle gradations, but all at once an abrupt transition from
one style of language to another; a phenomenon which should
lead us to acknowledge the fact of a special agency of the divine
Spirit in the souls of the apostles.” *

Clement’s epistle shows him to have been a man of a thoroughly
apostolical spirit, i.e., a man who, understanding and feeling the
power of the great doctrines of Christianity, was pervaded by
zeal for the glory of God and love to the Lord Jesus Christ, and
an earnest desire to promote the spiritual welfare of men; and
who subordinated all other desires and ends to the manifestation
of these principles, and the accomplishment of these objects. To
this praise he is most fully entitled ; but there is nothing else about
him to call forth any great enthusiasm or admiration. We respect
and esteem him as a devoted Christiun, a faithful and zealous
minister of the Lord ; and this is the highest style of man: no
higher commendation could be given.  But there is nothing about
Clement, so far as his epistle makes him known to us, that raises
him above many in every age who have been born again of the word
of God,—who have walked with Him, and have served Him faith-
fully in the gospel of His Son. There is nothing about him that
Bhf)uld tempt us to look up to him as an oracle, or to receive im-
phcitly whatever he might inculcate. He was indeed the friend
and companion of the inspired apostles, and he might possibly have
learned from them much which they knew by the inspiration of
the Holy Ghost. But whether this were so or not, THE FACT IS
UNQUESTIONABLE, that the Lord has not been pleased to employ

* Neander's General Church History, Torrey’s translation, vol. ii., p. 438.
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him in making known to us anything which is not at least as fully
and clearly, and of course much more authoritatively, taught us
in the canonical Scripture. Neither has God been pleased to
give us through Clement almost any materials fitted to aid us
in understanding any of the individual statements of the Bible.
It appears from Clement’s epistle that he held the doctrine of
the divinity of Christ, and the other fundamental principles of
Christian truth ; but he has not left us any statements upon any
doctrinal points which may not be as easily misinterpreted or per-
verted as the sacred Scripture, and to which men of different and
opposite opinions have not just as confidenitly appealed in support
of their own views as they have to the word of God. He has,
neither by his own exposition of Scripture, nor by communicating
to us any information which an expositor of Scripture might im-
prove and apply, cast any light upon any portion of the word of God,
or afforded to others any materials for doing so. Indeed, his epistle
contains plaa enough proofs that no great reliance is to be placed
upon his accurate interpretation, or correct and judiciousapplication,
of scriptural statements. Besides the testimony which, in commeon
with all the rest of the fathers, he bears to the leading facts on
which the Christian system is founded, as then known and be-
lieved, and to the existence and reception of the books of Scrip-
ture (and all this, of course, is invaluable), the only things for the
knowledge of which we may be said to be indebted to Clement
are these two : First, that the scriptural and apostolic identity of
bishops and presbyters continued in the church after the apostles
left the world ; and, secondly, that pastors continued, as under the
apostolic administration, to be settled only with the cordial consent
of the church or congregation. These things have been made
known to us through the instrumentality of Clement. We receive
and value the information, but it is information which most of
those who profess the greatest respect for the authority of the
fathers, and who are in the habit of charging Presbyterians with
disregarding and despising them, seem but little disposed to wel-
come. I will have occasion to advert to this more fully when I
come to consider more formally the government of the- early
church ; but enough has now been said for my present purpose,
in so far as Clement is concerned, which is merely to give a very
general view of the character and value of the writings of the
apostolical fathers.

sec. 1V.] POLYCARP. 105

Sec. IV.— Polycarp.

Polycarp, another of the apostolical fathers, is usually, in ac-
cordance with the style of later writers, described as Bishop of
Smyrna, though his pupil and admirer, Irenzus, in a letter to
Florinus, preserved by Eusebius,* speaks of him long after his
death, as “that blessed and apostolic presbyter.” His name is not
mentioned in Scripture, though some have supposed him to be the
angel of the church at Smyrna, to whom the apocalyptic epistle
was addressed by our Saviour. This is not probable; but there
is no reason to doubt that he had conversed with the apostle John,
and that he presided over the church at Smyrna for many years
before his martyrdom, which took place about the year 160. He
lived many years after all the rest of the fathers of the apostolic
age; and if he had written much, and if his writings had been
preserved to us, he might have given us much interesting and im-
portant information concerning the condition of the church during
the first half of the second century. But the Head of the churcﬁ
has not been pleased to afford us this privilege, or to communicate
to us instruction or information through this channel. The only
thing of Polycarp’s that has come down to us, is a very short
epistle to the church at Philippi, consisting chiefly of plain, prac-
tical exhortations, wholly in the spirit, and very much in the words,
of Scripture. It was written about the year 116, and thus belongs
to exactly the same period as the epistles ascribed to Ignatius;
and though Mosheim declines to give any decision upon the point,
there.is no sufficient reason, as Neander admits, for doubting its
genuineness or suspecting it of interpolations.

Almost all the general observations we have made upon the
character of Clement, and the value of his epistle, apply equally
to 1.)olycarp. Polycarp occupies an important place in bearing
testimony, directly and indirectly, to the leading facts of Chris-
tianity, and to the general reception of the books of Scripture ;
but beyond this, there is not much of real value or importance
that can be directly, or by implication, derived from his epistle.
W§ learn from it nothing concerning Christ or the apostles, their
actions or their doctrines, but what is at least as fully and plainly
taught us in the canonical Scripture ; and it contains nothing

* Lib. v., c. 20.
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fitted to throw any light upon any of the more obscyre and diffi-
cult portions of the word of God. It does give us some indications
of what was the government of the church in the age immediately
succeeding that of the apostles ; and these are in perfect accordance
with the statements of Scripture and the informations of Clement.
We learn from the inscription of this epistle, that other presbyters
were associated with Polycarp in the government of the church
at Smyrna ; while we-have no indication that he held a different
office from theirs, or exercised any jurisdiction over them. We
Jearn from it, also, that at this time the church of Philippi was
governed by presbyters and deacons, just as we learn from Paul’s
epistle to the same church, written about sixty years before, that
it was then governed by bishops and deacons. This might be re-
garded as a confirmation, if a thing so clear required to be con-
firmed, that in Scripture bishop and presbyter are the same;
while it also shows that this identity, which the apostles established
and the Scripture sanctions, continued for some time after the in-
spired rulers of the church had been taken away. The only other
thing of any value or interest which we learn from Polycarp’s
epistle is, that instances occasionally occurred, even in that early
period, in whirh presbyters fell into gross and open immorality,
and were in consequence deposed from their office.

Sec. V.—Epistle to Diognetus.

There is a very interesting and valuable production now gene-
rally classed among those of the apostolical fathers, though formerly
—1 mean among the older writers on these subjects—it was little
attended to or regarded, being hid, as it were, among the works of
Justin Martyr, along with which, or rather as a part of which, it
has commonly been published. It is in the form of a letter ad-
dressed to a person of the name of Diognetus; and the only reason
apparently for ascribing it to Justin Martyr, and inserting it
among his works, is, that we know that there was a philosopher of
that name at the court of the emperor to whom one of Justin’s apo-
logies was addressed. We haveno external evidence as to its author,
or the time at which it was written. It bears in gremio to have been
written by one who was a disciple of the apostles, and a teacher
of the nations; and there is no evidence whatever, external or
internal, fitted to throw any doubt upon the truth of this statement.
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Some critics, judging from the style of thought and writing
by which it is characterized, have pronounced a very confident
opinion that it is the production of Justin ; while others, judging
by the same standard, have been equally confident that it could
not have been written by the author of the works which are uni-
versally ascribed to him. The following short extract from Bishop
Bull’'s Defence of the Nicene Creed, embodies the opinion upon
this point of two very eminent authorities in patristic literature,
viz., Bull himself, and Sylburgius, whom he quotes, who has pub-
lished an cdition of the works of Justin, ¢ Epistolam autem illam
ad Diognetum plane Justinum redolere, si cum caeteris ejus scriptis
conferatur, et multa cum illis habere communia, recte obscrvavit
Fredericus Sylburgius.”* On the other hand, one of the latest
writers in this country on the subject—Dr Bennet—in a very valu-
able work, entitled “ The Theology of the Early Christian Church
exhibited in quotations from the writers of the first three cen-
turies,” expresses his opinion in the following terms : ¢ The styles
of Cicero and Tacitus, or those of Addison and Gibbon, are not
more dissimilar than the composition of Justin and that of the
writer to Diognetus. The scntences of the Martyr are loose,
prolix, and inaccurate, with somewhat of a morose tone and a
foreign air; while those of the letter writer have all the benevolent
grace of the Christian, with all the elegant simplicity, luminous
terseness, and logical finish, of a practised author in his native
Greek.”t And, in accordance with this view, Neander says of it,
“ Its language and thoughts, as well as the silence of the a‘ncients,
prove that the letter does not proceed from Justin.”}

- -I have no great confidence in the judgments even of eminent
critics upon questions of this sort, unless there be materials for
bringing them to be tested by some pretty definite and palpable
standard ; and, indeed, I have made these quotations chiefly for
the [purpose of pointing out how little reliance is to be placed upon
fieclsions of points of this sort, which abound so much in the writ-
ings of continental critics, and are by many of them applied very
boldly even to the different books of Scripture. In this particular
case, l}owever, I think that the internal evidence is in favour of
ascribing the letter to Diognetus to a different author from Justin;

*. Bull's Work . it y
Oxford, 1827, vol- ¥ p 191 tr:nsllieagge r, vol. i, p. 848, Rosc's
t Bennet, pp. 6, 7.
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and, as I have already remarked, there is no proof, nor even any
strong probability against the truth of the author’s statement,
whoever he may have been, that he was a disciple of the apostles,
though it has been suspected by some that the part of the epistle
where this statement occurs is an interpolation.*

The letter is an answer to an inquiry which had been addressed
to the author as to what was the character of the Christian religion,
and what were the reasons why he had embraced it. It is, in
point of thought, sentiment, and style, decidedly superior to the
works of any of the apostolical fathers, and is deserving of more
attention than it has commonly received. It gives a brief but
spirited and effective summary of the grounds on which the Chris-
tians had abandoned Paganism and Judaism: this is followed by
a description of the leading features in the character and personal
conduct of the Christians of that period; and then all that is
peculiar in their character and conduct is traced to the influence
of the doctrines which they had been led upon God’s authority to
believe, of which a striking and scriptural summary is presented.
It does not afford us any historical information about the govern-
ment or the worship of the church at the time when it was
written. It makes known to us nothing but what we know from
the canonical Scriptures; but it shows that the doctrines which
orthodox churches have generally deduced from Scripture were
taught in the church after the apostles left it.

I have introduced here this brief reference to the letter to
Diognetus, because it is similar in its character, and in the way
in which it should be noticed, to the letters of Clement and Poly-
carp; and because the mention of it leaves nothing else to be
adverted to under the head of the apostolical fathers, e)'ccept the
epistles of Ignatius, which are in many respects peculiar.

Sec. VI.—Ignatius.

Ignatius certainly lived in the time of the apostles, and occu-
pied a position which led the writers of a subsequent age, when
Prelacy had been established, to call him Bishop of Antioch.
We know little of his history, except that he was condemned to
death by the emperor Trajan for his adherence to Christ; that he

* Semisch on Justin, i., pp. 198, 195 ; Neander, ii., p. 348.
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was in consequence carried to Rome, where he was exposed to
wild beasts, and gained the crown of martyrdom in the year, as
some think, 107, but more probably in the year 116. We have
several epistles which profess to have been written by Ignatius
during his journey from Antioch to Rome to endure the sentence
of death which had been pronounced upon him.

The genuineness and integrity of these epistles have given rise
to a controversy which is so voluminous, and involves so many
points of detail connected with the early history of the church,
that it would be no easy matter to give an abstract of it. This
would be of no great importance ; but what increases the difficulty
of saying anything about them is, that it is no easy matter to
make up one’s mind as to what is really true, or even most pro-
bable, in regard to them.

I have no doubt, indeed, that the epistles of Ignatius, as we
now have them, even in the purest and most uncorrupted form,
did not proceed from his hand ; but whether they ought to be
regarded as wholly fabricated, or merely as interpolated by some
over-zealous defender of the threefold order of bishop, priests,
and deacons, it is not easy to decide. Upon the revival of letters,
fifteen epistles were published, purporting to be written by Igna-
tins; but it was soon seen and generally admitted that eight of
these, including one addressed by him to the apostle John, and
another addressed to the Virgin Mary, were the forgeries of a
much later age. A considerable diversity of opinion prevailed
as to the genuineness and integrity of the other seven. The
Reformers, being Presbyterians, were not likely to think favour-
ably of the genuineness and integrity of these epistles; and their
impressions upon this point were confirmed by finding that the
Socinians produced from them passages which could not easily be
reconciled with orthodox views upon the subject of the Trinity.
Calvin, accordingly, did not hesitate to say,* that there is nothing
more senseless than the stuff that has been collected under the
name of this martyr. All the earliest defenders of the Church of
England—Whitgift, Bancroft, Bilson, Downsont—appealed to
tl}em with confidence in favour of Prelacy. At length Arch-
bishop Usher discovered in a MS., and published at Oxford in
1644, a Latin translation of the seven epistles of Ignatius, differ-

* Instit., B. L., c. xiii., sec. 29. t Pearson’s Introd. to Vindiciee.
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ing considerably from any edition that was previously known.
The epistles in this translation were considerably shorter; they
were free from Arianism, and did not by any means exhibit such
clear and palpable proofs of fabrication. About the same time,
by a remarkable coincidence, the celebrated scholar, Isaac Vossius,
discovered and published a Greek MS. of the epistles of Ignatius,
which had been preserved at Florence, corresponding fully with
Usher’s Latin version, so far as it went, but containing only six
epistles instead of seven. This greatly encouraged the defenders
of Prelacy and Ignatius. They immediately abandoned the old
edition, which formerly they had defended as well as they could,
admitting now that it had been corrupted and interpolated by a
later hand ; while they maintained the genuineness of the shorter
and more modern edition.

In consequence of this discovery, all the discussions about the
epistles of Ignatius, which are more than 200 years old, are de-
prived of their relevancy and value, since they bear reference to
an edition which was then abandoned by Romanists and Prelatists,
and has not since been formally defended, so far as I know, except
by Whiston, who was an Arian, and by one or two German
neologians. It was at once conceded by anti-Prelatic writers, that
many of the objections which had been adduced against the older
edition of Ignatius did not apply to this shorter and more modern
one; but it was not universally admitted *hat even this more pure
edition exhibited the genuine letters of Ignatius, or at least exhi-
bited them without considerable interpolations. Salmasius and
Blondell, who have written in opposition to Prelacy with an ex-
tent of erudition that has never been surpassed, declared that,
after examining the edition of Vossius and Usher, they were still
satisfied that we had no genuine cpistles of Ignatius; or, at least,
that even in their purest form they were grossly corrupted.
Hammond defended Ignatius against their attacks ; and this pro-
duced a controversy on the subject between him and Dr Owen.
Daillé, or Dallacus, a very learned divine of the French Protes-
tant Church, soon after wrote a book to prove that the epistles
ascribed to Ignatius were forged by some friend of the hierarchy
about the end of the third century. Bishop Pearson’s celebrated
work, ¢ Vindicize Epistolarum S. Ignatii,” of which the Episco-
palians have ever since continued to boast as unanswerable, was
an answer to this book of Daillé’s, and professed to prove that the
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epistles of Ignatius, as published by Usher and Vossius, are genuine
and uncorrupted. An answer was written to Pearson by another
French divine, Larroque, entitled ¢ Observationes in Ignatianas
Pearsonii Vindicias;” and then the controversy terminated.
Since that time Prelatists have generally continued, upon the
ound of what was proved by Hammond and Pearson, to main-
tain, and Presbyterians, upon the ground of what was proved by
Daillé and Larroque, to deny, their genuineness, or at least their
integrity. Perhapsit may be said to be the most prevalent opinion
among anti-Prelatic writers, that the epistles of Ignatius, in their
shorter and purer form, or at least six out of the seven,—for not
only Mosheim, but Archbishop Usher, rejected the epistle to Poly-
carp,—are genuine, i.e., were in substance written by Ignatius,
while they have been generally of opinion that some parts of them,
especially those on which Prelatists found, were interpolated by a
later hand. Neander expresses his opinion of them in the follow-
ing terms :—* Certainly, these epistles contain passages which at
least bear completely upon them the character of antiquity. This
is particularly the case with the passages directed against Judaism
and Docetism ; but even the shorter and more trustworthy edition
is very much interpolated.”* A Presbyterian, i.e., one who is con-
vinced that the canonical Scriptures give no countenance to the
threefold order in the ministry,—Dbishops, priests, and deacons,—
and that the Scriptures uniformly use the words bishops and
presbyters synonymously or indiscriminately, as descriptive of one
and the same class of functionaries, can scarcely read the epistles
of Ignatius, and Daillé’s treatise upon the subject, without being
§trongly disposed to adopt his theory, viz., that they were forged
in the end of the third century by some ardent and unscrupulous
supporter of the hierarchy. And yet, I think, it must in fairness
be admitted, that Daillé has not thoroughly proved this; and that
so much that is plausible has been adduced by Pearson in answer
to many of his arguments that the proof of an entire fabrication
of the whole is not brought home very forcibly to one’s under-
standing. After wading through a great deal of very intricate and
confused discussion, especially in regard to alleged anachronisms
In reference to heresies which Daillé contends were not heard of
till after Ignatius' martyrdom, one does feel somewhat at a loss to

* Neander, vol. ii:, p. 334.
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lay his hand definitely upon anything, except the distinction be-
tween bishops, presbyters, and deacons, in regard to which he
would undertake to affirm that Ignatius could not have written it.
The external evidence in favour of their genuineness in the gross
—i.e., in favour of the position that Ignatius did write some
epistles, such as those we now have under his name-—must be ad-
mitted to be strong. Polycarp, in the conclusion of his epistle,
speaks of his having made a collection of the epistles of Ignatius,
and sent them to the church of Philippi for their edification. And
Daill&’s notion, that this was an interpolated addition to Po'vearp’s
letter, has no solid foundation to rest upon. He founds much upon
the allegation, that these epistles are not alluded to by any other
writer from Polycarp to Eusebius, who wrote in the early part of
the fourth century. This would not be quite conclusive, even if
true. But it has been alleged, on the other side, that they are re-
ferred to and quoted by Irenzus in the second, and Origen in the
third century. Daillé maintains that the works ascribed to Origen,
in which these references occur, are not his; and it is really not
easy to decide whether they are or not. But he certainly is not
successful in getting over the testimony of Irenzus. That father
made a statement, which is not only found in his own writings,
but is also expressly quoted from him by Eusebius, to this effect,
that one of our martyrs who was condemned to the wild beasts said
—and then he gives a quotation, which we still find in Ignatius’
epistle to the Romans. Anc Daillé’s only answer to this is, that
there is no express mention of an epistle, and that it is not said that
he wrote, but that he said this ; as if this saying of Ignatius might
have been handed down by.tradition, without having been com-
mitted to writing. But this is forced and strained, as it is evident
that Irenzus most probably would have used the word said, and
not wrote, as is common in such cases, even if he had been quoting
from a writing. Daill¢ admits that the epistles, as we have them,
were extant in the time of Eusebius, and were regarded by him,
as well as by Athanasius and Jerome, who flourished in the same
century, as genuine ; and this must in fairness be admitted to be
a pretty strong evidence that they are so.

The ground on which Neander was convinced that the epistles
of Ignatius, even in their purest form, were very much inter-
polated, is the same principle in virtue of which he was convinced
that there was an interpolation in the epistle of Clement,—a
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principle just and weighty in itself, though as we think mis-
applied by Neander in the case of Clement. It is in substance
this,—that there are statements in Ignatius which plainly assert
the existence of a Prelatic hierarchic government in the church,
in contradiction at once to the sacred Scriptures, and to every
other uninspired document of the apostolic, and even of a later
age. We cannot defend Ignatius, as we endeavoured to defend
Clement, from the application of this sound and important prin-
ciple of judging. There can be no doubt that Ignatius’ epistles
are crammed, usque ad nauseam, with bishops, presbyters, and
deacons, evidently spoken of as three distinct orders or classes of
functionaries, and that obedience and submission to them are
exacted in a very absolute and imperious style, nay, that they
exhibit something of the Popish principle of vicarious priestly
responsibility ; for he pledges his soul for theirs who are subject
to the bishops, presbyters, and deacons; and yet these epistles
have been constantly held up by the most learned Episcopalians
as the very sheet anchor of their cause.* They seem now at
last to be getting half ashamed of the strength of his statements ;
and one of the latest Prelatic writers I have seen upon this sub-
ject, Conybeare, in his Bampton Lectures for 1839, makes the
fo]'lowing candid, and yet very cautious, admission upon this
point. After giving some extracts from the epistles of Ignatius
embodying very excellent practical exhortations, he continues ir;
?he following words :—“All Christians, of every sect, will agree
in admiring these sentiments; but the great point on which in
every epistle Ignatius most strenuously and repeatedly insists, is
the necessity of a strict conformity to the discipline of the Church
and a devoted submission to Episcopal authority, which he makes’
to rest on the same principles with our obedience to our Lord
Himself. It is needless to remark that such passages have afforded
the great reason why so many writers of the Presbyterian party
have been so reluctant to admit the authenticity of these remains;
and we, while it is most satisfactory to our minds to find so earl):
a testimony in confirmation of the primitive and apostolical origin
of the constitution faithfully preserved by our own church, yet
even we ourselves shall probably shrink from some of the langixage

* Even Milner is able to swallow it all, pp. 55-58. Edit. 1842,
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employed in these epistles, as seeming excessive and overstrained.
We do trust indeed that our Eplscopal authority is in and
through the Lord, and most suitable for the edification of His
body the Charch; and we may hope that this was all that
Ignatius meant to imply; but we must regret, that in the some-
what overcharged and inflated style of his rhetoric, he has too
often been betrayed into expressions which seem almost to imply
a parity of authority over the Church, between its earthly super-
intendent, and its heavenly Head.” *

At present, however, we have to do, not with the genéral sub-
ject of the government of the early church, but merely with the
integrity of Ignatius’ epistles; and it is certainly not easy to believe
that a pious and devoted minister who was a companion of the
apostles could have written as he is represented to have done on this
subject. Daill¢’s leading argument upon this point is this: no
other writer of the apostolic age, and indeed no writer during the
whole of the second century, has spoken upon this subject in a style
similar to that which Ignatius has employed; and, more particularly,
no other writer of this period has uniformly employed the terms
bishop and presbyter, as descriptive of two distinct and separate
classes of functionaries,—the bishop being of a higher, and the
presbyter of a lower, order ; and if so, it follows, that these portions
of the epistles ascribed to him did not proceed from his pen, but
owed their origin to a later age. Now, this position, we think,
Daillé has mcontrovertnb]v established. Pearson has not answered
his argument, but, as Larroque has conclusively proved, is charge-
able in the who]e discussion with practising the sophism called
ignoratio elenchi, by running off into a general investigation of the
whole subject of the government of the church during the second
century, instead of meeting fairly the critical and philological argu-
ment on which Daillé based his conclusion that these parts of the
epistles at least were not written by Ignatius. The argument is a
very simple one : No other writer of the first and second centuries,
inspired or uninspired, has uniformly used the words bishop and
presbyter as descriptive of two distinct classes of functionaries, the
one higher and the other lower; this distinction is uniformly and
systematically made in the epistles of Ignatius; and therefore these
epistles, or at least these parts of them, were not written by one

* Conybeare, Bampton Lectures, I.ect. ii., pp. 83-84.
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who lived in the beginning of the second century. The conclusion
is inevitable upon all the recognised principles of fair literary
criticism, if the premises be established.

It is to be remarked that the main position is this: no other
writer of the first two centuries has uniformly observed the dis-
tinction between the words bishop and presbvter as Ignatius has
done, and as was done generally in the latter part of the third
century, and universally afterwards. It is no disproof of this
position to show that there are writers of the second century who
give some indications of the existence de facto of some distinction
between bishops and presbyters Lefore the end of that century,
for this is not denied by Presbyterians; nor even to show that
this distinction was then generally recognised and established,—
and yet this is all that Pearson has attempted to prove. All this
might be true, and yet the striking and marked peculiarity in the
use of the words might still afford a satisfactory proof that the
epistles ascribed to Ignatius were defective, either in genuineness,
or at least in integrity. The common or indiscriminate use of
the names bishop and presbyter in the New Testament is now
universally conceded by Episcopalians, though many of the older
Prelatists denied it, or at least refused to admit it. There is no
distinction in the use of them to be traced in the apostolical
fathers Clement and Polycarp, but the reverse. They were
sometimes, if not always, used indiscriminately by all the other
writers of the second century (who used them at all, for Justin
Martyr does not use them),—by Papias, Irenzus, and Pius,
Bishop of Rome. There are plain traces of the same indiscrimi-
nate use of the words in Clemens Alexandrinus, and Tertullian,
who lived partly in the third century, and it has not wholly dis-
appeared even in Origen and Cyprian. But it appears no more
thereafter in the ordinary unintentional usage of language during
the subsequent history of the church. Now here is the remarkable
peculiarity, that while all the inspired writers before him use the
words bishop and presbyter synonymously and indiscriminately,—
while his only contemporaries whose writings have come down to
us, Clement and Polycarp, follow faithfully in their footsteps,—
while the same indiscriminate use of the words is exhibited more
or less fully, though not uniformly, by all the subsequent writers
of the second century,—Ignatius, who died at the latest in 1186,
alone adheres rigidly, uniformly, and without a single exception,
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to a distinction in the use and application of these words which
rew up in the course of the third- century, was not fully estab-
lished till the fourth, and has continued ever since.

Now, this argument against the integrity at least of the
epistles of Ignatius, so obvious and so conclusive, and bearing so
directly and influentially upon the precise point which has given
to the controversy about the genuineness and integrity of these
epistles its chief value and interest, Pearson has not answered, nay,
he can scarcely with propriety be said to have attempted to answer
it ; for he has not professed to produce what alone could constitute
an answer,—any one author of the first two centuries, inspired or
uninspired, of whom he affirms that he uniformly observes this
distinetion in the use of the words; and yet there is perhaps no
one book of which Episcopalian controversialists are more in the
habit of boasting as conclusive and unanswerable than Pearson’s
« Vindicie,” while they constantly allege that Presbyterians have
no reason for rejecting Ignatius’ epistles, or any part of them,
except that they are decisive against their views. As Ignatius
not only observes this distinction uniformly, wherever he has
occasion to use the words, but as he is constantly ringing changes
upon the bishops, presbyters, and deacons, and the necessity and
advantages of honouring and obeying them,—this may be fairly
regarded as a conclusive proof that, as Neander says, “even the
shorter and more trustworthy edition is very much interpolated.”

Ignatius, in his epistle to the Trallians, boasts—though Arch-
bishop Wake, in his translation, endeavours to conceal this—that
he was able to write to them about things so exalted that it would
choke them if he spoke about them, and that he could describe to
them the places of the angels, and the several companies of them
under their respective princes. In his letter to the Christians at
Rome, while on his.way to that city, condemned to be exposed to
the wild beasts, he besought them to address no prayers to God,
and to use no influence with men, in order to procure a removal
of the sentence : he declared that he would coax, and even compel,
the wild beasts to devour him; and that he hoped that they wonld
devour him wholly, so that mone of his body should be left.
When we read such things as these in the epistles ascribed to
Ignatius, we are tempted to wish that their spurionsness could be
established ; or, at least, that the interpolations could be proved to
extend beyond his frequent references to bishops, presbyters, and
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deacons. But perhaps we are not warranted in saying that it w
not possible, though it is certainly very improbable, that an e i
nently holy and devoted minister, who had conve,rsed with Itlllll-
apostles—and such Ignatius was—when soon to be offered u a:
a martyr for Qhrist’s sake, could have manifested such pal Ebl
pr?ofs of the infirmities of humanity ; though, if he did I\)vr?te in
this strain, we can attach little weight to his a,uthority and mulsltl:
rank him, in point of good sense and correct Christ;an feelin
greatly below his contemporaries, Clement and Polycar VVg’
are, however, warranted in saying, that no man paced inpt.he cire
cumstances .of Ignatius could have constantly and uniformi use(i
the words bishop and presbyter as descriptive of two diﬁereit and
separa'te classes of functionaries, and that this uniform use of th
unequl.vocally indicates a later age. .
' It is also a very strong confirmation of the position that the
epistles of Ignatius are corrupted, if not entirely spurious, that
we have some works bearing the name of Dionysius the A;eo a
gite, a convert of Paul’s, mentioned in the book of the Afts-
wthh are now universally, by Protestants at least regarded asi
ha\rmg .been forged, and not earlier than the fourth’centu and
whlch. in several points bear a resemblance to the epi:‘z;:es of
Ignatm.s. The pretended Dionysius brings out fully and in detail
that minute knowledge of the angels and their ranks which
Ignatius possessed, but which in mercy to the Trallians he con-
ce'aled; and the main scope and objects of his works are to invest
(viwth apostolic sanction the threefold order of bishops, priests, and
ﬁea.cons, and the whole mass of rites and ceremonies whicl; dis-
bfoul:ed and Polluted the church, even in the fourth century. The
equaHOf D:rullé, to whic.:h I have so often referred, is directed
o ayl'l :ga;nst the genuineness of the writings ascribed to Diony-
Seript ;uaeth::g s]n;fmbe(.i. tz Ignat?us, and is entitled “ De
morpt };us i anb D ,1,22;‘.’_?’1; reopagit®e et Ignatii Antiocheni
geng'r:{ls is, Idthmk, a f?.ir view of the controversy, as it has been
i oz' :}(:n é“’tf’d untll. recent times. But Mr Cureton’s publi-
N monastta yriac version of these ep}stles, recently discovered
matori, ery in Egypt, and now in the British Museum,
ally changes the whole aspect of the controversy, and war-

* Geneva, 1666.
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rants and requires a decision in regard to most of the topics that
used to be discussed in it, in opposition to that which the Episco-
palians have so long and so strenuously contended for. This MS.
of a Syriac version seems to have been written about the sixth
century. It contains only the three epistles above mentioned, and
exhibits them in a briefer and more compendious form than even
the shorter edition of Usher and Vossius, except that some things
found in the older editions in the fourth and fifth chapters of the
epistle to the Trallians, about his knowledge of the angels, are
found in the Syriac, in the tenth chapter of the epistle to the
Romans. Mr Cureton, who seems to have discharged his duties
with great diligence and learning, judgment and candour, has
proved beyond all reasonable doubt, that there is no ground for
regarding as genuine anything ascribed to Ignatius, except these
three epistles in this Syriac version ; that, of course, a large portion
of the objections of Daillé and other Presbyterians, at least to
the integrity of the epistles, were well founded ; that the ground
taken by Pearson and other Episcopalians is wholly untenable ;
and that, therefore, writings were forged in early times in the
name of Ignatius, as well as of Clement and Dionysius the
Areopagite, to serve the cause of Prelacy. The Episcopalians
seem very unwilling to admit these positions. They seem unable
to imitate the candour of Mr Cureton; and both the English and
the Quarterly Ieviews have endeavoured to answer his arguments,
and to maintain the ground occupied by Pearson. But this will
not do. The case is clear and hollow, and cannot stand investi-
ration. It has long been a sort of article of faith in the Church
of England, handed down by tradition, that Pearson’s Vindicie
is unanswerable. Cureton, in the preface to his Corpus Ignati-
anum (p. 14, Note), says: “In the whole course of my inquiry
respecting the Ignatian epistles 1 have never met with one person
who professes to have read Bishop Pearson’s celebrated book;
but T was informed by one of the most learned and eminent of
the present Bench of Bishops, that Porson, after having perused
the Vindicie, had expressed to him his opinion that it was a
¢ very unsatisfactory work.’”

But while it may now be considered settled that there is
nothing else of what has been ascribed to Ignatius genuine except
these three epistles, according to the Syriac version, the question
remains, Are we bound now to receive these as genuine and unin-
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terpolated?  The existence of this Syriac version, omitting, as it
does, .most of the things in the older editions whic,h were f:)):mded
upon by I?aillé and other Presbyterians, as militatine acainst
then: genuineness, or at least their integrity, must in f;irnzss be
admitted to give some confirmation to the genuineness of the
epistles which it contains. But it does not establish their integrit
or ex}tire freedom from interpolations. They still containé thz;
boasting about knowing celestial and angelic matters—the cager-
ness for martyrdom-—the desire that the wild beasts should dewiur
him wholly. This is in the epistle to the Romans; and in the
?pistle to the Ephesians, there is the statement about ,Satan beinr;
ignorant of the virginity of Mary and the birth of Christ, thou I
they omit here the mention of his death, and the surpussin«,v britrl%t-
ness of the star of Bethlehem, which the former editions l:;d. rJOf
the' mass of stuff about bisheps, presbyters, and deacons, with
which the: former editions were crammed, there is only one ;«satre
left. .It is in the epistle to Polycarp, c. vi., but it is a Stl‘OII)l(; and
offenswe.one. It is this. After having exhorted them noot to
marry “.nthout the counsel of the bishop, he adds this general
exhortat.lon, as translated from the Syriac by Mr Cureton : « Look
to the bishop, that God may also look upon you. I will b.e instead
of the souls of those who are subject to the Bishop, and the Pres-
byter,,, and the Deacons; with them may 1 have "1 portion near
God. . .This is quite the same in the longer and sllortef of the
old <’3,d}tlons as in the Syriac, except that the longer has ¢ presby-
ltex‘y mstead.of “ Rresbytcrs.” There is ccrtnin]cy nothing in tl):e
lff:::as:grtnb(l::%ntllcxjsfeext}xer in lau)guage or in S}?il‘it, in the New
A . ment and Polycarp, and it may be fairly
regar(.led as an interpolation. Ignatius, in the Syriac version
OI\(I:cup(xles a place very similar to Clement’s, in whose epistl(;
bezzrlllszrofpxi‘:)snzzgf-:dos(zn;a. .p;l:'sa‘ge ht'o be a clear inrterp(-)lation,
pplioution o8 " postol 13, lerarchic tendency. We think the
Cloon ot 4 p.rm'cxlp e wrong as concerns the passage in
ool ,h‘ e principle is a sm.md one, and it seems fairly to
Py to this only remaining prelatic passage in Ignatius.*

* The last three chapt. f i
epist] pters ol Qhe of Ancient Christendom, A .K
o ¢ to Polycarp which contains | p. 388. Bunsen's Ionr:tiaupgeri’"tlle\z;
pol&tpgssage, are alleged to be inter- | and his Hippolytus ° b

ed by Cooper in his Free Church '
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Such are the apostolical fathers, and such their writings, in so
far as God has been pleased to preserve them, and to afford us
the means of distinguishing them. And I think this brief survey
of them maust be quite sufficient to show the truth of the two posi-
tions which I laid down in introducing this topic—viz., first, that
we have no certain information, nothing on which we can rely
with confidence as a mere question of evidence, as to what the
inspired apostles taught and ordained, except what is contained in
the canonical Scriptures; and, secondly, that there are no men,
except the authors of the inspired books of Scripture, to whom
there is any plausible pretence for calling upon us to look up as
guides or oracles. It was manifestly, as the result proves, not the
purpose of God to convey to us, through the instrumentality of the
immediate successors of the apostles, any important information
as to the substance of the revelation which He made to man, in
addition to what, by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, has been
embodied in the sacred Scriptures, and has in His good providence
been preserved pure and uncorrupted. The apostolical fathers hold
an important place as witnesses to the genuineness, authenticity,
and integrity of the Scriptures; but this is their principal value.
There is much about them, both in their character and in their
writings, which is fitted to confirm our faith in the divine origin
of Christianity, and the divine authority of the Seriptures; but
there is nothing about them that should tempt us to take them
instead of, or even in addition to, the evangelists and apostles as
our guides. They exhibit a beautiful manifestation of the prac-
tical operation of Christian principle, and especially of ardent love
to the Saviour, and entire devotedness to His service, which is well
fitted to impress our minds, and to constrain us to imitation ; but
there is also not a little about them fitted to remind us that we
must be followers of them only as they were of Christ, and that
it is only the word of God that is fitted to make us perfect,
thoroughly furnished unto all good works.

CHAPTER V.

THE HERESIES OF THE APOSTOLIC AGE.

WE have very plain intimations given us in the sacred Scriptures
that even while the apostles lived, errors of various kinds wer:a
broached, and disturbed the purity and peace of the church ; and
we have predictions that these would continue and extend. We
have not much explicit information given us in the New Testa-
ment as to what these errors or heresies were. But they engaged
the attention, and they occupy a prominent place in the works, of
the Christian authors who lived after the apostles, and the here,sies
fill a considerable department in the ecclesiastical history of these
early ages. Irenzus, who was a disciple of Polycarp, who
flourished during the latter half of the second century, and who
h.as many claims upon our respect, wrote a book against the here-
sies .of the age, which has come down to us, though chiefly in a
Latin translation ; and this, with the remains of ‘Hippolytus, is
the .main source of our information as to the doctrines of ,the
earlier heretics. Ireneus was accustomed—and in this he was
followed by the generality of the fathers who succeeded him, in-
cludix.lg both those who have written fully and formally 1’1p0n
heresies, such as Epiphanius and Augustine, and those who have
adverted to the subject more incidentally—to use the word heresy.
not as we do, to denote an important deviation from sound doctrir;é
made by one who professed to believe in the divine mission of
Jesus .and the authority of the Scriptures, but any system of
error into which any reference to Christ and Christianity was
lntroc!uced, even though those who maintained it could not with
propriety be called Christians, and could not have been members
Of.any Christian church. We find that errors of this sort did, in
f:l!tlt l:)f fact, disturb the purity and the peace of the early church,
ad::lr: ey are adverted to and condemned by the apostles in their
sses to the churches, and that they engaged much of the atten-
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tion of the early fathers; and as they called them heresies, they
continue to rank under that name in ecclesiastical history, though
the word is now commonly used in a more limited sense, and
though these early heresies might with more propriety be called
forms of infidelity. Many of the notions explained and discussed
ander the head of the heresies of the first and second centuries
are very like the ravings of madmen who followed no definite
standard, whether natural or supernatural, whether reason or
Scripture, but who gave full scope to their imaginations in the
formation of their systems. They did not exert a permanent or
extensive direct influence, because they had no plansible founda-
tion to rest upon. An investigation, therefore, into the history
and precise tenets of the heretics of the first two centuries,—and
this observation applies also in some measure to the third century,
—is rather curious, than either very interesting or useful. The
monstrous systems of these heretics did not take a very firm hold
of men’s minds, and cannot be said to have directly influenced to
any considerable extent the views of the church in subsequent
ages. They were, indeed, connected with some questions which
have always occupied and still occupy the minds of reflecting men,
such as the origin and cause of evil, and the creation of the world
as connected with the subject of the origin of evil. But the early
heretics, though they propounded a variety of theories upon these
subjects, cannot be said to have thrown any light upon them, or
to have materially influenced the views of men who have since
investigated these topics, under the guidance either of a sounder
philosophy, or of more implicit deference to God’s revelation.
Gnosticism, indeed, which may be properly enough used as a
general name for the heretical systems of the first two centuries,—
and in some measure also of the third, although in the third cen-
tury Manicheism obtained greater prominence,—forms a curious
chapter in the history of the human mind, and may furnish some
useful and instructive lessons to the observer of human nature,
and to the philosophical expounder of its capacities and tenden-
cies. It strikingly illustrates some of the more simple and obvious
doctrines of Scripture about the natural darkness of men’s un-
derstandings. It is a striking commentary upon the apostle’s
declaration that the world by wisdom knew not God, and that men
professing to be wise became fools. But it is not of any great
importance in a purely theological point of view, inasmuch as it
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throws little light upon the real system of divine truth, and has
had little direct influence upon the subsequent labours :)f men in
investigating, under better auspices, the subjects which it professed
to explain. Indeed, the principal practical use of a knowledge of
the early heresies is, that an acquaintance with them does throw
some light upon some portions of the word of God which refer to
them. This is an object which, indeed, is of the highest value
and it may be said to be in some measure the standard by whicl;
we should estimate the real value of all knowledge. The highest
object at which we can aim, so far as the mere exercise of the
understa}nding is concerned, is to attain to an accurate and com-
prehe.nswe knowledge of the revealed will of God; and whatever
contributes to promote this, and just in proportion as it does so, is
to be esteemed important and valuable. We should desiré’to
ascertain, as far ‘as possible, the true meaning and application of
every portion of God’s word ; and appropriate and apply aright
eve.rything that is fitted to contribute to this result. We can
easily conceive that the writings of the apostolical fathers might
}{ave conveyed to us information which would have thrown much
IJtht upon some of the more obscure and difficult passages in the
I\evy Testament. They might, for example, have given us infor-
mation which would have scttled some of those chronological
questions in the history of Paul, and of his journeys and epistles
Whl.Ch, from the want of any definite materials in Scripture t(;
decide .them, have given rise to much discussion. They might
have given us information which would have rendered more obvi-
ous and certain the interpretation of some passages which are
obscure and have been disputed, because we kno?)v little of the
p}‘(?valent customs that may have been referred to, or of the con-
dltlo.n and circumstances of the church in general, or of some
particular church at the time. They might possibiy have con-
Yeyed to us information upon many points which, without their so
Intending it, might have admitted of a useful application in this
zv?', and to the?se objeclfs. And we 1aight have made this appli-
ation of the information, and thus have established the true
:lﬁzn(:ng of some p?rtions of Scripture, without ascribing to those
. wOflv}e:yed the' mf(?n.natlon to us any authority, or attaching
buf N :]}g, t t(;, tgelr opinion, as such. . 1.111 this might have been ;
not b a\]re ad occasion to show that, in point of fact, God has
Pleased to convey to us, through the early ecclesiastical
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writers, much information that admits of a useful practical appli-
cation in the interpretation of Scripture.

One exception, however, to this remark,—one case in which the
information communicated to us by subsequent writers does give
us some assistance in understanding the meaning and application
of some passages of the New Testament, and the propriety and
suitableness of the words in which they are expressed,—is to be
found in this matter of the early heresies, while it is also the chief
practical purpose to which a knowledge of the early heresies is to
be applied. Of the persons mentioned by name in the New Testa-
ment, as having in some way set themselves in opposition to the
apostles, or as having deserted them, viz., Hermogenes, Phygel-
lus, Demas, Hymenzus, Philetus, Alexander, and Diotrephes, we
have no certain or trustworthy information in early writers, in
addition to the very brief notices given of them in Scripture; for
we cannot regard the explanations given of the passages, when
they are mentioned by commentators of the fourth and fifth cen-
turies,* as of any value or weight, except in so far as they seem
to be fairly suggested by the Scripture notices. The most specific
indication given us in the New Testament of a heresy, combined
with the mention of names, is Paul’s statement regarding Hyme-
nmus and Philetus, of whom he tellst that “concerning the
truth,”"—i.e., in a matter of doctrine,—¢ they have erred, saying
that the resurrection is past already, and overthrow the faith of

some.” Of Hymenzus and Philetus personally we learn nothing
from subsequent wriiers; we have no information throwing any
direct light upon the specific statement of Paul as to the nature
of the heresy held by them. But, in what we learn generally
from subsequent writers as to the views of some of the Gnostic
sects, we have materials for explainingit. We know that the
Gnostic sects in general denied the doctrine of the resurrection of
the body. The Docet, more especially, denying the reality of
Christ’s body, of course denied the reality of His death and resur-
rection ; and having thus taken out of the way the great pattern
and proof of the resurrection, it was an easy step to deny it
altogether. Still some explanation must, if possible, be given of
statements that seemed to assert or imply a resurrection of the
body. Paul tells us that these men said it was past already ; and

* Ittigius, de Haeres., pp. 84-86. t 2 Tim. ii. 17, 18.
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here the inquiry naturally arises, What past thing was it to which
they pointed as being the resurrection? Now Irenzus informs
us * that Menander, one of the leading Gnostics of the first cen-
tury, taught that Gnostic baptism was .the resurrection, and the
only resurrection that was to be expected. And when’ we thus
learn that there was a sect of Gnostics in the apostolic age who
allegorized away the resurrection into baptism, we can hﬁve no
difficulty in seeing what Hymenzwus and Philetus meant when the
said that it was past already.+ Y

. In 1"egard. to Simon Magus and the Nicolaitanes, who are men-
tioned in Scripture, we have a good deal of information given us
lzy subsequent writers; but it is not of a kind fitted to throw an
light upon the statements made in Scripture concerning them I};
is new and additional information regarding them, which thex:e is
?othmg in Scripture to lead us to expect. It is not inconsistent
indeed, with Scripture, and may be all true. As it throws no Jj h;
upon .the statements of Scripture concerning them, but is pur%l
?11s.tor1ca1 in its character and application, and as even historica]]y
it is attended with considerable difficulties and no small measurz
of uncertainty, I shall not further enlarge upon it.

The heresies, however, to which there seem to be the most
freque‘nt references in Scripture, and a knowledge of which throws
most light upon the interpretation of its statements, are th f
Cerinthus and the Doceta. ’ e

As the first century advanced, and the apostles were most of
them removed from this world, the Gnostic heresies seem to have
become somewhat more prevalent, to have been brought to bear
more upon some of the subjects comprehended in the Christian
revelation, and to have affected more the state and condition of
tl;e church, Th.e Doceta denied the reality of Christ’s body, and
;)n course of His sufferings; and maintained that these were
] :]:e phantoms or appearances; and we find that the apostle
Wit it mtare thtoms s Hehe meon o o, e niance
of his statements. We find also bofl?riln ti o ]lmport b
and Polyenmn oy Ve fin 1, e epistles of Ignatius
o yearp, n the Gospel of John, references to the doc-

nes of Cerinthus. We know that the doctrine of the cracifixion

» .
B.i,ec 23 ii j
. 23, Moshemii Inst. Maj., p. 319. Burton’
t Buddei Eccles. Apost., c. v.; | Bampton Lec., p. ]135?, and note 57? ’
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of the Saviour was to the Jews a stumbling-block, and to the
Greeks foolishness. And, accordingly, we find that very soon
some who did not altogether deny Christ’s divine mission, began
to explain away His crucifixion. These attempts were made even
in the apostolic age ; and we have pretty full accounts of them as
managed by some Gmostic heretics in the second century, such as
Saturninus and Valentinus. Some have supposed that Paul re-
ferred to them when he spoke of enemies of the cross of Christ;
but the expression in that passage seems rather to be taken in a
wider and less specific sense. But there can be no reasonable
doubt that John referred to them in his epistles. Indeed, the very
first sentence of his first epistle may be fairly regarded as bearing
a reference to the heresy of the Docete : “That which was from
the beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen with our
eyes, which we have looked upon,” or carefully inspected, « and our
hands have handled of the Word of life.” The apostle was not
likely to have added the last clause, which our hands have
handled,” but because he had a reference to some such error as
that which we know was taught by the Docetw, or Phantasiast,
as they were also called, who held that Christ’s body was such
o ly in appearance,—that it was a mere phantasmn, which appeared
indeed a body to the eyes of men, but would not admit of being
handled. The heresy of the Docete plainly implied a denial of
the incarnation of Christ in any proper sense,—a denial that He
had taken to Himself a true body ; in short, a denial that He had
come in the flesh.  Hence the apostle says, in the beginning of the
fourth chapter, ¢ Every spirit that confesses that Jesus Christ 1s
come in the flesh is of God : and every spirit that confesseth not
that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is not of God: and this is
that spirit of antichrist, whereof ye have heard that it should
come; and even now already is it in the world,”—a statement
illustrated by one of Jerome’s, viz., that even while the apostles
were alive, and the blood of Christ still fresh in Judxa, men arose
who maintained that Iis body was a mere phantasm or deceitful
appearance. The statement that Jesus Christ has come in the
flesh, is a plain assertion of Iis incarnation, and clearly implies
that He existed previously to His coming, and that contempo-
raneously with His coming He took flesh, or assumed a true and
real body. It is an assertion of His incarnation, in the sense in
which we have explained it, against whoever may deny it, and
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upon whatc‘:ver ground the denial may rest, and is equally con-
clusive against the modern Socinians and the ancient Doycetae ;
but the knowledge of what were the views of the ancient Docet ’
throws light upon the import of the expression, and illustrates th33
propriety and exact bearing of the words employed. °
It is true that, if John here intended more immediately to co
tradic? the heresy of the Docete, the declaration that J esgs Chriz;
came in t.he ﬂG.}Sh, cannot be regarded as in itself equivalent to, o
co-extensive with, the position that He assumed human nature ’ 111;
would in that case merely assert that He, having previous] exi'st d
took, when He came, a true body, without asserting alsoythat f{’
took likewise a reasonable soul. And indeed the controve .
to the soul of Christ is one of later origin than the a ostolizSy o
or the first century. But there is no difficulty in pxl*)ovin fage’
other parts of Scripture, that Jesus Christ, when He camge tr 0“];
a reasonable human soul, as well as a true body. Incarnati; i’
the literal meaning of the word—évodprwais—is here ex rZ , ;“
asserted, implying a previous existence, and an assumi)tiorll) osfS !
true and real body as contemporaneous and identical with H'al
coming or with His appearance in this world. An assertion of th]s
reality of Christ’s flesh or Lody, while He was on earth, was aﬁ
that was necessary in condemning the Doceta, and warx’lin the
f:h}lrch against them ; but under the guidance of the Hol G?hoqt
1t Is expressed in words which plainly imply a previous e{i%ten e,
so that the statement is, as we have said, just as conclusiv‘ ains,
modern as against ancient heretics. ° it
VV? have said also that the apostle John referred to the heres
of Cermt'hus.;; anc% indeed Irenzus tells us that John wrote }u};
ﬁ(:ipe; principally in order to oppose the doctrines which Cerinthus
o een propagating; an.d we know of no ground, external or
nternal, for disbelieving this. We learn from the testimony of sub
sequent writers, that Cerinthus held—and in this he was )frollow (i
3{; some othey Gnostic heretics of the second centurv~th(21t
0 ::s J‘r:;3SC£;LStan];?l.:eni::;e.fu]tliy iisgzg‘r}lished from each other :
descended upon IHim at His l;a ti]sam d “Tt"one 'Of t'he e
hont 15 e jim at His ptism, dwelt in Him till e was
Do suf ath, and  then l.eft Him, and returned to the
M a. Now, this w}.10]e th‘eory Is contradicted and exploded by
Y pl(')Sl'tlon-’ that Jesus is Christ. This position, in terminis, denies
¢ distinction which the Ceriuthians made between thcm: and it
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plainly implies that there never was a time when Jesus existed,

and was not Christ, which is in direct opposition to what we know

the Cerinthians held upon this point. Now John, in the next

chapter of his epistle, the fifth, at the beginning lays down this

position, % Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ is born of

God.” We have, indeed, similar statements to this in the book

of the Acts, in the recorded preaching of the apostles. They

laboured to prove to the Jews that Jesus was the Christ; and the
meaning of this manifestly is just this, that Jesus was the Messiah
promised to the fathers and predicted by the prophets. But when
we know, that before John wrote this epistle, men had arisen who
were disturbing the purity and peace of the church by making a
distinction or separation between Jesus and Christ ; when we see
that, in the context, John is warning the churches against another
branch of the heresy concerning Christ's person ; and when we
know that this heresy, which consisted substantially in a denial
that Jesus is Christ, not only existed in John’s time, but continued
to infest the church for several succeeding generations, we can
scarcely refuse to admit that the statement is to be taken here in
a more limited and specific sense than that in which it is employed
in the book of the Acts, and was intended to be, what it really is,
a denial of the heresy of Cerinthus; and moreover, by plain
implication, an assertion of the vital or fundamental importance
of right views of the person of Christ, as intimately connected
with those radical changes of character which bear so directly
upon the salvation of men’s souls.

I have no doubt that it has been often proved that the introduc-
tion of John's gospel is an exposure of the heresies of the Docet
and the Cerinthians, of those who even at that time denied His
incarnation and real humanity, and of those who, while admitting
that Christ came down from heaven and was in some sense divine,
separated Jesus from Christ,—held that Christ left Jesus before
His final sufferings, and, of course, denied anything like the per-
manent union of the divine and human natures in His one person.
Baut it would be to go out of our way to enter at any length into
the illustration of this subject. I have made these observations,
not so much for the purpose of explaining those portions of the
New Testament which refer to the early heresies,—for I have
merely glanced, and very hurriedly, at a few of them,—but rather
for the purpose of showing that a knowledge of the ancient here-
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sies is not so entirely destitute of all direct utility as at first sight
it might appear to be; and that it has some bearing, though neither
very extensive nor very influential, upon the great object of
opening up the true and exact meaning of some portions of the
word of God.

In asserting the comparative unimportance of a knowledge of
the early heresies, I must be understood as referring rather to the
detailed exposition of the particular views of individuals as formal
categorical doctrines, than to the leading effects and results of the
Gnostic system as a whole, or in its main features ; for though the
historical questions as to what were the precise doctrines held by
this heretic and by the other in the first or second century, are
not of much importance in themselves, besides being often involved
in considerable doubt or uncertainty, I have no doubt that the
Gnostic system did exert a considerable influence upon the views
and condition of the church in early times, especially in regard to
two points,—viz., first, the Trinity and the person of Christ; and
secondly, what has been called the ascetic institute or discipline
a8 including celibacy and monasticism, whichsoon began to prevail’
so widely in the church, and which exerted so injurious an influ-
ence. The earliest heretics upon the subject of the Trinity and
the person of Christ were deeply involved in the principles of
the Gnostic system ; and even those who maintained sound and
orthodox views upon these points, in opposition to the heretics,
especially in the third century, gave many indications that they
were too much entangled in rash and presumptuous speculations
about matters connected with the Divine nature, above the com-
pre}_lension of the human faculties, and not clearly revealed in
tS}:::![I)]t;re. Th.e great body of the church, indeed, preserved in

n a scriptural orthodoxy upon these important questions ;
ax.ld when, in the fourth and fifth centuries, they came to be fully
discussed and decided on in the councils of the church, the creeds
and decrees adopted were, on the whole, so accordant with Scrip-
ture, as to have secured the general concurrence of subsequent
generations.

b E[t was not so, however, with. the ascetic institute. Upon this
subject the leaven of the Gnostic system seems to have insinuated
ltself into the great body of the church itself, even when its for-

mal doctrines were openly condemned; and to have gradually
VOL. 1
L
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succeeded in exerting a most injurious influence upon the general
tone of sentiment and practice. The indirect influence of the
Gnostic system, absurd and ridiculous as that system was in its
more formal and specific doctrines, has been developed with great
ingenuity and sagacity, and in a very impressive way, in Mr Isaac
Taylor's very valuable and interesting work entitled “ Ancient
Christianity,” written in opposition to Tractarianism,—a work
which, though it contains some rather strong and extreme views,
naturally enough arising from the zealous prosecution of one
important object, ought to be carefully studied by all who wish to
understand the true condition of the church, both in regard to
doctrine and practice in that period—viz., the latter half of the
fourth and the first half of the fifth centuries—which has been
held up by the Tractarians as the great model according to which
the church should now be regulated.* Celibacy and monasticism
were the cases in which Gnostic principles were most clearly and
fully developed among those who adhered to the church; but
those who are curious in tracing the progress and connection of
doctrines profess to discover traces of its operation in other views
and notions that prevailed in early times, and were afterwards
fully developed in Popery.

Gnosticism, viewed as a general description of a system, and
abstracted from the special absurdities and extravagances which
particular individuals mixed up with it, is regarded by many, and
apparently with justice, as being traceable to a sort of combination
of the Oriental theosophy, the Jewish cabbala, and the Platonic
philosophy. And in the course of the second century, and still
more in the third, we see traces, on the one hand, of this system
of philosophical speculation being modified by the influences of the
Christian revelation and its contents; and, on the other hand, of
the views that prevailed in the church among those who professed
a greater respect for the sacred Scriptures being more and more
influenced by the prevailing philosophy. The result was the for-
mation of a class of men in regard to whom it remains to this
day a subject for controversial discussion, whether or not they
were Christians in any sense,—a question which, in the same sense,
might be discussed in regard to many modern philosophers. The
question practically assumes this form : Did they, or did they not,

* Ancient Christianity, vol. i., p. 145, et seq.
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admit the authority of the Christian revelation as the ultimate
standard in regard to every subject to which its statements apply ?
Now, there have been many, both in ancient and in modern times
calling themselves philosophers, who would not have liked to havé
given a categorical answer to this question, but whose conduct in
prosecuting their speculations practically answered it in the nega-
tive. It is to be regarded as a mere difference in degree, and as
not essentially affecting the rectitude of the relation in which men
stood to God's revelation,—whether, first, they openly denied its
authority ; or, secondly, got rid of, or explained away its state-
ments by processes which are manifestly unfair, and w‘hich prac-
tically render it of no real utility ; or, thirdly, just left it out of
view altogether, and carried on their speculations about God, and
man’s relation to Him, and his duties and destiny, without any
reference to what the word of God teaches,—without giving any
opinion, or committing themselves upon the subject, of the au-
thority of Scripture.

Each of these three modes of casting off the controlling
authority of God’s word, and leaving full scope for indulging in
their own theories and speculations,—t.c., bringing all subjects
even the highest and most exalted, to be tried by the standard of,'
their own understandings or feelings, their fancies and inclinations
.—has prevailed at different times, and in different countries, accord-’-
ing to diversities of circumstances and influences. The second
mode, which consists substantially in arbitrarily rejecting some
parts of Scripture, and in explaining away and perverting the
rest, prevailed very generally in the early times of the church;
and it has prevailed largely in the past and present generations.
It was generally adopted by the Gnostics of the second and third
and by the Manichzeans of the third and fourth, centuries. Origen’
.thOI_lgh remaining connected with the church, came very near tc;
1t; and it is just that which has been followed by modern ration-
alists z.md neologians upon the Continent. Mosheim* gives the
fo]low.;vmg description of the way in which the Gnostics and
garz:l?ia:?t(}lli:;l: :::,t,}: the books ?f Scripture,—and it is impossible

g struck with the remarkable and thorough

* Commentarii ]
. i, pp. 748-9.  Vide | of the Gospels, vol. iii., pp. 183-213 ;
{\rian?el:, vol. ii., p. 163 of Rose's | Part IIL, c. x.: “ Of ’tllx? manner in
l'ontso ation, and pp. 225-6 of Torrey’s. | which the Gnostics reconciled their
rton’s Fvidence of the Genuinencss | doctrines with Chiristianity.” 1st Ed.
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similarity of their views and conduct in this matter to those of
modern German rationalists:—¢“Non negabant quidem in plerisque
Novi Testamenti libris quadam esse divina et a Christo, ejusque
apostolis profecta: verum his intertexta esse plurima falsa con-
tendebant et prorsus impia : ex quo cogebant, ea tantum in libris
N. T. fide digna esse, quee Manichzi, magistri sui, . . . sententiis
congruerent . . . Interdum enim dare videntur, immo dant, divin®
originis hzc esse Evangelia : sed quod dant, statim ipsi tollunt et
evertunt. Addunt enim, ea misere a dolosis et mendacibus viris
corrupta, interpolata, Judaicis fabulis aucta et amplificata esse.
Ex quo sequitur; ea, uti nunc sese habent, nullius esse pretii et
utilitatis. . . . Aliis vero locis negant disertissime, ea Christi
Apostolos auctores habere aut vel a Christo vel ab Apostolis,
quorum nomina pre se ferunt, scripta esse : contra pugnant auc-

tores eorum homines fuisse semi-Jud=os, credulos, mendaces.

ne

% They did not deny that in most of
the books of the New Testament there
were some things that were divine,
and that came from Christ and His
apostles; but they contended that there
were mixed up with these many things
that were false and impious ; whence
they inferred that those things only
in the N. T. were worthy of credit
which agreed with the opinions of
their master Manicheeus ;” and again,
** Sometimes they seem to grant, nay,
they do grant, that these gospels are
of divine origin ; but what they grant
they immediately again withdraw and
overturn.” For they add that they
have been miserably corrupted and
interpolated by deceitful and menda-
cious men, and stuffed with Jewish
fables ; whence it follows that, as we
now have them, they are of no value
or utility ... Butin other es they
expressly deny that these books have
the apostles of Christ for their authors,
or that they were written either by
Christ, or by the apostles whose names
they bear; and, on the contrary,
maintain that their authors were half
Jews, credulous and deceitful.”

Neander gives a similar account of
their princigles and conduct in this
respect :—*' In respect to the views of
the Manichmans with regard to the
sources of religious knowledge, they

considered the revelations of the Para-
clete, or Mani, as the highest and only
infallible authority, whereby every-
thing was to be judged. They went
on the principle, that Mani's doctrine
embraced the absolute truths which
enlighten the reason ;—whatever did
not accord with them was cont

to reason, wherever it might be found.
They received in , it is true, the
Scriptures of the New Testament. But
judging them by that standard prin-
ciple which we have mentioned, they
indulged in the most arbitrary criti-
cism in applying them to points of
doctrine or ethics. Sometimes they
asserted that the original records of
the religion bad been falsified by
various corruptions of the prince of
darkness (tares among the wheat);
sometimes, that Jesus and His apostles
had accommodated themselves to exist-
ing Jewish opinions, with a view to
prepare men gradually for the recep-
tion of the pure truth; sometimes, that
the apostles themselves, when "they
first appeared in the character of
teachers, were entangled in various
Jewish errors. Hence they concluded
that it was first by the teachings of
the Paraclete, men were enabled to
distinguish the true from the false
matter in the New Testament.”—Tor-
rey's translation, vol. ii., pp. 225-6.
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This is a most accurate full-length portrait of modern German
rationalism, from the Manichzans of the fourth and fifth centuries.

The contemplation of the heresies of the early ages, viewed in
connection with the heresies of modern times, is well fitted to
remind us of the paramount necessity of our settling clearly and
definitively, as the most important of all questions, whether God
has really given us a positive supernatural revelation of His will ;
if so, where, or in what book, that revelation is to be found, and
whether it was really intended to be understood by men in general
through the ordinary natural processes of interpretation, and is
fitted to be a standard of faith and practice; and after having
settled this, and made our minds familiar with the grounds on
which our judgment on these points rests, of making a constant,
honest, and unshrinking application, to every subject of thought
and practice, of the word of God, which liveth and abideth for
ever.*

* Consult Ittigius, Buddsus, Lardner, Mosheim, Burton, Neander.
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CHAPTER VI

THE FATHERS OF THE SECOND AND THIRD
CENTURIES.

Having adverted to the writings of the apostolical fathers, and
endeavoured to estimate their real value and importance, especially
in so far as concerns the interpretation of Scripture, and the correct
exposition of the scheme of divine truth ; and having also attempted
to explain the application, and to estimate the value of a know-
ledge of the heresies of the early ages, I propose to give a brief
survey of the principal writers of the second and third centuries,
chiefly for the purpose of adverting to the influence they exerted,
and the measure of practical importance that may still attach to
their writings. For this purpose, I intend to collect together, in
one view, those facts connected with the principal fathers of these
two centuries, however otherwise simple, and however well known,
which it seems to me most important to remember, and which are
best fitted to furnish an antidote to some of the notions upon this
subject which are zealously advocated in the present day.

Sec. I.—Justin Martyr.

The first writer whose works have come down to us, and who
had not lived in the time of the apostles or conversed with them,
is Justin, who flourished about the middle of the second century,
and who, as well as Polycarp, suffered martyrdom in the persecu-
tion under M. Aurelius Antoninus, the philosopher, soon after the
year 160 ; and is commonly called Justin Martyr. Various con-
siderations invest Justin as a writer with peculiar interest and
importance in the history of the early church. He is the earliest
author who has written much that has come down to us, and the
first who wrote defences of Christianity against the attacks of
Jews and infidels, his defences being the models of the early
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apologies, even of Tertullian's, down till Origen's. He is the
earliest Christian author of whom we have any remains still
extant, that was versant in Pagan literature and philosophy before
his conversion to Christianity ; and finally, the modern Socinians
have assigned to him the honour of inventing, with the assistance
of Plato the Greek and Philo the Jew, the doctrine of the divinity
of Christ, and of a trinity of persons in the unity of the Godhead.
All these various considerations contribute to invest the writings
of Justin with no ordinary importance in the history of the early
church. There is no reason to doubt that Justin was 2 genuine
convert to the faith of Christ: that he was not merely convinced
intellectually of the divine origin of Christianity, but that he had
been enabled to believe to the saving of his soul, and, of course, had
been born again of the word of God through the belief of the truth.

In regard to Justin,® as in regard to most of the fathers, there
are some preliminary questions to be settled as to the genuineness
of the works commonly ascribed to him; and these questions are
often attended with extreme difficulty. It is certain that several
works which Justin wrote have perished; and of the pieces
extant, which have been commonly ascribed to him, and are
usually found in the editions of his works, the substance of what
seems to approach nearest to truth and certainty is this—that the
two Apologies for Christianity, the one written most probably
about the year 140, and the other about the year 160; the
Dialogue with Trypho the Jew ; the Exhortation to the Greeks;
and the fragment of a work upon the Resurrection, are genuine,
and that the rest are spurious. There is nothing in the writings
of Justin, any more than in those of the apostolical fathers, to
give the least countenance to the exalted notions that have some-
times been propounded regarding the authority of the fathers
upon exegetical or theological subjects. He does not profess to
communicate to us any information that had been derived from
the apostles in addition to what has been conveyed to us through
thP: channel of the sacred Scriptures. He is assuredly no safe
guide to follow in the interpretation of Scripture; for nothing can
Pe more certain than that, in his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew,
n which he discusses fully the argument from prophecy for the
Messiahship of Jesus, he has given many interpretations and appli-

* Euseb., Lib. iv., c. 18.
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cations of Scripture, and especially of the Old Testament, that
are erroneous and ridiculous. He forms, as indeed almost every
one of the fathers of the first three centuries does, an important link
in the chain of evidence, by which we prove the genuineness and
integrity of the books of Scripture, though it is remarkable that
he never quotes any of the epistles of Paul, probably to avoid
giving offence to the Jews, for whose conversion, being himself a
native of Palestine though born of Greek parents, he chiefly
Jaboured, and who were strongly prejudiced against the apostle of
the Gentiles.

Justin has been often accused, even by others than Socinians,

of corrupting the simplicity of the gospel scheme of doctrine by

mere philosophical speculations, derived especially from the works
of Plato and his followers. The accusation is certainly not alto-
gether destitute of foundation, though it has been often very
much exaggerated. Justin unequivocally professes to hold what
we would now call the perfection and sufficiency of the Scriptures
as the only rule of faith. He professed to take them as his own
rule in the formation of his opinions. He no doubt honestly
intended to apply this principle in practice; and in the main he
succeeded, though it cannot be denied that in some points he was
led astray by his respect for the works of the ancient philosophers.
He indulges in some rash and unwarranted speculations about
angels. He is the author, so far as we have any means of know-
ing, of the very absurd interpretation, which was adopted generally
by the fathers of the first three centuries, of Gen. vi. 4, and
which represents the sons of God who went in to the daughters
of men as angels, and their progeny as demons, who became the
gods of the pagans. The errors of Justin, however, which pro-
bably exerted the most injurious influence, and were, perhaps, the
clearest indications of a declension from the purity of scriptural
theology, through the influence of false philosophy, were the
assertion of the Christianity of the more respectable pagans who
lived before Christ,and of the independent freedom of the human
will—the adrefobaiov. Justin was accustomed to say that Socrates
and Plato, and such men, were Christians, and were saved ; but
it is difficult to discern exactly what were the grounds on which
he maintained this position, or what he held to be involved in it.
It is certain that he thought that Plato and some other ancient
philosophers had had access to the Jewish Scriptures, and derived
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some of their views from that source. He does not seem to have

one nearly so far as to maintain that men could be saved by fol-
lowing the light of nature, and the dictates of their own religion,
whatever it might be. He had some obscure notion of these men
having in some way or other acquired some knowledge of Christ;
and perhaps all that we can very explicitly charge against him on
this head is an unwillingness to submit absolutely to the teaching
of Scripture, to be contented with what God has been pleased to
reveal as to the general rules that ordinarily regulate His pro-
cedure, and to leave everything else connected with the ultimate
destiny of men in the hands of their righteous Judge. It is right
that we should give all men all due credit for any valuable or
useful qualities which they may have possessed, or for any ser-
vices which in any department they have rendered to their fellow-
men ; but when we speak of their relation to God, and of their
eternal destiny, we must take care that our views be regulated by
God’s own revealed will, and not by merely personal feelings or
worldly influences; and that we do not under-estimate the im-
portance and necessity, in its bearing upon men’s eternal welfare,
of that knowledge of Himself, of His character, and His plans,
which He has been pleased to communicate to us in the gospel of
Jesus Christ.

The other error about free will seems more serious; but it is
not very easy to say what were the precise views of Justin regard-
ing it. It appears chiefly in exposing the fatalism of some of the
Gnostic sects, and in defending the doctrine that God had foretold
the future good and bad actions of men, from the charge of over-
throwing men’s responsibility. And although, in defending what
all admit to be in substance true upon these points, he makes
some statements about the freedom of the will and the grounds of
human responsibility, which, when viewed in the light of modern
controversies, Calvinists generally would disapprove of, it is not
very certain that he had deliberately adopted any view that was
fundamentally erroneous upon these difficult subjects. On the
contrary, there is good reason to believe that he continued to hold
in substance the scheme of doctrine clearly taught in the writings
of the apostles, and universally assumed or asserted in those of the
apostolical fathers; though it is not to be denied that, both in
regard to this subject of free will, and in regard to the superior
sanctity of a life of celibacy, we find in him some traces of that
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deviation from scriptural soundness which continued from this
time to increase and extend, and exerted subsequently so injurious
an influence both on the doctrine and practice of religion. And,
of course, the early occurrence of such errors is fitted to show us,
that there are no uninspired men, however ancient, however
favourable their position may have been, and however deserving
they may be of respect and esteem, whom we should follow as
guides or oracles.

One of the most interesting and important passages in the
works of Justin, is that in which he gives a somewhat detailed
account of the ordinary mode of conducting the public worship of
the church in his time; an account which proves the non-existence
of a liturgy at that period, and presents a picture of Christian
worship very different in its simplicity from that which has been
usually exhibited by Popish and Prelatic churches.

In regard to the doctrine of the Trinity and the person of
Christ, it has been proved that Justin, though, in common with
almost all the fathers who flourished before the great Arian con-
troversy in the fourth century, he has made use of some expressions
which are very liable to be misunderstood, and stand in need of a
favourable interpretation, held in substance the common orthodox
doctrine upon this subject; and that he held it upon the authority
of Scripture, as a doctrine revealed by God in His word, though
he has introduced some Platonic phraseology, and indulged in
some unwarranted speculations in trying to explain and illustrate
it. Satisfactory evidence has also been produced from the works
of Justin, to prove that the doctrine of the divinity of Christ was
known and generally received in the church before he undertook
the defence of Christianity, and that this fact was well known to
the pagans, who were accustomed to adduce it as a charge against
Christians, that they believed that a man who had been crucified
was God.*

I may mention, before leaving Justin, as a specimen of the
difficulty of understanding precisely what was the doctrine of the
fathers, and the real import of their statements, that near the end
of his first apology there is a short passage about the Eucharist,
or Lord’s Supper, which the Papists have adduced as a proof that

* Vide Wilson's Illustration of the | and Christians concerning Christ, c.
method of explaining the New Testa- | xxii., p. 851, and c. xxiii., p. 872.
ment by the early opinions of Jews
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he held the doctrine of transubstantiation,—the Lutherans, as a
proof that he held the doctrine of consubstantiation,—and the
generality of Protestants, as a proof that he held neither the one
nor the other. An examination of the passage is sufficient, I
think, to prove that there is room for an honest difference of
opinion as to what Justin’s doctrine upon the point really was;
and that it is not very easy to say precisely what he held regarding
it. There is no difficulty, indeed, in establishing, notwithstanding
the obscurity of this passage, the general position, that neither
transubstantiation nor consubstantiation was known in the church
till long after Justin’s time; but the passage certainly affords
evidence of what is unquestionably true, viz., that the fathers
began very early to talk about the subject of the sacraments in an
exalted, mysterious, and unintelligible style, which was very far
removed from the simplicity of Sci.pture, and which issued at
length in that monstrous system of absurd and impious extrava-
gance in regard to these ordinances which soon overspread the
church, which contributed so largely to the destruction of true
religion, and which is still exerting in many quarters its baneful
influence.*

Sec. I1.—Irenceus.

Irenweus is the next author of eminence whose works have
come down to us. He was a disciple of Polycarp, came from the
East, settled in France, and became Bishop of Lyons; for in his
time there was some distinction between bishops and presbyters,
though it was very unlike the modern one, and though he continues,
as I formerly had occasion to mention, to use the words in a great
measure indiscriminately. He lived till the very end of the second
or the beginning of the third century. We have already had
occasion to mention that his principal work, which has come down
to us, is a full account and confutation of the heresies that had
been broached since the introduction of Christianity; and its real
value must in a great measure depend upon the importance of
acquiring a knowledge of these heresies—a topic which we have
already endeavoured to explain. In confuting these heresies, how-

* Sculteti Medulla Theologiz Pat- | On Justin generally, Semisch, Bibli-
fum, P. i., pp. 55-6. lttigius, Hist. | cal Cabinet, vols. xli. and xlii,, and
SCcA_es., s®c. 1i., c. iii., sec. 1v., p. 210. | Bp. Kaye's account of the writings

emisch on Justin, vol. ii., p. 339. | and opinions of Justin Martyr.
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ever, Irenzus has made a most abundant use of Scripture; and
indeed it has been calculated, that he has quoted or referred to
about nine hundred texts, and his work thus forms an important
link in the chain of evidence for the authenticity and integrity of
the canonical books. It is true, however, of him, as of the rest,
that his writings afford us very little assistance in ascertaining and
establishing the true meaning of any portion of Scripture, except,
as formerly explained, indirectly, through the information they
afford as to the precise nature of the heresies to which the apostles
referred ; and that they contain abundant proof that he could not
by any means be safely followed as an expositor of Scripture. Al-
though there are no plausible grounds for charging Irenzus with
being led into error by a love of philosophical speculation, or by a
predilection for heathen literature, as has been alleged in regard
to Justin Martyr; and although there is no reason to doubt that
he was a man of true piety, yet he seems to have deviated farther
from scriptural doctrine, and to have embraced a larger number
of erroneous opinions than Justin did ; thus illustrating the almost
regularly progressive corruption of the church. He was, like
Justin, a believer in the doctrine of the Trinity, though, like him
too, he has made some statements which have afforded a handle to
the Arians. He has, more explicitly than Justin, asserted the
doctrine of free will (alrefovoiov), in what would now be called
an Arminian or Pelagian sense; while he has also very explicitly
contradicted himself upon this subject—i.c., he has laid down
scriptural or evangelical principles which oppose it—thus appa-
rently indicating that the great principles of evangelical truth
which the inspired apostles taught, were still generally retained in
the church, though they were beginning to be somewhat obscured
and corrupted; and that the corruption was coming in at that
point, or in connection with that topic, which has usually furnished
one of the most ready and plausible handles to men whose percep-
tion of divine things was weak and feeble, and who have, in con-
sequence, been the great corrupters of scriptural doctrine—viz.,
the alleged natural power of man, as he is, to do the will of God.
Irenwzus, like Justin, indulged in some unwarranted speculations
about angels, and the state of the souls of men after death; and
he has put forth some unintelligible absurdities in the way of
comparing Eve, the mother of us all, with Mary, the mother of
our Lord, which have afforded to Papists a plausible ground for
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alleging that he ascribed to Mary a share in the salvation of
sinners, and in consequence thought her entitled to a measure
of honour and worship which the Scripture certainly does not
sanction.

Irenzeus cannot be said, any more than any of the fathers
who preceded him, to have conveyed to us any valuable informa-
tion as to what the apostles taught or ordained, in addition to
what is taught or ordained in the canonical Scriptures. He does
indeed profess, upon several occasions, to communicate to us some
information which he had received by oral tradition from the
apostles; but it so happens providentially, that in the instances in
which he does this most explicitly and most confidently, he alleges
in one case what clearly contradicts Scripture, and in another
what is too absurd to be believed upon almost any testimony.
Some Gnostics had asserted that Christ’s public ministry lasted
only one year. Irenzus is answering this, and after adducing
many foolish reasons to prove & priori that Christ must have
lived longer on earth than thirty years,—such as that He came
to save men of all ages, and must therefore have passed through,
old age as well as childhood,—distinctly avers* that Christ
lived on earth till He was nearly fifty years of age, and refers,
in proof of this, first to the gospel, and then to the testimony
of all the elders who conversed with John, the disciple of our
Lord,—and who declared that John told them this; and he adds,
that these men had not only seen John, but also others of the
apostles, who had told them the same thing. Notwithstanding this
somewhat imposing array of hearsay evidence, I am not aware
that any of the more respectable worshippers of tradition has
adf)pted Irenzus’ opinion as to the duration of our Saviour's
Sojourn on earth, which the gospel history so clearly refutes.

Il.l the other case, he gives a very childish and ridiculous
descrlption of the abundance of luxuries, and of the fertility of
fhe soil, especially in producing grapes and wine, to be enjoyed
In the days of the millennium,—a description which he alleges
had been handed down from the mouth of our Lord Himself.
Of course no one now believes that our Lord or His apostles ever
sald what Irenmus ascribed to them on this subject; yet he
evidently believed that they did. Irensus was a man quite equal

* Lib. ii., c. 22.
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to the generality of the fathers of the first three centuries in point
of good principle and good sense; and these facts therefore show,
not only how little reliance is to be placed upon any allegations
of theirs as to the transmission of doctrines or appointments of
the apostles by oral tradition, but also more generally, how unsafe
and uncertain a medium of transmission oral tradition is.

The same lesson is taught us very clearly and impressively by
the circumstances connected with a discussion which broke out
more than once in the course of the second century, in which
Irenzus was concerned, and which may be said to have been the
first controversy which agitated the church. I refer to the well-
known dispute as to the day on which Easter should be kept, in
which, on both sides, there was an appeal to the authority of the
apostles conveyed by tradition. We find in the book of the Acts
plain proofs that the apostles, and the Jewish converts generally,
along with other Jewish rites, observed the passover, which is
translated (Acts xii. 4) unfairly Easter. The keeping of the
passover as such, does not seem to have continued after the
destruction of Jerusalem, except by the Judaizing sects, the
Ebionites and the Nazarenes; but instead of it, or as a sort of
substitute for it, there seems to have been gradually introduced
the practice of commemorating the event of the institution of the
Lord’s Supper,—the original institution of this ordinance being
identical in point of time with our Lord’s last observance of the
passover, and the ordinance itself having, in the Christian church,
a place and a purpose analogous to those of the passover in the
Jewish church. This again seems to have led to the commemo-
ration of our Saviour’s resurrection, the great direct subject of the
apostolic testimony ; and then the commemoration of the institution
of the Lord’s Supper, identical in point of time with the J ewish
passover, in the keeping of which the whole of these days of
commemoration manifestly originated, seems to have been trans-
ferred to the day of His death, which was still regarded as the
passover. It has always been, and irideed still is, a subject of
controversial discussion, whether the day on which our Saviour
kept the passover and instituted the Lord’s Supper, or the fol-
lowing day, on which He was crucified, was the right legal day
for observing the passover on that occasion; in other words,
whether the Thursday or the Friday of that week was the 14th
day of the first month. Many have contended that our Lord, on
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that occasion, anticipated by one day the ordinary time for ob-
serving it ; and that the Friday, the day of His crucifixion, was that
on which, according to the law, it ought to have been observed.

At any rate, the 14th of the first month was that on which
in the primitive church, first the Jewish passover as such, then’
as coming in its place, the commemoration of the institution ot"
the Lord’s Supper, and afterwards the commemoration of His
death, was celebrated; and then, of course, the anniversary of
His resurrection would fall to be celebrated on the third day
thereafter. 'We find that, about the middle of the second century
a difference obtained in the practice of different churches as t<;
the day on which the commemoration of the resurrection should
be celebrated, and that a dispute arose concerning it. From the
very imperfect notices which we have of this affair, there is some
difficulty in determining precisely what were the points involved
in the discussion; and Mosheim has investigated this topic very
fully and minutely.*

But the main point of dispute was this, whether the anniver-
sary of our Saviour’s death and resurrection should be celebrated
upon the 14th day of the first month, and the third day there-
after respectively, on whatever day of the week these might fall
—or should be celebrated upon the Friday and the following’
Lord’s day, whatever day of the month they might fall upon.
The churches in Asia generally adopted the former rule, and the
ch'urches of the West the latter. Thus stood matters about the
mldc}le of the second century, when some discussion arose con-
cerning the accuracy of the different practices. About that time
Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna, came to Rome and discussed th;
matter with Anicetus, bishop of that city. It could scarcely be
alleged that there was anything in Scripture to warrant the
observance of such anniversary days in the Christian church, or
to detfarmine the time of their observance; and the appeal
aCC_OI‘(.imgly was to the alleged practice of the apostles,—the
Asiatics claiming in support of their rule the practice of the
apostles John and Philip, and the Western churches that of
Peter and Paul. Polycarp and Anicetus could not come to an
agreement upon the question ; but as there was still alarge measure
of brotherly love and forbearance among the churches, and no

"'Commentarii, p- 435, et seq.
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such sense as afterwards obtained of the importance and necessity
of perfect uniformity in all outward rites and ceremonies ; and
as Anicetus, though Bishop of Rome, had no more idea that he
was entitled to rule the universal church than Peter had that this
prerogative was vested in him, they separated on friendly terms
after uniting together in celebrating the Lord’s Supper, at which
Polycarp presided.

The diversity of practice continued, and about the end of the
century gave rise to another dispute, involving the same principles
and the same appeals to apostolic practice, but conducted with
greater vehemence. Victor, Bishop of Rome, seems to have in-
sisted upon the Eastern churches changing their practice, and
agreeing to commemorate Christ’s resurrection upon the Lord’s
day, on whatever day of the month it might fall; and, of course,
regulating the keeping of any other days observed about that
season of the year by the fixing of what was afterwards called
Easter Sunday instead of the 14th day of the month. The Asiatic
churches disregarded his interference; and Polycrates, Bishop
of Ephesus, wrote a letter to him in their name, part of which
is preserved in Eusebius,* in which, after appealing to the prac-
tice of the apostles John and Philip, and of the bishops who had
succeeded them, he bases their refusal to adopt the Western prac-
tice upon no less sacred a principle than the duty of obeying Grod
rather than men. Victor, who seems to have exhibited in embryo
the spirit of pride and usurpation which ultimately produced
the full-blown Papacy,—though he did not venture to put forth
a claim to supremacy over the church,—issued, in consequence,
a sentence of excommunication against the Eastern churches;
and here it was that Irenzus became connected with the contro-
versy. Though an Asiatic by birth, and a disciple of Polycarp,
he agreed with the Western church, in which he was now settled,
about the celebration of Easter; but he wholly disapproved of
the arbitrary and insolent conduct of Victor, and addressed to
him a letter of earnest remonstrance upon the subject, which is
also preserved,t and is one of the most interesting documents that
have come down to us bearing upon the history of the second
century. It is from this letter that we learn of Polycarp’s visit
to Rome, and of the fraternal intercourse between him and

* Lih. v, c. 24. t Lib. v., c. 24.
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Anicetus notwithstanding their difference of opinion and practice
upon the subject; and the principle object of the letter is to urge
Victor to follow the example of forbearance upon this point
which his predecessors had set him. As it is certain that Vigtor’s
sentence of excommunication was wholly disregarded by the
Asiatic churches and by the church in general,—as it was never
cancelled,—and as yet the ecclesiastical standing of the Asiatic
bishops and their successors was not in the least affected by it,—
some Roman Catholic writers, seeing the inauspicious bearin ,of
this fact upon the allegation that the Bishops of Rome hgave
always been recognised as the vicars of Christ and the sources
and centres of catholic unity, have maintained that Victor merel
threatened to excommunicate the Eastern churches, but did no)lr:
carry his threat into execution. ’

This question is not altogether free from difficulty, and there
are b?th Protestant and Popish writers who have (i(:fended the
opposite sides. Bellarmine assumes it as incontrovertible, that
Victor excommunicated the Asiatic churches, and adduces i’t as a
p.roof of the then recognised right of the Bishop of Rome to exer-
cise supremacy over the whole church; and the same use had
been prevxously made of it by Pope Nicholas I., who flourished in
the ninth century, and dealt largely in excommunications. But
!ater Popi‘sh controversialists, shrinking from the difficulty (;f hav-
ing no e.v1dence to produce that the supposed sentence of excom-
munication was either regarded as valid at the time, or was can-
celled .afterwards, have thought it more expedient c’ven with the
necessity of throwing Pope Nicholas overboard, to,maintain as is
done boldly and learnedly by Natalis Alexander, that \’7ictor
merely threatened to excommunicate, but did not ’issue the sen-
;ﬁnce.. Pro.testants have no temptation to deal unfairly by the
c(l,sntlo,:sili (i:'tli((l)in:f upon t};is point ; for, \:\'llethcr the'sentence of ex-
tford o on ¥ as 1ssfue( or not, the history of this whole matter
e v;ca‘ ! é\ln :proo that Elle idea that the Bishop of Rome was
it ]ﬁn: 0 {nst, or th‘at. it was necessary to be in communion
s n,I] o;‘l( er to be in communion with the catholic church,
Tuits sufﬁ“. rolly I}nknow.n. But I have no doubt that there is
e, cient ev1den(.:e In statements upon the subject found in

1us, Socrates, Nicephorus, and Epiphanius,* that Victor did

* Vide La Placette, p. 85.
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excommunicate the Asiatic churches, while the only evidence on
the other side is the notorious fact, that the sentence was entirely
disregarded, and did not take effect; and for a Romanist to found
on this as a proof that the excommunication was never issued, is of
course a mere petitio principti.*

The bearing of these proceedings and discussions connected
with the time of celebrating Easter, occurring as they did soon
after the middle, and again near the end of the second century,
upon the questions of the reliance that may be placed upon alleged
apostolical traditions not recorded in Scripture, and the recogni-
tion and exercise of the alleged supremacy of the Pope, is too ob-
vious to need to be pointed out; and it gives to them an import-
ance in the history of the church that bears no proportion to the
intrinsic importance of the subject, in itself very insignificant, to
which they referred. We are to regard the work, and to notice
the design, of God in this, as in all the dispensations of His pro-
vidence; and we cannot but view these transactions as a great
beacon erected near the commencement of the church’s history, to
warn men, first, that no reliance is to be placed upon any pretended
apostolical traditions, unless they are contained in the canonical
Scriptures ; and, secondly, that the Bishops of Rome are neither
qualified nor entitled to govern the church of Christ. The warn-
ing on both points was disregarded ; and the consequence was, that
the great body of the professing church ultimately made almost
entire shipwreck of faith and of a good conscience, and became
involved in thick darkness and deep degradation.

Sec. 1I1.— Clemens Alexandrinus.

We have seen, in considering Justin Martyr and Irenzeus, that
even in the second century there was, besides much very inaccu-
rate interpretation of particular passages of Scripture, some ten-
dency manifested to deviate from the simplicity of scriptural
doctrine as taught by the apostles, though not yet carried out to
any considerable extent. Since there is as much of this tendency

* Vide Bellarminus, de Rom. Pont., | lind, p. 145; and especially La Pla-
Lib. ii., c¢. 19; Mornayi Mysterium | cette, Obeervationes Historico Ecclesi-
Iniquitatis, p. 16, et seq. ; Heideggeri | astice, P. ii., Obs. i., pp. 83-102; Itti-
Historia Papatus, Period. I., sec. xiv.; | gius, H. E., sec. ii., ¢.ii., pp. 78-89;
Dupin, de Antiqua Ecclesie Discip- | Nat. Alexander, s®c. ii., Diss. v., Art. v
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manifested by Irenaus, who was no philosopher, as by Justin,
who was well acquainted with the literature and philosophy of

aganism, we cannot trace the incipient corruption of doctrine
wholly at least to the influence of philosophical speculation, or
indeed to any one specific cause, except what is in some sense the
proximate cause of all error and heresy,—viz., the want of due
subjection to the authority of God’s word, and of due diligence
and impartiality in the use of the right means of attaining to a
correct knowledge of its meaning.

It was at Alexandria, and through the labours and writings of
Clemens Alexandrinus, and of Origen, who successively presided
over the catechetical school of that city, that the progress of corrup-
tion in the interpretation of Scripture, and in the exposition of the
scheme of divine truth, was most extensively promoted through the
influence of false philosophy. Alexandria was at this period per-
haps the most celebrated school of philosophy in the world; and in
consequence of the attention there generally given to philosophical
pursuits, and the great number of men of cultivated minds and
speculative habits, it seems to have been thought proper, even at
an early period in the history of the church, to seek to provide for
young men instruction in the doctrines of Christianity of a higher
kind,—i.e., of a more literary and philosophical description than was
usually furnished in other places;—though there is no sufficient
ground for the tradition that the school was established by Mark the
Evangelist. In adopting and carrying out this general idea, there
was nothing that could be reasonably objected to. There is cer-
tainly no reason why Christians should not be just as well acquainted
with literature and philosophy, according to their means and cir-
cumstances, as the generality of those around them; and there is
no reason why their literary and philosophical knowledge should
not exert some influence upon the way in which they expound
ar.ld- defend the truths of revelation. The danger arises only from
gving to philosophy a place and influence to which it has no well-
.foun-ded claim, and especially from employing it in such a way as
implies, or leads to, a casting down of the word of God from the

Place of authority, which it ought ever to occupy.* Men who

are familiar with philosophical discussions, and who can speculate

R 'l’ VideNeander's Hist. of the Christ. | vol. i, pp. 134-146, Cunningham'’s
37e -y Vol. ii., pp. 195-234, and pp. | translation.
2-416, Rose's trapslation ; Gieseler,
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upon many topics connected with God, and man’s duty and des-
tiny, are very apt to think that they have a means of acquiring
certain knowledge of these subjects, which is not open to mere
readers of the Bible; they are very apt to over-estimate their pri-
vileges in this respect, to imagine that they do not need to restrict
themselves to the constant application of the same standard as
ordinary men; and at length they too often come to place their
own speculations in the position of modifying at least, if not super-
seding, the informations of Scripture. This was what took place
at Alexandria in the course of the third century ; and this is what,
under a variety of aspects, has been exhibited more or less exten-
sively at all times when practical religion was low, and when
literature and philosophy were flourishing. Christianity certainly
does not discourage men from bringing all the powers of their
minds to bear upon what may be called a philosophical examina-
tion of all the objects that come under their cognizance, including
equally the material universe, and human beings, individually and
collectively. The evils which literature and science may have
inflicted upon the cause of true religion are to be prevented or
cured, not by prohibiting and abandoning literary and philosophi-
cal pursuits, but by keeping them in their proper place, and espe-
cially by steadily and faithfully applying the great truths that the
Bible is the word of God; that all that it contains is true; that it
is the only source whence full and certain knowledge concerning
God, concerning man’s relation to his Maker, and his duty and
destiny, can be derived. So long as these truths are held and
JSaithfully acted upon, literature and philosophy will do no harm to
religion; and if it be alleged that an addiction to philosophical
pursuits has a tendency to prejudice men against these truths, or to
prevent them from fully following them out, even when they pro-
fessedly admit them, we must deny that this tendency is inherent,
and still more, that it is irresistible, and maintain that the temp-
tation (for it is nothing more) may be, and should be, gnarded
against.

The evils to which we have referred were extensively mani-
fested in the school of Alexandria; and Clement and Origen
proved great corrupters of the word of God, and of the system of
divine truth, and did permanent and extensive injury to the church
of Christ. They themselves imbibed largely the principles of the
eclectic or neo-Platonic philosophy,—a combination of the doctrines
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of Plato with the Oriental theosophy, as it is commonly called; i.e.,
in other words, they adopted on philosophical grounds views upon
many points inconsistent with the doctrines of Scripture, and
then sought to accommodate the Scriptures to their preconceived
opinions, in place of seeking honestly and impartially for the true
meaning of Scripture, and regulating their whole system by that
standard. The great problem which the more respectable of the
ancient philosophers proposed to themselves was, to show how
human nature might be improved and brought to a state of per-
fection; and this they often did in the way of explaining how a
perfect man—a good and wise man—inight be formed. Clement
took up this idea, and followed it out in its different stages or de-
partments, in the three principal works of his which have come
down to our times. He displays, undoubtedly, in these works, a
good deal of talent and extensive learning.  He has, indeed, pre-
sented to us some interesting information upon topics connected
with the literature and philosophy of heathen antiquity, which is
not now to be learned from auy other source ; thouoh it may be
said with truth that he manifests fully as accurate an acquaint-
ance with profane as with sacred literature. His first work is ad-
dressed to the heathen, and is called « Aoryos IlpotpemTiros,’—a
hortatory address; and, being directed to the object of showing
that, in order to men being truly wise and good, they must re-
nounce heathenism and embrace Christianity, and that there are
quite sufficient grounds why they should do §0, it partakes very
much of the general character of the apologies written by some of
the ot'her fathers of the second or third centuries. Its'principal
Peculiarity is that, while exposing fully and eloquently the heathen
mytho'logy and religious worship, it is occupied to some extent in
adducing the testimonies of heathen philosophers in favour of
some of the great principles of natural religion, which are also
embodied in the Christian revelation.* This was very natural in
Clement’s situation, called as he was to recommend Christianity
to _men of education, who were versant in the literature and
thlosophy of heathen antiquity ; and there was nothing in itself
ObJG.ec.tionable about it. There is certainly nothing wrong in
Doticing the testimonies of ancient philosophers or legislators, so
far as they 80, in favour of the great principles of natural religion ;

* There is something similar in J ustin, who especially quotes the poeta.
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and it is quite obvious how they may be legitimately applied to
good and useful purposes. But there is too much reason to fear
that, in Clement’s case, it indicated too much of a disposition to
make advances towards the adherents of the old religions, and to
accommodate Christianity, in some measure, to their views and
principles. It is, indeed, when viewed in connection with other
parts of Clement’s system, something not unlike the germ of the
notion which has been advocated by some latitudinarian writers of
modern times, who have represented Christianity as little else than
a more accurate, complete, and authoritative republication of the
law or religion of nature.
His second work is called ¢ IMa:Saywryds,” and professes to
unfold the instruction mecessary for those who have been led to
embrace Christianity, but who are still only in the position of
catechumens,—only in the course of preparation for the ordinance
of baptism; and in this part there comes out very clearly the
lamentable deficiency of Clement’s system, both in respect to
doctrine and duty. He represents Christ as the Pedagogus,”—
the Great Teacher,—but he dwells much more upon the circum-
stances and manner of His teaching, than upon the matter or
substance of it. And while he thrs gives a very partial and de-
fective view of Christ’s office as a prophet, he almost wholly omits
any reference to His offices as a priest and a king. And, there-
after, the greater part of the work is occupied, not with the expo-
sition of truth or doctrine, but with practical directions for the
regulation of conduct. The concluding work in the series is en-
titled « Stpwpara,” and is devoted to the object of bringing out the
character of the confirmed believer—the yvwoTixés, or wise man,
as Clement calls him; and here, too, as in the former work, we
have to notice the deplorable deficiency of Clement’s system, both
of doctrine and duty. His scheme of doctrine is very meagre
and latitudinarian, and his system of morality is characterized by
very considerable errors and extravagances ; and while great pro-
minence is given to many points that are intrinsically insignificant
and merely external, there is comparatively little said about those
great essential internal principles of right action, on which the
inspired writers principally insist. In regard to doctrine, there is
no reason to suspect Clement of unsoundness upon the subject of
the Trinity ; but then it must be remembered that that truth has
been always held in soundness so far as intellectual profession goes,
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though retained in unrighteousness so far as its proper practical
application is concerned, even in the apostate Church of Rome;
and that, therefore, however fundamentally important it is in,
itself, and however well adapted to contribute in its practical ap-
plications to the spiritual nourishment and growth in grace of the
most advanced believer, a profession of it is no very stt’rinrrent test
of men’s proficiency either in the faith or in the experlijence of
divine truth.

The other peculiar and fundamental doctrines of the gospel
seem to have been less clearly and firmly held by Clement than
by Justin and Irenzus; and the traces of deviation from sound
doctrine which we had occasion to notice in them are somewhat
more fully developed in him. He, more unequivocally than they
asserts the doctrine of free will in a sense which Calvinists in,
general would condemn. It cannot indeed be said that he denies
or ow%r.turns the doctrines of grace; and he asserts explicitly, in
opposition to.some heretics of the period, that faith is not natliral
—t.e., is not the product of the unaided efforts of men’s natural
powers—but is something supernatural and divine. Still it scems
pretty plain that he had very inadequate views of what was neces-
sary, and of what has been and is done on God’s part, in order to
the justification and sanctification of sinners; and ’ascribed to
mer.l’s own powers a greater amount of influence in acquiring
saving kr.lowledge, and attaining to wisdom and righteousness,—
:rlllrzes:n;;np%rfii;sltc :L;;Oj;i:::;l th;In 'yvmfr'ruc.ot',———than eitl}er Sc.rip-

. Nay, his views upon this subject
were so erroneous and confused, that on one occasion he goes so
:ﬁ: ::;0:(1)(18?;; th(:]zt C;hri;t assumed huma'n nature, and came into
i ) order to show men that their own powers were suffi-

olol')cy the will of God,*—a statement very much resembling

the Socinianism or latitudinarianism of modern times, and which
S_carce.ly admits of any such explanation or modification as to con-
sist with the possibility of believing that its author rightly under-
ﬁo;.sdb%::dt:ppre.}:lended the fundame.ntal' principles of the gospel.
cultivanad :nfjwl : tent that Cllelmint, in his anxiety to show to .the
Christige s | er;afr}}r1 yt())ut 0 ,('&lexandrla how, by embracing
thele preco_};, hey mig 't ecome wise and sood, accommodated to
ceived notions the system which he enforced upon

* Sculteti Medulla, p. 152,
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them, and represented it as leaving to themselves a larger share
of the capacity of producing the desired result than was at all
consistent with the reality of the case, as represented to us in
Scripture.
Besides this tendency to leave out of view the peculiar doctrines
of Christianity, and to exalt the natural powers and capacities of
man in virtual opposition at least to the grace of the gospel,
another evil result that flowed from Clement’s addiction to philo-
sophical pursuits, and his desire to conciliate men of a similar-
character, was, that he applied to Christianity the principle or
device, common among the old philosophers, of an exoteric and an
esoteric doctrine,—the one adapted to beginners, and the other to
the more advanced or initiated ; and that, in correspondence with
this, he advocated the existence of a higher and lower standard of
duty as well as knowledge,—the lower binding upon all, and the
higher to be applied only to some, and, of course, implying no
ordinary share of merit on the part of those who attained it.
Both these ideas are substantially implied in the distinction which
Clement elaborates between wioTis and qvidgis. He seems to
have been the first among the Christian teachers who gave any
countenance to these distinctions, and must therefore be regarded
as, to a large extent, responsible for the mischief wrought by them
upon the mode in which both doctrine and duty were afterwards
inculcated in the church. An allegorizing perversion of Scripture
had been practised before this time by Christian writers; but to
Clement attaches the responsibility of not only practising it, but
of laying it down formally and explicitly, as a right and proper
rule for the interpretation of Scripture.

Clement may be regarded as the earliest writer who has dis-
cussed in detail the subject of Christian morality; for the epistle
to Zenas and Serenus, ascribed to Justin Martyr, is of somewhat
dubious origin, though its general character corresponds well
enough with the interval between Clement and the apostolical
fathers, ¢.e., with the period at which Justin lived. We have not,
in any of the writings of the apostolic fathers, anything like a
scheme or system of moral duty. We find in their writings
nothing in this department but an earnest and affectionate press-
ing of the plain precepts of Scripture. Matters, however, were
changed, and changed for the worse, before the end of the second
century, when Clement wrote. His object and plan naturally
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led him to describe pretty fully the system of Christian morality,
and to enter into the details of ordinary duty ; and it is melancholy
to notice what a grievous declension there is from the scriptural
mode of treating of this subject. He exhibits plain traces of the
operation at once of what have been called the ascetic and the
mystic systems of morality. On the one hand, he prohibits in-
dulgences which the Scriptures do not condemn (as second mar-
riages) ; and, on the other hand, he releases men from obligations
which the Scriptures impose,—as, for example, when he denies the
necessity for regular times and seasons for prayer and religious
exercises, upon the ground that men ought always to cultivate a
devotional spirit. He maintains, in flat contradiction to Scripture,
that Christ was a mere Stoic, who was wholly exempted from, or
raised above, all the ordinary feelings and affections of the
human heart, and under this fictitious aspect holds Him up as a
model for Christians to imitate. One of the worst features of
his system of morality is, that his instructions manifest a great
neglect of the state of the hecart and the affections, and are to a
large extent composed of minute rules and directions about external
and very trivial things. As he enters with much minuteness of
detail into the subjects of eating, drinking, furniture, feasts, per-
fumes, chaplets, baths, female ornaments, etc., he furnishes some
curious enough information about the domestic manners and cus-
toms of the period when he lived, while he does not convey a
very high idea of the state of morality among the professing
Christians of that age and country; and sets before us little or
nothing that is at all fitted to promote the cause of genuine
Christian holiness of heart and life.

Such was the most eminent and influential Christian teacher
of the end of the second, and beginning of the third, century,
whose works have come down to us; and when we see what they
contain, and what are their general character and tendency, we
cannot but be impressed with the conviction that the church had
already greatly degenerated, both in doctrine and in character.
It is not surprising, and indeed rather creditable to the Church
of Rome, that it has been made a matter of discussion among
some of her writers whether Clement ever was canonized, i.e.,
whether he be legally entitled to the designation of a saint, and
Sh.ould in consequence be invocated and supplicated to intercede
with God on our behalf. It is rather creditable that doubts
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should have been entertained upon this point; though, a:fter a!l,
there are many much worse men, and more heretical writers, in
the Romish calendar of saints, than Clement of Alexandria.*

Sec. IV.—Origen.

Tertullian, the first of the Latin fathers, would come next in
point of time; but it may be better, in the first pla?e, to say a
few words about Origen, the pupil of Clement, and his successor,
as the head of the catechetical school of Alexandria. Origen
occupied the first half of the third century; and though he was
inferior to none of the fathers in talent and erudition, and ren-
dered some very important services to the cause of Christian
literature, yet we fear it must be said of him, that he extend.ed
and propagated the corruption both of doctrine and morality
which Clement had done a good deal to promote, and thus exerted
a most injurious influence upon the church. Origen was a most
voluminous writer, and many of his works have come down to us;
but there have been great controversies among learned men both
as to their genuineness and their integrity. In regard to some of
the works which have been ascribed to him, it is not easy to
decide whether the evidence for or against their genuineness pre-
ponderates. Many of them have come down to us only in a Latin
translation ; and the translator Ruffinus has candidly informed us,
that he altered many of Origen’s statements, in order to render
them more intelligible and less objectionable. Hence it has hap-
pened that, both in ancient and modern times, there have .been
great controversies in the church as to the true opinions of Origen,
and the extent of his deviations from the orthodox faith.

A lengthened controversy took place upon this subject be-
tween Jerome and Ruffinus in the end of the fourth century,—
Jerome attacking, and Ruffinus defending him ; and in the course
of the fifth and sixth centuries, the question whether Origen was
a heretic was discussed in several councils, and the decisions were
generally adverse to him. At last he was conclusively pronozmced
to be a heretic by the fifth general council held at Consta.mtmople
in the year 553+ The decision was unquestionably a right one,

* Natalis Alexander, saec. ii., cap. .1 Nata[ip Alg}ander, saec. iii., cap.
iv., art. vii. ; Ittigius, saec. ii., pp. | iii., art. xii,, §iii.
61, 62,
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for there can be no reasonable doubt that Origen grievously per-
verted some of the most important -doctrines of the gospel. He
was more deeply imbued with the principles of the eclectic or
neo-Platonic philosophy than Clement, and applied it more boldly
and unscrupulously than his instructor had ventured to do, in
many daring speculations about God and the creation of the
world, about angels and demons, and about the souls and destinies
of men,—very much as if he had thrown off all regard to the
authority of Scripture, and thought himself at full liberty to in-
dulge without restraint in his own baseless speculations, even in
regard to subjects which are plainly revealed to us. He believed
in the eternity of matter, upon the ground that God could not
have existed for any period of duration without putting forth the
creative energy; thus setting a paltry piece of metaphysical
speculation, upon a point of which man can know nothing except
what God has been pleased to reveal, in opposition to the plain
declarations of what he still professed to regard as the word of
God. He believed in the pre-existence of human souls, and
taught that they were confined in human bodies as a punishment
for sins committed in some previous condition ; and he believed
in the ultimate salvation of all God’s intelligent creatures,
devils as well as men. He has spoken sometimes about the
Trinity, and the person of Christ, in a way that has occasioned
considerable difficulty to the defenders of the orthodoxy of the
ante-Nicene fathers upon this point. Bishop Bull seems rather
disposed to get rid of the necessity of investigating minutely the
statements upon this subject contained in many of his other
works, and thinks that his real opinion should be taken chiefly
from his book against Celsus, because it was written when he
was far advanced in life,—because it contains scarcely any of the
extravagant and presumptuous speculations in which in his other
works he so largely indulged,—and because it seems to have come
down to us with a purer and more uncorrupted text than many
of his other writings.* And in that very valuable work,—for
such it undoubtedly is,—he very plainly asserts the divinity of
Christ. Tt is certain, however, that Origen thought that the
divine nature was united only with the soul, and not with the

* Bull's * Defensio Fidei Nicaa,” | and for general arguments in favour
8aec. ii., c.ix. For his general cha- | of his orthodoxy on this subject, pp.
Tacter of Origen, vide vol. v., p. 355 ; | 855, et seq. Oxford, 1846.
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Jbody of Christ; so that there was no proper hypostatical union,
as it is commonly called,—no proper assumption by Christ of
human nature. This groundless fancy led to his maintenance of
what may be regarded as a still more serious and dangerous
error, viz., a virtual denial that Christ offered any proper vicarious
satisfaction to God, and thus made a real atonement for the sins
of men. This, of course, overturns the Gospel of our salvation ;
and it is a melancholy instance of the extent to which an unwar-
rantable indulgence in mere philosophical speculations may lead
men astray from the path of scriptural truth.

There is, however, another department in Origen’s theology
to which it may be more necessary to advert, not because it ex-
hibits a more dangerous or deadly error,—for no error can be
more dangerous or deadly than a denial of Christ's vicarious
atonement,—but because Origen, while he received it in some
measure from preceding writers, probably exerted more influence
in diffusing it in the church than in propagating any of the other
errors which he taught; and because it has enjoyed perhaps a
wider diffusion in the church than any of them. We refer to
what was afterwards called the Pelagian heresy. Jerome, who
exerted himself so zealously and elaborately in the end of the
fourth century to establish the heterodoxy of Origen in opposition
to Ruffinus, has charged him with teaching the doctrines after-
wards promulgated by Pelagius and his followers; and the charge,
unlike some of Jerome’s furious invectives, seems to rest upon a
sold foundation. Origen, indeed, cannot be said to have taught
the Pelagian system in expansion or in detail,—to have brought it
out fully, and illustrated the relations or connections of its different
barts; and it is not by any means certain that he would have sub-
scribed to the doctrines of Pelagius, as it is not difficult to pro-
duce from his writings passages which have a more evangelical
aspect, and are more accordant with the doctrines of grace. But
it is certain that he has laid down principles which naturally, and
by fair consequence, lead to the establishment of the Pelagian
heresy, and consequently to the overthrow of the scheme of gospel
grace ; and that he has done so more explicitly than any preceding
Christian writer. His doctrine of the pre-existence of souls, con-
demned to dwell in human bodies as a punishment for sins com-
mitted in a previous state, is inconsistent with any right scriptural
apprehension of the doctrine of original sin; and erroneous and
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defective views of the doctrine of original sin form the basis and
foundation of Pelagianism.* Besides, he has asserted the freedom
of the human will, in the sense in which it has been commonly
maintained by Pelagians, much more explicitly than Justin
Irenzus, or even Clement; and his case is different from their;
with regard to this point, in this important particular, that he has
made statements which enable us to see that what he has said
about divine agency and divine grace, is not to be understood in
such a sense as to favour what we believe to be the scriptural view
upon this point, or as really implying more than Pelagians have
commonly admitted. Pelagians can speak much and strongly
about the universality and efficacy of God’s agency, and about
our dependence upon Him ; and thus, when anything takes place
or is effected which is regarded as a subject of joy or thanksgiving,
they may ascribe it to the grace, or favour, or kindness of Godf
But it turns out, upon a careful investigation, that Pelagians, at
least the more gross and open heretics among them, mean by this
agency and grace of God, even when applied to spiritual results,
effected upon men and by men,—to the renovation of their natures
and the growing holiness of their hearts and lives,—nothing dif-
ferent in substance from what they understand by it when applied
to the production of the ordinary events of Providence, by which
the happiness of men is affected, or to the common actions of men
produced by the ordinary operation of their faculties. They
admit, of course, since they do not make a profession of atheism
tha.t God’s agency is in some way interposed in regard to all the;
actions of men as His creatures; that men are deendent upon
this agency in all their bodily actions, and in all their mental
operations; and are to look to Him as their sustainer, governor
and benefactor. But then they usually admit, or at least the);
may be driven to admit, that they do not hold that there is any
difference in kind between the agency and grace of God as mani-
fested in the production of their ordinary actions, and as mani-
fested in the production of those which are spiritually good. In
short,—.for this is not an occasion for entering into detail upon
the sub‘!ect,——they virtually refuse to make any distinction between
the ordinary agency of God, viewed simply as the Creator and

* Vide Walchii Miscellanea Sacra, | deeus, Instit. Th ib. iii
Y hii M . Theol. Dog., Lib. ii., c.

Lib. i, Exercit. vil., Historia doc- | i, § 35, p. 844. o B M€
12 de peccato originis, p. 178. Bud-
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Governor of the world, in the production of all men’s actions, and
that special and peculiar agency in the production of actions
spiritually good, which is ascribed in Scripture more immediately
to the agency of the third person of the Godhead, in bringing
men to Christ, and in preparing them for heaven.

We do not say that, where this distinction is not openly denied,
there is no Pelagianism,—for many Pelagians, or at least semi-
Pelagians, as they have been called, have involved their repre-
sentations upon this subject in considerable obscurity by subtle
discussions,—but we do say that there is undoubted and palpable
Pelagianism wherever men give plain indications that this important
distinction with respect to the divine agency in the production of
men’s actions is denied or disregarded. And this is what we fear
applies to the case of Origen, and warrants us in regarding him as
one of the precursors and promoters of the Pelagian heresy ; for in
commenting upon the declaration of the apostle, that God worketh
in us, both to will and to do, of His good pleasure, he very explicitly
lays down the principle, that as we have from God the power of
moving, and are sustained or upheld by Him in the exercise of it,
but determine of ourselves to move in one direction or another, so
we have from God the power of willing, and are upheld by Him
in the exercise of it, but have from ourselves the power of willing
good or of willing evil.*

It is not at all surprising, considering the daring and pre-
sumptuous character of many of Origen’s speculations, and the
Pelagian cast of his sentiments, that he should have expressed
great doubts, at least concerning God's omnipotence. Pelagian

views, indeed, result from, or may be run up to, a virtual denial
of the omnipotence and omniscience of God ; and thus terminate
in practically withdrawing from Him that glory and honour which
He claims to Himself, and will not give to another.

Sec. V.—Tertullian.

There are only two other writers among those who flourished
in the first three centuries to whom we mean to direct attention ;
and we do so, both because they exerted a considerable influence
upon the state of opinion in the church, and because they were

* Natalis Alexander, saec. iii., cap. iii., art. xii., § ii.
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intimately connected with the principal schisms which broke the
outward unity of the church during this early period, and which
occasioned the principal controversies that then took }:lace amon
those who could with any propriety be called Christians, even a%
to outward profession. I refer to Tertullian and Cypr;an —the
one a presbyter, and the other the Bishop of Carthage; anci thus
connected with what has been called the North Afrizan Church
Tertullian was the earliest of the fathers whose works a;'e
written in Latin. He was a man of very fervid and vigorous
mind, though his works are commonly written in a very rough
abrupt, and obscure style. He flourished during the first twent):
or thirty years of the third century, and was therefore interme-
diate, in point of time, between Clement of Alexandria on the one
side, an(! Origen and Cyprian on the other. He has been regarded
as marking a pretty distinct era in the declension of the purity of
evangelical doctrine and evangelical feeling in the early church.
Neander* says of him, that he “stands on the boundary between
two .different epochs in the development of the Church.” The
lea(!mg characteristics of the system or state of things which Ter-
tullian’s works develop, and which he may be said to represent, as
}}e no doubt did much to promote it, are,—first, that it does r’xot
like that of the Alexandrian fathers, indicate the corrupting in-,
fluence of philosophical speculations; and secondly, that notwith-
standing this, it just as fully exhibits defective and erroneous
apprehensions of the peculiar principles of the gospel ; vehemently
fnculcates a morose, ascetic, and overstrained morality ; and, both
In regard to morality and religious worship, it manifests a most
exaggerated sense of the importance of mere external things.
With respect to Tertullian, as with respect to most of the fathers
there are some difficult and perplexing questions to be settled abou;
the. genuineness of some of the numerous and multifarious works
Whlc}} h.ave been ascribed to him; and there is this additional
f}t:cuhanty in .his case, that when any attempt is made to estimate
ines :;tl?nzi al:cse:us(l)xfz;ts);i a(tlter}(tiiocrll must be given to the questign,
: y decided, whether the particular treatise
under consideration was written before or after he left the ortho-
dox Ch}lrch, and joined the sect of the Montanists.
With regard to the views of Tertullian upon theological sub-

* Rose's translation, vol. i., p. 199.
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jects, as collected from the works generally understood to have
been written before he became a Montanist, the great general
truth is, that he gives less prominence than any preceding writer
to the peculiar principles of evangelical truth, and that he teaches
some things rather more explicitly opposed to them. He enter-
tained orthodox opinions, in the main, on the subject of the person
of Christ, though he has made one very awkward statement about
the eternity of the Son, which has afforded a handle to Arians,
and has perplexed their opponents. But in regard to the offices
and work of Christ, even about the atonement of Christ as the
ground of asinner’s forgiveness, there are scarcely any clear, full,
and satisfactory statements to be found in Tertullian’s voluminous
writings. He has asserted the power of man to do the will of
God at least as explicitly, and to all appearance in as unsound a
sense, as Clement of Alexandria. And, what is deserving of
special attention, he has brought his views in regard to the
natural powers of man, and the value and importance of the good
works which he is able to perform, and does perform, to bear more
explicitly than any preceding writer upon the great subject of
the justification of a sinner. Although he has made statements
on the subject of the justification of a sinner, which are pretty
mauch in accordance with the general train of scriptural language,
he has also made- others which are clearly opposed to it. He
has asserted the doctrine of justification by works; he has
ascribed a meritorious bearing upon the forgiveness of sins to
celibacy and almsgiving ; and he has attaching to him the dis-
credit of being the first to apply the word satisfaction to men’s
good deeds in their bearing upon the favour of God and the re-
mission of sins ; and though he certainly did not employ it in the
modern Popish sense, he may thus be said to have laid the
foundations of a mode of teaching—of a system of perverting
Scripture—which, in the hands of the Church of Rome, has con-
tributed so fearfully to the destruction of men’s souls. He taught
what may be called the common absurdities and extravagances
of the fathers, in regard to angels, demons, and the souls of men
departed. And in regard to this last point, it may be worth while
to notice that he mentions and recommends—and he is the first
Christian writer who does so—prayers for the dead, and offerings
to them on the anniversaries of their deaths. He does not, indeed,
connect these prayers and offerings, as the Papists do, with the
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doctrine of purgatory; and it must be admitted that there have
been many who adyocated the lawfulness of praying for the dead,
who did not either defend or practise it in the way, or upon the
grounds, set forth by the Church of Rome. Still the practice in
any form involves a clear deviation from the simplicity of Scrip-
ture, and is an indication of a state of mind unchastened and
superstitious, and likely,—nay certain, as experience proves,—to
lead to manyother corruptions in the worship of God.

These are the chief things worth noticing in the theological
views of Tertullian, so far as he may be fairly regarded as repre-
senting the opinions that then generally prevailed in what was
called the catholic or orthodox church, as distinguished from the
heretics or sectaries. Tertullian, however, ultimately joined the
sect or schism of the Montanists, and we have now to advert
briefly to their principles. Montanus flourished in Phrygia, soon
after the middle of the second century; and though he did not
deviate materially from the general system of doctrine usually
taught by the church, he yet put forth such notions, and adopted
such a course of procedure, as to have been justly separated from
its communion. His position seems to have been in some measure
the result of the reaction occasioned by the incipient attempt to
give a more literary and philosophical character to the exposition
of Christian subjects. Montanus and his followers professed to
take the more spiritual views upon all topics, and even pretended
to enjoy the supernatural and miraculous influences of the Holy
Ghost. The opinions entertained, and the practices adopted, by
Montanus and his followers, are fully stated in Mosheim.* I
direct attention to them as constituting an interesting feature in
the history of the early church, more especially as being the first
distinct manifestation of a fanatical spirit among persons who did
not deviate materially from the standard of orthodoxy in doctrine,
and many of whom, there is reason to think, were possessed of
genuine piety. In this point of view, the history of Montanism
is interesting, and is fitted to afford us some useful lessons.
tl‘here is one circumstance which is fitted to make it peculiarly
Interesting to us, and it is this—that while there have been many

*In his Church History ; and more Neander's Hist. of the Christ. Rel.,
{““_y in his Commentarii, Saec. ii., secs. | sec. v., vol. ii., pp. 176-195, Rose’s
xvi. Ixvii., pp. 410-424. translation.

VOL. 1 N




www.reformedontheweb.c

162 FATHERS OF SECOND AND THIRD CENTURIES. [Crar, VI.

subsequent instances, in the history of the church, of much folly
and fanaticism manifested by persons who had fair claims to be
regarded as possessed of piety, we have seen, in our own day, and
in our own country, perhaps a fuller and more complete repro-
duction of all the leading features of Montanism, than the church
has ever before witnessed.

I do not recollect anything in the history of the church so like
Montanism in all its leading features as one remarkable system
which we have seen rise, decline, and in a great measure fall, in
our own day, though it has not had any distinct or specific name
attached toit. In both cases there was, along with a professed
subjection to Scripture, and an attempt to defend themselves by its
statements, a claim to supernatural and miraculous communications
of the Spirit, and a large measure of practical reliance upon these
pretended communications for the warrant and sanction of their
notions and practices. In both there was the same great and offen-
sive prominence of women as the chief possessors and exhibitors of
supernatural endowments, and the same perversions of the same
passages of Scripture to countenance these pretensions. In both
there was the same assumption of superior knowledge and piety,
the same compassionate contempt for those who did not embrace
their views and join their party, and the same ferocious denun-
ciations of men who actively and openly opposed their pretensions,
as the enemies of Glod, and the despisers of the Holy Ghost ; and
the same tone of predicting judgments upon the community,
because it rejected their claims. And, as if to complete the
parallel, we find that as ancient Montanism, with all its follies and
extravagances, received the countenance and support of Ter-
tullian, who, though a man of powerful and vigorous mind, fre-
quently appeals with all seriousness and reverence to the visions
and revelations of gifted sisters, so the Montanism of our own
day received the countenance and support of one noble-minded
and highly-gifted man, who might otherwise have rendered im-
portant and permanent services to the church of Christ, but whose
history now stands out as a beacon to warn men from the rocks on
which he struck. These modern exhibitions of fanatical folly, and
unwarranted pretensions to supernatural communications, would
scarcely have excited so much surprise, or produced so great 2
sensation, as they did in this country in recent times, if men
had been better acquainted with the history of the church, and
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with previous exhibitions of a similar kind ; especially if they had
been familiar with the history of ancient Montanism.

Montanism lasted as a distinct, but very obscure and insigni-
ficant, sect in Phrygia for two or three hundred years, though it
exerted no influence upon the general condition of the church.
The pretensions to the miraculous communications of the Spirit
indeed, soon ceased,—the experience of ancient, concurring wit};
that of modern, times, in proving that such pretensions are very
sl.lort-lived, that they are not easily supported, and uniformly
disappear with the decay of the first blaze of fanaticism in which
they have originated. The chief purpose to which the ancient
Montanists applied their pretended communications of the Holy
Spirit was, not the inculcation of new doctrines, but the improve-
ment and elevation of the standard of morality, which they alleged
that Christ and His apostles had left in an imperfect state. The
chief improvements introduced by the Montanists into the moral
system of Christianity were these: they made absolute the pro-
hibition of second marriages, which were disapproved of, indeed
as we have seen, by other writers unconnected with that sect;
they imposed a variety of fasts as imperatively binding at stated
seasons ; repealed the permission, or rather command, which
Christ had given, to flee from persecution ; and maintained the
unlawfulness of absolving, or readmitting to the communion of
the church, men who had once fallen into gross sins.

The last of these notions was brought out more fully by
Novatian, about the middle of the third century, and made the
gro:.md of a schism. The way in which the errors of the Mon-
tanists about the imperative obligation of fasting were received in
the church fully proves that up till that time it had been left free
as the Scripture leaves it, to be practised by individuals according,
to their own judgment and discretion. And this consideration
affords a conclusive objection against the apostolicity of the laws
about fasting, which are now, in the Church of Rome, embodied
among what are called the commandments of the church, and

which are made binding upon all her subjects, under pain of
mortal sin.

See. VI.—Cyprian.

_ Cyprian became Bishop of Carthage about the middle of the
third century, and suffered martyrdom in the persecution of the
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Emperor Valerian, 260. He was a great reader and admirer of
Tertullian, but he was a man of a much more amiable and beauti-
ful character, as well as a much more pleasing and interesting
writer, than his master, as he used to call him. Cyprian is alto-
gether one of the finest characters we meet with in the history of
the early church; and his letters may still be read with profit, both
by private Christians prosecuting the work of sanctification in
their own souls, and by ministers of the gospel desiring to cherish
the spirit in which their arduous and often very difficult and
trying work ought to be carried on. Milner gives a very full and
interesting account of Cyprian, and some edifying and imptessive
extracts from his letters, all well worthy of perusal; and he sub-
joins to all this a very full, elaborate, and, in the main, just and
judicious comparison between him and his great cotemporary,
Origen. Cyprian seems to have taken his views of divine truth
somewhat more purely and simply from the Scriptures than many
of the early writers; to have had less tendency than many of them
to mix up scriptural truth with philosophical speculations, or to
invent mere fancies of his own without any scriptural warrant ;
and to have had somewhat more of at least the spirit of the gospel.
He was, indeed, far from being free from error; for while he
ascribes the conversion of sinners, and the remission of all sing
previous to conversion, to the grace of God through Christ, he
does talk as if he thought that their subsequent sins might be
washed away by penitence, almsgiving, and other good works.
Neither can it be denied that, with all his personal and ministerial
excellences, he did contribute to the propagation of unsound and
dangerous errors upon some points. He gave some countenance
to certain honours being paid to martyrs and confessors, which led
at length, though not in his time, to their being invocated and
worshipped. He was a zealous inculcator of obedience to ecclesi-
astical authorities, and is usually regarded as having done some-
thing to elevate the standard of episcopal domination, though even
the Cyprianic bishop was very different from the modern one;
and he advocated some notions about the absolute necessity and
ordinary effects of baptism, which tended to corrupt the doctrine
of the sacraments, and to accelerate the progress of superstition.
The works of Cyprian are the great battle-field of the Prelatic
controyersy, so far as the testimony of the first three centuries is
concerned ; and there are several important works upon both sides
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of this controversy, whose very titles are taken from Cyprian’s
name ; as, for example, on the Prelatic side, Bishop Sage’s « Prin-
ciples of the Cyprianic Age,” and, a much larger and more impor-
tant work, his Vindications of them ; and, on the Presbyterian side
Principal Rule’s « Cyprianic Bishop Examined,” and a more valu:
able work, Jameson’s ¢ Cyprianus Isotimus,” both of them written
in answer to Sage. The principal controversies in which Cyprian
himself was engaged,—the principal, indeed, which agitated the
church in his time,—were, first, the schism which Novatian made in
the church of Rome, in which Cyprian strenuously supported the
Roman bishop Cornelius ; and the other about re-baptizing those
who had been baptized by heretics, in which he came into open
collision with Stephen, one of Cornelius’ successors. It is v}::

certain, from a variety of statements in Cyprian’s works, that evg
before the middle of the third century, very many had ,joined the
church who were not really believers in Jesus Christ, and that it
contained not a few whose outward conduct even \\,'as far from
a.dorning the profession they made. Accordingly, in the persecu-
tion under the Emperor Decius, a great many professing Chris-
tians apostatized {rom the faith, and offered sacrifice to heathen
idols. After the persecution ceased, and these persons—the lapsed
as they were called—asked readmission into the church greaé
difficulties arose as to the way in which their case should ’be dis-
pose.d of. Cyprian, and the church in general, were inclined to
receive them, provided they made a credible profession of penitence
and submitted to the ordinary penitential discipline. The numbex"
of the lapsed, however, was so great, that it was not easy to enforce
?he§e rfagulations. A device was fallen upon, which is curious, as
mdlcattmg the gross ignorance and inconsideration which tilen
prevailed, and the formal and superstitious spirit that was brought
to bear. upon ecclesiastical arrangements. Men who had suffered
something in the persecution without lapsing, and were in conse-
il}lllence calle('i gonf(.assors, were applied to by the lapsed to ask for
em readmission into the church, without submitting to public
g;e:::sce. I\gany of thesF confessors—under the influence, there
reques::-to sar, of vanity and self-conceit—complied with these
Py 3 and, as a compliment to these confessors, very many of

penitent lapsed were readmitted into communion. Th
absurdity of this is too gross t d i :
enos aftL gross to need any exposure, and its preva-
ords a very unfavourable indication of the internal state
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of the church. Cyprian opposed this device, and though in some
respects he gave undue and unwarranted honour to martyrs, he
severely censured these confessors for this gross and senseless
abuse of the respect that was entertained for them.

This practice, however, wasextensively acted upon in thechurch;
and it seems to have driven Novatian, who was one of the presbyters
of the church of Rome, into the opposite extreme, and led him to
maintain, as the Montanists had done, that the lapsed, and other
persons who had been guilty of heinous crimes, should be for ever
excluded from church communion. They did not deny that they
might be forgiven by God, but they thought they ought never to
be forgiven by the church,—a notion manifesting great ignorance
of the church’s duty and functions, but yet based apparently upon
a perversion of sounder views than then generally obtained of the
clements of which the church ought to be composed. Novatian
and his supporters, however, went further than this; and, by a
process of exaggeration and extravagance which has been often
similarly exemplified since his time, he contended, not only that
the church ought for ever to exclude the lapsed from her com-
munion, but also, moreover, that the church which admitted the
lapsed, even upon a credible profession of penitence, became
thereby so polluted, that her communion ought to be renounced.
Accordingly, upon this ground, he himself and his followers
renounced the communion of the church of Rome, and set up a
rival communion of their own in the same city, of which Novatian
became the bishop, or, as the Romanists call him in the style of a
later age, the antipope. These views of Novatian had not in
themselves any foundation in Scripture, but being opinions which
are rather apt to spring up in the minds, and to commend them-
selves to_ the feelings, of pious men, when the communion of the
visible church has fallen into a condition of laxity and impurity,
they received a considerable measure of support ; and it is in some
respects creditable to the church that they did so. They have at
various times been in substance brought forward, though most
commonly by men who were more distinguished for pious feeling
than for soundness of judgment. Cyprian strenuously opposed
Novatian, and by his high character and great influence in the
church afforded important assistance to Cornelius in his contest
with his rival. This controversy is interesting chiefly as casting
some light upon the state of doctrine, sentiment, and practice in
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the church at the period at which it took place. Mosheim, in his
Commentaries, gives a full view of the grounds taken by the dif-
ferent parties, and of the manner in which they defended them;
and Neander, in treating of this subject,* has some very beautiful
and striking observations on the measures of truth and error
exhibited by both parties on the two general subjects that might
be said to be involved in the controversy,—viz., first, the principles
of penitence ; and secondly, what it is that constitutes the idea and
essence of a true church.

The other controversy, in which Cyprian took an active part,
and in which he came into open collision with Stephen, Bishop of
Rome, was upon this point,—whether persons who had been bap-
tized by heretics should, or should not, on applying for admission
into any branch of the orthodox or catholic church, be haptized
again. The doctrine and practice of the churches upon this point
varied. The Asiatic churches in general held that the baptism of
heretics was null and void, and that persons coming from heretical
communions should be baptized, just as if they had never received
baptism at all. The church of Rome, and most of the Western
churches, took the opposite side, and maintained that the baptism
of heretics was valid, and that those wha had received it should
not be re-baptized. Cyprian took the side of the Eastern churches,
and strenuously supported the necessity of re-baptizing those who
had .been baptized in the communion of the heretical sects. Both
parties were of one mind, in holding the general position that
baptism should not in any case be repeated ; but the question was,
whether baptism, administered by heretics, was really baptism, and
served the purposes for which baptism was instituted. Stephen
appealed to the tradition of the church in opposition to re-baptiz-
Ing; but Cyprian, in reply to this appeal, gives us a noble testi-
mony to the perfection and supremacy of the Scripture, as the
only standard by which the controversy ought to be decided.
Even .Scripture, however, cannot be said to furnish any very direct
or decisive evidence upon the subject. We find on both sides of
the question, as then discussed, many very injudicious and unsatis-
fact?ry attempts to extract from scriptural statements.a direct and
Precise decision upon the point. Scripture plainly enough sanctions

% Commentarii, Saec. iii., secs. xv i i
. . 1L . xv. | of Christ. Rel., vol. i., pp. 287-2
and xvi,, pp. 5122527, Nea.n,der, Hist. | Rose’s translation. I pp- 287-268,
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the opinion, that baptism, in order to be valid, i.e., in order to be
what ought to be held and reckoned baptism—whatever may be
the effects resulting from it—ought to be administered in the
name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. Beyond this it
does not appear that there are any very clear or satisfactory mate-
rials in Scripture for laying down any other definite proposition
on the subject except this,—that baptism, in order to be valid, and
to be held and received as such, so that it should not be repeated,
must be administered in a solemn and orderly way, in a com-
munion which is entitled to be regarded as in some sense a branch of
the church of Christ. Those who believe that infant baptism is
unlawful will, of course, in consistency, regard it as null and void.
But, irrespective of this peculiarity, there does not seem to be clear
scriptural ground for laying down any other doctrines upon this
subject than the two which have been stated ; and the second and
most important of them, viz., that it must be administered in the
communion of a society which, however erroncous in doctrine and
corrupt in practice, is yet regarded as a church of Christ, leaves
the whole subject on a footing very loose and undetermined.  This
general principle does not seem to have been formally denied by
either party in the controversy; but there were peculiarities in
the way in which it was necessary then to apply it which have not
commonly existed, and no very clear or definite views then ob-
tained as to what the unity of the church consisted in.

The generality of what were then called the heretical sects
might with truth, and without any breach of charity, be denied
the character of churches of Christ; so that whatever we may
think of the abstract original principle, Cyprian was right in de-
nying that these baptisms, with which they had then actually todo
in practice, should be held as valid.* If there were any heretical
sects at this period subsisting in distinct communions in addition
to the Gnostic sects—and upon this point we have no very certain
information—they must have consisted of persons who denied the
divinity of our Saviour, under the name of Ebionites and Arte-
monites ; and they might be justly denied to be churches of Christ.
It is not very wonderful that Cyprian, in maintaining, in these
circumstances, the necessity of re-baptizing, was led into some

* Dionysius of Alexandria, though | was disposed, much to his honour, to
agreeing in the main with Cyprian, | except the Montanists.
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notions upon the unity and catholicity of the church, which are of
an unscriptural and dangerous character, and which, though on
this occasion employed by him in opposing the Bishop of Rome,
have been since very largely employed by that church in the con-
struction and defence of her hierarchic and exclusive system. It
was the fact at this time, that the great body of the churches
throughout the world were living, so far as they had the means
and opportunities of knowing and holding intercourse with each
other, in terms of friendly communion ; and that they were, upon
the whole, warranted in regarding these heretics who were not
united with them as not entitled to the character of churches of
Christ. This, which was merely true de facto at the time, was
converted by Cyprian into a sort of general principle or doctrine,
in unfolding which he brought out, for the first time, with any-
thing like clearness or distinctness, the idea of a catholic church,
comprehending all the true branches of the church of Christ, and
bound together by a visible and external unity. This was Cyprian’s
grand contribution to the progress of error and corruption in the
church, and the ultimate growth of the Papacy ; and we must not
allovxf our esteem for the personal piety and excellence of the man
to bh.nd us to the magnitude of the error,—a temptation to which,
in this case, Milner has very manifestly yielded.

Cyprian’s views about the re-baptizing of heretics did not
generally prevail in the church; but, on the contrary, soon lost
ground,—chiefly, we believe, from the rise and growth in subse-
quent generations of other sects which deviated less widely from the
general doctrines of the church, and which, therefore, men shrunk
fI‘OII.I denying to be in any sense churches of Christ. The general
feel‘mg and practice of the great body of the church has been
d'ec1dedly opposed to re-baptizing, both in ancient and in modern
times. And no Protestant church has ever denied the validity
even of Popish baptism, until this was done recently by the most
influential and respectable section of the Presbyterian church in
t.he United States of North America. But though, upon the par-
tlc.ular topic of re-baptizing, Cyprian’s views have been generally
l'e_]ect?d both by Papists and Protestants, the principles he laid
down in defending his cause have had a wide and general currency
and have been carried out to applications which he never dreaméci
gg- : He may not unfairly be regarded as the author of the idea

the necessity of the whole church, and all its branches, being
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connected together in an external visible unity,—an idea which
forms the very basis of the Papal system. Cyprian, indeed, did
not hold the necessity of one visible head of the church, possessed
of authority or jurisdiction over all its branches ; and nothing can
be more clear and certain, from the way in which the controversy
between him and Stephen was conducted, than that neither
Cyprian nor anybody else at that time regarded the Bishop of
Rome as the sovereign ruler of the church. Cyprian regarded
the visible unity of the church as embodied in the unity of the
episcopate, or the combination of bishops, each independent in his
own sphere, all equal to each other in point of power and authority,
and all to be regarded as equal colleagues in the government of
the church. These views are stated by Cyprian so fully and so
clearly, that they cannot be misunderstood or explained away ; and
of course they are manifestly inconsistent with the idea that he
would ever have sanctioned the modern pretensions of the Papal
See.

But it cannot be denied that, in unfolding his idea of visible
unity, he has put forth some obscure and unintelligible statements*®
about a certain primacy of rank or order, though not of power or
jurisdiction, given to Peter over the other apostles, as the symbol,
type, or embodiment of the unity which Christ imposed upon His
church; and of these statements the Church of Rome has not
been slow to take advantage. It is quite certain, however, that
Cyprian held that all bishops had equal power and authority, each
being in his own sphere independent of any other bishop ; that
he denied to the then Bishop of Rome any jurisdiction over the
churches of Africa; and that he did not ascribe to Peter any
jurisdiction over the other apostles, but merely a certain primacy
of rank or order. Nay, it can, we think, be proved that he
ascribed to bishops only a similar primacy of rank or order above
presbyters, without regarding them as possessed by divine authority
of any real, superior, inherent power or jurisdiction. On these
grounds, Presbyterians, Prelatists, and Papists have all confidently
appealed to Cyprian in support of their respective opinions. All
these three parties have something plausible to allege in their
behalf from the writings of Cyprian; though the Papists, as
usual, have had recourse to forgery and interpolation in order to

* S0 Barrow thought them.-—The Pope’s Supremacy.
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increase the strength of their evidence.®* The real and the whole
truth upon this point—and it is of considerable importance in the
history of church government—I am persuaded may be embodied
in the three following propositions :—First, there is enough in the
writings of Cyprian to prove that, down even till the middle of the
third century, the substantial identity of bishops and presbyters
was maintained ; and that the idea of the episcopate being, by
divine appointment, a distinct, independent, higher office than the
presbyterate, was yet not generally received; Secondly, There is
enough to prove that in Cyprian’s time, and in a great measure
through his exertions, an important distinction between bishops and
presbyters, implying some superiority not well defined, of the one
over the other, became prevalent ; and Thirdly, That he has laid
down, though very vaguely and obscurely, some principles which,
when fully carried out and applied, lay a good foundation for
maintaining that there should be one visible head of the whole
church, and for vesting some kind or degree of primacy or supre-
macy in the Bishop of Rome.

* Gieseler, i., p. 154. Note, Cunningham's translation.
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CHAPTER VIIL

THE CHURCH OF THE FIRST TWO CENTURIES.

AFTER having given a brief account of the most eminent writers
of the first three centuries, and of the theological views which
they entertained and inculcated, we proceed now to take a brief
general survey of this period, viewed as a whole; especially in its
bearing upon those subjects connected with the doctrine, govern-
ment, and worship of the church, which still give rise to differences
of opinion, and to controversial discussions. To some subjects of
this description I have already adverted, in considering the lead-
ing writers individually, and I need not now enlarge upon them.
Enough has been said to show the grounds on which all true Pro-
testdnts have ever refused to admit that the authority of the fathers
should be held to be binding and conclusive, either in the inter-
pretation of particular passages of Scripture, or in the exposition
of the scheme of divine truth.

The obligation which all Roman Catholic pricsts have under-
taken,—viz., that they will never intcrpret Scripture ezcept accord-
ing to the unanimous consent of the fathers,—is one which cannot be
discharged, except by abstaining wholly from interpreting Scrip-
ture; for the unanimous consent of the fathers about the inter-
pretation of scriptural statements, except those in the explanation
of which all sane men are agreed, has no existence; and every
Papist of any learning must be fully aware of this. Many of the
patristic interpretations of Scripture are now universally rejected,
and this applies to some cases in which their consent was at least
as general as in regard to any passages that could be specified.
What has been called a catholic consent,—and this must imply at
least a general concurrence of the great body of the early writers
in the exposition of doctrines,—is just about as difficult to be found
as their unanimous consent, in the interpretation of Scripture.
Indeed, the unreasonableness of the principle of resting upon the
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authority of the fathers in the interpretation of Scripture, or in
the formation of our theological opinions, is so clear, and has been
so fully demonstrated, that there is a very strong temptation, in
adverting to it, to give expression to feelings both of contempt
and indignation towards those who profess to maintain it. It is
not very easy to look upon them, as a body, in any other light
than as being either weak and silly men, with whom it would be
a sort of degradation to argue, or as daring and deliberate cor-
rupters of the truth as it is in Jesus; although in this, as in almost
every case of error, there are special instances of exception in
men, whom it would be unfair to rank in either class, and in re-
gard to whom we must be contented with expressing our un-
qualified surprise that they should have been deceived by such an
illusion.

Bishop Bull, for instance, undoubtedly a great man, solemnly
declared, when writing in defence of the Arminian and anti-scrip-
tural view of the doctrine of justification, that if there could but
be found any one proposition that he had maintained, in all his
Harmony, repugnant to the doctrine of the Catholic and primitive
Church, he would immediately give up the cause, sit down con-
tentedly under the reproach of a novelist, openly retract his error
or heresy, make a solemn recantation in the face of the Christian
world, and bind himself to perpetual silence ever after.”* Now,
if the learned bishop had meant by this extraordinary statement
merely to declare his thorough conviction that he was quite able to
establish the opiniors he had actdally taught by an appeal to the
catholic and primitive church, it would not have been so objection-
able in point of principle, though it is not an easy matter to find
out any definite standard in what might, with anything like pro-
priety, be called the teaching of the catholic primitive church upon
the subject he was discussing. But he evidently meant something
more than this,—viz., first, that de facto there is a definite standard
of the. teaching of the primitive catholic church, with respect to
the points controverted among modern theologians, which may be
ascertained ; and secondly, that de jure this primitive catholic
teﬂfzhlng, when once ascertained, is an authoritative standard by
Which men are bound to regulate their opinions. Now, few things
have been more conclusively established than the utter falsehood

* Waterland's First Defence, Preface, vol. i., p. 272, 2d Edit.
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of both these positions; and sufficient materials have, I think,
already been afforded to prove this.

These sentiments of Bishop Bull are in substance the same as
those commonly propounded by the Tractarians, who talk much
of catholic consent, as they call it, as an infallible standard of
faith; while they arbitrarily and unwarrantably limit the sources
from which this catholic consent is to be ascertained to the writ-
ings of the fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries. There is a
mode of speaking upon this subject that is very common among
Prelatic writers, even those who do not go so far as the Tractarians
upon the subject of catholic consent, or on the existence and autho-
rity of the pretended rule,—* quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab
omnibus,”—that ought to be adverted to and guarded against.
They admit the supreme authority of Scripture as the only stan-
dard of faith, and deny any proper authority in religious matters to
the fathers, or to the teaching of the early church; but still they
are fond of talking about the fathers in such a way as seems to
imply that they do ascribe to them authority, or something like it,
after all. They talk much of the importance and necessity of
studying the fathers, and inves.igating the doctrines of the early
church ; and of the great assistance thus furnished in ascertaining
the meaning of Scripture, and the truth of doctrine. Much, of
course, may be said truly and justly to this effect ; but it is often
said in such a way as seems to imply that, in some vague sense,
the fathers, or the early but post-apostolic church, have some
authority in matters of faith and practice; and hence the im-
portance of forming clear and precise ideas of the distinction
between what is authoritative, properly so called, and what is
merely auxiliary,—of seeing and remembering that the difference
is not in degree, but in kind,—and also of forming a pretty definite
conception of the nature and amount of the assistance which the
fathers do afford. Men sometimes talk as if they had a vague
notion of the early fathers having had some inferior species of
inspiration,—some peculiar divine guidance differing from that of
the apostles and evangelists in degree rather than in kind,—and
somehow entitling their views and statements to more deference
and respect than those of ordinary men. All notions of this sort
are utterly baseless, and should be carefully rejected. Authority,
properly so called, can be rightly based only upon inspiration; and
inspiration is the guidance of the Spirit of God, infallibly securing
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against all error. When men can be proved to possess this, it is
of course our duty to regard all their statements as invested with
authority, and to receive them at once with implicit submission,
without any further investigation, and without appealing to any
other standard. Where there is not inspiration, there is no proper
authority,—there should be no implicit submission, and there mus¢
be a constant appeal to some higher standard, if such a standard
exist. The fathers, individually or collectively, were not inspired ;
they therefore possess no authority whatever ; and their statements
must be estimated and treated just as those of any other ordinary
men. And when we hear strong statements about the absolute
necessity of studying the fathers,—of the great assistance to be
derived from them in interpreting Scripture, and in fixing our
opinions,—and of the great responsibility incurred by running
counter to their views, we always suspect that the men who make
them are either, unconsciously perhaps, ascribing to the fathers
some degree of inspiration, and some measure of authority; or
else are deceiving themselves by words or vague impressions,
without looking intelligently and steadily at the actual realities of
the case. We have seen, in surveying the writings of the fathers
of the first three centuries, that they were not in general judicious
or accurate interpreters of Scripture; that most of them have
given interpretations of important scriptural statements which no
man now receives ; that many of them have erred, and have con-
tradicted themselves and each other in stating the doctrines of
the Bible ; and that, in so far as their views are accordant with
Scripture upon subjects that have been, and still are, controverted,
they are not brought out more fully or explicitly than in Scripture
itself, or in a way in any respect better adapted to convince gain-
sayers, even if they were admitted to be authoritative.

A vague notion seems to lurk in men’s minds that the fathers
must have transmitted to us much which they had learned from
the apostles, and which may thus be fairly regarded as invested
with some authority. Now this notion can be applied with any
measure of plausibility only to those who themselves associated
with the apostles, and who are commonly called the apostolic
fathers ; although many, from inconsideration or confusion of
thought, are in the habit of applying it indiscriminately to the
fathers of the second, the third, and even the fourth centuries ;
and yet it is remarkable, as we have shown, —first, that the
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apostolic fathers do not give, and do not profess to give, us any
information as derived from the apostles about the meaning of
scriptural statements, or the true import of Christian doctrines;
and secondly, that in the writings and transactions of the second
century we have the most conclusive proof that there was then
no apostolical tradition not contained in Scripture (for the fathers
of that age usually meant by tradition what was actually contained
in the Bible) on which any reliance could be placed,—positions
which, if true, utterly subvert the notion that any very material
assistance of a peculiar kind is to be derived from the fathers
either of the earlier or of subsequent centuries. But enough has
been said upon this subject; more, perhaps, than its importance
deserves.

Whatever weight may be ascribed to the opinions of the fathers,
and on whatever grounds the weight that is ascribed to them may
be made to rest, no one disputes the propriety and the importance
of ascertaining, as far as we can, what their views really were;
and most theologians in modern times, whatever opinions they
may entertain upon the general question of the deference to be
paid to the fathers, have shown some desire to exhibit in their
own behalf the testimony of the early church, whenever it could
with any plausibility be adduced ; and this has given rise to a great
deal of learned, voluminous, and often intricate and wearisome
discussion. We have seen that in the third century, and even
Lefore the end of the second, there were controversies in the
church as to what were the doctrines and practices of the apostles
upon some points ; and that both parties appealed to the tradition
of the church, as well as to Seripture, without being able to con-
vince each other by the arguments derived from the one source
any more than by those derived from the other. This was still
more extensively the case in the fourth and fifth centuries, when,
in the Arian and Pelagian controversies, both parties appealed to
the testimony of the primitive church. Both in these more ancient
and in more modern times, men have acted upon a notion, more
or less distinctly conceived, and more or less earnestly maintained,
that the fact of a doctrine or system of doctrines having been held
by the early church, afforded some presumption that it had been
taught by the apostles. As a general position, this may, perhaps,
be admitted to be true; but it needs to be very cautiously applied,
and to be restricted within very narrow limits. Could we fully
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and exactly ascertain, as we certainly cannot, the doctrine that
generally prevailed in the church at large in the age immediately
succeeding that of the apostles, we would confidently expect that
it would be to a great extent the same as that which they taught ;
and could the prevailing views of that age be distinctly and
unequivocally ascertained upon some particular point in regard to
which Scripture had spoken so obscurely that we had great diffi-
culty in making up our minds as to what is really taught, we
might be disposed to allow the testimony of the immediately post-
apostolic age, if we had it, to turn the doubtful scale. This may
be admitted to be true abstractly; but it does not, in point of fact,
apply to any of the actual realities of the case. And when we
look more at things as they are, we see the necessity of much
caution and circumspection in this matter.

The history of the church abundantly confirms what the
Scripture gives us reason to expect, viz., that errors and heresies
may creep in privily,—the enemy sowing the tares while men are
sleeping. 'The history of the church fully proves, moreover, that
very considerable changes may be effected in the prevalent opinions
of a church or nation, and of course of many churches or nations,
in a comparatively short period of time; and without, perhaps,
our being able to trace them to any very definite or palpable cause.
Many instances might be adduced of the prevalent theological
views of a church or nation undergoing a very considerable change,
even in the course of a single generation, and this too without call-
ing forth much public opposition ; and considering how very scanty
are the remains we now have of the writings and documents of
the first three centuriecs,—what a contrast there is in this respect
between the first threc centuries of the Christian era and the last
three,—it is by no means certain that important changes of doctrine
may not have taken place in what is called the early church, with-
out our having any very specific evidence regarding them.

Indeed, it is certain, in point of fact, that there was a gradual
change going on more or less rapidly in the church, even from the
time of the apostles, in regard to matters of doctrine, as well as of
government and worship. It is not possible, with the evidence
before us, to believe that the views of the apostolical fathers were
in all respects precisely the same as those of the second century,
or those of the second precisely the same as those of the third.

VOL, I (M
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We can trace a progress,—and the progress is generally in an un-
sound direction,—in the direction of greater deviation from Scrip-
ture, of adding what Scripture wants, and of keeping back or
perverting what Scripture contains. It is not, as Papists allege,
a fuller development,—a bringing out more fully and explicitly, as
circumstances demanded,—of what is contained in Scripture, and
was taught at least in its germs or rudiments by the apostles. The
actual features of the progressive change are inconsistent with this
theory. We see scriptural principles more and more cast into the
background. We see many things brought out, professed, and
practised, which not only are uncountenanced by Scripture, but
are plainly inconsistent either with its express statements or with
its general spirit and principles. That a change was going on,
and that this was its general character, is too obvious and certain
as a matter of fact to admit of its being disproved, either by the
general theory of the Papists as to Christ’s promises and His
superintendence over His church, or by general presumptions
founded upon the character of the men, and their supposed means
of acquiring an accurate knowledge of divine things. If we are
to take the word of God as our standard, and if it be at all fitted
to serve the purposes of a rule or guide, this is a conclusion which
may be fully established, and which we are not only warranted,
but bound, to hold fast. Still, with all these drawbacks, and with
very great practical difficulties, in regard to many questions, of
arriving at a very satisfactory result, it is important and interest-
ing to ascertain, as far as we can, what was the system of doctrine,
government, and worship that prevailed in the church in early
times. The chief discussions which have taken place in modern
times with respect to the views of the early church, and which are
still carried on in the present day, have been directed to the objects
of ascertaining what were the opinions that then generally pre-
vailed in regard to what are commonly called the doctrines of
grace; in regard to the multifarious topics involved in the contro-
versy between Protestants and Papists, and the government of the
church in general; and in regard to the doctrine of the sacraments
and worship, and to the testimony of the primitive church upon
these different subjects. And to the discussions which have taken
place in more modern times with respect to the true import of that
testimony, I propose now to advert in succession.
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Sec. 1.—The Doctrines of Grace.

By the doctrines of grace are commonly understood those
great fundamental truths in whic.h churches, Psually reckon-ed
evangelical, agree ; and more especially the doctrines of the. entire
corruption and depravity of man by the fall; justification by
faith alone without works, on the ground of what Christ has done
and suffered in our room; and regeneration and sanctification by
the special operation of the Holy Ghost. The doctrines of ab-
solute personal election and the perseverance of the saints, are
sometimes spoken of as peculiarities of the Calvinistic system, as
distinguished from the more general system of evangelical truth ;
and it is no doubt true, in point of fact, that many men have
held—though, as we think, inconsistently, and without following
out their own professed principles to their proper legitimate re-
sults—the doctrines usually called evangelical, without admitting
what have been described as Calvinistic peculiarities. But in
speaking of the doctrines of grace in connection with the testi-
mony of the primitive church, we take the expression in the wide
sense of the doctrines of the Reformation, or the Calvinistic
system ; especially as it will scarcely be disputed that the testi-
mony of the early primitive church is as favourable to the Cal-
vinistic peculiarities, as they are often called, of predestination
and perseverance, as to any of the other doctrines commonly
designated as evangelical,—with the exception, perhaps, of the
doctrine of original sin, the evidence for which in antiquity is
usually admitted to be strong, even by those who deny the force
of the evidence adduced from this source in favour of any of the
other doctrines of the evangelical system. Calvinists and anti-
Calvinists have both appealed to the early church in support of
their respective opinions, although we believe it cannot be made
out that the fathers of the first three centuries give any very dis-
tinct deliverance concerning them. These important topics did
not become subjects of controversial discussion during that period ;
and it holds almost universally in the history of the church, that
until a doctrine has been fully discussed in a controversial way by
men of talent and learning taking opposite sides, men’s opinions
regarding it are generally obscure and indefinite, and their lan-
guage vague and confused, if not contradictory. ~These doctrines
did not become subjects of controversial discussion till what is
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called the Pelagian controversy, in the beginning of the fifth
century. At that time, Augustine, the great defender of the truth
against Pelagius and his followers, while appealing to the early
writers in support of the doctrines which he had established from
Scripture, and which he has the distinguished honour of having
first developed in a connected and systematic way, admitted that
many of them had spoken without due care and precision upon
these points, but contended that in the main they concurred in his
opinions. It is very certain that they were not Pelagians, for
they almost universally admitted that there was a corruption of
man’s moral nature introduced and spread among mankind by the
fall, which Pelagius denied. That they were wholly free from
what was afterwards called semi-Pelagianism, or that they held
fully and explicitly the Augustinian or Calvinistic system, is not
by any means so clear.

The substance of the matter is this: The apostolical fathers
generally use the language of Scripture upon these subjects, while
they scarcely make any statements which afford us materials for
deciding in what precise sense they understood them. They leave
the matter very much where Scripture leaves it, and where, but
for the rise of errors needing to be contradicted and opposed, it
might still have been left. He who sees Aungustinian or Cal-
vinistic doctrines clearly and explicitly taught in the Bible, will
have no difficulty in seeing also plain traces of them at least in the
works of the apostolic fathers; and he who can pervert the state-
ments of Scripture into an anti-Calvinistic sense, may, by the
same process, and with equal ease, distort the apostolic fathers.
This at least is certain, that while it has been often asserted with
great confidence; that Calvinistic principles are utterly opposed to
the doctrine of the ancient church—that they were never heard of
till invented by Augustine—there is nothing in the writings of any
of the immediate successors of the apostles in the least opposed to
them ; nothing which, even abstracting from the clear testimony
of Scripture in their favour, affords any presumption that -they
were not taught to the churches by the apostles. There is, to
say the least, nothing whatever in this primitive antiquity, in the
writings of those who associated with the apostles, to weaken, even
if we were to admit that anything derived from any other source
could weaken, the testimony which they have given in their own
inspired writings. If corruption was to find its way into the

Sec. 1.] THE DOCTRINES OF GRACE. 181

church, these, it might be expected, would be the doctrines which
it would first assail, more openly or more covertly, because they
are most decidedly opposed to the leading tendencies of man’s
natural character, to the ungodliness and pride of the human
heart. These were the doctrines which were most thoroughly
expelled from all the pagan religions, even although in some other
points they retained some traces of the religion of nature, or
some remnants of a primitive revelation; and they were the
doctrines which were most thoroughly corrupted in the system of
later Judaism,—the Judaism of our Saviour’s days,—and S0, ac-
cordingly, we find it to have been in the Christian church.

We have already had occasion to notice that the point where
erroneous and defective views upon the doctrines of grace seem
to have first insinuated themselves, was in regard to the freedom
of the human will, explained and applied in such a way as to lead
ultimately at least to an obscuration, if not a denial, at once of
the doctrine of the total depravity of man, and of the neces-
sity of the special operation of the Holy Ghost, in order to the
production in man’s character or life of anything spiritually good.
There is some difficulty, as I have mentioned before, in under-
standing precisely what is the full bearing and import of many
of the statements of the fathers of the second and third centuries
upon this subject, because they occur commonly in the course of
observations directed against the fate or stoical necessity which
Wwas very generally advocated by the Gnostic sects. This circum-
stance renders it very difficult to determine whether at first, at
least, they really meant to ascribe to free will an adrefovaiov, more
than Calvinistic divines have generally conceded toit. But there
can be no doubt that error steadily increased in this direction, and
tha.t many of them came to entertain views upon this subject
Plainly inconsistent with what the Scripture teaches as to the
natural impotency of man, and the necessity of divine agency;
and that, though never wholly abandoning the doctrine of original
sin, they soon came to overlook two distinctions of fundamental
!mportance on this subject,—viz., first, the distinction between the
Power or ability of man in his fallen and in his unfallen condition ;
and, secondly, the distinction between man’s power or ability in
Matters external or merely moral, and in matters purely spiritual ;
that 18, which have respect to real obedience to the law which

God has imposed, and to the doing of those things which He re-
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quires, that we may escape His wrath and curse due to us for our
gins. These two distinctions, I have said, are of fundamental im-
portance. They were, however, generally overlooked by the early
fathers. Augustine, of course, understood them, else he could
never have rendered such important services as he did to the
cause of sound doctrine. They were brought out fully and pro-
minently by the reformers. They are distinctly set forth in the
standards of our church; and I am persuaded that, where they
are not distinctly admitted and fully applied, it is impossible to
give a complete and accurate exposition of the system of Chris-
tian theology, as taught in the sacred Scriptures. Some modern
writers have contended, not only that the fathers of the second
and third centuries taught anti-Calvinistic doctrines, but also that
the Gnostic heretics against whom they contended, taught Cal-
vinism. This, however, proceeds upon a misrepresentation of
Calvinistic doctrines, as if they really made God the author of
sin, and took away from man that freedom of will which is neces-
sary to moral agency,—charges which have been often adduced
against them, but have never been established.

On most of the other points involved in the evangelical or
Calvinistic system, it can scarcely be said that the fathers of the
second and third centuries have given any very distinct or explicit
testimony. That these great doctrines were not very thoroughly
understood, were not very prominently brought forward, and were
not very fully applied, is but too evident. That they had been
wholly laid aside, and that an opposite set of doctrines had been
substituted in their room, is what cannot be established. Cal-
vinists and anti-Calvinists have produced sets of extracts from the
writings of the fathers, professing to find in them full support for
their respective opinions.* But upon a careful and impartial
survey of this matter, it is evident that all that these collections
of extracts, when taken together and viewed in combination, really
prove, is that these fathers had no very clear or definite concep-
tions upon the subject, that they did not very well understand
what they meant to teach, and that from ignorance and confusion
they not unfrequently fell into contradictions. All this, however,
—which is clearly the true state of the case as a matter of fact,—

Sc; Whitby on the Five Points, and Gill's Cause of God and Truth. Tomline ;
tt.
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does really, when viewed in connection with the fact that, with the

rogress of time, the Calvinistic testimonies became less full and
clear, and the anti-Calvinistic ones more so—i.c., till we come
down to the era of the Pelagian controversy—furnish presumption
in favour of Calvinism; for there can be no doubt that the
tendency, from the apostolic age downwards, was to corrupt the
simplicity of the Gospel, to introduce into the doctrines of the
church mere human speculations, and to accommodate them to the
tastes and prejudices of irreligious men.

The process was somewhat similar to what tosk place in the
Church of Scotland, and in other churches, in the course of last
century, when personal religion was decaying, when sound evan-
gelical doctrine was disappearing, and when very defective and
confused notions of scriptural principles were extensively prevail-
ing; while, at the same time, it must be observed, that the general
opposition which Pelagianism encountered, and the general favour
which Augustinianism met with, even in the early part of the fifth
century, afford satisfactory proof that the progress of erroneous
and defective views in regard to the doctrines of grace was not in
Phe early church so rapid and so complete as it has sometimes been
in modern churches. T have no doubt that, towards the middle or
end of last century, a majority of the ministers of the Church of
Scotland were quite prepared to have adopted a Pelagian creed
had it not been that a Calvinistic one was established by law’
and that therefore the adoption of a different one might hav;
endangered their State connection, and the enjoyment of their
ter{lporalities; while the church of the fifth century, under the
guidance of Augustine, decidedly rejected Pelagianism.

The testimony, then, of the church of the first three centuries
cannot be said to be very clear or explicit either for or against the
g:ﬁzl(‘imbes ;)}f;eg::sc;. But ;h(e;se:l ,doctrines are far too firmly e.stab—
of His ); the te lr)noné 0 : ob s own word, and by.th.e experience
this. II:, Il)a » of e}a) a ecte‘ by a c1rcumstf1nc-e 80 mmgmﬁc.ant as
of th place of the uncertainty and amblgulty of the testimony

e ear]y church, with regard to the doctrines of grace, shaking

our confidence in their truth, it only proves that no reliance is to
be placed upon the testimony of the fathers, and of the early
?h“mh, as a rule or standard in the formation of our opinions ;
t:;, ﬁndmg clear evidence .in Scripture that these doctrines were

ght by our Lord and His apostles, and finding clear evidence
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in ccclesiastical history, viewed in connection with Scripture, that
they have been embraced in substance by the great body of those
who, in every age and country, have given the most satisfactory
cvidence that they were living under the influence of personal
religion, we are fully warranted in holding that the measure of
the extent to which men individually or collectively have enjoyed
the teaching of the Ioly Ghost, and have been guided to a correct
knowledge of God’s revealed will, is to be tested substantially by
the clearness, fulness, and firmness with which they have main-
tained these fundamental doctrines.

Sec. Y1.—The Sufficiency of Scripture.

In explaining the general subject of the deference due to the
sentiments of the fathers, and of the church of the first three
centuries, I had occasion to refer to the fact—of essential impor-
tance upon this question—that a process of declension or deterio-
ration, both in respect of soundness of doctrine and purity of
character, commencing even in the apostles’ days, continued
gradually to advance; and that it met with no effectual or decided
check during the first three centuries, though there were occa-
sionally individuals, such as Cyprian, who rose somewhat above
its influence. This fact, when once fully established, is fatal to
the authority, properly so called, of the fathers, and of the pre-
tended catholic consent, as it is designated. The only thing that
gives any plausibility to the claims set up on behalf of the fathers
and of the early church, whether by Papists or semi-Papists, is
the imagination—for it is nothing else—that there was a constant
unbroken tradition, or handing down of sound doctrine and sound
practice in regard to the government and worship of the church,
carried on, according to the Papists, in the Church of Rome till
the present day ; but according to the Tractarians, stopping—i.e.,
becoming somewhat corrupted—about the fifth or sixth century.
When it is once ascertained that there was a gradual but un-
ceasing change in matters of doctrine, government, and worship,
this at once overturns the only ground on which any claim can be
put forth on behalf of the early church to anything like authority,
properly so called, in regulating our opinions or our practices,
even without taking into account—what, however, is also impor-
tant, and can be easily established—viz., that the change was
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wholly in a direction that was not only unsanctioned by Scripture
but opposed to it. ’

There is, however, a remarkable exception to this constant

tendency to deterioration observable during the second and third
c?nturies, to which, before proceeding further, I think it right to
direct attention: I mean the constant maintenance, during the
first three centuries, of the supremacy and sufficiency of the
sacred Scriptures, and the right and duty of all men to read and
study them. There is no trace of evidence in the first three
centuries that these scriptural principles were denied or doubted

and there is satisfactory evidence that they were steadily an(i
purely maintained.

The fathers of that period were all in the habit of referring to
t!le sacred Scriptures as the only real standard of faith and prac-
tice. .They assert, both directly and by implication, their exclusive
authority, and their perfect sufficiency to guide men to the know-
ledge of God’s revealed will. They have all more or less explicitly
asserted this, and they have asserted nofhing inconsistent with it.
There are men among them who have, in point of fact, given too
much weight, in forming their opinions, and in regulating their
conduct, to oral traditions, and to the speculations of their own
reason ; but, in so far as they did so, they were acting in opposi-
tion to their own professed principles,—they were disregarding
or deviating from the standard which they professed to follow.
VVha.tever may be said of thejr practice in some instances, we have
certaxflly the weight of their judgment or authority, so far as it
goes, in support of the great Protestant principle of the exclusive
supremacy and sufficiency of the written word. This, of course
is denied by Papists and Tractarians; but we are persuaded it car:
be, and has been, proved, that while they appeal to the authority
of .the fathers and the early church in support of the authority
which they ascribe to them, these parties themselves disclaim all
such pretensions advanced on their behalf, and give their testi-
mony in favour of the exclusive authority of Scripture.

X .We cannot enter into the detailed evidence of this position.
bz )1,2 :éld;(;egl ;:.t cls:tgrt;:ei]searfzdtflrom every cavil, and estab]i.shed
have had occasion to refery’—lao;ge:;e!“yl‘)’?:?seb 11: V;'Ofkf tlg yﬁuch i
Practice.” 1In the writin’s f the fath f ot thres con
s gs of the fathers of the first three cen-

rles—and the same may be said of the writings, without excep-
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tion, of many succeeding centuries—there is not the slightest trace
of anything like that depreciation of the Scriptures, that denial of
their fitness, because of their obscurity and alleged imperfection,
to be a sufficient rule or standard of faith, which stamp so peculiar
a guilt and infamy upon Popery and Tractarianism. There is
nothing in the least resembling this; on the contrary, there is a
constant reference to Scripture as the only authoritative standard.
There are many declarations to the same effect, not indeed ex-
pressed always with such fulness and precision as to preclude the
assaults of cavillers, just because these topics were not then sub-
jects of controversial discussion, but sufficiently full and explicit to
satisfy every impartial person as to what their views really were.
They speak, indeed, often of tradition, and traditions ; but then it
has been conclusively proved, that by these words they most com-
monly meant the sacred Scriptures themselves, and the statements
therein contained. They sometimes appealed, in arguing against
the heretics, to the doctrines and practices which had been handed
down from the apostles, especially in the churches which they
themselves had founded. But besides that there was more, not
only of plausibility, but of weight, in this appeal in the second
century than there could be at any subsequent period, it is evident
that they employed this consideration merely as an auxiliary or
subordinate argument, without ever intending, by the using it, to
deny, or cast into the background, the supremacy and sufficiency
of Scripture; and that they employed it, not so much to prove
the absolute and certain truth of their doctrines, as to disprove an
allegation very often made then, as now, in theological discussion,
that they were new and recently invented.

It has, indeed, been alleged by Papists,—and the allegation has
been repeated by Tractarians,—that it was the heretics of the
early ages who were accustomed, like Protestants, to appeal to the
Scriptures ; and that the orthodox fathers, in opposition to this,
appealed to tradition, in the modern sense of the word. But it
has been proved by evidence that is unanswerable that this alle-
gation is wholly false in fact : it has been proved that the heretics
were accustomed to decline or evade an appeal to the Scriptures,
by denying their genuineness and authenticity, or by alleging
that they were corrupted or interpolated ; and that, besides this,
they were accustomed to appeal to a secret tradition which they
alleged had been handed down from the apostles, and gave their
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views more fully and correctly than the received Scriptures. All
this has been demonstrated, and the proof of it not only disproves
the Popish allegation, but throws back upon themselves the charge
of treading in the footsteps of the ancient heretics; and moreover
explains fully the real import and foundation of the appeal which
the orthodox fathers sometimes make to tradition as well as to
Scripture. They sometimes appealed to tradition, because the
heretics refused to acknowledge the authority of the Scriptures;
they appealed to the public tradition of the apostolical churches,
because the heretics appealed to a private tradition, alleged to have
been secretly handed down from the apostles. About the end of
the fourth century, in the writings of Jerome and Augustine, we
find some traces of a sanction given to an appeal to tradition on
points of ceremony and outward practice, though these fathers, in
common with all those who preceded them, are full and explicit in
asserting the supremacy and sufficiency of Scripture in all matters
of faith or doctrine. We have already admitted that, long before
this time, many ceremonies and practices had been introduced into
the worship and government of the church which had no founda-
tion or warrant in Scripture; but the introduction of these seems
to have been based upon the alleged power of the church to decree
rites and ceremonies, rather than upon any allegation that they
had been authentically handed down by tradition from the time
of the apostles. At any rate, we have no clear indication, till the
end of the fourth century, of its having been held by any ortho-
dox writers as a doctrine or principle, that the Scripture was not
t!le sole and sufficient standard in matters of ceremony and eccle-
stastical practice, as well as in matters of faith or doctrine; and
even then the statements made to this effect by Jerome and
AUgustine are not very full and explicit, and are not easily recon-
cxl(.ad with declarations they have made in other parts.of their
writings, in which they have recognised the exclusive supremacy
and perfect sufficiency of Scripture in matters of practice as well
as of opinion. The principle that the church has power to decree
rites and ceremonies which have no warrant or sanction in the
sacred Scriptures, as maintained and acted upon by Lutheran and
Prelfitif: churches, we believe to be erroneous in itself, and danger-
Ous in 1ts application,—a principle which the word of God contains
Suﬁiment materials to disprove, and which can appeal to no more
ancient authority in its support than that of Jerome and Augustine
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in the end of the fourth or beginning of the fifth century. But
still it must not be confounded with the denial of the supremacy
and sufficiency of the Scripture as the only rule of faith, especially
as it does not set up tradition as a rival standard, does not assume
that the rites and ceremonies adopted are to be received as having
eome down from the apostles, and does not even impose an obli-
gation to adopt all which have been so handed down, but merely
vests in the church of any age or country:a certain measure of
authority to introduce some rites and ceremonies, which it may
judge to be for edification.

There is one other topic of some interest and importance con-
nected with the right appreciation and application of the word of
God, in which there is no trace of deterioration or corruption dur-
ing the first thiree, nor indeed for several subsequent centuries, and
with respect to which there lies especial and pre-eminent guilt
upon the apostate Church of Rome, and upon its modern imitators,
the Anglican Tractarians. The fathers of the third, and even of
the fourth and fifth centuries, zealously inculcated, without any
exception and without any reserve, upon all the ordinary members
of the church the duty, as far as they had the means and oppor-
tunity, of reading and studying the sacred Scriptures ; and exerted
themselves to afford to them the means of discharging this duty
and enjoying this privilege, by getting the Scriptures translated
into different languages, and diffusing them as widely as the cir-
cumstances of the time, when printing was unknown, admitted of
it. The Tractarians, indeed, have attempted to make something
of the obscure and perplexing topic called the disciplina arcani, as
practised in the ancient church, to defend their own doctrine of
reserve in the communication of religious knowledge, just as the
Papists assign it as the reason why we find no trace of a great
number of their doctrines and ceremonies during the first three
centuries. This principle does not seem to have been originally
anything else than the exercise of a reasonable discretion in the
exposition of the doctrines of Christianity, with a due regard to
circumstances and to men’s capacities ; and to have been gradually,
from a foolish affectation of imitating the heathen mysteries and
the practice of heathen philosophers, corrupted into something
like an exoteric and esoteric doctrine. But whatever it may have
been, and in whatever way it may have been practised, at different
times,—and on these points our information is very meagre and
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defective,—however objectionable it may have been, and however
injurious may have been its consequences, the fact is unquestion-
able, that all the fathers continued, even in the fourth century, to
urge upon all their hearers to read and study the sacred Sc;ip—
tures ; and that no restraint or discouragement was put upon the
possession, the use, and the circulation of them.

The early church, then, down even to the Nicene and the
immediately post-Nicene age, with all the errors and corruptions
which had by this time infected the body of professing Christians
has escaped the special and peculiar guilt of the apostate Churcli
of Rome, and is free from the fearful responsibility of professedly
and avowedly labouring to withhold and withdraw from men that
word which God has given them to be a light unto their feet and
a lamp unto their path; and has transmitted a clear and unequi-
vocal testimony in favour of the right of all men to have free
access to the sacred Scriptures, and of their obligation to study
them for themselves, with a view to the formation of their opinions
and the regulation of their conduct.

Sec. 1L~ Rights of the Christian People.

Another topic, forming a remarkable exception to the progres-
sive declension of the early church in point of doctrine and sotv.)lnd-
ness of ecclesiastical practice, even during the first three centuries,
15 not one of such comprehensive magnitude and such commanding
mportance as that which we have already considered ; still it is
one of 1o small moment, not only in its bearing upon the right
constitution and administration of the affairs of the church, but
also, as experience proves, upon the interests of spiritual religion
ar?d vital godliness : T mean the steady maintenance, both in doc-
trine and in practice, of the right of Christian congregations to
an effective and decisive voice in the appointment of their own
pastors. Here, as in the former case, it is to be observed that the
topl.c did not become a subject of formal controversial discussion
during the first three centuries, nor for many centuries afterwards ;
imd.that, therefore, the testimonies upon the point are not so
SPele.ic and precise as to preclude all cavilling, though quite
sufficient to satisfy any honest inquirers after truth. Indeed, I
know very few questions in regard to which more elaborate and
unceasing efforts have been employed to silence or pervert the
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testimony of Scripture and of primitive antiquity, as well as of the
Reformers, than on this subject of the appointment of ministers.
Papists, Prelatists, and Erastians have all laboured with unwearied
zeal in attempting to overturn the evidence in support of the rights
of the Christian people in the appointment of their pastors. Some
Papists and Prelatists have brought no small share of learning and
ingenuity to bear upon this subject, though without success while
it is more gratifying to notice that not a few even of these men
have yielded to the force of truth and evidence, and have, in
argument at least, abandoned the cause which their principles and
position naturally inclined them to support.

The main direct and formal proofs of the doctrine and practice
we have ascribed to the primitive church upon this subject, are to
be found in the testimonies of Clemens Romanus, the friend and
companion of the apostles, in the first century; and of Cyprian,
Bishop of Carthage, soon after the middle of the third. These
testimonies are full and satisfactory : there is not a vestige of evi-
dence to be produced from the first three centuries that even seems
to point in an opposite direction ; while there are many collateral
statements and incidental notices of the ordinary practice of the
church to be found in the authors both of the intervening and
subsequent periods, which decidedly confirm them. The testimony
of Clement is very brief, but altogether conclusive: it is, that
the apostles were accustomed to settle ministers—ovvevdoxnoacns
maons Tis éxihmolas—with the cordial consent of the whole
church; and the statement, moreover, is adduced by Clement as
a reason why the people should submit to the authority of their
pastors, and not endeavour factiously to remove or expel them,
since they had themselves consented to their appointment. There
is no fair or even plausible method of explaining away this state-
ment. It unequivocally implies that, at the very least, the de-
liberate opposition of the congregation to the person, who might
have been suggested or recommended as their pastor, was held by
the apostles as of itself quite a sufficient reason why his appoint-
ment should not take place. There is not the slightest ground to
doubt that this practice of the apostles was uniformly observed,
not only during the first three centuries, but for several centuries
afterwards; and, on the contrary, there is a great deal that con-
firms it

In the apostolical constitutions,—which, of course, are not the
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work of Clement, to whom they have been ascribed, but which
have been thought by many to have been compiled about the end
of the third century, and are universally admitted to contain many
interesting notices pf the practices of the early church,—there is
a minute account of the procedure usually adopted in the appoint-
ment of a bishop, in which precisely the same place and influence
are assigned to the people as to the clergy, and in which not only
the word guvevdokéw, but several others of similar import,—some
of them perhaps more strong and specific, such as éx\éyw and
aitéw; and others of them somewhat more vague and indefinite
such as émwelw and dpéoxw,—are all equally applied to the joiné
or common acts of the clergy and the people in this matter. Blon-
dell, who in the latter part of his great work, entitled “ Apologia
pro sententia Hieronymi”—usually reckoned the most learned
work ever written in defence of presbytery—has collected all the
evidence bearing upon this subject, and proved that the people
continued generally to have a real and effective voice in the
appointment of their ministers for nearly 1000 years after the
foundation of the Christian church. After quoting this remark-
able passage from the so-called apostolical constitutions, he adds
the following inference as manifestly established by it, and con-
firmed by all other collateral authorities: “unde constare potest
Clerumque plebemque convenire, eligere, nominare, gratum habere
postulare, testari, annuere, rogari, consensus decretum edere, ant(;
Constantini Magni tempora ex ®quo consuevisse.”*

The testimony of Cyprian is to the same effect. He was con-
sulted by some people in Spain, whether they might forsake or
abandon their bishops who had fallen into heresy: he answered
!:hat they might; and one reason he assigns for this is, « quando
1psa plebs maxime habeat potestatem vel eligendi dignos sacerdotes
}rel indignos recusandi;”t and then he proceeds to prove that thi;
1s a principle fully sanctioned by the sacred Scriptures, and based
Jure divino. These scriptural principles continued to be professed
and acted on long after a large amount of error and corruption
had been introduced into the church ; and this, too, although the
whole tendency of the changes which were going on in every other
d_epm‘fment of ecclesiastical administration ran in the opposite
direction,—i.e., tended to depress the influence of the people and

* P. 392, 1 Blondell, p. 381.
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to exalt the power of the clergy, and latterly of the civil authority,
until in the dark ages they, too, were brought into almost entire
subjection to the Papacy. The preservation in purity of this
doctrine and practice for so long a period, in opposition to the
whole stream of influences which was sweeping over the church
and polluting it, affords a strong confirmation of the position,
that it was firmly grounded on scriptural authority and apostolic
practice.

We have some traces of the system of patronage, or of some-
thing like it, in the fifth and sixth centuries, in country parishes,
though not in towns, originating as it did in the practice of landed
proprietors building and endowing churches for the accommoda-
tion of their dependants, and then, upon this ground, claiming
some influence on the appointment of the ministers (a statement,
however, let it be observed, not in the least inconsistent with
Beza’s account of its origin—viz., that it was concocted in Satan’s
kitchen). Patronage, even in its infant form, seems soon to have
led, through the corruption and subserviency of the clergy, to the
intrusion of ministers upon reclaiming congregations ; and, in con-
sequence, we find that in the fifth and sixth centuries enactments
were passed by councils and other eminent ecclesiastical authori-
ties against intrusion contrary to the will of the people ; and it is
very remarkable, and quite conclusive, that all of them contain, in
gremio, clear and explicit proof that the principle of non-intrusion
was then understood in the same sense in which we understand
it,—viz. this, that the opposition of a congregation in the full en-
joyment of church privileges was of itself quite a sufficient reason
why the person proposed should not be settled as their pastor.
These enactments were embodied in the canon law—the law of
the Church of Rome—and statements and practices founded upon
them continued to hold a place in the public rituals of that church
till the time of the Council of Trent, when it was proposed, though
not agreed to, that they should be expunged, as giving a handle
to the Reformers, who had restored, not only the doctrine, but, so
far as they could, the practice of the primitive church on this
subject, and were all strenuous supporters of the rights of the
Christian people.

Perhaps it may be asked, What do Papists, Prelatists, and
Erastians, who withhold from the Christian people their lawful
rights in this matter, make of these facts—of all this evidence ?
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The more candid-among them admit that it cannot be answered ;
and then, if their other principles allow of it, assert that the au-
thority of the primitive church is not binding, or that the prac-
tice followed in this respect was not one that could not be changed.
The defenders of the Gallican liberties—the most respectable class
of writers, along with the Jansenists, whom the modern church of
Rome has produced—concur with the Greek Church in maintain-
ing theoretically, upon grounds of Scriptare and primitive an-
tiquity, the same principles, so far as intrusion is concerned, as
we do. Many of the most able and learned writers of the Church
of England have admitted—and their admissions may be fairly
regarded as the concessions of opponents wrung from them by
the force of truth—that these were sound and primitive princi-
ples. It is sufficient to mention the names of Hooker, Bishop
Wilson, Bishop Andrews, Dr Field, and Mr Bingham.*

But still it may be asked, What is said by the more bold and
unscrupulous, who do not admit that the doctrine and practice of
the primitive church were as we have described them? They
have laboured to the best of their ability in obscuring and per-
verting the testimony of the primitive church, and especially by
trying to show that it does not necessarily mean what they can
scarcely deny that it naturally and obviously means. Cardinal
Bellarmine has attempted it, and the substance of his evasion is
just that which has been employed ever since, down to our own
day, in all the efforts which have been made to pervert or set
aside, not only the testimony of the primitive church, but that

* Dr Waddington, now Dean of
Durham, and the latest Episcopal
historian of the church, most fully
concedes this. Hesays(p. 40, 2d ed.):
** The choice of a successor devolved
on the members of the society. In
this election the people had an equal
share with the presbyters and inferior
clergy, without exception or distinc-
tion; and it is clear that their rightin
this matter wasnot barely testimonial,
but judicial and elective.” He adds,
1n a note to this sentence : * This is
made very clear, from the comparison
of much contradictory evidence by
Binghamn, B.iv.,c. ii. There were
Some variations in the mode of elec-

VYOL. I.

tion, according to times and circum-
stances, since no rule is laid down in
Scripture upon the subject; but there
i8 a great concurrence of evidence to
show that no bishop was ever ob-
truded upon an orthodox people with-
out their consent.”
He speaks here of Bingham's com-
Earing much contradictory evidence ;
ut there is no contradictory evidence
in ancient times upon this subject.
Waddington was evidently confound-
ing the contradictory views (referred
to by Bingham) of modern authors, in
regard to the import of the ancient
evidence, with contradictions in the
ancient evidence itself.

P
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also of the Reformers, upon this question. The one point which
they all—Papists, Prelatists, Erastians, and Infidels—labour to
establish is this, that the power or influence which the testimonies
quoted ascribe to the people, is merely a right of stating objec-
tions to the person proposed, of the validity of which another
party is to judge; this other party, whether bishops or presby-
teries, being entitled ultimately to dispose of the matter, i.e., to
settle the person or not, according to their own judgment of the
validity of the people’s objections ; and the one process by which
they all strive to effect it is this: they select the weakest and
vaguest term which any of the authors quoted has employed in
describing what the people do, or are entitled to do, in this matter ;
they pare down this term to the lowest sense of which, in any ctr-
cumstances or in any connection, it is capable; and then they put
forth this diluted and perverted sense of the weakest and vaguest
word employed as being the true and real meaning of the far
stronger, more definite, and more specific words which are also
employed. Thus Cyprian, in discussing the question, happens in
one sentence to speak of the necessity of the people being present,
and giving their testimony. This is immediately laid hold of, and
is said to mean merely, or not necessarily to mean more than, a
right of stating objections; and then at once the inference is
drawn, that the power of choosing and rejecting which Cyprian
unequivocally ascribes to them must also mean this, and nothing
more than this. This, of course, is in plain contravention of the
most obvious principles of sound and honest interpretation; but
this one artifice, variously modified, according to the ingenuity,
the learning, the sense, or the courage of the men who may have
been tempted to employ it (from Cardinal Bellarmine to Sir
William Hamilton), is all that has ever been brought to bear
against the clear, unequivocal, unassailable testimony, at once of
the primitive church and the whole body of the Reformers, in
favour of the right of the Christian people to a real, honest, and
effective voice, as opposed to a mere right of stating objections, in
the appointment of their pastors.

Such is the testimony of the primitive church in regard to
these two important principles. Almost everything else in the
profession and practice of the primitive church, with the exception
of the doctrine of the Trinity, underwent changes and modifica-
tions even during the first three centuries; and the tendency of
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the changes was almost universally to the worse—to a greater
deviation from apostolic doctrine and practice. But, while almost
everything else was changing, and changing for the worse, and
while there was even a strong under-current running avains,t the
Bible and against the peopl, it is interesting and encosraging to
see that these great Protestant principles of the supremacy and
sufficiency of the Scriptures, and the rights of the Christian people
in the choice of their pastors, continued to be openly and univer-
sally professed, and that no one ventured to deny them, or to
propose to lay them aside. We do not, of course, attach anything
like authoritative or binding weight to this consideration. We
believe these great Protestant principles on the testimony of God’s
word ; and upon that ground we would have believed them as
firmly as we now do, even though, as was not improbable, they
had been as much corrupted in primitive times as were some other
departments of the doctrine and practice of the church. But the
fact which we have established, is at least sufficient to disprove the
charge of novelty, which, strange as it may seem, Papists, Pre-
latists, and Erastians have sometimes ventured to adduce a’gainst
the holders of one or both of these principles; and considering
the peculiar circumstances of the case, anc the general tendency
of the influences then undoubtedly at work, the professed main-
tenance of them for so long a period in purity, may be reasonably
regarded as of itself a presumption—were presumptions needed
fvhen we have proofs—that, by divine authority and apostolic
influence, they were deeply wrought into the ordinary train of
men’_s thoughts, into the constitution of the church, and the
administration of ecclesiastical affairs. Their influence was no
doubt salutary and beneficial. They did not, indeed, prevent,
though we are persuaded they retarded, the growing corruption
of the church; and the whole subsequent history of the church
proves that, whenever the Lord has been pleased to send times of
reviving and refreshing, He has also brought out into prominence
ﬂ}ese great principles, where before they had been overlooked and
dlsr.ega.rded. So it was at the period of the Reformation; and
80 1t has been in our own church, and in our day: and most
asful‘.efily we are honoured by God to tread in the footsteps of the
Primitive church, and to take up an important branch of the
testimony of the Reformation from Popery, when we are called
upon, as we have been, by His Spirit and in His providence, to
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contend for the exclusive supremacy of His word as the only law
or rule by which the affairs of His church ought to be regulated,
and for the right of Christian congregations to a real and impor-
tant influence,—an effective and decisive voice,—in the appoint-
ment of their own office-bearers.

Sec. IV.—Idolatry.

We proceed to consider the testimony of the church of the
first three centuries—the bearing of the information which the
writers of that period afford us—on some of the topics involved
in the controversies between Protestants and Papists. We have
already explained the nature and bearing of the testimony of the
early church upon the subject of the doctrines of grace; and
these doctrines form an important part of our controversies with
the Church of Rome, which has grievously corrupted them.

The adherents of the Church of Rome are the greatest ad-
mirers of the fathers, and profess implicit deference to their
authority. Their controversial works abouud in quotations from
ancient writers, in support of all their peculiar opinions, and in
opposition, as they allege, to all the doctrines of Protestantism.
It is the universal practice, indeed, of Popish controversial writers
to produce extracts from the writings of the fathers, very much as
if they were texts of Scripture, and possessed of conclusive weight
in proving or in disproving doctrines., Bellarmine, for instance,
through the whole of his great work on the controversies against
the heresies of the time, labours to establish all his leading posi-
tions—first, from Scripture, then from the decisions of councils;
next, from the statements of the fathers; and he commonly pro-
ceeds continuously from the Seriptures to the councils, and from
the councils to the fathers, just as if proofs from all these different
sources were possessed, indiscriminately, of equal validity. Papists
have been in the habit of boasting that all their peculiar opinions
are supported by the fathers, and are confirmed by the catholic
consent of the early church; and they wish this to be received as
proof that, though not all originally committed to writing, or
found in the canonical books, they were handed down by tradition
from Christ and His apostles.

Protestants have been accustomed, on the other hand, to
maintain that the fathers of the first three centuries do not coun-
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tenance the leading peculiarities of the Popish system, and afford
sufficient evidence that these were not then generally held by the
church. This has led to a great deal of wearisome and unprofit-
able discussion, turning often upon the precise meaning of obscure
and ambiguous phrases, of clauses and sentences frequently in-
yolved in gross darkness and inconsistency. There have been
long and learned discussions between Protestants and Papists
about the meaning of passages in the writings of the fathers, with
respect to some of which it is more than probable that even their
authors, if we could subject them to interrogation, would be
unable to tell us what they meant when they wrote them! A
great deal too much importance has been attached to the testimony
of the fathers; and a great deal of talent and learning has been
wasted in investigating the precise import of their statements.
But still, as these discussions form a considerable department of
theological literature, and as the adduction of authorities, in the
shape of extracts from the fathers and other ancient writers, com-
monly enters largely into theological controversies, it may not.be
unprofitable to make a remark or two upon this topic.

The common practice of controversialists, and especially Popish
ones, in adducing authorities from the fathers, is just to collect
brief extracts from their works, which, taken by themselves, and
apart from the context or scope of the passage, seem to countenance
the principles they advocate. This process is, however, in its
general character, unfair, and in its ordinary results, unsatisfactory
and deceptive; inasmuch as experience abundantly proves that it
is an easy matter to produce from the writings of almost any
author, brief and garbled extracts, which, taken by themselves,
would ascribe to him views which he never entertained. The
objects to be aimed at, in adducing the testimony of the primitive
church, or the authority of the fathers, are these two: to ascer-
tain, first, what was the mature and deliberate judgment of the
men upon the point under consideration ; and, secondly, what can
be clearly learned from them as to the general belief and practice
of the church in the age and country in which they lived.

These are two distinct objects, which ought to be separately
considered, and require distinct evidence applicable to the precise
point to be established. Now, to ascertain the mature and de-
liberate judgment of an author upon a particular point that may
be controverted, is, as experience proves, a very different thing
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from producing from his writings one or two brief extracts that
may have dropped from him inadvertently, or when the topic in
regard to which his authority is adduced was not present to his
thoughts, or was not fully and formally considered. The first
thing, therefore, which in fairness ought to be attended to, in an
investigation of this sort, is the question, whether or not the
author ever had the precise point controverted present to his
mind—whether or not he has really formed and expressed a de-
liberate judgment regarding it. If the precise point under con-
sideration was never really present to his thoughts, or if it was not
formally and deliberately entertained by him, then, as experience
proves, it will probably be no easy matter to ascertain with cer-
tainty what his views regarding it were; and, even if they could
be certainly ascertained, they would be entitled to no weight or
deference as an authority, while they might still be of some value,
indirectly, in ascertaining, in combination with other evidence,
the views that then generally prevailed. This obvious dictate of
common sense, confirmed by manifold experience, has been far
too much overlooked, especially—though not exclusively—by
Papists in adducing the testimony of the fathers; and, in conse-
quence, there has been a great deal of most unprofitable and
frequently most unfair discussion about the meaning of many ob-
scure and confused passages, often terminating without leading to
any very satisfactory or decisive result on either side. When
Papists have adduced passages from the fathers in support of their
tenets, the way in which Protestants have usually met them is by
laying down and establishing such positions as these: that the
words adduced do not necessarily require the sense which the
Papists put upon them; that a careful examination of the con-
text and scope of the passages proves that this was not in fact their
meaning; and then particularly, that, from an examination of the
whole writings of the author adduced, it can be proved that he
held, not the Popish, but the Protestant view upon the point—or,
at least, that he has given no clear or explicit deliverance regarding
it. Protestants have fully established these positions, or some of
them, in regard to.a very large proportion of the passages com-
monly quoted by Papists from the writings of the early fathers;
though the labour that has been spent upon this subject has been
immeasurably greater than its intrinsic importance deserved, and
though in this way a vast amount of learned lumber has been
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bequeathed to the world, especially by divines of the Church of
England.

These observations, however, apply chiefly to the fathers of the
fourth and fifth centuries, or the Nicene age; which principally
forms the debateable ground in this controversy with the Church
of Rome. It is not till the fifth century, or the end of the fourth,
that the Popish writers can find materials for making out a case
that has anything like plausibility in support of almost any of the
definite peculiarities of the Romish Church; and a large portion
of what they commonly adduce from writers of these two cen-
turies is but plausible, rather than solid. The Protestants have
in the main successfully established, in regard to most of the
writers of that period, one or more of the positions formerly stated.
There is, however, good reason to believe that some of them have
gone further than the evidence warranted, in denying that the
germs or rudiments of many Popish doctrines were sown in the
Nicene and immediately subsequent age, though they were not
yet fully expanded and developed. But it is with the first of these
centuries that we have at present to do; and here it has been
established, upon a full and deliberate investigation of the whole
materials, that the cause of Popery has nothing solid, scarcely
anything even plausible, to rest upon; while, on the other hand,
it cannot be fairly disputed that even in that early period there
are plain traces of the “ mystery of iniquity” being at work—in-
dications of some of the germs of the system which was afterwards
fully developed, and which operates so injuriously both on the
temporal and spiritual welfare of men.

We cannot enter into a minute and detailed discussion of the
various points involved in the Popish controversy, or into an in-
vestigation of the particular testimonies from early writers, which
have been the subjects of so much useless discussion. We can
merely state briefly and generally how the case stands. With
respect to the worship paid to angels, saints, and images, and the
adoration of the host, on which Protestants have based the heavy
Cha.rge of idolatry against the Church of Rome, it is a matter of
unquestionable certainty, and is admitted by learned Papists, that
there is no authority to be produced for their doctrine and
Practice during the first three centuries. Thus one most impor-
tant department of the mystery of iniquity is at once cut off from
all pretence to the countenance and support of primitive antiquity.
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There was no idolatry in the primitive church, so long as she was
engaged in contending against pagan idolatry, invested with civil
authority and with power to persecute ; and nothing is more cer-
tain than that, in the discussions between the Christian fathers
of this period and the defenders of pagan idolatry and polytheism,
the latter had recourse to the very same sophistry in vindication
of their undoubted idolatry as Papists now employ in defence of
theirs, and that the former (the fathers) clearly and fully exposed
its utter futility. It has been fully proved that the whole sub-
stance of what the Papists are accustomed to adduce, in defending
themselves from the charge of being guilty of polytheism and
idolatry in the worship they pay to angels, saints, and images, was
brought forward by the advocates of paganism, and answered by
the Christian apologists.

We have seen, indeed, that even in the third century there
were plain traces of undue and extravagant honours being paid
to martyrs and confessors, such as anniversaries instituted of their
deaths in the case of martyrs, and conceding to their influence, in
the case of confessors, a sort of right to modify what were believed
to be scriptural principles in regard to penitence and admission
into the communion. All this was wrong and injurious, and may
perhaps be justly regarded as the germ or rudiment of the
excesses and impiety that were afterwards introduced. But there
is no evidence of the existence during this period of anything in
doctrine or practice that was justly chargeable with being ido-
latrous or polytheistic. Even the addresses to these men, with
which the works of some of the fathers of the fourth century
abound, are rather exhibitions of foolish rhetorical declamation than
prayers or invocations based upon a definite belief, such as the
Church of Rome inculcates, that they were to be worshipped in
any sense, or that they could exert any influence in procuring for
men temporal or spiritual blessings. This, however, was a step in
advance in the development of the mystery of iniquity, and led
the way to the prevalence of Popish or antichristian polytheism,
which became pretty general, and was introduced into the public
service of the church in the course of the seventh century. It is
deserving of notice, that in this way the worship of saints and
angels crept into the church very gradually, without exciting
much opposition, or calling forth much controversial discussion.

It was otherwise with the worship of images, to which we
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shall afterwards have occasion to advert, which was established
only towards the end of the eighth century, at what is called
the Seventh General Council, or the Second Council of Nice, and
after a severe and protracted siruggle. During the first three
centuries, the church was in open antagonism with paganism, and
this contributed to preserve it in purity from an important class
of errors. It was not till the altered circumstances of the church,
taken under the protection of the civil authority, and freed from
the necessity of openly contending with paganism, afforded a
favourable opportunity, that Satan set himself to corrupt it, having
recourse to his old expedient of fostering polytheism and idolatry,
so natural to fallen man, and of overwhelming true religion under
a mass of rites and ceremonies, and a crowd of external observ-
ances. It might have been supposed that, under the light of
the Christian dispensation, the re-introduction of polytheism and
idolatry was impracticable. But Satan knew better; and no
sooner did the termination of the open contest between Christi-
anity and paganism afford him a favourable opportunity, than he
made an attempt to revive them under a Christian form,—an at-
tempt which was crowned with the most marvellous success, and
involved the great body of the professors of the Christian church
for many centuries in the deepest guilt and degradation. The
pagans of the first three centuries were accustomed to charge the
Christians with atheism, because they had no splendid temples, no
sacrifices, no images, no gorgeous dresses, no array of ceremonies
arfd processions. This reproach, however, was in due time fully
wiped away by the introduction of all the leading features of
paganism, under a Christian form, indeed, but without losing any-
thing of their essential nature, or operating less injuriously than
before upon the interests of true religion. Had the primitive
church borne even the slightest resemblance to the Church of
Rome, the reproach of atheism on this ground never would have
been adduced against it,

See. Y.—The Sacraments.

One very important department of our controversy with the
Church of Rome is that which respects the sacraments; and in
Tegard to some of the doctrines and practices which may be com-
Prehended under this head, they make somewhat more confident
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and plausible appeals to antiquity than in regard to that to which
we have last adverted. Protestants in general have freely con-
ceded that the doctrine and practice of the church in regard to
the sacraments was at an early period, and even during the first
three centuries, considerably corrupted; but they do not admit,
and it cannot be proved, that almost any of the peculiar doctrines
of Popery had been invented during the period referred to, thaugh
the seeds of some of them had been sown, and were largely de-
veloped during the fourth, the fifth, and subsequent centuries.
In the fathers of the third, and even of the second centuries, there
are plain enough traces of a disposition to make great mysteries
of the sacraments,—to indulge in vague and unintelligible repre-
sentations of their nature and their consequences. The earliest
symptoms of corruption or declension in the church are to be
found, first, in the rise and growth of Prelacy; secondly, the in-
troduction of confused and erroneous views upon the doctrines of
grace ; and, thirdly, of erroneous and exaggerated notions of the
virtue and efficacy of the sacraments: and the progress of error
and declension upon the two last topics, which are by far the
most important, exerted a powerful reciprocal influence. It was
mainly by the spread of erroneous and extravagant notions upon
the subject of the sacraments, that the fundamental doctrines of
the gospel were set aside and perverted; and it has been true
ever since, in every age of the church, that both among mere
formalists, who were satisfied with outward observances, and
among men who had some earnestness about religion, but who
were ignorant of, or opposed to, the peculiar doctrines of Chris-
tianity, the sacraments, erroneously understood, have been sub-
substituted for the weighter matters of the law—the sign has been
substituted for the thing signified.

In the New Testament, certainly, the sacraments do not occupy
any very prominent place; and nothing is said concerning them
that gives any countenance whatever to what Papists and semi-
Papists are accustomed to assert concerning their nature, objects,
and results. Baptism is, indeed, said to save us, and men who
receive the Lord’s Supper are said to partake of the body and
blood of Christ; but there are abundant materials in Scripture to
prove that these outward ordinances are but signs and seals of
spiritual blessings, which may, indeed, be said ordinarily to apply
these blessings, but the efficacy of which in applying them is
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wholly dependent upon the presence and operation of faith in the
recipient ; while faith, wherever it exists, confers and applies all
spiritual blessings irrespective of any external ordinances what-
ever. The symbolical character of the sacraments was soon more
or less obscured or lost sight of, and some traces of the Popish prin-
ciples of the opus operatum—i.e., some inherent power or efficacy
of the ordinances themselves, irrespective of the faith and charac-
ter of the recipient—began to make their appearance, which, in
the progress of ignorance and corruption of the peculiar doctrines
of Christianity, were gradually more and more developed.

The first step in the progress of error in this matter was a
confounding, more or less thoroughly, of the sign with the thing
signified; and this gradually expanded into an ascription to the
sacraments of a power of producing or conferring, by something
like an inherent efficacy of their own, what they merely repre-
sented or symbolized. Before the end of the third century, the
fathers were accustomed to speak of baptisin as being at once the
remission of sin and the renovation of the moral nature; and
though this mode of speaking was originally adopted upon the
assumption, that the faith which unites men to Christ, and is the
instrumental cause of justification, and, in the full sense of the
word, of moral renovation, existed, and was expressed or embodied
in the reception of baptism, yet this consideration was gradually
lost sight of, and they began to talk as if baptism of itself neces-
sarily implied all this. Hence baptism came at length to com-
prehend, and thereby to shut out or abolish, so far as the professed
doctrinal system was concerned, the great fundaniental principle
of justification by faith, and to be received as a substitute for that
great change of moral nature indispensable to salvation, which is
effected by the Holy Spirit through the belief of the truth. It is
a very remarkable thing, that the great doctrine of justification
by faith excited no formal controversy in the church, and can
scarcely be said to have been even fully expounded and enforced,

from the time of Paul to that of Luther. Satan’s policy was to

undermine it, rather than to assail it openly and directly; and
this object was pursued and effected chiefly by throwing the
doctrine of justification, in the scriptural sense, and according to
th'e scriptural views of it, into the background, by giving pro-
Minence to the sacraments, and by encouraging extravagant notions
of their nature and efficacy. It was chiefly baptism that was
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employed for this purpose; and, accordingly, there are few sub-
jects in regard to which the Papists can produce from the fathers
a more plausible array of testimonies to countenance their tenets
than in regard to this sacrament. Not that either the principles
of the opus operatum, or the absolute necessity of baptism to sal-
vation, can be shown to have been generally and distinctly held
by the leading writers of the third century, though the latter was
maintained explicitly by many before the end of the fourth; but
that considerable advances were made towards these errors, and
still more towards what has since been called baptismal regenera-
tion,—an error, the maintenance of which may be confidently re-
garded as indicating an entire ignorance of the fundamental
principles of the gospel.

It was common in the third century, and even in the fourth,
for men who professed to have been converted to the faith of the
gospel to delay their baptism till they thought that death was at
hand ; and this they did under the influence of a notion which
then prevailed, that baptism conferred the remission of all past
sing, and thus, as it were, cleared off all scores, and prepared them
for death and heaven. This erroneous and most dangerous notion
was not, indeed, directly countenanced by the doctors of the
church, but there must have been something in the common mode
of stating and explaining the nature and efficacy of baptism which
naturally led to the adoption of it. The practice of delaying
baptism gradually gave way before the doctrine of the absolute
necessity of baptism to salvation both in infants and adults, which
had become prevalent before the end of the fourth century. But
the Church of Rome still teaches, both that baptism cleanses from
all past sins,—freeing infants from all original sin,—and that it is
indispensably necessary to salvation; and she can produce fully
as good authority from the fathers for these as for any of the
other errors by which she has corrupted the doctrines of the
gospel.

The Lord’s Supper forms a very prominent feature in the
system of the Church of Rome. Everything about this ordinance
she has most grossly corrupted. She has explained and applied it
in such a way as virtually to overturn or neutralize the funda-
mental principles of gospel truth,—the great doctrines of the
vicarious atonement of Christ, justification by faith, and sanctifi-
cation by the Spirit of God; and she has embodied in her system
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of doctrine and practice concerning it, her principal provisions for
crushing the exercise of all mental independence and freedom of
thought, and for subjecting the understandings, consciences, and
the purses of men to the control of her priesthood. She has
laboured with unwearied zeal and activity, to procure for her doc-
trines and practices upon this important subject the countenance
and support of the primitive church, but without success. One
of the most elaborate and voluminous controversies, in the form
of a single combat, that ever took place, turns upon this question,
—the controversy between those two noble combatants, Arnauld
the celebrated Jansenist, and Claude the great champion of the
French Protestant churches in the latter part of the seventeenth
century. In that great controversy on the perpetuity of the faith
of the church concerning the Eucharist, as it was called, every-
thing bearing upon this topic was searched out, and applied with
great ability and ingenuity on both sides. The practical result of
this controversy concerning the Eucharist is very much the same
as that which has been stated in regard to baptism. The Church
of Rome has nothing solid, and little that is even plausible, to
stand upon during the first three centuries,—nothing but a ten-
dency manifested to talk in pompous and mystical language about
the solemnity and efficacy of the ordinance, and to fail in distin-
guishing very accurately between the sign and the thing signified.
It has been proved that the progress of obscure, unintelligible, and
extravagant phraseology upon this subject advanced, but that it
was not till the ninth century that we have any clear and unequi-
vocal indication of the modern Popish doctrine of transubstantia-
tion. It is very certain that, during the first three centuries, there
was no adoration of the host; no altar, and no proper sacrifice ;
and that, of course, the mass, that great idol of Popery, was utterly
unknown,

With respect to transubstantiation, or the alleged conversion
of the bread and wine into the actual body and blood of Christ,
on which the whole doctrine and practice in regard to the mass is
founded, they have nothing to adduce from this period in support
of it, except that the fathers call the bread and wine, as Scripture
fioes, the body and blood of Christ,—the question, however, remain-
Ing in both cases to be determined, whether such statements mean,
and were intended to mean, that the one was actually converted,
by a change of substance, into the other; or merely that the one
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was a figure, or symbol, or emblematical representation of the
other, There is, as we have said, a good deal of confusion and
obscurity in the language occasionally employed upon this subject,
quite enough to prove the utter unfitness of the fathers to be
authorities or guides; but there are sufficient materials to prove
that not only for three, but for more than twice three centuries,
though the obscurity and confusion of the language employed were
increasing, the monstrous doctrine of transubstantiation had not
been broached.

Papists usually make this matter of transubstantiation the
leading instance of a principle which they are in the habit also of
applying to other topics,—that, viz., of the impossibility of a new
doctrine being invented and broached subsequently to the time of
the apostles, without attracting attention and calling forth opposi-
tion. We deny the soundness of the principle as a rule or standard
for judging of the truth of doctrines. The perfection and suffi-
ciency of the Scriptures prove that it is quite enough to show from
the word of God, that from the beginning it was not so; while
the history of the church suggests many considerations which
evince that the principle, if true at all, is true only to a very
limited extent. But, irrespective of all this, Protestants do not
hesitate to undertake, in regard to this particular topic of tran-
substantiation, to prove that there was a long and gradual process
of preparation for its fabrication in the growing corruption and
declension of the church, and in the growing confusion and ob-
scurity of the language employed upon this subject ; that it was
not till the ninth century that the doctrine of transubstantiation
was clearly and unequivocally developed ; that, notwithstanding
the peculiarly favourable circumstances in which it was broached,
from the corruption and ignorance which then prevailed, it did
meet with decided opposition, and was not finally established
as the public and recognised doctrine of the church for several
centuries afterwards. Gieseler, in his very valuable “ Text-Book
of Ecclesiastical History,” states this point with his usual brevity,
accuracy, and comprehensiveness, in this way, supporting his state-
ment, as usual, with an abundance of satisfactory quotations and
references : “ Paschasius Radbertus, a monk, and from A.p. 844~
851 abbot, of Corbey (A.n. 865), first reduced the fluctuating
expressions long in use concerning the body and blood of Christ
in the holy supper, to a regular theory of transubstantiation, His
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doctrine, however, met with very considerable opposition. Rabanus
Maurus rejected it entirely; Ratramnus” (known also by the name
of Bertram), “in the opinion for which he was called upon by
the emperor, and which has been often erroneously attributed to
John Scotus, declared decidedly against it, and all the most re-
spected theologians of the day adhered to the more reasonable view.
Still this mystical doctrine, which had probably existed for a long
time amongst the common people, though never before theologi-
cally developed, was not without its advocates, and it was easy to
foresee that it needed only a time of greater darkness and ignor-
ance, such as soon followed, to become prevalent.” *

Sec. VI.—The Papal Supremacy.

We cannot enter upon the numerous innovations and corrup-
tions in doctrine, government, worship, and discipline, which have
been obtruded upon the professedly Christian community by the
Church of Rome. The great mass of them have no countenance,
and scarcely pretend to have any countenance, from the fathers of
the first three centuries; and when we have once got beyond this
period, no inferior antiquity, alleged to attach to any doctrine or
practice, can be held to afford even the slightest presumption that
it had an apostolic origin; and, therefore, all discussions about the
origin of doctrines and practices, which first appeared in a later
age, possess a merely historical interest, and have no real bearing
upon the question of even the probability of their being true or
binding. Romanists have been much perplexed as to what course
they ought to take in order to procure an apostolic sanction for
their innumerable innovations. Some assert that all the doctrines
and practices of the modern Church of Rome have existed in the
church from the time of the apostles downwards, and endeavour
to account for the want of any trace of them in the remains of
ancient times, by the disciplina arcani, or the alleged habit of the
ancient church to conceal some of her tenets and ceremonies.
Others abandon altogether the attempt to establish the antiquity
of matters of outward order and discipline, and found a great deal
upon the erroneous and dangerous principle,—which has also re-

of Bl?é;éi;:s?"' 45-48 of Cunningham’s translation ; and vol. ii., pp. 284-290




www.reformedontheweb.c

208 THE CHURCH OF THE FIRST TWO CENTURIES. [Cnar. VII.

ceived the sanction of the Church of England,—that the church
has power to decree rites and ceremonies.

But the difficulty remains still in regard to doctrines, in the
more limited sense of the word, which cannot be established from
Scripture. Now, in regard to this subject, their general principles
about the unwritten, as distinguished from the written, word, would
seem, in all fairness, to tie them down to the necessity of proving
a catholic consent with respect to all doctrines which they impose
upon men’s faith,—i.e., of proving, by competent evidence, that
they have been generally held by the church at large in every age
since the apostles’ days. But though this is a burden which their
professed general principles manifestly impose upon them, and
though they have made great efforts to sustain it, not only by
means of sophistry and misrepresentation, but of forgery and in-
terpolation, they have found the task impracticable. It has been
proved that there are not a few doctrines taught by the Church
of Rome, with respect to which not only no proof, but no pre-
sumption exists, that they were known at all during the first three
or four centuries. They rather shrink from asserting openly
and explicitly the right of the church,—infallible though she be,
—to form new articles of faith confessedly not delivered to the
church by Christ and His apostles, and imposing them upon men’s
consciences; and, therefore, they have devised two expedients by
which they think they can evade the necessity of maintaining this
startling claim, though, in fact, they are, both of them, just asser-
tions of it in a somewhat disguised and mitigated form. The first
is, that in consequence of the difficulties attaching to the investi-
gation of this catholic consent, as a historical question or matter
of fact, they ascribe to the existing church—i.e., to the Romish
authorities for the time being—the right of determining finally
and infallibly, whether any particular doctrines that may have
been broached, have or have not been handed down in the church
from apostolic times. But as they could not fail to see that men
could not easily be persuaded to believe an affirmative declaration
to this effect made by the existing church, unless she had some
evidence to produce of the antiquity of the doctrine, they have been
led to have recourse to what is the favourite expedient now-a-days,
and is known as the Theory of Development. 1t is based upon 8
principle or idea, the truth of which is admitted by Protestants,
viz., that the church is warranted, and may be called upon, accord-
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ing to the circumstances in which she is placed, and especially the
errors against which she may have to contend, to bring out more
fully, and to define more precisely, the doctrines which the apostles
delivered to.the church; and then they add to this sound principle
the unsound one, that the church—i.e., the Church of Rome—has
the right of authoritatively determining what tenets ought to be
received as true and sound developments of apostolic doctrine, and
what ought to be rejected as errors or corruptions; and from all
this they deduce the inference, that what Protestants call Romish
innovations in doctrine are true and just developments of doc-
trines which indeed were contained in substance in those taught
by the apostles, orally or in writing; but were not developed,
because there was no call for this till the broaching of errors re-
quired it. And while they rest this conclusion, and the truth of
the particular doctrines which it respects, mainly upon the right
of the church to develop and define, they also do their best, in
regard to each particular doctrine, to bolster it up by any evidence
they can derive from perverting Scripture and' the testimonies of
antiquity.

It is this theory of development that is advocated in Dr New-
man’s work, giving an account of his reasons for joining the
Church of Rome. He virtually abandons the theory of tradition
and catholic consent, about which he and his followers used to
prate so much.* The way in which true Protestants should meet
it is plain enough. They will investigate the true and honest
meaning of development, as distinguished from mere invention or
fabrication, and mark out the limits and conditions of the prin-
ciple fairly and judiciously, so as to guard against tenets being
called developments of previously existing and professed doctrines,
when they are manifestly new inventions, which had previously

* The Tractarians, who still adhere to | defended it.—Dublin Review for Dec.

the Establishment, have been gfeatly
puzzled as to how they should dispose
of their late leader’s Theory of De-
velopment ; and, indeed, I do not
know that any one of them has yet
ventured to grapple with it. The
orthodoxy of N};wman’s Theory of
Development has given rise to a con-
troversy among Romanists themselves.
Cardina! Wiseman has adopted and
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1845 and Dec. 1847 ; vide Dr Words-
worth’s Letters to M. Gondon, on the
Distinctive Character of the Church
of Rome, Let. i., especially pp. 13
and 31 of 3d edition, 1848. It was
opposed by Brownson, with the al-
leged sanction of American authori-
ties ; vide Bulwark, vol. ii., pp. 159
and 216.
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no basis to rest upon ; they will deny, and, if feedful, disprove,
the pretended right of the Church of Rome to decide authorita-
tively and infallibly as to what tenets are true and just develop-
ments of previously existing doctrines, and what are new inventions
and corruptions ; they will insist that all these questions be decided
by the sacred Seriptures, interpreted in the exercise of common
sense ; and then, having thus cleared the ground, they will adduce
direct proof, as has been often done, that all the peculiar doctrines
of the Church of Rome are opposed to Scripture and primitive an-
tiquity, or at least are wholly unsanctioned by them ; and that in
either case, men are not only warranted, but bound to reject them,

The causes which have led to the promulgation of this theory
of development in the present day, are manifestly these : first,
that in consequence of the profound investigations into the history
of doctrines or dogmas, as it is commonly designated, which have
recently taken place in Germany, it had become palpably absurd
and impossible to maintain any longer the old Romish position,
that all the doctrines of the Council of Trent could be traced back
by anything like a plausible chain of evidence to the apostolic, or
to any portion of the ante-Nicene, age; and, secondly, that the
theory was in substance identical with that of the infidel Ration-
alists, who represent the Christian system, as taught by Christ and
His apostles, as containing, indeed, some germs or rudiments of
truth, but as very defective and imperfect, and admitting of great
improvement ; and that the adoption of it was thus a specimen of
Rome’s skilful adaptation to the prevailing sentiments and ten-
dencies of the age; while Satan, who must always be taken into
account as an influential party in all Romish schemes, has the
advantage of men being, by the exposition of this theory of de-
velopment, led into infidelity, or confirmed in it, if they should
not be convinced of the right of the Church of Rome to determine
authoritatively on the legitimacy of alleged developments.

When we consider the various shifts to which the defenders
of the Church of Rome have been thus obliged to have recourse,
in discussing the general subject of the fathers and antiquity, and
recollect what we have already adduced as to the testimony of the
first three centuries on some of the leading peculiarities of Popery,
it can excite no surprise that some of the most eminent Popish
controversialists—as, for example, Cardinal Perron and the
Jesuit Petavius, than whom the Church of Rome has produced
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no men more eminent, at once for erudition and controversial
skill—have virtually given up the first three centuries, and have
tried to take their stand, as the Tractarians do, upon the fourth
and fifth centuries. Upon all these grounds, we do not intend to
dwell at any greater length upon the bearing of the testimony of
the first three centuries upon the points involved in the Popish
controversy, with this exception, that we mean to make some
observations upon the supremacy of the Pope, or the claim which
he puts forth to be acknowledged and obeyed as the vicar of
Christ upon earth, and the monarch of the universal church.
This may be regarded as being in some respects the great leading
characteristic of Popery, by which it is distinguished from all
other professedly Christian communities, whether more pure or
more corrupt.

We do not dwell upon the differences of opinion existing
among Romanists themselves, as to what the Pope’s supremacy
implies—as to the kind and degree of power and authority that
ought to be ascribed to him—although their internal controversies
upon this subject afford important arguments against the whole
of the Papal claims. There is a very considerable gradation of
opinion upon this topic, even among men who have lived and died
in the communion of the Romish Church—from those who ascribe
to the Pope, as such, personal infallibility in all matters of doc-
trine and even of fact, and direct jurisdiction in temporal matters,
down to some of the extreme defenders of the Gallican liberties,
as they are called, who have represented him as being just the
patriarch of the West, occupying, indeed, the highest place, both
in point of rank and power, among the bishops of the Western
Church, but not invested with any very large measure of authority
or jurisdiction, to be exercised according to his own discretion, and
independently of the synods or councils in which he might preside,
and of the canons already received by the church. It is admitted,
however, that almost all Romanists, including even most of the
defenders of the Gallican liberties, maintain the supremacy of the
Pope, as implying that he is invested with some measure of au-
thority or jurisdiction over the whole church of Christ. Bossuet
indeed, and other defenders of the Gallican liberties,* object to
the position that the Pope has the power of ruling or governing
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the universal church, inasmuch as this might be held to imply
that he was entitled to rule, and, of course, was superior to an
cecumenical council, which is the universal church representative,
—a doctrine which the Gallican church has always strenuously
opposed ; and those of them who might hesitate to deny that the
Council of Florence, in the fifteenth century, which ascribed to
the Pope the right of ruling and governing the universal church,
was cecumenical, and of course infallible, endeavour to get rid of
its decree upon this subject, by saying—rather a nice distinction
— that the universal church, which the Pope is declared by the
council to have the power of ruling and governing, is to be
understood, not collectively, as comprehending the whole church
in the mass, or an cecumenical council as representing it, but only
distributively, as including all the faithful, and all the different
churches separately considered, which may be spread over the
earth. But we need not enter into details as to the differences
among Romanists with respect to the extent either of the Pope’s
spiritual or temporal supremacy, and must just regard it as im-
plying in general, and by almost universal admission, a right to
exercise jurisdiction or authoritative control over all the professing
people and churches of Christ, if not over the universal church.
Although it cannot, perhaps, be proved that the Church of Rome,
as such, is committed to any precise definition of the kind or
degree of power implied in the Pope’s supremacy,—the meaning,
as well as the authority of the decree of the Council of Florence,
which looks most like a formal definition of anything that can be
produced upon this point, being a subject of controversial discussion
among themselves,—yet it can be proved that she is committed
to this position, that it is indispensable to the salvation of any
human being that he be subject to the Bishop of Rome : for this
startling doctrine was not only inculeated in bulls issued by Pope
Boniface VIIIL and Pope Leo X., but confirmed by two of the
Lateran Councils; and Bellarmine, accordingly, does not hesitate
to say that the supremacy of the Pope involves the sum and sub-
stance of Christianity :—¢ De qua re agitur, cim de primatu Ponti-
ficis agitur ? brevissime dicam, de summa rei Christianz. Id enim
queeritur, debeat ne Ecclesia diutius consistere, an verd dissolvi, et
concidere? Quid enim aliud est querere, an oporteat, ab =dificio
fundamentum removere, a grege pastorem, ab exercitu impera-
torem, solem ab astris, capnt a corpore, quam an oporteat ®difi-
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clum ruere, gregem dissipari, exercitum fundi, sydera obscurari
corpus jacere ¥’* ’

If it be indeed true that the Bishop of Rome is the foundation
of the Christian church, the pastor of the whole flock of Christ
the commander of the whole Christian army, the sun among th;
stars, the head of the body, it must be of some importance that
individuals and churches should know this, and be suitably affected
by t.he relation which he holds to them. If he be the vicar of
Christ, and authorized by Him to govern His church—and upon
no lowe-:r ground than this can the claims he puts forth be even
entertained—he must produce Christ’s commission, he must show
Christ’s authority for all the powers he claims; and this he pro-
fess.es to do, adducing Scripture proofs in support of his supretnacy.
It Is true, indeed, that (as has been conclusively proved) these
claims ‘were never explicitly put forth in their modern dimensions
as resting upon a scriptural basis, till about the middle of the ﬁftl:
century ; and this upon general, and much more upon Popish, prin-
cnples,.furnishes a very slrong presumption against their va’lidit
I%ut .Stvl“, every claim that professes to rest upon scriptural authc);—-
rity is entitled to a deliberate examination, at whatever time or in
whatever circumstances it may have been advanced.

The‘ p.ositions on which the Pope’s claim to supremacy over
the Christian church is based, may be reduced to two, though they
may also be expanded into a larger number. The defenders of
the P.ope’s supremacy are bound, and do indeed undertake, to
es-tabhsh these two positions—first, that Christ invested P;ter
W.lth a primacy or superiority, not only of rank, honour, or dig-
nity, but of actual authority or jurisdiction, over the rest of the
apostles, and over all His church, so that he, by Christ’s appoint-
ment, became their rightful ruler or governor, he being entitled
to exercise authority over them, and they being bound to obey
him; and that this supremacy was notapersonal to Peter, but
was to be enjoyed by an unbroken succession of individuals
to t?le end of the world; and, secondly, that, by Christ’s au-
thority and direction, Peter became and died Bishop of Rome
a.nd transmitted to all his successors in that see the same autho:
nity or jurisdiction over the church which Christ had conferred
upon him. Unless both these positions can be established, and

* Preef. de Rom. Pontif.
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established from Scripture, the Pope’s claim to supremacy must
manifestly fall to the ground.
Now, it is evident, even at first sight, that the important points
embodied in the second of these positions do not admit of being
established by scriptural evidence. There is manifestly nothing
in Scripture which, with any plausibility, can be advanced in
support of them; and, indeed, the Papists scarcely venture to
allege that there is, and usually under this head have recourse to
general considerations, to far-fetched inferences, to vague proba-
bilities, and mere human authorities, instead of specific Scripture
proofs. It is otherwise, however, with the first position, or at least
the first part of it, which asserts that a supremacy over the other
apostles, and over the whole church, was vested in Peter by his
Master. In support of this they do profess to produce positive
Scripture proofs, and these are not altogether destitute of a certain
measure of prima facie plausibility, especially our Lord’s address
to Peter after the apostle had confessed his faith in Him as the
Son of God, “Thou art Peter, and on this rock will I build My
church” We cannot enter upon anything like a minute and
detailed examination of the import of particular statements of
Scripture. It is enough at present to observe that the Papists
are, by their own principles, precluded from basing upon this text
a proof of the supremacy of Peter, inasmuch as they cannot pro-
duce in support of their interpretation of it the consent of the
fathers; nay, inasmuch as it is certain that a great proportion of
the most eminent of the fathers, even in the fourth century,
understood the rock on which the church was to be built, to mean,
not the person, but the faith of Peter,—the great truth which he
had just confessed, and which is evidently the foundation and
main topic of the whole conversation. This is an interpretation
which certainly cannot be disproved, and which is rendered all
the more probable by the considerations, that Christ is represented
in Scripture as being alone properly the rock on which the
church is built; while, in the improper or subordinate sense in
which alone any creature could be said to be the rock or founda-
tion of the church, the designation is elsewhere applied equally to
all the apostles, who were also, all of them, subsequently invested
with the power of the keys, with the power of binding and loosing,
in the same terms as Peter was.
There is no ground in the New Testament for believing that
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Peter was invested by Christ with jurisdiction or authority over
the other apostles and over the church; and there is no eround
tl.ler.e for believing that he assumed or exercised any such. juris-
fixctxon. On the contrary, there is much declared and recorded
in the New Testament which tends to prove—first, in general
that there was no proper superiority or subordination amgng thé
apostles, as rulers and governors of the church ; and, secondl
a{ld.more specifically, that Peter was not invested with ’anv juri)s’:
dlc.txon over the rest of them, and that,—notwithstanding his
emfnent qualities, his distinguished services, and the sional hc’):)nou;‘
which Christ put upon him by making him so promi:ent an in-
strument of extensive good,—he was not then recarded and treated
as the vicar of Christ and the ruler of the churzh. With respect
to the second part of the first position—viz., that the suprenf)ac
vested in Peter over the apostles, supposing it proved, was to bZ
enjoyeii !)y an unbroken succession of individuals in’ all future
ages—it is scfarcely pretended that there is any direct specific evi-
dence in Scripture in support of it. It is a mere inference resting
at best, upon vague general probabilities, and may be reg’arded as:
fairly precluded by the absurdity which it implies in its very first
stage,—viz., that Peter’s immediate successor must have been the
lord and master of the apostles who survived him, including the
apostle John, who survived all the rest. The dignity of Prince
?f the Apostles, which the Papists assign to Peter, if it ever ex-
isted, may have, for anything that can be shown, disappeared
with the apostolic office. ’ "

It is, however, the second of the positions on which the su-
premacy of the Pope is founded—viz., that Peter by Christ’s
m:ders, became and died Bishop of Rome, and trans,mitted to all
hxs.successors in that see the same jurisdiction over the church
w!uc.h Christ had conferred on him—that comes more immediately
within our province. Unless this position be also thorou hly
estab’lished, nothing whatever has been done towards provinggth'e
Pope’s supremacy ; and unless it be established from Scripture
there can rest upon no man an obligation to admit it. Now, it i;
perfectly manifest that there is nothing whatever in Scri}’nure
that has even the appearance of bearing upon any of the points in-
volved tn it; and this single consideration is conclusive against the
wh?le claim. If there be any doctrines which we are required to
believe as resting upon God’s authority, and if these doctrines are
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in some measure involved as to the grounds on which they rest
in matters of fact, we must have these matters of fact recorded in
Scripture itself, else they can be of no force or validity in estab-
lishing a jus divinum. The informations of ecclesiastical history
may be of some use and weight in establishing the true meaning
and import of some scriptural statements, as we formerly showed
in the case of the heresies of the Docet® and the Cerinthians;
but this has no analogy with the present case: for here the facts
alleged are made the real and the sole basis of doctrines, which
it is admitted are not, as doctrines, taught in Scripture. Conced-
ing, for the sake of argument, first, that Peter was invested
with jurisdiction over the whole church; and, secondly, that he
was to have a continued series of successors in the possession and
exercise of this universal headship,—neither of which positions
assuredly can be proved; yet all this avails nothing whatever
towards establishing the supremacy of the Bishop of Rome, unless
and until it be further proved that Christ intended them to be His
successors in this universal headship. Now, as confessedly it is
not stated in Scripture, either directly or by implication, that the
Bishops of Rome were to be Peter’s successors in the exercise of
this supremacy, Papists have been constrained to admit that the
only, the indispensable medium of probation by which they must
establish this link in their argument, is the matter of fact that
Peter became Bishop of Rome, and continued to occupy that see
till his death. Even if this were proved, it would be no sufficient
ground of itself for the important and weighty conclusion based
upon it, as we would still be entitled to demand distinct and
specific proof for the connection between the facts and the Popish
inference drawn from them; i.e., proof that Peter’s becoming and
dying Bishop of Rome was intended by Christ as an indication of
His purpose that all the subsequent Bishops of Rome were to be
His vicars on earth. Yet, on the other hand, it is manifest that
unless this can be proved, and proved from Scripture, the whole
argument for a jus divinum, or scriptural proof in support of the
Pope’s supremacy, at once sinks in the dust.

Accordingly, we find that Bellarmine is involved in great con-
fusion and perplexity, and is constrained to make some important
concessions in regard to this branch of his argument. He thinks
he has proved—and we are at present conceding this, for the sake
of argument—that Peter was appointed by his Master to be the
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ruler and governor of His church, and even that Christ intended
that Peter should have a perpetual series of successors in the
exercise of the same jurisdiction. But he admits that he is further
bound to prove that Peter became Bishop of Rome by Christ’s
orders, and died there by His appointment in the exercise of that
office, and that this was intended to indicate that his successors in
the see of Rome were also to be his successors in the government
of the universal church; and when these points came up before
him as positions to be proved, he saw, and was constrained to
admit, that nothing like scriptural authority or a jus divinum could
be pleaded in support of them. Having produced a testimony
from one of the forged decretal-epistles of the Popes,—a series of
documents acknowledged by himself in other parts of his works
to be forgeries,—and two similar testimonies from Athanasius and
Ambrose, fathers of the fourth century, to the effect that Peter
came to Rome, and suffered martyrdom there, by Christ’s orders,
he founds this conclusion upon them, having nothing else on
which to rest it: “ Non est improbabile, (not a very confident
statement) Dominum etiam aperté jussisse, ut sedem suam Petrus
ita figeret Rome, ut Romanus episcopus absoluté ei succederet.”
It is, then, on a mere non improbabile that he bases this important
step in the argument,—viz., that Christ directed Peter to become
Bishop of Rome, that He might thus indicate who were to be his
successors in the government of the church. Again he admits,
that perhaps “forte non est de jure divino, Romanum pontificem, ut
Romanum pontificem, Petro succedere ;” while, at the same time,
he maintains that, though perhaps it is not of divine right, yet it
pertains to the Catholic faith,—meaning by this distinction, that,
though perhaps it cannot be proved from Secripture—the only
source from which a proof, valid in the estimation of Protestants,
his opponents, can be derived—yet it can be proved by argu-
ments, the validity of which Catholics, as such—i.e., Romanists—
are bound by their principles to admit,—a point with which we

need not concern ourselves. And the ground of this position he

explains, repeating again the same important concession, though

with evident marks at once of caution and trepidation, in this way :

“ Etsi autem Romanum pontificem succedere Petro, non habeatur

expressé in Scripturis, tamen succedere aliquem Petro, deducitur

evidenter ex Scripturis; illum autem esse Romanum pontificem
habetur ex traditione Apostolica Petri, quam traditionem Concilia
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generalia, Pontificum decreta, et Patrum consensus declar.avif.”’

Thus it appears that, after a good deal of shuffling and hes.ltatxon,

the concession at length comes clearly out, that for anythmg be-

yond these two positions—which, even though prove(.l or admitted,

are manifestly and confessedly far from being sufficient of the'm-

selves to establish the doctrine of the Pope’s supremacy,—viz.,

first, that Peter was invested with supremacy or ju'rlsdlct.xon over

the church; and, secondly, that it was Christ’s intention that

Peter should have a series of successors in the office o.f .umv.ersal

monarch, and in the exercise of the jurisdiction which it 1mp11es—

its advocates are dependent entirely upon general councils, .the

decrees of Popes, and the consent of the fathers. No materla!s

derived from these sources could establish a jus divinum, even if

more full and relevant than any which Papists have been able. to

produce from them. And, accordingly, most subs'equent POPI.Sh

controversialists have taken warning from Bellarmine’s perplexity

upon this point, while they have failed to ifnitate his candour, and
have usually omitted to bring forward this brar}ch of the argu-
ment, as if it were unnecessary for the establishment of their
cause.

In this argument about the succession of the Popes to Pe.te:',
and the nature and amount of the evidence in support Of.Chl'lSt 3
having directed him to fix his see at Rome, and having intended
thereby to indicate that his successors in tl}at see were also to be
his successors in the government of the universal church, Bellar-
mine assumes it as proved that Peter had been at Ron.le, that he
became bishop of that church, and died in the occupation of that
office; and it is important to remember t.hat, essential as th’e
proof of these matters of fact is to the estabhsh.ment of the Pope’s
supremacy, there is not a vestige of e\{idence in support of them
in Scripture, while no facts that enter into the necessary proof ({f
a jus divinum can be admitted upon any lower authority. Hen.a is
a fatal defect which cannot be repaired. The general conclu5}on
to which an examination of all the materials in Scripture bearing
upon the point would lead, is the improbability that Peter ever
was at Rome; while the common Popish averment, that he held
the Roman see for twenty-five years after having beex.l for seven
years Bishop of Antioch, may be fairly regarded as disproved by

* De Rom. Pont., Lib ii,, cap. xii.
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Scripture ;—and yet this averment forms a portion of the earliest
authority we have for Peter being Bishop of Rome at all,—viz., a
statement of Jerome’s in the end of the fourth century.®
Though there is no certainty, no evidence in Scripture, that
Peter ever was at Rome, and though the presumption from Scrip-
ture is rather against it, yet there is a considerable amount of his-
torical evidence, of ordinary human testimony, that he suffered
martyrdom in that city ; and though, even as a mere question of
historical evidence, it cannot be said to be thoroughly established,
yet Protestants have generally admitted it as being, upon the whole,
most probable. As to the position that he was Bishop of Rome,
in the modern sense of the word, there is not a vestige of any-
thing like evidence in support of it in Scripture. On the con-
trary, there is much in Secripture to prove—first, that no apostle
became, in the modern sense, bishop of any particular church,—a
thing as absurd, as Dr Isaac Barrow says, “as if the king should
become Mayor of London, or the Bishop of London should
become Vicar of Pancras;” and, secondly, that no such func-
tionaries as modern bishops existed in the apostolic age. This
second position goes to the root of the matter, while it suggests the
consideration that the firmest basis on which to rest our assaults
upon Popery, so far as church government is concerned, is the
Presbyterianism of the New Testament. There is, then, no Scrip-
ture evidence that Peter was invested with jurisdiction or au-
thoritative control over the other apostles and the whole church,
or that he was to have a series of successors in the exercise of
this jurisdiction; there is no Scripture proof that he ever was
at Rome, or held the office of bishop of that church; and,
lastly, there is no indication in Scripture that it was the mind and
will of Christ that the Bishops of Rome should succeed him in
the possession of any of the powers and prerogatives which he
enjoyed. ALL these positions must be established, and estab-
lished from Scripture, in order to lay the foundation of a Jus
divinum in pleading for the Pope’s supremacy; while not one of
them can be proved from the word of God, and most of them can
be disproved by conclusive scriptural evidence. Surely Luther
was well entitled to his joke, when, adverting to the entire want

9 (') Vide Kipling's Reply to Dr Troy, in The Churchman Armed, vol. ii., pp.
70-274.
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of Scripture evidence for this sweeping and presumptuous claim,
he put this question, ¢ Where is it written, except perhaps at
Rome, in the church of St Peter’s, in the chimney with a bit of
coal ?”

I have still to advert to the testimony of the first three cen-
turies upon the claim of the Bishops of Rome to supremacy over
the whole Churchy—a claim which, as formerly explained, im-
plies, and is based upon, these two positions: first, that Peter was
invested by Christ with authority or jurisdiction over the other
apostles and over the whole church; and, secondly, that by
Christ’s directions he became, and died, Bishop of Rome, and
transmitted to his successors in that see the jurisdiction over the
whole church which he himself possessed. If such a right had
been conferred upon Peter and the Bishops of Rome, this must
have been well known to the church, and their knowledge of it
must have appeared palpably in their statements and proceedings.
This is so evident from the nature of the case, as not to require
illustration. A negative argument from antiquity—if there be,
indeed, materials on which to rest it—must evidently be at once
legitimate and powerful in opposition to Papal claims; 4.e., in other
words, if there be no clear traces in primitive antiquity of Peter
and the Bishops of Rome claiming this supremacy, and having the
exercise of it conceded to them, this must be, to say the least, a

very strong presumption that no such right was ever conferred
" upon them.

Accordingly, the defenders of the Papal supremacy have com-
monly laid down this position, and have virtually admitted that it
was necessary for them to prove it in order to make out their case,
—uviz., that ever since the formation of the Christian church, the
Bishops of Rome, as Peter’s successors, have claimed and exercised
jurisdiction over the whole flock of Christ. They have not been able
to produce anything whatever in support of this position that has
even the appearance of evidence, though they have certainly dis-
played the most extraordinary diligence and ingenuity in distorting
and perverting the statements of early writers, and the facts and
incidents of ancient history, in order to extract from them some-
thing in support of their claims. Every phrase or expression that
has ever dropped from any ancient writer in commendation of
Peter or of the Church of Rome, or of any of its bishops; every
instance in which the Bishops of Rome were applied to by any
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one for advice or assistance ; every case in which they interfered
in the discussion or arrangement of any subject, and seem to have
contributed in any way, or to any extent, to its adjustment ;—
everything of this sort is put down as a proof, not of the possession
of excellence or of influence, but of proper jurisdiction or au-
thority over the church. But asit may be confidently asserted that
not only there is nothing in Scripture which asserts or implies that
Peter exercised, and was recognised as entitled to exercise, juris-
diction over the other apostles and the church at large, but much
which shows that no such right was then imagined to exist, so the
same assertion may be made with equal confidence in regard to
the first three centuries, and for a considerable period beyond
them.

We have shown that Bellarmine was forced to admit that the
position, essential to the establishment of the Papal supremacy—
viz., that Christ, by arranging that Peter should die Bishop of
Rome, intended to indicate His will that his successors in that see
should also succeed him in the government of the whole church—
could not be proved from Scripture, and therefore was not based
Jure divino; while he contended that it was founded upon what
he called ¢ the apostolic tradition of Peter.” By this, of course,
he meant, first, that Peter himself had made known to the church
that this was his Master’s will ; and, secondly, that the knowledge
of this important fact—rviz., that he had done so—rested upon tra-
dition. He then proceeds to specify more particularly what proof
there was of this tradition, on which so much depended ; and
therefore, in support of it, cites general councils, the decrees of
Popes, and the consent of fathers; and he goes on to produce
proofs from these different sources.

As to the general councils, none were held during the first
three centuries; so that their authority by itself, as a proof of
apostolical tradition, is of no value, while at the same time they
do not come under the limits of our present subject. We may
merely remark, in passing, that the first four general councils,—
which were held, two in the fourth, and two in the fifth century,—
whose doctrinal decisions upon pointsof faith are generally admitted
by Protestants to have been sound and orthodox, neither said nor
did anything which affords the slightest countenance to the claim
of Papal supremacy; that many things in their history and pro-
ceedings afford arguments against the Papal supremacy, which its
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most learned and ingenious defenders have been unable satisfac-
torily to answer; that, in several instances, these councils passed
decrees or canons which were opposed and protested against by
the Bishop of Rome or his agents, as manifestly inconsistent with
claims which he then advanced, even though short of universal
supremacy or headship over the whole church ; and that the first
general council which really asserted the Papal supremacy with
anything like explicitness, though no doubt it had been practically
established and exercised long before, was the fourth Lateran
Council, held under Pope Innocent IIL, in the beginning of the
thirteenth century. Of course no evidence can be derived from
general councils in support of the position that Peter taught the
church that his successors in the see of Rome were to possess
universal supremacy : that is, no evidence which can be regarded
as having any weight until after it has been proved that all these
assemblies, which the Church of Rome calls general councils, were
possessed of infallibility.

The second head of evidence to which Bellarmine refers in
support of the apostolicity of this pretended tradition, is the de-
crees of Popes; and here, too, we would need a previous proof of
their infallibility, before we can receive their testimony as valid,
especially in their own cause,—in a matter in which their own
claims and interests are so deeply involved. He does not pretend
to produce anything in support of this claim from any of the Popes
of the first three centuries, and this is enough to show the futility
of his appeal to this source of evidence. The first Pope he pro-
duces is Julius, who held the see of Rome about the middle of the
fourth century, at the time of the famous Council of Sardica, and
was probably the author of the canon,—if, indeed, the Council of
Sardica ever passed such a canon,—which three of his successors
so unsuccessfully employed to reduce the African church to sub-
jection to Rome in the beginning of the next century. But, in
truth, he has no testimonies even from Bishops of Rome which
bear explicitly upon the point of a claim to proper universal juris-
diction, derived by succession from Peter, till the time of Pope
Leo I., about the middle of the fifth century; while there is no
evidence that this claim was generally conceded, even in the
Western Church, till a much later period.

The third source of evidence to which Bellarmine refers is the
consent of the fathers; and the only fathers to whom he refers
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during the period we are at present considering, are Irenzus,
Origen, and Cyprian: to Irenzus, as asserting the supremacy of
the Church of Rome; to Origen, as asserting the supremacy of
Peter; and to Cyprian, as asserting both. We formerly had
occasion to remark, that Romanists could not produce the consent
of the fathers, even of the fourth and fifth centuries, in support
of their interpretation of those passages of Scripture on which
they found the supremacy of Peter. In regard, for instance, to
the passage which affords the only support to the claim that is
possessed of anything like plausibility—viz., “ Thou art Peter, and
on this rock will I build My church”—some of them interpret the
rock to mean Christ Himself; most of them, to mean the faith
which Peter confessed on that occasion; while the few of them
who regard it as referring primarily, and in the first instance, to
Peter himself personally, do not interpret it as conferring upon
him any power or jurisdiction which was not either then or after-
wards conferred upon the other apostles. Now, all that can be
justly alleged in regard to Origen is, that hé seems to have taken
the last of these views of the meaning of this passage; while the
fact that he was not a believer in Peter’s supremacy, in the Popish
sense of it, is established beyond all fair controversy, by his having
repeatedly, and most explicitly, asserted the full and perfect
equality of the apostles in point of power or authority. In re-
gard to Cyprian the case stands thus: in discussing the subject
of the unity of the church—and we formerly had occasion to
mention that he made considerable advances towards developing
the Popish doctrine upon that subject—he makes some statements
about Peter’s being appointed by Christ to be the symbol or repre-
sentative of unity, and about the Bishop of Rome still continuing
to serve a similar purpose. What he meant by this notion it is
not easy to say ; and the probability is, that if we could interrogate
him upon the subject, he would himself be unable to tell us clearly
what he meant. Barrow calls it “subtle and mystical,” and adds,
“I can discern little solidity in this conceit, and as little harm.” *
But it is certain that he did not mean by it to ascribe to Peter
and the Bishops of Rome a right to govern the whole church ; and
the conclusive proof of this is to be found in these three facts:
first, that he has repeatedly asserted, in the plainest and most

* Barrow on the Pope’s Supremacy, p. 560.
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unequivocal terms, that all the apostles were invested with equal
power and authority, no one having jurisdiction over another;
secondly, that he has asserted with equal plainness, that all
bishops are possessed of equal power and authority, each being
entirely independent of any other bishop in his own diocese ; and,
thirdly, that he distinctly and boldly acted upon these principles
in his controversy with Stephen, Bishop of Rome, about re-bap-
tizing heretics,—Stephen, indeed, not demanding submission upon
the ground of any supremacy which he claimed, and Cyprian
making it very manifest, by the way in which he treated Stephen
and his arguments, that if any such claim had been put forth, it
would have been openly denied and strenuously resisted. Irenzus
is the only other authority produced during this period. It is not
alleged that he has asserted the supremacy of Peter, but it is
alleged that he has asserted the supremacy of the Roman Church;
and, in proof of this, a passage is produced from him—or rather
the Latin translation, for we have not the original Greek of this
part of his book against heresies—in which he ascribes to it,
potiorem principalitatem,—a passage which, since it is the only
plausible testimony which the first three centuries afford in sup-
port of the Papal supremacy, is much boasted of by Popish
writers, and has given rise to a great deal of learned discussion.
It would be a waste of time to give even an abstract of the argu-
ments by which Protestant authors have proved that this passage
is utterly insufficient for the purposes to which the Romanists
apply it, especially as they could not be stated within any short
compass. The import and bearing of the passage are fully dis-
cussed in Mosheim’s Commentaries.* It cannot be denied that
the statement gives some apparent countenance to the Papal
claims ; but even if it were much more clear and unequivocal than
it is, it would be utterly insufficient, standing as it does alone, to
support the weight which the Church of Rome suspends upon it.
Mosheim, after investigating the meaning of the passage, and
setting forth what he regards as the most probable interpretation
of the potior principalitas, one which gives no countenance to
the Papal claim of supremacy, concludes in this way: ¢ Dedecet
profecto viros eruditos et sapientes ex verbis obscuris et incertis
privati hominis et unius pusille ac pauperis ecclesiz episcopi, boni

* Saec. ii., cap. xxi., p. 263.
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quidem et pii, verum mediocri acumine ac ingenio preediti, jus
publicum totius ecclesiz Christianx atque formam gubernationis
ejus a Christo prascriptam elicere.”

The negative argument, which is manifestly one of great
power and weight in a case of this sort, stands untouched and un-
broken, with nothing that can be alleged on the other side except
a single obscure and ambiguous passage in a barbarous Latin
translation of Irenzus, made we know not when or by whom.
And the argument is not wholly negative, for there is much in
the history of the church during the first three centuries which
affords positive and conclusive proof that the claim of the Bishops
of Rome to rule or govern the universal church was not then
advanced or acknowledged, and, indeed, was utterly unknown.
In surveying the history of this period, with the view of ascer-
taining from the events which occurred, and the course of conduct
pursued, whéther the Bishops of Rome were regarded and treated
as the rulers of the church, the following considerations must be
kept in view. The supremacy of the Pope must necessarily imply
these two things: first, that the Bishops of Rome are, and have
always been acknowledged to be, the highest ultimate judges in
all theological and ecclesiastical controversies, at least when there
were no general councils; and, secondly, that communion with
the Roman Church, and subjection to the authority of its bishop,
were held necessary in order to being regarded as being in the
communion of the catholic or general church. All Romanists
admit that the exercise and acknowledgment of the Papal supre-
macy imply these things. It is because Protestants, both in theory
and in practice, deny them, that Papists denounce them as throw-
ing off the authority of Christ’s vicar, and as putting themselves
beyond the pale of the Catholic Church, and thereby excluding
themselves from salvation. Keeping these things in view, and
then surveying the history of the early church, we shall meet with
much that affords conclusive proof that the Papal supremacy was
utterly unknown,—that the idea of any such right as supremacy
implies being vested in the Bishop of Rome had not then entered
into men’s minds. If Clement had ever imagined that he, as the
successor of Peter, was invested with supremacy over the church,
he could not have written such a letter as he did to the church
of Corinth, in which, when they were indulging in a spirit of

VOL. I. R




www.reformedontheweb.c

226 THE CHURCH OF THE FIRST TWO CENTURIES. [CHar. VII.

faction and turbulence, he contented himself with labouring to
persuade them by scriptural considerations to respect and obey
their own presbyters. The facts connected with the two discus-
sions concerning the time of observing Faster—the one about the
middle, and the other near the end, of the second century—not
only afford conclusive proof, as we formerly showed, of the utter
baselessness of all claims, even then, to authentic apostolical tradi-
tion, but also of the utter ignorance of the whole church of any
right vested in the Bishops of Rome to rule or govern it; while
the facts connected with the controversy about the re-baptizing of
heretics, in the third century, and many others that might be
meationed, establish the same important position.

Indeed, it is an easy matter to trace the whole history of the
rise and progress of the Papal supremacy, from its first faint
dawnings till its full establishment ; and it is certainly by far the
most extraordinary instance of successful imposture and iniquity
the world has ever witnessed. It was an object prosecuted for a
succession of ages with unwearied zeal : every incident was most
carefully improved for promoting it, and no scruples of conscience,
no regard to truth or veracity, no respect for the laws of God or
man, were ever allowed to stand in the way of extending this
usurped dominion over the church. Popish writers delight to
dwell upon the permanency and extensive influence of the Papacy,
as contrasted with the comparatively brief duration of empires
and kingdoms that have risen and passed away; and some of
them have really made a striking and impressive picture of this
topic, one rather fitted to touch the imagination, and to call forth
feelings of solemnity and veneration ; but when, instead of being
satisfied with a mere fancy sketch, we examine it with care and
attention,—when we consider the utter baselessness of the ground
on which the Papal supremacy rests, and the way in which this
power has been secured and exercised,—we cannot but be per-
suaded that, though in some respects beautiful outwardly, it is
within full of dead men’s bones and of all uncleanness.

CHAPTER VIII.

THE CONSTITUTION OF THE CHURCH.

WEe proceed now to advert to the testimony of the first three
centuries on the subject of church government, and especially of
Episcopacy, or, as it shonld rather be called, of Prelacy. Pre-
latists have been usually very loud and confident in appealing to
the testimony of the primitive church in support of their prin-
ciples; and if the primitive church meant the church of the fourth
and fifth centuries, they could, no doubt, produce a great body of
testimony in their favour—testimony, however, which becomes
feebler and feebler during every generation as we go backwards,
until the truly primitive New Testament period, when it entirely
disappears.

The substance of what we are persuaded can be fully estab-
lished upon this point is this: That there was no Prelacy in the
apostolic age; that there is no authentic evidence of its existence
in the generation immediately succeeding that of the apostles ;
that the first faint traces of Prelacy, or rather of something like
it, are to be seen about the middle of the second century; and
that the power of Prelates continued gradually to increase and
extend, until, by the end of the fourth century, it had attained a
condition pretty similar to that which modern Prelatic churches
exhibit, though there was not even then the same entire exclusion
of presbyters from all share in the government of the church,
which the practice of the Church of England presents. If there
be anything approaching to accuracy in this general statement, it
would seem very like as if Prelacy were a feature or part of the
great apostasy from scriptural truth and order, which so early
began to manifest itself in the church, and which was at length
fully developed in the antichristian system of the Church of
Rome; in other words, it might seem as if Prelacy were a branch
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or portion of Popery. The question, whether it be so or not, is
not one of great practical importance, for, perhaps, at bottom it
may resolve itself very much, in one sense, into a dispute about
words; and the question whether a Prelatic government ought
to exist in the church, must be determined by an appeal to Scrip-
ture. But as the general question which this particular point
suggests,—viz., as to the grounds on which an allegation ‘with
respect to any doctrine or practice, that it is Popish, should rest,
and the weight due to such an allegation,—is one of some import-
ance in theological discussions, it may not be unseasonable to take
this opportunity of making a few remarks upon it.

It has long been a common practice among controversialists to
charge their opponents with holding Popish views and sanctioning
Popish practices, and to adduce this as a presumption, at least,
against them. The charge has been sometimes adduced by men
of very scanty intelligence and information, upon very insufficient
grounds; and that, again, has afforded a sort of excuse to others
who could not easily defend themselves against such a charge for
scouting and ridiculing, rather than answering, it. For instance,
some of the ignorant and foolish sectaries, who sprung up in such
numbers in England during the period of the Commonwealth,
were accustamed to allege that Presbytery was just as Popish as
Prelacy was; and Episcopalian controversialists, down to the pre-
sent day, are in the habit of quoting some of the statements of
those persons to this effect, as if they were proofs of the folly of
such a charge against whatever it might be directed. Some per-
sons in our own day have asserted, that the doctrine of the obli-
gation of civil rulers to employ their civil authority, with a view
to the promotion of religion and the welfare of the church, is
Popish ; while others, going to the opposite extreme, have adduced
the same charge against the doctrine of the entire independence
of the church of all civil control; though it can be proved, I am
persuaded, that both these doctrines are taught in Scripture, and
though it is certain that they were maintained, but in a much
purer form, by the Reformers as well as by the Church of Rome.
These are specimens of the inconsiderate and reckless way in
which this charge is often bandied about by ignorant and foolish
men; but these, and many other specimens of a similar kind,
afford no sufficient proof that the charge is universally ridiculous,
or that it is impossible to discriminate between the cases in which
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it does, and those in which it does not, rest upon a satisfactory
foundation.

At a very early period, we see plain traces of corruption and
declension in the church of Christ. This continued to increase
and extend age after age, until it reached its full development in
the matured system of the apostate Church of Rome. The lead-
ing features which this progress of declension and corruption as-
sumed, and the principal results to which it tended, are sufficiently
discernible : the obscuration and perversion of the doctrines of
grace ; the multiplication of rites and ceremonies in the worship
of God, and the ascription to them, as well as to the divinely
appointed sacramental ordinances, of an undue importance and
efficacy ; the invention of new orders and offices in the govern-
ment of the church,—all tending to depress and to reduce to
slavery the Christian people and the office-bearers whom Christ
appointed, and terminating at length in a system which leads men
to build upon a false foundation for salvation, and to submit im-
plicitly to the tyranny of their spiritual superiors. Such is Popery
fully matured; but the seeds of the system were early sown, and
were very gradually developed. Everything which really enters
as a component part into this great system of error and corrup-
tion. may be fairly enough called Popish ; and the fact, if it can
be established, that it does enter into this system, and may there-
fore be fairly called Popish, forms, no doubt, a very strong pre-
sumption against it.

But everything which has been and is held by the Church of
Rome, must not be regarded as Popish in this obnoxious sense.
She has retained a profession of some important scriptural doc-
trines and principles, though there are none which she has not,
more or less extensively, and more or less directly, corrupted.
She has retained an orthodox profession upon the subject of the
Trinity, while she has corrupted the doctrine and worship of God
by polytheism and idolatry. But we must not, either because of
her having retained so much truth, or of her having joined so
much error with it, concur with the Socinians in setting aside the
doctrine of the Trinity as Popish. She has retained the truth of
the entire independence of the church of Christ of civil control,
though she has sometimes practically sacrificed this truth to some
extent in her unprincipled prosecution of her selfish interests (as,
for example, in tolerating patronage), while she has corrupted it
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by claiming for the church control over the civil authorities ; but
we should not, either because of her holding this truth, or of her
having to some extent corrupted it, concur with infidels and Eras-
tians in denying the independence of the church, or in subjecting
it to the civil power, as if everything else were Popery. In order,
then, to warrant us in calling any doctrine or practice Popish, and
urging this as a presumption against its truth, it is not enough
that it has been held by the Church of Rome; it should also have
been rejected by the great body of the Reformers—those great
men to whom the Holy Spirit so fully unfolded the mind of God
as revealed in His word, and whom He raised up and qualified
for restoring His truth and purifying His church. When both
these positions can be fully established in regard to any doctrine
or practice,—viz., first, that it is held by the Church of Rome;
and, secondly, that it was denied or rejected by the great body of
the Reformers,—we are fairly entitled to call it Popish, and we
may fairly regard the proof of these two facts as establishing a
strong presumption against it.

Still it must never be forgotten that there lies an appeal from
all human authorities, from fathers or reformers of every age and
of every church, to the only certain and unerring standard, the
word of the living God; and that neither the allegation nor the
proof that a doctrine or practice may be fairly called Popish
exempts us from the obligation to examine whether its claims, if
it put forth any, to the sanction of the sacred Scriptures be well
founded or not, and to regulate our treatment of it by the result
of this examination. Prelacy has been often designated by Pres-
byterian writers as Popish; and if it be a sufficient foundation for
such a charge to prove that it is held both theoretically and prac-
tically by the Church of Rome—that it was rejected by the great
body of the Reformers, as well as by those who, in the middle ages,
were raised up as witnesses against antichrist—that its introduc-
tion formed a step in the process of the corruption of the early
church,—and that it afforded some facilities for the growth and de-
velopment of the Papal system,—then the charge is well founded,
for all these positions can be established against Prelacy by satis-
factory evidence. The Church of Rome has much more fully
and more explicitly asserted the doctrine of Prelacy than the
Church of England has done. All that the Church of England
has ventured to lay down upon this point is contained in the fol-
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lowing vague and ambiguous declaration in the preface to the
Ordinal for ordination: “It is evident unto all men, diligently
reading holy scripture and ancient authors, that from the apostles’
time there have been these orders of Ministers in Christ’s church ;
Bishops, Priests, and Deacons;” whereas the Council of Trent
has set forth the doctrine much more explicitly, and has required
the belief of it, because it was generally denied by the Reformers,
under an anathema. The two following canons were passed in
the twenty-third session of the council, and, of course, form the
standard doctrine of the church: “Si quis dixerit, in ecclesia
catholica non esse hierarchiam divina ordinatione institutam, quse
constat ex episcopis, presbyteris, et ministris : anathema sit;” and
again : “Si quis dixerit, episcopos non esse presbyteris superiores,
vel non habere potestatem confirmandi et ordinandi; vel eam,
quam habent, illis esse cum presbyteris communem,

anathema sit. ne The adoption of these canons by the Councxl of
Trent not only proves that Prelacy is the doctrine of the Church
of Rome, but also proves indirectly what can be conclusively estab-
lished by direct evidence,—that it was generally rejected by the
Reformers.

It is an insufficient defence against the allegation with respect
to a particular doctrine or practice that it is Popish, to prove that
it existed in the church before what we commonly call the Popish
system was fully developed. The germs or rudiments of that very
system can be traced back to the apostolic age. There were men
then in the church who loved to have the pre-eminence, who were
for imposing ceremonies and establishing will-worship ; and it
should not be forgotten that the introduction and establishment of
a new office, held by men possessed of higher rank and authority
than other office-bearers (presbyters and deacons) whom the
apostles appointed—and such we believe Prelacy to have been—
runs precisely in the line which ultimately terminated in a uni-
versal bishop, and, no doubt, contributed to extend and strengthen
it. At the same -time, it is perhaps more proper and becoming
that, out of regard to the valuable services which many prelates
and Prelatists have rendered to the cause of Protestantism, we
should abstain frcm the application of the term Popish to Prelacy,
and content ourselves with asserting and proving that it has no

* Canones et Decreta Con. Trid., Sess. xxiii., ¢. iv., Can. vi. vii.
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warrant in Scripture or primitive antiquity, and therefore should
not exist in the church of Christ. But still, when Prelatists open
their case, as they often do, by asserting that Prelacy prevailed
over the whole Christian world for 1500 years, and was found
obtaining over the whole church at the period of the Reformation,
and adduce this as a presumption of its truth, it is neither unbe-
coming nor unreasonable to remind them that, if it prevailed
generally till the time of the Reformation, it was rejected by the
great body of the Reformers as a Popish corruption : that we can
cut off two or three centuries from the commencement of their
1500 years; and that then we can show that some other Popish
corruptions can be traced back, at least in their germs or rudi-
ments, to as venerable an antiquity, and enjoyed thereafter as
general a prevalence, as Prelacy can claim.

Sec. 1.— Prelacy ;—State of the Question.

The position which the advocates of Prelacy commonly lay
down upon this subject is to this effect : We find from the writ-
ings of the early fathers, that from the apostolic age bishops are
to be found in all the churches, recognised and obeyed as the
highest ecclesiastical office-bearers ;—this state of things could not
have existed so early and so generally, unless it had been intro-
duced and established by the apostles themselves : whence we infer
that Episcopacy is of apostolic origin and authority. When the
subject is presented in this form, the question naturally and ob-
viously occurs, whether or not the argument, founded on the
alleged earliness and universality of the existence of bishops, is
expected to be received as a proof of a jus divinum,—a proof of
what the apostles did, and of what, therefore, the church is still
bound to do; or merely as a presumption in favour of a certain
mode of interpreting some portions of Scripture, bearing, or alleged
to bear, upon this topic. Both views have been held by different
classes of Episcopalians. Some High-church Episcopalians—as,
for example, the Tractarians—have admitted that the divine right
of Prelacy could not be fully established from Scripture, but,
agreeing in substance with the Church of Rome on the doctrine
of tradition, or the principle of catholic consent, they regard the
testimony of the early church as sufficient to prove it; and, indeed,
they expressly adduce this matter of Prelacy as a proof of the
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imperfection of Seripture, alleging that we are dependent upon
tradition for conclusive evidence in support of it. Other Episco-
palians think they can establish Prelacy from Scripture, and they
refer to the testimony of the primitive church merely as affording
some corroboration of the scriptural argument; while not a few
seem to hover between these two points. Most of them, indeed,
seem to have a sort of lurking consciousness that the Scripture
evidence for Prelacy is not of itself very conclusive, and stands
much in need of being corroborated by the testimony of the early
church ; while they vary among themselves in their mode of stating
formally the value and importance of the evidence they profess to
produce from antiquity, according to the soundness and clearness
of their convictions and impressions with respect to the sufficiency
and perfection of the sacred Scriptures, and the necessity of a
scriptural proof in order to support a jus divinum.

It is, however, of the highest importance, that, in the investi-
gation of all such subjects, we retain right impressions of the clear
and unchangeable line of demarcation between the testimony of
Scripture and all merely human authority ; that we do not forget
that we are bound to believe and to practise nothing as of divine
authority, the proof and warrant of which cannot be deduced from
the word of God ; and also that,—as we had occasion more fully to
explain in treating of the Pope’s supremacy,—if, in order to estab-
lish any conclusion which is professedly based upon some scriptural
statements, the proof of any matters of fact be necessary to com-
plete the argument, these matters of fact must also be established
from Scripture, else the evidence of a jus divinum falls to the
ground. The facts may be established sufficiently by ordinary
human testimony ; dut if the argument from Scripture cannot be
completed conclusively without them, then we are entitled to say, that
since God has not been pleased to make them known to us through
the medium of His word, He does not require us to receive, as a
part of His revelation, and as binding by His authority, the con-
clusion to the proof of which they are indispensable. Episcopalians
often plead their cause as if they had some vague notion of its rest-
ing partly upon Scripture, and partly upon antiquity, or upon some
indescribable compound of the two, which is neither the one nor
the other. It is, however, indispensable that these two things be
kept distinct, each having its own proper province and function
assigned to it : that if Scripture be indeed the only rule of faith
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and practice, its due and exclusive prerogative be always fully
maintained ; and that nothing be allowed to interfere, theoretically
or practically, directly or indirectly, openly or latently, with its
paramount and exclusive authority. It is of some importance
that, if possible, the doctrine and practice of the primitive church
upon this point, and upon all points, should be ascertained ; but
the importance of this sinks into nothing when compared with that
of ascertaining the doctrine of Scripture and the practice of the
apostles from the original and only authentic source of informa-
tion. If it should turn out that the doctrine and practice of the
primitive church, after the apostles’ time, are in favour of Pre-
lacy ; and if it be further alleged, as is often done, that there is
something peculiar in this case, which renders the post-apostolic
practice a more certain proof of what the apostles established than
in the case of other alleged apostolic traditions,—perhaps this
alleged peculiarity may be entitled to consideration, though we
think enough has been said to show that, as a general position, the
prevalence of a doctrine or practice in the second and third centuries
affords of itself but a very feeble presumption that it was taught
or prescribed by the apostles. The truth, however, is, that antiquity
affords no stronger evidence in favour of Prelacy even in degree,
to say nothing of the vast difference in kind, than Scripture does.

In order to estimate aright the bearing of the testimony of
antiquity upon the subject of Prelacy, it is of importance to
attend, in the first place, to the true and proper state of the ques-
tion between its advocates and its opponents ; for I am persuaded
that a considerable proportion of the evidence which Prelatists
are accustomed to adduce from antiquity derives its whole plausi-
bility from the tacit and insidious influence of the sophism called
ignoratio elenchi, or a mistake as to the precise import of the point
to be proved; and I need scarcely remark that the investigation
and settlement of the status questionis is equally important, whether
we are trying to estimate the amount of the scriptural or of the
historical evidence. The general question may be correctly stated
in this way: Should there exist permanently in the church of
Christ, a separate and distinct order of ordinary office-bearers
superior to pastors, invested with jurisdiction over them, and pos-
sessed of the exclusive right of performing certain functions which
are essential to the preservation of an organized church, and the
ordinary administration of ecclesiastical affairs? So far as the
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seriptural argument is concerned, the proper question is, Have
we in Scripture any sufficient intimation that it was the mind and
will of Christ that this separate and distinct order of office-bearers
should exist? and so far as the historical argument is concerned,
the question is, Did this superior order exist in the early church?
and if so, does this fact afford any proof or presumption that it
was the mind and will of Christ that it should exist permanently
in His church? or does it, upon any other ground, impose upon
the church an obligation to have it ?

The proof that it is the true state of the question which has
now been given, is this, that unless Prelatists are prepared openly
and manfully to take up the affirmative of these questions, Pres-
byterians have no real controversy with them, while they can have
no material objection to adduce against Presbyterianism. The
substance of the fundamental allegation of the Episcoprlians is
this, that Presbyterians want an important and divinely authorized
order of office-bearers, which they have; and that, in consequence
of the want of this order, there are certain necessary ecclesiastical
functions, such as confirmation and ordination (exclusively appro-
priated to this higher order), which cannot be validly, or at least
regularly, executed in Presbyterian churches; and, on the other
hand, the substance of the fundamental allegation of the Presby-
terians is, that they have all the classes of ordinary office-bearers
which the apostles instituted,—that the ordinary pastors are fully
authorized to execute all the functions which are necessary to the
right administration of the affairs of the church,—and that the
Episcopalians have introduced a new, unauthorized, and unneces-
sary order of office-bearers. No Presbyterian contends that the
presbyters should not have a president, or that the president should
not have, in virtue of his appointment, a certain measure of superior
power or authority. No Presbyterian contends that there is any
very definite standard of the precise degree of power or authority
which the president or moderator should possess, or of the precise
length of time during which he might be allowed to continue in
office, or that, in settling these points, there is no room for the
exercise of Christian wisdom, and a regard to times and circum-
stances. Many Presbyterians would admit that the main objection
even to a perpetual moderatorship, or the presbyters appointing
one of their number to fill the chair, ad vitam aut culpam, while
he still continued a mere presbyter, with no exclusive right to
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perform certain functions, which could not be executed without
him, and rendered wholly subject to their jurisdiction, is the
general injurious tendency of such an arrangement,—its tendency,
as established by melancholy experience, in the history of the
church, to introduce a proper Prelacy. Calvin was moderator of
the presbytery of Geneva as long as he lived, probably just because
no other man would take the chair while he was present. But
after his death, Beza, to whom a similar mark of respect would
then have been conceded by his colleagues, declined it, and insisted
that the practice of having a constant moderator, as our forefathers
used to call it, should be abandoned, as likely to lead to injurious
results.* Presbyterians, too, would generally admit, that special
and extraordinary circumstances might warrant the church in ex-
tending somewhat, for a time, the power of a president or modera-
tor, and, more generally, in delegating extraordinary powers to
individuals. All this goes to prove that the one essential subject
of controversy is a proper prelate, holding a distinct ordinary office,
higher than that of the presbyters, having jurisdiction over them,
in place of being subject to their control, and possessed, in virtue
of his superior office, of an exclusive power of performing certain
functions which they cannot execute without him.

Many Prelatists dislike to have the true state of the question
brought out distinctly in this way, from a sort of vague conscious-
ness, which is certainly well founded, that much of the evidence
which they are accustomed to adduce in support of their principles,
does really not touch the point in dispute, as we have now ex-
plained it; and many of them have laboured to obscure and per-
plexit. These persons would fain represent the real subject of
controversy as turning merely upon this, viz., parity or imparity
among ministers; and they are accustomed to talk in this strain,
that they do not contend for any certain measure of superior
power or authority in bishops, or about the name by which they
may be called, but merely for some such imparity, or superiority,
and subordination, as may prevent confusion and disorder. One
might be tempted, when listening to some of them discussing the
state of the question, or rather evading and perplexing it, to believe
that the difference was very slight,—that Episcopacy was a very
harmless thing, and might be tolerated without much danger, or

* Ruchat, Hist. de la Réform. de la Suisse, tome vii., pp. 47, 48.
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much disturbance of the ordinary scriptural arrangements. The
history of the church abundantly refutes this notion, as far as the

eneral tendency of Prelacy in any form or degree is concerned ;
and the whole history of this controversy, as it has been conducted
upon both sides, clearly proves that the real point in dispute is not
the vague question of parity or imparity, but the warrantableness
and obligation of having a distinct class of ordinary office-bearers,
with inherent official jurisdiction over pastors, and an exclusive
right in themselves to execute certain necessary ecclesiastical
functions.

And here we may remark, that the settlement of the true state
of the question, settles also the onus probandi, and throws it upon
the Episcopalians. It is admitted on both sides, that the apostles
instituted the presbyterate and the diaconate, and have sufficiently
manifested their intention, or rather that of their Master, that
these offices should continue permanently in the church. The
question is, Did they also, in addition to these, institute another
ordinary, distinct, and higher office—viz., that of prelates—which
was to enjoy the same permanance? Episcopalians affirm that
they did, and are manifestly bound to prove it. Presbyterians
deny it, and are merely bound, according to all the rules of sound
logic, to answer the Episcopalian arguments,—to prove that they
are insufficient fo establish the conclusion in support of which they
are adduced. This is all that can be justly demanded of Presby-
terians, and is quite sufficient, when accomplished, to give them
the victory, and to leave them in entire possession of the field ;
but they have never hesitated to undertake to prove, ez abundanti,
that no such permanent office as that of prelates has been insti-
tuted by any competent authority, and that the pastors of congre-
gations are the highest ordinary functionaries in the church, and
are fully warranted to execute all the functions, including ordina-
tion, necessary for the preservation of the church and the admini-
stration of ecclesiastical affairs,

While it is important, in order to a right comprehension of
this subject, and a fair estimate of the evidence commonly brought
to bear upon it, both from Secripture and from antiquity, that we
should see and remember that the real point in dispute is a per-
manent order of office-bearers distinct from, and superior to, pastors
or presbyters; yet it should not be forgotten that there have been
some, calling themselves Episcopalians, who have never maintained
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the affirmative of the question, as we have explained it ; and who,
not to serve a merely controversial purpose, and to diminish the
difficulty of their position in an argumentative point of view, but
in all honesty and sincerity, have reduced the difference between
bishops and presbyters to a very narrow compass. Such a man
was the great and good Archbishop Usher, and several others of
the most excellent and most eminent men in the Church of Eng-
land, who have commonly made use, in explaining their views, of
an old scholastic position, in support of which many authorities
can be produced even from Romish writers who flourished before
the Council of Trent,—viz., that bishops and presbyters differunt
tantum gradu non ordine.* We may not be able to see very clearly
the meaning, or the solidity and value, of the distinction which they
employ, and may be somewhat surprised that they should continue
to call themselves supporters of Prelacy; but we should not dis-
regard the great importance of the concession which they make to
truth : we should give them credit for the comparative soundness
of their views ; we should ever be willing to manifest courtesy and
kindness towards them, and seek rather to diminish than to widen
the distance between them and us, especially because the men who
have supported this view of the question have usually been greatly
superior to other Episcopalians, both in respect to general ortho-
doxy of doctrine, and to general worth and excellence of personal
character. Episcopalians of this class all admit that Presbyterian
ordinations, performed without a prelate. are valid, though they
usually regard them as irregular; and it is not possible but that
Presbyterians should view these men and their principles with
very different feelings from those with which they contemplate the
bigoted High Churchmen who regard all Presbyterian ordinations
as null and void, and all Presbyterian ministers, though ordained,
as Timothy was, by the laying on of hands, as unwarranted in-
truders into the sacred office, and profaners of sacred things,—a
class of men in regard to whom history testifies that very few of
them have given any satisfactory evidence of their living under
the influence of genuine Christian principle, and that very few
have been honoured with any considerable measure of Christian
usefulness.

There have been some Episcopalians who have virtually

* Forbesii Irenicum, and Usher's * Reduction of Episcopacy.”
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abandoned all claim to a jus divinum in favour of Prelacy in any
sense, and who have contented themselves with labouring to prove
that Prelacy, though not established by the apostles, was a warrant-
able arrangement which the civil and the ecclesiastical authorities
might lawfully introduce into the church, and to which, when
thus introduced, men might lawfully submit; while they think it
has many considerations, derived from its antiquity and useful-
ness, or from its accordance with the civil constitution and social
arrangements of the particular country, to support it. This was in
substance the view of the matter taken by many of the Reformers
of the Church of England, as well as by some Lutheran divines,
many of whom, like the Anglicans, have manifested a good deal
of an Erastian and latitudinarian spirit in matters of outward
order. Our dispute with these persons does not properly involve
a discussion of the truth of Prelatic principles, or the obligation
and necessity of a Prelatic government, but must be settled by an
investigation of the more general and comprehensive question,—
whether or not it be lawful to introduce into the government of
the church of Christ, offices and arrangements which have no
scriptural warrant or sanction? This, however, is not the object
which I have more immediately in view, which is to explain the
true state of the question in the Prelatic controversy, as an indis-
pensable preliminary to a right estimate of the evidence commonly
adduced on both sides, in order to its decision. In regard, then,
to all the various and abundant materials usually produced and
discussed in this controversy, the only proper question is,—Do they,
or do they not, furnish evidence in support of a distinct order of
office-bearers, superior to presbyters, and authorized to execute
certain ecclesiastical functions which presbyters cannot perform %
All the various arguments usually adduced and discussed in the
Prelatic controversy, should be brought face to face with this ques-
tion, on which the whole controversy hinges. The only point of
very great importance is just to determine whether or not they
contain anything that requires, or contributes to require, us to
answer this question in the affirmative. The habitual recollection
of this would greatly aid us in discerning and establishing the in-
sufficiency of the Prelatic arguments, whether derived from Scrip-
ture or antiquity.

If this be the true state of the question, then all the elaborate
attempts in which some Episcopalian controversialists have in-
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dulged themselves in order to establish the general position, that
there ought to be an imparity among the office-bearers of the
Christian church,—especially those derived from the constitution
of the Jewish church, and from our Saviour sending out seventy
disciples as well as twelve apostles,—are at once swept away as
irrelevant. We say they do not affect the real point in dispute ;
and we say further, that a proof of the general position of the pro-
priety, expediency, and probability of an imparity or gradation
among ecclesiastical office-bearers, concludes nothing against us,
for we have imparity in the two distinct offices of presbyters and
deacons, the one subordinate to the other. Some Episcopalians
have thought they could deduce arguments both from Scripture
and antiquity in favour generally of a threefold order among
ecclesiastical office-bearers. Could they prove generally a three-
fold order among pastors, or three different ranks or gradations
among men all equally entitled to preach the word and administer
the sacraments, this would be something to the purpose ; but they
do not pretend to produce any proofs or presumptions of a general
kind in favour of this position ; and as to any general considera-
tion, whether of arguments or authorities, that may seem to tell in
favour of a threefold order among ecclesiastical office-bearers, we
say, tn addition to the general allegation of irrelevancy, that they
conclude nothing against us; for we too have a threefold order,
inasmuch as the fundamental principles of Presbyterian church
government may be correctly stated in this way,—first, that two
distinet classes of permanent office-bearers were instituted by the
apostles, viz., presbyters, to perform spiritual offices, and to
administer the spiritual affairs of the church, and deacons to
manage its temporal or secular affairs; and secondly, that the
general class of presbyters is divided by good scriptural warrant
into two ranks or orders, commonly called teaching and ruling
presbyters,—thus making a threefold order among ecclesiastical
office-bearers.

The other arguments commonly employed by Episcopalians
are founded upon the alleged fact that James (whether this James
was an apostle or not, is still a matter of controversial discussion)
was settled by the apostles as bishop of the church at Jerusalem;
upon the angels of the Asian churches, to whom our risen
Saviour addressed epistlés by His servant John; and upon the
cases of Timothy and Titus. In regard to the first of these
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arguments from the alleged episcopate of James, it is disposed of
at once, in so far as it professes to be a scriptural argument, by
the consideration formerly adverted to,—viz., that the fact, if fact
it be, that James was in the modern sense Bishop of Jerusalem, is
not asserted, either directly or by implication, in the Scripture
itself ; for it is little better than ridiculous to adduce, in proof of
it, anything contained in the scriptural account of the Council of
Jerusalem in the fifteenth chapter of the Acts. As to the Asian
angels, even admitting, for the sake of argument, that they were
single individuals, though this cannot be proved, and though we
think that it is highly improbable—:.e., we think that the prepon

derance of evidence is against it—yet the very utmost it proves is,
that there was some one man in these churches who occupied a
somewhat prominent or outstanding place as distingnished from
others, who was in such a sense the representative of the church
as to render it a proper and becoming thing that any communica-
tion intended for the church, as our Lord’s epistles unquestionably
were, should be addressed to him. After it is proved that these
angels were literally single persons, then this further may be
regarded as proved, but most assuredly nothing more. And here,
again, we have to remark, that this does not come up to the point
in dispute. There is not a vestige of evidence, not even a pre-
sumption, that the angel was a prelate, that he belonged to a
higher class or order than the presbyters, that he had singly any
jurisdiction or authority over them, that he could execute any
functions to which they were incompetent ; in short, there is not
a vestige of evidence, not even a presumption, that he was any-
thing more than the moderator of the presbytery.

The argument founded upon the cases of Timothy and Titus,
and the power or jurisdiction which they exercised, is the only one
adduced in favour of Prelacy from Scripture which appears to me
to rise even to the rank of plausibility. ¢ The Unbishoping of
Timothy and Titus,” to adopt the title of a valuable work of
Prynne’s, filled with curious and varied learning, requires a mode
of discussion that does not lie within the range of mny present
object. It is to be effected chiefly by proving, what can be
conclusively established, that the office which they held was that
of an evangelist, and not that of a prelate or diocesan bishop;
and that the office was an extraordinary one, and not intended to

VOL. I S
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be either perpetual or universal; while it may still be competent
for the church to vest somewhat similar powers, in special and
extraordinary circumstances, and for a time, in a single individual.
Still the application of the view which has been given of the
true state of the question between Presbytery and Prelacy, the
only point with which I am at present concerned, does contribute
somewhat to a satisfactory disposal of this argument as well as the
others; for it is important to observe, that while Timothy and
Titus seem to have exercised some jurisdiction over the presbytery
of Ephesus and Crete when they were there, there is no proof in
anything said in Scripture concerning them, that their presence
was necessary to give validity to any ecclesiastical acts; nothing
which implies or indicates that during their repeated and pro-
longed absences from their alleged dioceses,—of which absences we
have clear intimations in Scripture,—the presbyters themselves
could not do all that could be done when they were present; or
that presbyters could not perform all necessary ecclesiastical acts
in other parts of the church where, so far as we learn from Scrip-
ture, there were no such functionaries as Timothy and Titus, no
persons vested with the jurisdiction which the apostles delegated
to them. This exclusive right of executing certain ecclesiastical
functions, incompetent for ordinary presbyters, is an essential fea-
ture of the office of the prelate, and there is no evidence what-
ever that it applied to Timothy and Titus; or, to employ a good
and useful scholastic distinction, often introduced by old writers
in the discussion of these topics, we admit that the case of Timothy
and Titus, could their office be first proved to be ordinary and per-
petual, might afford a good argument in favour of prelates having
a superior potestas jurisdictionis; but we maintain that it would
not even then, or upon that supposition, conceded for the sake of
argument, afford any evidence in support of their possessing a
higher potestas ordinis, in virtue of which their presence could be
held indispensable to the valid, or even the regular, performance of
any necessary ecclesiastical acts; and if so, then it falls short of
furnishing an argument in favour of modern Prelacy.

The application of a correct view of the true state of the
question in the controversy between Presbyterians and Prelatists,
is equally obvious and useful in enabling us to form a right esti-
mate of the evidence commonly adduced in favour of Prelacy from
antiquity ; but the illustration of this must be deferred for the pre-
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sent. In the meantime, I wish it to be remembered that I have
not now been professing to give anything like a formal refutation
of the Prelatic arguments derived from Scripture; and that still
less have I been attempting to bring forward the direct scriptural
proofs in support of Presbyterian church government. I have
been merely explaining the true state of the question, the real
import of the point in dispute, and have only referred incidentally
to some Prelatic arguments, in order to illustrate the importance
of having clear views and definite impressions upon this subject,
and to elucidate the way and manner in which the views that have
been given of the true state of the question may and should be
applied in an investigation of the evidence.

I have said enough, however, even in these brief and incidental
remarks, to show that a large proportion of the arguments which
Episcopalians usually attempt to deduce from Scripture in support
of their system of church government, are just specimens of the
tignoratio clenchi, and that, even if admitted to rest upon a satis-
factory foundation, they are quite insufficient to establish ghe
point which is really controverted. Even if we admit, what can-
not be proved, that the angels of the Asian churches were literally
single individuals, there is nothing in anything said or indicated
about them that affords even a presumption that they belonged to
a distinct class of ordinary functionaries, superior to pastors of
congregations. Even if we admit that the office held by Timothy
and Titus was intended to be ordinary and perpetual, there is
nothing said or indicated concerning it, which proves that their
successors in that office, though they might be possessed of a cer-
tain superior, controlling jurisdiction over presbyters, had an ex-
clusive right to perform any functions to which presbyters were
incompetent. And if it be alleged that the case of Timothy and
Titus affords an indication that the apostles intended their own
superiority of office over presbyters to be perpetuated in the
church, then we have to say, independently of every other con-
sideration that may be brought to bear upon this argument, that
there is no evidence whatever in Scripture, that the apostles, any
more than Timothy or Titus, exercised any exclusive potestas
ordinis : in other words, there is no evidence, that after presbyters
had once been settled and ordained, there was any ordinary
ecclesiastical functions for the performance of which these pres-
byters were incompetent, and for which the presence of an apostle
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was necessary. And, indeed, it is remarkable that the apostles,
when they speak of themselves as ordinary ecclesiastical office-
bearers, take the designation of presbyters, and no other; and
that (what is a very striking coincidence) perhaps the most specific
statement we have in Scripture upon this whole subject is, that
Timothy was crdained by the laying on of the hands of the
presbytery,—an irrefragable proof that presbyters are quite com-
petent to the valid and regular performance of that act, for which
Prelatists specially hold the presence of a higher functionary to be
indispensable.

Let me repeat, before proceeding to consider the testimony of
antiquity upon this subject, that the onus probandi lies upon our
opponents, and that if we can merely answer their arguments, and
show that they have not produced sufficient proof of their position,
we are quite entitled, upon this ground alone, to reject all their
claims and pretensions, even without needing to adduce and
establish the direct and positive evidence in support of the funda-
mental principles of Presbyterianism.

Sec. I.—Prelacy :— Argument from Antiquity.

In dealing with the argument from antiquity, on the subject
of Prelacy, we have, first, to examine what evidence we have of
the actual state of matters on this point, both in respect to doctrine
and practice, in the primitive church; and then, secondly, to con-
sider whether the actual state of matters, when once ascertained,
affords any proof or even presumption that proper Prelacy, in the
modern sense of the word, was introduced by the apostles. I
have already shown that the only genuine and uncorrupted un-
inspired remains of apostolic men—men who had associated with
the apostles—are the first epistle of Clement to the church of
Corinth, and the epistle of Polycarp to the church at Philippi ;
and I endeavoured to answer an observation of Neander's upon a
passage in Clement’s epistle which he thinks favours Prelacy or
the hierarchic system, and which, in consequence, he regarded as
an interpolation of a later age. If the passage really favoured
Prelacy, I would willingly concede to Neander that it must have
been an interpolation ; but it was proved, I think, that it did not
in any measure favour Prelacy. This is the chief passage in
Clement on which Prelatists profess to found anything in their

Sec. I1.]  PRELACY :—ARGUMENT FROM ANTIQUITY. 245

favour. Some of them, indeed, have attempted to found on a
passage in which a distinction is made between ﬁycfvy.euoa and
wrpeaBurepot, which they would fain represent as meaning prelates
and presbyters; but it is perfectly certain, from the scope of the
passage, that the word “presbyters” there means merely old men.
So certain, indeed, is this, that even Archbishop Wake, who has not
scrupled sometimes, in his translation of the apostolical fathers, un-
fairly to render presbyter by the word priest, translates it here “1.;he
aged.” There is nothing, then, in the epistle of Clement wh}ch
directly or by implication affords any countenance to the notion
that bishops, in the modern sense, then existed or were thought
necessary ; while from the general substance and leading object
of the epistle, it is perfectly manifest that, if there had been any
bishop at Corinth, or if the see had been vacant at the time, as
some ingenious Episcopalians have fancied, or if the idea which
seems afterwards to have prevailed had then entered men’s minds,
—viz., that Prelacy was a good remedy against schism and fac-
tion,—something must, in the circumstances, have been said which
would have proved this. So clear is all this, that the more candid
Episcopalians admit it ; and the latest Episcopalian Church his-
torian, Dr Waddington, now Dean of Durham—whose History
of the Church, though written for a popular purpose, is a very re-
spectable work—after asserting without evidence, that all the other
churches were provided with bishops by the apostles, adds:* “The
church of Corinth seems to have been the only exception. Till the
date of St Clement’s epistle, its government had been clearly Pres-
byterial, and we do not learn the exact moment of the change.”
It is rather unfortunate for our Episcopalian friends that the
church of Corinth should have been the exception; for, if
Prelacy is felt to promote unity, peace, and subordination, and
to check schism and faction, and if this consideration was present
to the minds of the apostles in establishing it,—and all this they
commonly allege,—there is no undue presumption in saying that
the apostle Paul would surely have taken care that, whatever
other churches might have been left to the evils and disorders of
Presbyterial government, the proud and factious church of Corinth

* This passage was omitted in the | Corinth, the statement is undoubtedly ,
second edition, but so far as concerns | true.
the actual condition of the church of
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should have been subjected in good time to the wholesome re-
straint of Episcopal domination. There is another unfortunate
circumstance about this solitary exception. The church of
Corinth happens to be the only one about whose internal condi-
tion, with respect to government, we have any very specific and
satisfactory evidence applicable to this period,—viz., the end of
the first century; and we are expected, it seems, to believe that
all the other churches were at this time in a different condition in
respect to government from the only one whose condition we have
any certain means of knowing. Dr Waddington admits that the
government of the church of Corinth was at this time ¢ clearly
Presbyterial,” but he says it was the only exception. Well, then,
we put this plain question, Will he select any other church he
chooses, and undertake to produce evidence half as satisfactory
that its government at this time was Prelatic? The remains of
antiquity afford no sufficient materials for doing so; and the im-
portant fact, therefore, stands out, that the only church about
whose internal condition we have any clear and satisfactory ex-
scriptural evidence, applicable to the first century, had a govern-
ment “ clearly Presbyterial.”

We have further in Clement’s epistle a distinet and unequi-
vocal .declaration that the apostles appointed the first fruits of
their ministry to be bishops and deacons, with the consent of the
whole church ; while there is no hint of their having appointed any
other class of office-hearers than these two. It is scarcely disputed
that the word bishops here is used, as it unquestionably is in the
New Testament, synonymously with presbyters; and, therefore,
we are warranted in saying that we find in Clement just what we
find in the New Testament, —viz., that the apostles appointed
only two orders of ordinary ecclesiastical office-bearers—the one
called bishops or presbyters, and the other called deacons. And
whereas those Episcopalians who admit that the bishops of the
New Testament were just presbyters, or the second order, as they
call them, contend that the apostles, before they left the world,
indicated their mind that there should be a third and higher order,
who were to be specially and pre-eminently their successors,—a
position sufficiently disposed of by proving that there is nothing
in the New Testament to establish this, and much to disprove it,
—it is further to be observed that Clement, in telling us that the
apostles appointed two orders of office-bearers—bishops and deacons
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—evidently intended to describe the condition in which the
apostles left the church, and in which they, so far as he knew,
meant that it'should continue.

All that we learn from Polycarp’s epistle to the Philippians
concurs with what we learn from the New Testament and Clement.
We find in it no evidence for Prelacy, and clear proof of Presby-
terian principles. The letter runs in the name of Polycarp and
the presbyters who are with him; and without straining, we may
fairly say that this expression just as naturally implies that these
presbyters were his colleagues as that they were his subjects. *
But the main point is, that the epistle distinctly intimates that the
church of Philippi was at this time under the government of
presbyters and deacons, while there is not a hint of the exist-
ence, past, present, or prospective, of any other and higher func-
tionaries. This is the more important, because we find in the
New Testament, that when, about sixty or seventy years before,
Paul wrote to the same church, it was under the government of
bishops and deacons, as we see from the first verse of his epistle,
—no doubt the same as the presbyters and deacons of Polycarp’s
time. This combination of the scriptural and the ex-scriptural evi-
dence in regard to the church at Philippi has sadly perplexed the
Episcopalians. Some of them, such as Dr Hammond—a man of
much more learning than sense or judgment—contend that the
bishops of whom Paul speaks were bishops in the modern sense
of the word, that is, prelates; but that Philippi was a metropolis,
and had an archbishop, the bishops being the suffragans of the
province, and the primate or metropolitan himself being either
dfaad or absent at the time when Paul wrote. But the more judi-
clous among them admit that these bishops were just presbyters
and they add that the bishop, properly so called in the modern
sense, must have been either dead or absent when Paul wrote, or,
th.at a prelate had not yet been appointed, the episcopate being
still exercised by the apostle himself. But unfortunately it ap-
pears from Polycarp’s letter, written about seventy years after,

when the apostles were all dead, that the church of Philippi
Was still under the government of presbyters and deacons, without
any trace of a bishop. What is to be done with this difficulty ?

hy, we must just try to suppose again, that the bishop was either

. . ,
Ilonxepro; xai of ouy adrw wpeaBurepor.
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dead or absent. Bishop Pearson says, and it is literally all he has

to say upon the point : “Sed quis dabit Episcopum Philippensium

tunc in viris fuisse? Quis prastabit Philippenses ideo a Polycarpo

consilium non efflagitasse, quod tunc temporis Episcopo ipsi haud

potirentur?”* Presbyterians are not bound, and certainly will
not undertake, to produce proof, as Pearson demands, that the

Bishop of Philippi was then alive. It is quite enough for us that
there is no trace of the existence of any such functionary in the
church of Philippi—no evidence that they had had, or were again
to have, a prelate to govern them ; while it is further manifest,
that if the reason why they asked Polycarp’s advice was, as Bishop
Pearson chooses to imagine, because the see was vacant at the
time; it is not within the bounds of possibility that there could
have been no hint or trace of this state of things in the letter
itself. Philippi surely should be admitted to be another exception.
Its government was likewise clearly Presbyterial, and this too
after all the apostles were dead, and, consequently, after all the
arrangements which they sanctioned had been introduced. So
far, then, as concerns the only two apostolic men, of whom it is
generally admitted that we have their remains, genuine and un-
corrupted, it is evident that their testimony upon this point
entirely concurs with that of Scripture,—that they furnish no
evidence whatever of the existence of Prelacy,—and that their
testimony runs clearly and decidedly in favour of Presbyterial
government; and if so, then this is a blow struck at the root or
foundation of the whole alleged Prelatic testimony from antiquity.
It cuts off the first and most important link in the chain, and
leaves a gap between the apostles and any subsequent Prelacy
which cannot be filled up.

Ignatius is the stronghold of the Episcopalians in regard to
this period. We have already explained the grounds on which
we think ‘it impossible to believe that those parts at least of
Ignatius’ epistles, which speak of bishops, presbyters, and deacons,
could have been written by him. It speaks in a style upon this
subject, which is not only very different from that of Clement and

. Polycarp, but which is entirely unexampled during the whole of
the second century; and he inculcates obedience to bishops, pres-
byters, and deacons, especially to bishops, with a frequency and

#* Pearson’s * Vindicie,” P. ii., p. 168.
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an absoluteness that are utterly opposed to the whole spirit of the
apostles, and the whole scope of their instructions; and that are,
indeed, very offensive. We need not go over this ground again.
We are not convinced that all the epistles of Ignatius have been
proved to be wholly forgeries, but we are persuaded that Daill¢’s
argument upon this particular point is unanswerable ; and that it
has been conclusively defended by Larroque against the objections
of Pearson, though Episcopalians continue to boast till this day
that Pearson has never been answered. It has been conjectured
—and there is nothing improbable, but the reverse, in the conjec-
ture—from the anxious solicitude which the epistles of Ignatius
manifest upon this point, that those parts of them at least were
fabricated at the time when Prelacy, or something like it, was
beginning to spread in the church, and were intended to throw
.the sanction of the venerable name of Ignatius around the pleas-
ing innovation. This idea was first thrown out by Salmasius,
and it is thus expressed in a valuable work by a recent author,
which contains a great deal of useful information in a convenient
form : “If the epistles are entirely genuine, they prove the very
opposite of that for which they are adduced—the apostolic origin
of Prelacy. For here we see a child parading a new toy, of
whif:h he thinks he can never make enough. . . . The extreme
anxiety to obtain submission betrays a consciousness of a novel
assumption, for which the early extension of the church at An-
tioch, probably, gave both occasion and encouragement.”*

We would only further observe, that while the epistles of
'Ignatlus prove that at the time when they were composed, or put
into their present form, at whatever time that may have been, a
real distinction among bishops, presbyters, and deacons, so that
they f.'ormed three distinct orders or classes of office-bearers, had
been 3ntroduced, or was in the very act of being introduced, they
contz.un no clear intimations of what were the distinct functions,
provinces, and prerogatives of these different orders. It seems
Pretty plain that even then the bishop was but the pastor of a
single congregation, while there is no clear evidence that the
pf‘esbyters—whom, however, he greatly magnifies, as well as the
bishops—were pastors or ministers of the word. Hence some
Presbyterian writers, in discussing Ignatius, have taken up the

* Bennett’s Theology of the Early Christian Church, p. 20.
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ground that, even admitting his epistles in their present form to
be genuine and uncorrupted, they are quite reconcilable with
Presbyterian principles,—the bishops being the pastors, and the
presbyters our ruling elders. I cannot say that I attach much
value to this mode of disposing of the testimony of Ignatius,
though it has been adopted by some respectable Presbyterian
writers. The whole usus loquendi of the second century is de-
cidedly opposed to an explicit and uniformly recognised distinction
among three different classes of office-bearers ; and as soon as we
find unequivocal and genuine proofs of this distinction, we find
also evidence that the presbyters were pastors, though there are
certainly aifficulties to be met with in tracing the progressive his-
tory both of the episcopate and the presbyterate, which the exist-
ing materials of antiquity do not enable us fully to solve.

Soon after the middle of the second century, we find plain
enough traces of the existence of some distinction between bishops
and presbyters : i.e., we find that, whereas these words had been
used indiscriminately, when applied to ecclesiastical office-bearers,
for a century both of inspired and uninspired writers, they were
now sometimes applied to designate two somewhat different classes
of persons; and though we have not materials for determining
very fully what the precise difference between them was, we have
sufficient materials for deciding that it was very unlike the dis-
tinction between bishops and presbyters in modern Prelatic
churches. The distinction between Ignatius, who lived in the
beginning of the second century, on the one hand, and Irenzus,
Tertullian, Clemens Alexandrinus, and Origen, who flourished
from the middle of the second to the middle of the third century,
on the other, is this, that he uniformly uses the words bishops,
presbyters, and deacons, as designating three different classes,
while they all sometimes distinguish them, and sometimes con-
found them, or use them synonymously,—thus clearly proving, that
in their time the distinction, though it existed, was neither very
great in itself, nor very much regarded, nor very constantly ob-
served. There is no evidence that Irenmus, Tertullian, Clemens
Alexandrinus, and Origen believed that bishops were, by divine
appoiatment, a distinct class or order of office-bearers from pres-
byters : no proof can be produced from their writings that this
was generally the mind of the church during their life, while not
a little can be produced from them which fairly leads to the
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opposite conclusion ; though it must be admitted that, from the
subject not having been during all this period discussed controver-
sially, there is some ambiguity and obscurity about their state-
ments, and some ground for dispute as to the precise nature and
amount of the conclusions which they warrant. The general result
of a comparison of all the various indications upon this subject,
contained in the writings of this period, is this, that while at first
bishops or presbyters and deacons were the only two classes of
office-bearers in the church, the presidents or moderators of the
presbyters came to assume, or had conceded to them, an increas-
ing measure of power or authority ; and that this gradually led to
a general restriction of the name bishop to the president, while
the name presbyter was continued to the other pastors. The
words, however, are still sometimes used indiscriminately by all
these writers. It is perfectly certain that during all this period
the churches were still governed by the body of presbyters, acting
substantially as colleagues; that the bishops were not regarded as
constituting a distinct superior order; that no separate ordina-
tion, or consecration, as Prelatists call it now, and nothing but
the united choice of the presbyters and the people, was necessary
to make a presbyter a bishop. If this be so, then assuredly
bishops, till the middle of the third century, were not prelates, and
the evidence adduced in support of Prelacy from this period does
not bear upon the proper point in dispute.

Here it may be proper to advert to a very common misrepre-
sentation of Episcopalians. One can scarcely open a work in
defence of Prelacy, without finding it asserted, that the most
learned Presbyterians admit that Prelacy existed as early as the
middle of the second century, from which they think themselves
entitled to draw the inference that it must have existed in the
apostolic age. And in support of the allegation that learned
Presbyterians make this admission, they will probably quote two
or three short garbled extracts from Salmasius and Blondell,
which have been handed down as an heir-loom from generation to
generation among Episcopalian controversialists. The statement
1s wholly untrue. Neither Salmasius nor Blondell, nor any other
learned Presbyterian, ever admitted that Prelacy, in the modern
Sense, existed as early as the middle of the second century. All
that they have admitted is, that about that time there are traces
of a distinction being sometimes, though not uniformly, made in
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the use of the words bishop and presbyter, indicating, no doubt,
that the presidents of the presbyteries were beginning to assume
greater prominence and influence, while they strenuously deny
that at that time bishops were at all like modern prelates, cither
in the potestas ordinis or in the potestas jurisdictionis, which they
assumed and enjoyed. In regard to Blondell and Salmasius more
particularly, they maintain that, during the first half of the sccond
century, the moderatorship of the presbytery went by seniority,
the oldest minister presiding, and when he died the next oldest
taking the chair; that this custon was gencrally changed about
the middle of the second century, and the practice was then in-
troduced of appointing a president by free choice, instead of by
seniority.  They do not admit that this president, though the
name bishop began soon to be in a great measure restricted to
him, was regarded as belonging to a distinct superior order ; that
he had anything like even a veto or negative over the proceedings
of the presbytery, or that Lic was possessed of any exclusive powers
or prerogatives. They believed, and they have proved, that it
was only after a long train of gradual and growing usurpations,
not completed till more than two centuries after this period, that
the primus presbyter, who had the mwpwrokalédpia, or moderator’s
chair, was transmuted into a prelate ; and yet they are constantly
quoted by Episcopalian controversialists, as admitting that Prelacy
existed in the middle of the second century.

The great battle-field, however, is the Cyprianic age, the
period during which Cyprian held the see of Carthage,—i.e., for
ten or twelve years immediately after the middle of the third
century. The government of the church during Cyprian’s time
has been discussed at great length; and we formerly mentioned
some of the principal works on the subject, recommending espe-
cially Jameson’s « Cyprianus Isotimus.”  Episcopalians usually
affirm with great confidence that Cyprian’s writings prove that
in his time proper Prelacy prevailed in the church. It cannot be
denied that in Cyprian’s writings we have abundant proof that in
his time there was a clear and palpable distinction between bishops
and presbyters, that he very strenuously inculcated the superiority
in some sense of bishops over presbyters, while there is good reason
to believe that he contributed in no small degree to advance the
process of the progressive elevation of bishops, which had no doubt
been going on from a very eatly period, and, indeed, we may almost
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say since the time of Diotrephes, who loved to have the pre-emi-
nence. There is no evidence, however, that Cyprian, with all his
zeal and earnestness in maintaining the prerogatives of the epis-
coptee, believed bishops to be of divine appointment—a distinct
superior order to presbyters—that he claimed for them anything
like the exclusive government of the church, or that he held that
there were any ecclesiastical acts to the performance of which pres-
byters without a bishop were intrinsically incompetent. If bishops
are to be held to be by divine right a superiox: distinct order from
presbyters, it is quite plain what are the scriptural grounds upon
which the doctrine must be based—those, viz., on which modern
Prelatists usually defend their principles. Now, it is remarkable
that in all Cyprian’s earnest argumentation and vehement decla-
mation in defence of the bishop’s prerogatives—a point which he
evidently laboured with all his heart—there is not the slightest
all?sion to any one of the common arguments of modern Pre-
lat'lst.s, except that derived from the Jewish priesthood ; and even
'thls 1s not commonly applied as they apply it. His sole argument
is taken from those obscure and mystical notions of unity to which
we formerly referred, which led him to ascribe a certain primacy
to Peter over the other apostles, and to the Bishop of Rome over
the other bishops, while yet he explicitly contended that all the
apostles and all the bishops were possessed of an equal measure
of proper authority or jurisdiction. The superiority which he
ascribed to bishops over presbyters he rests upon the same grounds

and defends by the same arguments, as the superiority whic}:
he ascribed to Peter over the apostles; whence the inference is
u.navoidable, that if he really understood his own principles, he
did not intend to_ ascribe to bishops any real superiority of order
or proper jurisdiction over presbyters, any more than to Peter
over the apostles, though he might not be so anxious to bring out
Phe conclusicn explicitly in the one case as in the other. There
1s nothing in Cyprian to countenance what may be called the
doctrine of Prelacy, viewed in connection with the scriptural
grounds on which it is commonly based ; nay, the entire absence
of them from Cyprian’s discussion of this point, proves that they
had not then entered into men’s heads—that they had not yet

been invented—that they were utterly unknown.

.As to the practice of the church in his time, all that is proved

by it is, that there was then a marked distinction between bishops
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and presbyters; that the bishop was the fixed president of the
presbytery ; that it was expected that ordinarily they would pro-
nounce no ecclesiastical judgment, and perform no ecclesiastical
act, without his consent and approbation, while he also ordinarily
did nothing without theirs. Cyprian expressly informs us that he
acted upon the principle of doing nothing without the consent of
his presbytery, which consisted only of presbyters; and that, in
matters of importance, he must also have the consent of the
people,—restraints these upon episcopal domination, which modern
Prelatists would ill brook, and which a man of Cyprian’s high
spirit and exalted notions of episcopal prerogatives would not
readily have acknowledged and submitted to, unless the general
doctrine and practice of the church of that time had imperatively
required it. No satisfactory evidence has been produced, that the
bishops in Cyprian’s time claimed and exercised, as belonging to
them inherently and de jure, a veto or negative over the proceed-
ings of the presbytery, although this seems generally to have been,
in fact, conceded to them ; and still less of anything like evidence
has been produced, that there were any ecclesiastical functions
which presbyters could not then validly perform, and to which the
bishop’s actual presence was necessary. The Cyprianic bishop,
then, was not a modern prelate, though the horns of the mitre
were certainly appearing; and it was still true that, as Jerome, the
most learned of all the fathers, assures us had been the case from
the beginning, the churches were governed communi consilio pres-
byterorum, instead of presbyters being deprived of all share in the
ordinary administration of ecclesiastical affairs, as they now are in
the Prelatical Churches of England and Ireland.

The only thing else produced in support of Prelacy from pri-
mitive antiquity is, that some writers of the first three centuries
have spoken of particular individuals as being bishops of particular
churches, and as having been made so by the apostles; and that
some of them speak also of a personal succession of bishops in
particular churches. The inference is, that it was then generally
believed that the apostles established bishops with Prelatic jurisdic-
tion, and that there was a regular successior of such bishops from
the apostolic times. The falsehood of this conclusion is clearly
established by what we find in the epistles of Clement and Poly-
carp; and there is no difficulty in detecting the fallacy of the
argument on which it is based. The fallacy lies in these two
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points : First, in not making allowance for the unquestionably
vague and equivocal use of the word bishop, and in imagining
that whenever it occurs in ancient writers, it means a modern
prelate; whereas nothing is more certain than that, in Scripture
and primitive antiquity, it bore no such restricted and specific
meaning : And, secondly, in not taking sufficiently into account
that, as the word bishop came gradually to be restricted to the
presidents or moderators, as distinguished from ordinary presby-
ters, men naturally applied the style of speaking common in their
own age to the e cnts and transactions of preceding generations,
when they had occasion to describe or refer to them. The fair
application of these two considerations, deprives that argument in
favour of Prelacy of all weight, and even plausibility.

Let us advert to an instance: Ireneus speaks of Polycarp
having been made Bishop of Smyrna by the apostles, and of a
succession of bishops preserving the tradition of sound doctrine in
the churches. Some distinction, in the occasional u-e of the word
bishop and presbyter, with some corresponding difference in dignity
or authority, existed in his time; but there is no proof that he re-
garded them as designating two distinct and separate orders ; and,
consequently, there is no proof that ke thought Polycarp the
Bishop of Smyrna to e like a modern prelate; besides that, in
another passage, he expressly calls him an apostolical presbyter.
While he speaks of a succession of bishops, he speaks also as
frequently and as explicitly of a succession ot presbyters, as repre-
senting the churches, and handing down the apostolic doctrine,—
a fact of great importance in illustration of the doctrin: of the
second century upon this point. And in addressing the Bishop
of Rome, he speaks of him and his predecessors in the Roman
church as presbyters,—a mode of speaking which no genuine
modern Episcopalian would ever think of employing in regard
to the Bishop of Rome, or even in regard to his Grace of
Canterbury.

With respect to the catalogues of the succession of bishops in
the principal churches from the apostolic times, which Eusebius
laboured to compile in the fourth century,* it is enough to say
that the general observations now made apply equally to them ;
and that, in addition, Eusebius has distinctly confessed that, from

* Euseb. Hist. Eccles., Lib. iii., c. iv. Stillingfleet’s Irenicum, p. 297.
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want of records, no certainty could in his time be attained regard-
ing the materials of which they were composed.

What is it that can really be held to be proved upon this
point? Why, first, that in the age of Clement and Polycarp—the
age of the apostles, and that immediately succeeding them—the
government of the churches was « clearly Presbyterial.” Secondly,
that in another generation, after the middle of the second century,
we have some traces of a distinction being sometimes observed
between the words bishop and presbyter, which had ever before,
both by inspired and uninspired men, been used indiscriminately ;
that bishop was now often used to designate specially the presi-
dent or moderator of presbyteries, while, at the same time, all
pastors, including the presidents or moderators, were still often
called by the general name of presbyters; and while there is not
yet any trace of these bishops arrogating to themselves the exclu-
sive right of performing any ecclesiastical function or administering
the ordinary government of the church, except in conjunction with
the presbyters over whom they presided. Thirdly, that in the
Cyprianic age, or the latter part of the third century, there is no
proof of any very material change in the government of the church
from what it had been for a century before,—the difference being
chiefly that the distinction between bishops and presbyters was more
regularly and carefully observed ; that the power of the bishops
as presidents of the presbytery was somewhat more prominent
and more extensive; but still there is no proof that there were
any ecclesiastical functions exclusively appropriated to the bishop
which presbyters could not perform without him, or in his absence
that there is not yet any satisfactory evidence that bishops alone
administered ecclesiastical affairs in the exercise of an inherent
power, regulated by their own judgment, or even that they had
de jure, though practically they often seem to have now exercised
de facto, a veto or negative over the proceedings of the presbytery.
These are the facts of the case, as they can be,—as we are firmly
persuaded they have been,—established by an investigation of the

whole evidence ; and if so, there was nothing like modern Prelacy
in the second century,—and only a faint and feeble shadow of it,
very different from the coarse and palpable reality, even in the
latter part of the third century.

Now, the whole plausibility of the Prelatic argument from
antiquity, depends upon the alleged universality of its prevalence
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from the ‘apostolic age downwards. This universal prevalence
however, is not only denied, but disproved. Could it be proveci
that proper Prelacy, in the modern sense, universally prevailed in
the age immediately succeeding that of the apostles, this would
be ratl?er a startling fact, and, had we no other evia,lence of the
apostolic arrangements, might be entitled to considerable weight
Bulf the scriptural evidence, that the apostles established only twc;
o.rdmary permanent offices in the church, is complete and conclu-
sive ; :.md, even if it were not, there is nothing in the testimony of
antiquity,—in the facts which it establishes,—that affords even a
presumption that they instituted a third aud higher one. We see
no trace of a third order in the generation immediately following
thel‘rs,—(of course we reject, for reasons formerly explained, the
testimony of Ignatius upon this subject),—and we can trace tilere-
after, upon historical grounds, the formation and development
of a third or higher order, through a period of more than two
centuries, so fully as to leave not a great deal to be filled up by an
appeal to the operation of the recognised principles of human
nature, and to the general tendencies unquestionably exhibited in
the history of the church during that time. We might concede
a great deal more to Episcopalians than a fair view of the evidence
requires, as to the origin and growth of Prelacy. We migﬁt con-
c.ede,. though it cannot be proved, that there were traces of a dis-
tinction between bishops and presbyters earlier than the middle of
the second century, and even in the time of Ignatius (and let it
be. remembered that some distinction or superiority, without speci-
fying what, is all that even his epistles indicate) ; and we might
further concede, that a century later, in Cyprian’s time, proper
Prelacy, in the modern sense of the word, was in full and, geneI;al
operation; and yet, after conceding all this, we could not infer
that there was any proof, or even any very strong presumption

that Prelacy had been established by the apostles. The evidence:,
.for the early and general prevalence of Prelacy is not such as to
Impose upon us an obligation to give any explanation of its growth
and origin in order to escape the necessity of referring it to the
apo_st.les. But, even if it were, there would be no difficulty in ex-
plaining it. The history of the church exhibits from the very first
a strong tendency to declension from the scriptural standard both

in doctrine and government. So far as government is concerned,
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the tendency, fully developed at length in the system of Popery,
was to invent new offices or orders of office-bearers, to increase
and extend the power or authority of individuals, to devise high-
sounding titles, and to fabricate distinctions and differences, as
pretences or excuses for applying them, and to convert what were
originally mere titles of honour or marks of respect, into the
grounds of claims to actual power or jurisdiction. Nothing but
wilful blindness can fail to see these tendencies in operation in the
history of the early church, even during the first three centuries;
and if they existed at all, they are fully adequate, when viewed in
connection with well-known and powerful principles of human
nature, the operation of which is too often exhibited even in the
conduct of those whom we cannot but regard as pious men, to
account for the origin and growth of Prelacy, even though it
could, in its proper sense, be proved to have had a much earlier
and more general prevalence than can be truly ascribed to it.
Prelacy, or rather some distinction between bishops and pres-
byters,—some superiority of the one over the other,—was one of
the earliest and most respectable of these inventions, but there
is no ground to look upon it in any other light.

Besides these general considerations,—which are of themselves
quite sufficient to account for the whole facts of the case, and
which would be quite sufficient to account for a great deal more,
even for all, or nearly all, of what Episcopalians commonly assert
to be matter of fact, if it could be established to be so,—we know
enough of the state of the primitive church to be able to give a
more specific explanation of the rise and growth of the superiority
of bishops over presbyters, without needing to refer it to-apostolic
appointment. The men who had been settled by the apostles,
or with their sanction, as the first pastors of churches, would
naturally be looked upon with deference and respect by the other
pastors who might be afterwards associated with them, would pro-
bably preside at their meetings, and have much actual influence
in the regulation of all ecclesiastical affairs. They would naturally,
and almost as a matter of course, be led to occupy a position of
prominence and influence, and would be looked to by others as
virtually representing in some measure the presbyters, and the
churches or congregations over which they presided. This pro-
minence and influence, and not any pretended higher order or
superior right of jurisdiction, was, no doubt, the whole of the
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Prelacy enjoyed by Clemens, Bishop of Rome,*and Polycarp
Bishop of Smyrna; and though it is essentially different in it;
whole character, elements, and foundation, from modern Prelac
there is no difficulty in seeing how easily and naturally wheyr;
extended to another generation, and fostered by specialuéircum-
star..es in the condition of particular churches, and in the charac-
ter and position of individuals, it might produce such a state of
things as would naturally lead to an appropriation to the presi-
dents of the presbyteries of one of the two designations which had
formerly been common to all the members. The pastors of the
early Christian churches were chiefly settled in towns, where they
seem to have lived very much in common, transacting by joint
authority the necessary ecclesiastical business; and as they ex-
tended their labours to neighbouring villages, and formed churches
in them, these new churches seem for a time to have been sup-
plied and superintended by the pastor or pastors of the city
through whose labour they had been planted, and thus to havé
b.een kept in some measure of dependence upon, and subordina-
tion to, the mother church, and the presbyter or presbyters who
had most influence in managing its affairs. The presidency of
the presbytery, and the control exercised over the new churches
sett.led around the mother church, were thus evidently the foun-
fiatlons on which the structure of Prelacy was raised; and there
is no difficulty in conceiving how, on this basis, might be con-
structed the whole progress which took place in this matter from
the condition of the church of Corinth in the time of Clemens, to
that of the church of Carthage in the time of Cyprian. 'I,‘he
common allegations of the advocates of Prelacy about the impos-
§lbllity of accounting for its origin and prevalen~ce, unless we refer
it to the apostles, are destitute of any solid foundation in the
principles of human nature or the history of the church, even if
we were to concede the accuracy of the representation they usually
give of the actual facts of the case; but when we take into ac-
count how the matter of fact actuaily stands upon this subject,
they become really ludicrous, and almost unworthy to be discusse(i
In sczber argument. Nothing is more natural, nothing more easily
expllcable, than the unquestionable progress which took place in
this matter during the second, third, and fourth centuries.

It may be worth while to notice here one rather curious speci-
men of the tactics of Episcopalians in the management of this
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branch of their cause. When they are discussing the general
status questionis, they talk as if they were contented with a very
scanty measure of superiority on the part of the bishops over the
presbyters—as if they were perfectly satisfied with any distinction
between them, however small, that could be in any sense called
imparity or superiority of any kind. And so, in like manner,
when they are investigating the remains of antiquity for the pur-
pose of establishing the early and general prevalence of Prelacy,
doing their best to make the most of every phrase or incident they
meet with, they profess to be quite satisfied, and even delighted
with, the very scanty and meagre traces they can discern of some
distinction obtaining between bishops and presbyters, however
slight it be, and however imperfect may be the information con-
veyed or indicated as to its real nature and amount. But when
they come to the last branch of the argument, and profess to be
proving the impossibility of Prelacy having prevailed so early and
so generally, unless it had been established by apostolic authority,
they then change their course, and give a very different view of
what Prelacy is. They then represent it as something greatly
and palpably different from anything which. Presbyterians can
admit of, and of course as being, upon Presbyterian principles,
an entire gubversion of the apostolic government of the church.
Having laboured to make this impression, they then proceed to
enlarge upon the awful sin of making so great and radical a
change upon apostolic arrangements, and the injustice and un-
fairness of charging this fearful crime—as upon Presbyterian prin-
ciples it must be—upon the pious and holy martyrs of antiquity.
And then they go on—professing to think that Presbyterians
allege that Prelacy was introduced suddenly and all at once—
to show, that even if these pious and holy men could have been
guilty of so great a sin as to subvert deliberately the government
which the apostles established, it was impossible that they could all
at once have succeeded in introducing so great and fundamental a
change. Jameson describes this feature in their conduct in this
way :* “ One would think, that at the beginning, they plead only
for as good as nothing; and that the thing they would have is no
bigger than the cloud which was like a man’s hand ; but afterward
the whole heaven of the Kirk of God is black with it.”

* Sum of the Episcopal Controversy, p. 184.
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We may give a specimen of this mode of procedure on their
part. The famous Chillingworth, so deservedly celebrated for his
writings against the Papists, in which he proves himself to be a
singularly acute reasoner, wrote a short tract, which he called
“The Apostolical Institution of Episcopacy Demonstrated.” He
begins with a very moderate definition of what is meant by Epis-
copal government, abstracting, he says, “all accidentals,” and
considering “only what is essential and necessary to it.” This
definition of Prelacy, of course, contains nothing about a distinct
order of men vested inherently with superior jurisdiction, or the
exclusive power of ordaining. He then tries to show, which he
does partly by perverting two extracts from Beza and Du Moulin,
that “this government was received universally in the church,
either in the apostles’ time, or presently after,” and that, there-
fore, “it cannot with reason be denied to be apostolic.” The con-
clusion he puts in this form: “ When I shall see therefore all
the fables in the Metamorphosis acted, and prove true stories;
when I shall see all the democracies and aristocracies in the world
lie down and sleep, and awake into monarchies; then will I begin
to believe, that presbyterial government, having continued in the
church during the apostles’ times, should presently after (against
the apostles’ doctrine, and the will of Christ) be whirled about
like a scene in a masque, and transformed into episcopacy. In
the meantime, while these things remain thus incredible, and in
human reason impossible, I hope I shall have leave to conclude
thus :—Episcopal government is acknowledged to have been uni-
versally received in the church presently after the apostles’ times.
Between the apostles’ times and this presently after, there was not
time enough for, nor possibility of, so great an alteration. And
therefore there was no such alteration as is pretended. And
therefore episcopacy being confessed to be so ancient and catholic,
must be granted also to be apostolic. Quod erat demonstrandum.” *

Chillingworth could reason when he liked, and could reason
admirably when he had a good cause to plead; but if he had pro-
du.ced nothing better than this, Locke would assuredly not have
said, as he did say, “If you wish your son to be a good reasoner,
let him read Chillingworth” The fallacy of the reasoning, inde-
Pendently of other and more serious objections to its principles,

* The Apostolical Institution of Episcopacy Demonstrated, sec. xi.
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consists to some extent in the erroneous representation it insinuates
of the views of Presbyterians on the topics which it includes.
They dispute with him his account of the state of the question,
and regard his account of it as little better than a juggle, to ob-
scure and perplex the real merits of the controversy, or as an
unmanly evasion of its real difficulties. They never imagined or
asserted that Prelacy started into life fully grown, and was sud-
denly and all at once established over the church; on the con-
trary, their firm persuasion is, that it took from three to four
centuries to attain to the maturity which it exhibits in modern
times; and they do not need, in explaining its gradual rise and
progress, in so far as they are at all called upon to explain it, to
ascribe to any one generation in the church a larger measure of
ignorance or sin, of indifference and unconcern about Christ’s
arrangements, and of love of power and pre-eminence, than is
compatible with a large measure of Christian zea! and excellence,
or than can be conclusively proved to have been exhibited in early
times in other matters besides this.

Prelacy was not established by the apostles, for there is no
proof of it in the New Testament. They established only two
orders of ordinary permanent office-bearers—presbyters and dea-
cons; and by uniformly using the words bishops and presbyters
interchangeably, as both descriptive of one and the same class of
office-bearers, and by giving us no hint whatever. of any other
intended permanent office, they, of course, designed that, in taking
the word of God for a guide, and applying it for a standard of
faith and practice, the church should adhere to the Presbyterial
government which they, in accordance with their Master’s direc-
tions, had established. Their immediate successors adhered to
the apostolic mode, and retained their Presbyterian principles and
practice. Gradually some measure of superior influence and
authority came—perhaps from good motives or plausible profes-
sions of benefit to the church, and not at first from mere vulgar
ambition and open disregard of Christ’s arrangements—to be con-
ceded to the presidents of the presbyters, who were also usually
the pastors of the original or mother church of the district. A
state of things, in some measure new, was thus introduced, which,
of course, required to have some name or designation by which it
might be represented and described; and this was effected by
restricting, though at first without anything like regularity or
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uniformity, the word bishop to the higher class, and leaving the
word presbyter to the inferior.* This unquestionable deviation
from the apostolic and inspired use of the words, does, according
to all the recognised principles which regulate the formation of
language, necessarily imply the existence of a different state of
things from that which the apostles established and left. A
change was made in the use and application of the words, to indi-
cate and express a change which had previously been introduced
into the actual administration of ecclesiastical affairs,—a change
which, in its progressive development, required the invention of
several new words and titles, until the world at length became
familiar both with the name and the reality of a universal bishop,—
a sovereign pontiff,—the head of the church,—the vicar of Christ
upon earth. If they had adhered rigidly to the apostolic arrange-
ments, they would not have needed to have changed the apostolic
phraseology.

A great deal of ingenuity has been employed by the defenders
of Prelacy, from Epiphanius down to the present day, to account
for the uniform interchangeableness and manifest identity of the
words bishops and presbyters in the New Testament, and the
distinction afterwards introduced between them. Some half-
dozen of theories, with various subsidiary modifications, have been
devised to account for it, and it is not very easy to say which of
them is now most generally adopted by Episcopalians. ~These
different theories are possessed of different degrees of ingenuity
and plausibility ; but they are all destitute of any solid foundation,
either in actual historical evidence or in intrinsic probability, as
might be easily shown. The only satisfactory explanation is, that
in apostolic times the offices as well as the names of bishops and
Presbyters were thoroughly identical, and were designed to con-
tinue so; that a difference was afterwards introduced into the
actual state of matters in the government of the church; and
that this difference in the things required and produced a differ-
ence in the usage of the names. The principles of human nature,
the lessons of experience, the informations of the history of the
church, suggest abundant materials for establishing the entire
probability of such a change. There is nothing in the least un-

o
likely about it. So likely, indeed, is Prelacy to arise in the church

* Mason on Episcopacy.




www.reformedontheweb.c

264 THE CONSTITUTION OF THE CHURCH. [Cmap. VIII.

from causes which are in constant and powerful operation, that we
regard it at once as a subject of surprise and gratitude, that the
evil has not again found its way into the Reformed churches ; and
we have no doubt that this is to be explained, under God, by the
deep impression produced by the history of the early church as
to the imminent danger of tampering with God's appointments,
and of deviating at all from the scriptural standard,—of yielding
in any measure in ecclesiastical arrangements to the suggestions of
worldly policy or of carnal ambition.

It would be out of place to be dwelling upon the general ten-
dency of Prelacy, as manifested in history, to obstruct the welfare
of the church, and to injure the interests of religion. But I must
briefly advert to what are the principal direct charges which we
have to adduce against it, and which we think we can fully establish.

First, it introduces a new and unauthorized order of office-
bearers into the church. The church is Christ’s kingdom—
He alone is its sovereign—He has settled its constitution, and
established its laws, and He has revealed His whole will to us
concerning all these matters in His written word. No one is
entitled to prescribe laws to the church, or to fix its office-bearers,
except Him who has purchased it with His own blood ; and all its
arrangements should be regulated by the constitution which He
has prescribed. He has given us no intimation of His will that
there should exist in His church a distinct class of office-bearers
superior to the ordinary pastors, whom He has authorized and
required to feed the flocks over which the Holy Spirit hath made
them overseers. And if He has given no intimation of His will
that His church should have a superior order of office-bearers to
pastors, then no such order ought to exist; and where it has crept
in, it ought to be expelled. It is an interference with His arrange-
ments, a usurpation of His prerogative, for any one to introduce
it. Episcopacy, indeed, did not present itself as the introduction
of a new order of office-bearers, to those who took the first steps
that led to its establishment. It was at first merely conceding a
somewhat superior measure of dignity or authority to one of the
presbyters over the rest, without its being imagined that he there-
by ceased to be a presbyter, or that he became anything else.
But this led gradually to the notion that he held a distinct
superior office, and then the word of God was perverted in order
to get some countenance to the innovation. It was, as Jerome
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assures us, a device of men, who, in the exercise of their wisdom,
thought it well fitted to guard against schism and faction, though
at first it was far from assuming that aspect of palpable contrariety
to God’'s word which it afterwards presented. The remedy, as
has happened in other cases, proved worse than the disease.
Prelacy was not attended with the divine blessing, and the wisdom
of man continued to make progress in improving upon God’s plans
and arrangements, until the great body of the professing church
became an entire apostasy ; Christ’s authority was trampled under
foot, and His great design in establishing the church was in no
small measure frustrated by men who professed to act in His name,
and to be administering His laws. So dangerous is it to deviate
from the path of Scripture, and to introduce the inventions of men
into the government and worship of the church of the living God.

Secondly, another serious ground of charge against Prelacy,—
though, indeed, it is virtually the same charge in another form,—is,
that it deprives the pastors of churches of the power and authority
which Christ has conferred upon them. It is surely abundantly
evident in Scripture that pastors have a power of ruling—of
exercising a certain ministerial authority in administering, ac-
cording to Christ’s word, the ordinary necessary business of His
church; and we have irrefragable evidence in Pauls address to
the presbytery of Ephesus,* that he contemplated no other provi-
sion for the government of the church, and the prevention of
schism and heresy, than the presbyters or bishops faithfully dis-
charging the duties of their office in ruling as well as in teaching.
But no sooner was a distinction made between bishops and pres-
byters, than the bishops began gradually to encroach upon the
prerogatives of the presbyters, to assume to themselves more and
more of the power of ruling or of administering all ecclesiastical
affairs, until at length, though not till many centuries after the
apostles’ times, the presbyters were excluded from any share in it,
and became the mere servants of their lords the prelates. This
led also to an inversion of the scriptural views of the relative
dignity and importance of the functions of teaching and ruling,
and to a practical elevation of the latter above the former—Serip-
ture always giving the first place, in point of dignity and import-
ance, to the function of teaching. Accordingly, we now see that,

* Acts xx.
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in the Prelatic Churches of England and Ireland, not cnly are
presbyters deprived of all power of ruling, or of exercising
ecclesiastical jurisdiction, and thus stripped of privileges and pre-
vented from discharging duties which Christ has attached to their
office ; but it seems, practically at least, to be generally supposed
that teaching and preaching the word, which the apostles mani-
festly regarded as their highest honour and their most imperative
duty, is beneath the attention of those dignified ecclesiastics who
lift their mitred heads in courts and parliaments, and should be
left to the common herd of presbyters,—the mass of the inferior
clergy.

CHAPTER IX.

THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY.

THE only topic now remaining in order to complete our proposed
survey of the doctrine of the first three centuries is that of the
Trinity,—a subject of the highest interest and importance. We
have reserved this to the last, chiefly because it connects most
closely with the subjects which must occupy our attention in
surveying the doctrinal discussions of the fourth and fifth centu-
ries—the Arian, Nestorian, and Eutychian controversies.

Sec. L.—Testimony of the Early Church on the Trinity.

When the. Arian controversy arose in the fourth century, both
parties claimed, in support of their opposite doctrines, the testi-
mony of the earlier church, though the orthodox party advanced
this claim with greater confidence and greater truth. And in more
modern times, whenever the subject of the Trinity has become
matter of controversial discussion, the question has been agitated
as to what were the views that generally prevailed in the early
church, or during the first three centuries, regarding it. There
seems to have been something like a general feeling upon the part
of theological writers, even those who in general were not disposed
to attach much weight to catholic consent, that it was a matter of
more importance to ascertain what were the views generally held
by the primitive church on the subject of the Trinity, than upon
any of the other topics which we have already considered,—a sort
of general admission that the testimony of the early church would
have rather more of a corroborative, though, of course, not pro-
bative, influence in support of the side which might enjoy the
benefit of it, in this than in most other controversies which have
been agitated. And this feeling or impression is perhaps not
altogether destitute of some foundation in reason.




www.reformedontheweb.c

268 THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. [Cuar, IX,

The doctrine of the Trinity—i.e., the doctrine that there are
three distinct persons possessing one and the same divine nature
and essence—is one which is altogether of so peculiar a character,
that we cannot help having an impression that it is in the highest
degree improbable,—first, that if it had been taught by the apostles,
it would have soon disappeared from the general teaching of the
church; or, secondly, that if it had not been taught by them, it
would have been afterwards devised or invented by men, and
would have so widely and extensively prevailed. On the ground
of the first of these positions, we concede to the anti-Trinitarians,
that if it should turn out that the doctrine of the Trinity was not
generally believed by the early church, this would afford a certain
degree of presumption, though of course no proof, that it was not
taught by the apostles; while, on the groun? of the second of
these positions, we call upon them to admit, that a proof of its
general prevalence in the early church affords at least an equally
strong presumption in favour of its apostolic origin. None of the
defenders of the doctrine of the Trinity imagine that men can be
reasonably expected to embrace this doctrine,—which, from its
very nature, must be one of pure revelation,—unless it can be
clearly established from Scripture; and they are all persuaded that
if the divine authority of Scripture be admitted, and if it be fur-
ther admitted that the authors of the books of Scripture understood
what they wrote, and meant to write so as to be understood by
others, the doctrine of the Trinity can be fully established. But
there is nothing unreasonable in the general idea that the preva-
lence in the early church of a doctrine of so very peculiar a cha-
racter—so very unlikely to have been invented by man—should
be regarded as affording some presumption in favour of the
soundness of the conclusions that may have been deduced from
Scripture. At the same time, it is true, as might have been
expected, that most of those who have believed that the doctrine
of the Trinity is taught in Scripture, have also believed that the
testimony of the early church is in favour of it; while, on the
other hand, most of those who have succeeded in persuading
themselves that the doctrine of the Trinity is not taught in Scrip-
ture, have been equally successful in reaching the conclusion that
it was not generally adopted by the early church.

Some collateral or adventitious influences, indeed, have occa-
sionally been brought to bear upon the investigation of this subject

gec. I.] TESTIMONY OF EARLY CHURCH ON THE TRINITY. 269

—of the faith of the early church concerning the Trinity—which
have broken in upon the regularity with which theologians have
ranged themselves upon the one side or the other, according to
their own personal convictions as to the truth of the doctrine
itself. More especially, the discussion of the question of the faith
of the early church on the subject of the Trinity has been
brought to bear upon the more general question of the respect
due to the authority of the fathers, and even upon the subordi-
nate question of the comparative respect due to the testimony of
the ante-Nicene and the post-Nicene fathers; and men seem to
have been somewhat influenced in deciding upon the Trinitarian-
ism or anti-Trinitarianism of the early church by the views which
they felt called upon to maintain in regard to the general ques-
tion. As we cannot enter into a minute examination of the precise
meaning of passages in early writers, very often obscure and
confused ; and as, after all, the subject is now important, chiefly,
perhaps, from the prominent place it occupies in modern theolo-
gical literature, I may illustrate the statement about the cross
currents of influences in affecting men’s opinions upon the subject
by one or two examples.

Dionysius Petavius, or Denis Petau, whom I have already
had occasion to mention, a very learned and able Roman Catholic
writer in the early part of the seventeenth century, and pro-
foundly versant in patristic literature, has given it as his delibe-
rate opinion, that a clear and decided testimony against Arianism
cannot be produced from the existing remains of the first three
centuries; nay, that many of the fathers of that period were no
better than Arians, and that the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity
—which, like all Romanists, he professed to believe—was first
brought out fully and clearly at the time of the Council of Nice.
And this declaration of Petavius has been since boasted of by
anti-Trinitarians as a concession wrested from a very learned
adversary by the pure force of truth and evidence. Bishop Bull,
the most eminent among the champions of the orthodoxy of the
ante-Nicene fathers,* after expressing his surprise and amazement
that a man like Petavius—vir magnus atque omnigena literatura
instructissimus, as he calls him—should have propounded such an
opinion, intimates his conviction that he was not influenced in

* Defensio Fidei Nicene, p. 9.
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adopting it by a pure love of truth, but subdolo aliquo consilio, and
then proceeds to explain how this view was fitted to serve the
purposes of Popery, in this way : First, its tendency was to elevate
the authority of the post-Nicene fathers—whom Petavius and all
others acknowledge to have been generally Trinitarians—above
that of the ante-Nicene fathers, and thus to afford to the Papists
a pretence for shifting their general controversy with Protestants,
so far as antiquity is concerned, from the first three centuries,
where they can find little to support them, to the fourth and fifth
centuries, where there is 2 good deal to countenance them ; and,
Secondly, the establishment of the orthodox doctrine of the
Trinity by the Council of Nice, without its having much support
from previous tradition, and its general adoption thereafter by the
church, give some countenance to the principle, which has been
advocated by some Popish writers, of the right of general councils
to form and establish new articles of faith. The word of God
and the history of the church make it manifest that there is no
great improbability of finding, and no great lack of reasonable
charity in expecting-to find, abundance of fraud and iniquity in
the defenders of Popery. But I think it must be admitted in
fairness, that in this case the suspicions of Bishop Bull are far-
fetched and unreasonable, and that there is no sufficient reason to
doubt that Petavius may have believed what he said about the
Arianism of many of the ante-Nicene fathers,—the testimony of
the primitive church not being quite so clear as to exclude the
possibility of an honest difference of opinion. Romish writers
have not, in general, adopted this notion of Petavius ; but, on the
contrary, have been accustomed to adduce the doctrine of the
divinity of Christ, and the divinity and personality of the Holy
Spirit, as instances of the obscurity and imperfection of Scripture,
—instances of doctrines very obscurely and imperfectly revealed
in the word of God, but clearly established by the testimony of
the early church, supplying the deficiencies of Scripture. This
also was the ground generally taken upon the subject by the
Tractarians ; and hence the real amount and worth of the testi-
mony of antiquity to the doctrine of the Trinity, or rather the com-
parative clearness of the scriptural and the ecclesiastical testimony
upon the subject, has come to be involved in recent controversies.
Accordingly, Goode, in his Divine Rule of Faith and Practice,
makes it his business to show that the scriptural testimony in
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favour of the doctrine is clear, full, and explicit, and that the
ecclesiastical testimony—which the Tractarians, following the
Papists, had preferred, in point of clearness, to the scriptural
proof——is confused and contradictory ; and in the course of his
discussion of this topic, he charges Bishop Bull with forcing some
of the declarations of the ante-Nicene fathers into an orthodox
sense, and censures him for his censure upon Petavius.*

When Bossuet published his great work upon the Variations
of the Protestant Churches, Jurieu, who has written a great
number of valuable works, especially upon the Popish controversy,
but who was not free from a certain measure of rashness and
recklessness, attacked his fundamental principle, that variation
was a proof of error, by adducing the case of the doctrine of the
Trinity, and bringing out the variations and inconsistencies of the
testimony of the early church concerning it, of which, of course,
he made the most; while Bossuet, in his reply, endeavoured to
show that that testimony was uniform and consistent.

These may serve as illustrations of the way in which this
subject of the faith of the primitive church, in regard to the
Trinity, has been brought to bear upon other controversies, and
of the way in which men’s views regarding it have been modified
by their opinions upon some other points than that of the truth
of the doctrine itself. Still it is, in the main, substantially true,
that those who are Trinitarians upon scriptural grounds, have
generally regarded the testimony of the primitive church as cor-
roborating their conclusions from Scripture; while those who
were anti-Trinitarians on alleged scriptural grounds, have taken
an opposite view of the bearing and import of the testimony of
antiquity. It appears to me that the truth upon this point may

.. * Goode, vol. i., c. v., sec. iv. ; vol.
1. pp. 1-15.

Mr Newman, when only a Trac-
tarian (vide Goode, vol. i., p. 272),
denounced Petavius on this ground,
that he * sacrificed without remorse ”
the early fathers * to the maintenance
of the infallibility of Rome ;” but after
he became a Papist, in the introduc-
tion to his essay on the Development
of Christian Doctrine, he adopted in
substance Petavius' views upon this
subject, dwelling upon their errors

and contradictions, almost avowedly
out of regard to the objects the pro-
moting of which Bull ascribes to
Petavius.

Whitby’s * Disputatio de S. Scrip-
turarum interpretatione secundum
Patrum Commentarios” illustrates
the connection between the discussion
of the general authority of the fathers,
and their testimony on the Trinity.
His three leading positions are given
in the title-page.
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be comprehended in these two positions : First, the testimony of
the church of the first three centuries in favour of the doctrine
concerning the Trinity, which has ever since been held by the
great body of professing Christians, is sufficiently clear and full
to afford some corroboration to the conviction based upon Serip-
ture, that it was taught by the apostles; and Secondly, that it is
not so clear and full as to be of any real service to those who
would employ it for depreciating the clearness and sufficiency
of Scripture ; and that, on the contrary, there are much greater
difficulties and drawbacks connected with it than have ever been
proved to attach to the scriptural testimony. Let us briefly
illustrate these positions.

The whole host of the opponents of the orthodox doctrine of
the Trinity, assuming, though unwarrantably, the general desig-
nation of Unitarians, make common cause in discussing this ques-
tion. When they profess to be interpreting Scripture, they divide
into different ranks, and disagree as much with each other as they
do with Trinitarians. But in discussing the testimony of antiquity
they usually combine their forces, and seem all equally anxious to
bring forward anything that may be fitted to afford a proof or a
presumption that the early church did not generally hold the
doctrine of the Trinity. This is scarcely fair, though perhaps it is
not worth contending about. The three great divisions of the anti-
Trinitarians—for this, and not Unitarians, is their proper generic
designation—are the Sabellians, the Socinians, and the Arians.
Sabellianism is now commonly used as a general designation for
the doctrine of those who, admitting that a distinction in the
Godhead is set forth in Scripture, deny that this distinction is a
personal one, and maintain it to be merely nominal or modal ;—or,
in other words, who assert that the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit are just three different names for one and the same person,
viewed under different aspects or relations. Now, it is certain
that some notion of this sort was broached during the first three
centuries by Praxeas, Noetus, and Sabellius, but it is not alleged
that it ever had a general prevalence in the early church; in
other words, it is not alleged that the testimony of the early church
is in favour of Sabellianism. There never has been any cor-
siderable body of men, either in ancient or in modern times, who
professed what are called Sabellian principles. Therehave, indeed,
been occasionally individual theologians, who, while professing to
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hold the orthodox and generally received doctrine of the Trinity,
have given such explanations of the distinction in the Godhead,
or rather have explained it so much away, as to subject them-
selves to the charge from other orthodox divines of advocating
Sabellianism, and who may perhaps have afforded some ground
for the suspicion that they virtually denied or explained away a
true and real distinction of persons; just as there have occasionally
been instances of theologians—orthodox, or intending to be so—
who seem to have gone into the opposite extreme, and have ez-
plained the distinction in the Godhead in such a way as to afford
some plausible grounds for charging them with Tritheism,—i.e.,

‘with maintaining, not as the Scripture teaches, and as the great

body of professmg Christians have generally held, that there are
three persons in the unity of the Godhead, possessing one and the
same nature, essence, and substance, but that there are three
Gods. Thus, about a century and a half ago, some discussions took
place upon this subject in England, in which, on the one hand,
Dr Wallis and Dr South were charged with having taught Sabel-
lianism, or something like it ; and, on the other hand, Dr William
Sherlock, and Bingham, the author of the Christian Antiquities,
who opposed them, were charged with having given some coun-
tenance to Tritheism. These were, however, not the formal and
deliberate expressions of definite opinions held by bodies or classes
of men, but rather incidental and personal aberrations, arising
from attempting an unwarranted and presumptuous minuteness of
explanation on a subject which, in many respects, lies beyond the
limits of our comprehension. Socinians and Arians, indeed, are
accustomed to allege that all but themselves must be at bottom
either Sabellians or Tritheists ; and to refer to the case of those
who have been charged with Sabellianism as proof of the felt
difficulty among Trinitarians of keeping up a profession of a real
personal distinction, and to the case of those who have been
charged with Tritheism,—i.e., with holding the doctrine of three
Gods, as distinguished from that of three persons in one Godhead,

—as bringing out openly and plainly the real nature and practxcal
import of Trinitarianism. This, however, is manifestly assuming
the whole question in dispute ; while at the same time it must be
admitted, that it also illustrates the injury sometimes done to
truth by the rash and presumptuous speculations of its advocates.

YOL. 1 U
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At present, however, it is enough to remark, that very few pro-
fessing Christians, if any, have deliberately and intentionally ad-
vocated Sabellian principles, and that there is no pretence for
alleging that the doctrine of the early church was Sabellian.
There remain the Socinians, who maintain that Christ was a
mere man, who had no existence until He was born by ordinary
generation of Joseph and Mary ; and the Arians, who admit His
pre-existence even before the creation of the world, but deny His
proper divinity, His possession of the divine nature, His consub-
stantiality and co-eternity with the F ather,—who, in short, repre-
sent Him as a creature, though prior in time and superior in rank
and dignity to all other creatures. It is very manifest that these
two classes of heretics, though both ranking themselves under the
general designation of Unitarians, must put a totally different
meaning from each other upon many statements of Scripture; and
that, indeed, in regard to those passages which bear merely upon
the point of Christ’s pre-existence, without asserting His true and
proper divinity (and there are some such), the Arians must differ
wholly from the Socinians, and agree with the orthodox in the
interpretation of them. It is equally plain, that when they appeal
to the testimony of the early church, as many of both classes have
confidently done, they must differ much from each other in the
construction they put upon many of the statements of the fathers.
When the subject of the faith of the early church upon this
point is started, we are fully entitled to put three distinct and
separate questions, and to investigate each of these distinctly on
its own proper ground: viz., first, Was it Socinian? secondly,
Wasit Arian? and, thirdly, Was it Trinitarian ¥ The proof which
has been adduced, that the faith of the early church was Socinian,
—t.e., that Christ was then generally regarded as a mere man,—is
of a very meagre and unsatisfactory description, and is a good deal
involved in the obscure and perplexing distinction, originating in
Ghnostic views, made between Jesus and Christ. Indeed, it de-
pends mainly upon the alleged Socinianism of the Ebionites, and
upon the further allegation that the Ebionites were not reckoned
heretics by the generality of the church. That the Ebionites were
generally reckoned heretics, and, indeed, just a branch of the great
Gnostic sect, has been proved by conclusive evidence, while it is
by no means certain that they, heretics as they were, held the
doctrine of the simple humanity of Christ. That they held that
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Jesus was a mere man,—some of them admitting, and others deny-
ing His miraculous conception,—is certain ; but it is about equally
certain that, in common with the Cerinthians and other Gnostics,
they held that Jesus was not Christ till a divine energy or emana-
tion descended upon Him at His baptism, which left Him again
before His crucifixion. This notion may be fairly regarded as a
virtual testimony to the general doctrine of the church, that Christ
was intimately connected with the divine nature—that there was
in Him some combination of the human and the divine. Eusebius
expressly declares, that the first who taught that Christ was a mere
man, Yritos dvfpwmos, was Theodotus, a currier, who flourished in
the latter part of the second century ; and we know also, that about
the same time another person of the name of Artemon held similar
opinions. There is some reason to think that both these men, as
well as Paul of Samosata, about the middle of the third century,
still retained something of the old Cerinthian or Ebionistic notion,
that some supernatural, divine energy resided in the man Jesus,
and, therefore, were not simple humanitarians, as they have been
called, though they might be said to deny that Christ came in the
flesh. But even if it be conceded that, in the full sense of the
expression, as now commonly understood, they held Christ to have
been a mere man, there is nothing in anything we know about
them or their opinions, which affords any evidence that their
opinions had any general prevalence in the early church. With
respect to the personal history of Artemon we know nothing.
With regard to Theodotus, we have respectable evidence that he
was tempted to deny Christ by fear of persecution, and that, in
order to excuse himself, he alleged that he had not denied God,
but only a2 man ; that he denied the genuineness of John’s gospel ,
that his arguments from Scripture were directed solely to the ob-
ject of proving that Christ was a man, which of course no Trini-
tarian disputes; and that he was excommunicated for heresy by
Victor, Bishop of Rome, with the general approbation of the
church.* There is no ground to believe that the views of Theo-
dotus and Artemon were generally adopted, or had any consider-
able prevalence ; on the contrary, they seem to have died away, until
revived about the middle of the third century by Paul of Samosata,
—a man noted also for that worldliness and secularity of character

* Vide Natalis Alexander, saec. ii., cap. iii., art. x.
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which has always been a leading characteristic of Socinians,—and
then condemned by a council at Antioch with the general appro-
bation of the church. And then, on the other hand, we have the
whole body of the ancient fathers declaring unanimously, as a
point quite certain in itself and universally acknowledged, the pre-
existence of Christ, His existence before He was born of Mary,
and before the creation of the universe. The God-denying heresy,
then, of Socinianism, or simple humanitarianism, has nothing of
weight to appeal to in the testimony of the ancient church, which,
on the contrary, clearly and fully confirnis what is the plain doc-
trine of Scripture—that the Son existed with the Father before
the foundation of the world.

We are now shut up to one alternative—the faith of the early
church must have been either Arian or Trinitarian. Now, on this
question, it should be at once conceded that there is greater
difficulty in coming to a conclusion ; that there are some anomalies
at least, if not contradictions, in the proof, which are not very
easily explained ; and that, altogether, there is fairer ground for
an honest difference of opinion. I have no doubt that the evidence
in favour of the Trinitarianism of the early church greatly prepon-
derates ; that we are fairly entitled to hold that the doctrine of the
Trinity was generally received in the church from the time of the
apostles till that of the Council of Nice; and that this affords
some corroboration of the correctness of the Trinitarian interpreta-
tion of Scripture. But it is just as evident, that there are not a few
of the fathers, in whose writings statements occur in regard to
Christ which it is not easy to reconcile with orthodox doctrine, and
which, at least, afford abundant evidence that they did not always
write very clearly or consistently, and of course have no claim
whatever to be received as guides or standards of faith, in preference
to, or even in conjunction with, the sacred Scriptures. The ortho-
dox writers of the Nicene age admitted that, before the Arian
controversy arose, and led to a more thorough sifting of the sub-
ject, some of the fathers spoke loosely and carelessly, and in such
a way as sometimes to afford a handle to adversaries; while, at the
same time, they strenuously contended that, practically and sub-
stantially, the testimony of most of them was in favour of ortho-
dox views, and in opposition to the Arian heresy. This is very
near the truth, and probably would not have been much disputed
by Trinitarians, had not the foolish and indiscriminate admirers of
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the early fathers refused to admit the qualifications of the statement,
and represented their testimony in behalf of the divinity of Christ
as more clear and satisfactory than that which we find in Scripture.

1f we assume the truth of the doctrine which has been gene-
rally held by the church,—viz., that Jesus Christ is true and
eternal God, and that He is also a man, a real partaker of human
nature,—we have a key which, without difficulty or straining, un-
locks the whole of the passages in the word of God which refer
to this subject, and combines them in consistency and harmony ;
while no other doctrine fairly and fully embodies the combined
import and result of the whole of what the Scripture teaches con-
cerning the Saviour of sinners. Now, this cannot be said of the
testimony of the fathers of the first three centuries, viewed in the
mass; and it is here that, independently of the immeasurable dis-
tance between divine and human testimony in point of weight and
authority, lies the difference between the testimony of Scripture
and that of antiquity, in point of clearness and fulness. It can
be proved that there is a great preponderance of evidence in the
writings of the first three centuries in support of the truth that
Christ is God, of the same nature and substance with the Father;
but there are some statements in several of them which cannot be
very easily explained by being applied either to His proper divinity
or to His humanity. Bishop Bull has put forth all his learning
and ingenuity in labouring to explain them in accordance with
orthodox views, and has certainly made out a very plausible case ;
but I am not prepared to say that he has entirely succeeded. The
passages here referred to are chiefly of two kinds: First, some
which seem pretty plainly to deny His eternity, to ascribe an
origin in time to His existence, and to represent Him as beginning
to exist just before the creation of the world, immediately before
what they called His mpoehevats, or forthcoming from the Father
to create the universe. This notion seems to correspond well with
the Arian doctrine of His being the first and most exalted of
created beings. Bull labours to show that those of the early
fathers who have spoken in this strain, have also, in other places,
ascribed to Him proper eternity, and of course should not be made
inconsistent with themselves, if it can be helped; and that while
they held that there was a special mpoehevaus, or forthcoming of
the Son from the Father, just before the creation of the world,
and for the purpose of creating it, they held also that this was not
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regarded as properly the commencement of His existence, but that
He was begotten, as the Scripture teaches, of the Father from
eternity. Much plausibility is given to this solution of the diffi-
culty by the proof which Bull adduces, that some of the Nicene or

ost-Nicene fathers, undoubtedly Trinitarian, such as Athanasius
himself, held a sort of triple nativity of the Son,—viz., first, His
eternal generation of the Father; secondly, His coming forth to
create the world; thirdly, His descending in the fulness of time
to assume human nature. Still there seems good ground to
believe that some of the early fathers held that, while the Son
might be said to have existed from eternity in the Father as His
Aoryos, or reason, His distinct personal existence began with His
coming forth to create the world.

The other class of passages which Bull seems to have felt to he
still more perplexing, are those in which some of the fathers, while
maintaining that it was the Son, and not the Father, who appeared
to the patriarchs in the Old Testament history, assign reasons a
priori for its being the Son and not the Father, which are scarcely
consistent with their ascribing the same nature and perfections to
them, and which seem to imply a denial of the Son’s invisibility
and immensity, or incomprehensibility in a physical sense,—t.c.,
omnipresence.* And to these passages he has little else to-answer
than that they are inconsistent with what the same fathers have
taught in other parts of their works. This, we think, he has
shown to be the case; and though he has in this way built up
the general argument in support of the great preponderance of
evidence from antiquity for the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity,
he has not shown that that testimony is throughout clear and
unambiguous; but, on the contrary, has been obliged virtually to
admit that it is not so. I have no doubt that Bishop Bull has
succeeded in the great leading object of his work,—t.c., in de-
fending the Nicene faith on the subject of the Trinity from the
writings of the catholic fathers of the first three centuries; and I
am satisfied, also, that the whole discussion which the subject has
undergone since his time, has tended decidedly to confirm the view
of the testimony of the early church which he advocates with so
much learning and ability. But still I must say, that a careful
perusal of Bull's work does leave the impression that he has occa-

# Bull, sec. iv., c. iii.
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sionally been obliged, especially in regard to these two classes of
passages to which I havg referred, to have recourse to a degree of
.strammg, and to employ an amount of ingenuity in sifting piec-
ing, and conjecturing, which might have modified his pro’found
and somewhat irrational deference to the authority of the fathers
‘.At the same time, it ought to be remembered that these difﬁ-.
culties attach to the writings only of some of the fathers, and that
the great body of them are full and unequivocal in asserting the
proper divinity of our Saviour, as implying the consubstangalitv
and co-eternity of the Son with the Father, though not alwa '8
with full precision of statement and perfect accuracy of languag);
—gualities which the history of the church seems to prove tha;
umflspired men seldom or never even approach to, upon any topic
nntl! after it has been subjected to a full and sifting controz
versial discussion. And it is to be remembered, that though
Sab.el!ianism and simple humanitarianism, or what, we now call
Soglnlanism, were somewhat discussed during the first three cen-
turies, and were rejected by the church, Arianism did not, during
that period, undergo a discussion, and was not formally’decided
upon by the church, till the time of the Council of Nice. In these
c1rcums};ances, occasional looseness of statement and inaccuracy of
expression became of little importance as affecting the general
character and weight of the evidence; and the question being
put on this general issue, Was the faith of the early ante-Nicene
church Arian or Trinitarian ?~—and being brought to be decided
by a combined view of the whole materials bearing upon its settle-
ment,—it is clear that, though there is some room for ingenious
pleading, and though some difficulties may be started, which
taken by themselves, cannot perhaps be all specifically and satis:
.factorily removed, the practical result of the whole body of proof
In the mass is, that the early fathers regarded Christ, in whomn
they trusted for salvation, and for whose name’s sak; many of
them were honoured to shed their blood, as raised infinitely above
the highest of created beings,—as being, indeed, God over all
blessed for evermore. , ’

Sec. I1.—Nicene Creed— Consubstantiality.

_ We have seen that the Sabellian view of the Trinity, and the
simple humanitarian or Socinian view of the person of Christ,
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were broached and somewhat discussed during the first three cen-
turies, and that they were generally, almost unanimously, rejected
by the primitive church. The Socinian doctrine (for so for
brevity we may call it) upon the person of Christ was defended
in the fourth century by Photinus, but it was again rejected and
condemned by the great body of the church, and soon disappeared.
It attracted no further notice till near the end of the sixteenth
century, when its revival by Socinus was represented by the
Papists as one of the fruits of the Reformation, and afforded them
a sort of pretence for alleging that the doctrine of the Reformers
was just the revival of ancient heresies. Arianism had not been
discussed or formally condemned during this early period ; and,
as we formally showed, there are some of the fathers of the first
three centuries whose works contain statements of a somewhat
Arian complexion, though the general testimony of the early
church may be fairly said to be, upon the whole, decidedly in
favour of the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity. Arius seems to
have been led to bring forth those views, which have ever since
been called by his name, and which occupied a large share of the
attention of the church during the greater part of the fourth cen-
tury, in his zeal to oppose statements which appeared to him to be
of a Sabellian tendency,—i.e., to imply, or to tend towards a deny-
ing or explaining away of any real personal distinction between the
Father and the Son. He certainly made the distinction between
them sufficiently paipable ; but it was by going so far as to deny
any true and proper divinity to the Son, and reducing Him to the
rank of a creature, produced in time, out of nothing.

The Arian positions which are expressly condemned and ana-
thematized in the Nicene Creed, are: *that there was a time
when the Son was not,” or “ did not exist;” « that before He was
born He was not; that He was made out of nothing, or of things
that are not; that He is of a different substance or essence (mo-
aracews 7 Svaas) from the Father; and that He was created, and
liable to change or ‘alteration.” These positions manifestly deny
anything like true and proper divinity to the Son, and reduce
Him to the rank of a mere creature, whose existence, commenc-
ing in time, was precarious, and might, of course, be brought to
an end by the same power which created Him. The Nicene
Council not only condemned these positions, but they further
asserted positively that He was begotten, not made; that He was
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begotten of the Father, of the Father's substance or essence;
that He was God of God, light of light, true God of true God,
or, as it is sometimes expressed, very God of very God ; and that’:
He was consubstantial (opuootvaios) with the Father. These de-
clarations explicitly assert the doctrines which have since been
generally known under the names of the co-eternity and consub-
stantiality of the Son, and His eternal generation by the Father
out of His own substance,—doctrines which have been held ever
since by the great body of professing Christians, and which are
explicitly asserted as being taught by the word of God in the
standards of our Church. The name ouoodaiss, or the doctrine
of the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father, is usually
regarded as the great distinguishing peculiarity of the Nicene
theology in regard to the Trinity, as virtually embodying the sub-
stance of what they taught upon this subject; and in directing
our attention to this topic, there are three questions which naturally
present themselves for consideration : First, What is meant by the
Son’s being declared to be consubstantial, or of the same sub-
stance, with the Father? secondly, Was the Nicene assertion of
the consubstantiality an accurate declaration of a true scriptural
doctrine ? and thirdly, Was it a warrantable and expedient thing,
as a matter of Christian wisdom, to adopt this language as a’.
virtual test of orthodoxy upon the subject of the Trinity? And
to each of these questions we would now advert.

There is no great difficulty in understanding what is meant
by the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father, that is, in so
far as the subject is in its own nature comprehensible by our
fz?.culties, although, by reason of the feebleness of these faculties
viewed in connection with the exalted nature of the subject, it’:
must be explained in some measure by negatives. Negatively, it
implies that the Son is not a creature, formed out of nothing b’y a
creating power, or out of any previously existing created sub-
stance. There was, of course, a time when, upon any other
theory than that of the eternity of matter, no being existed but
G?d, the One First Cause of all. This One First Cause created all
beings which have since come into existence out of nothing, either
fnediately or immediately ; and this distinction of mediate and
immediate may be applied either to the agent or the subject of
the process of creation,—i.e., first, God may either have created
all things by His own direct, immediate agency, or He may, per-
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haps, for anything which mere reason can very certainly establish,
have employed creatures already formed as His instruments in
the creation of others; and, secondly, He may either have formed
creatures immediately out of nothing, or He may have formed
them mediately out of created substances which He had pre-
viously produced. But these distinctions do not in the least affect
the substance of the matter, or at all modify the real meaming of
what a creature or a creation implies. Creation is still the bring-
ing into existence out of nothing of what had no previous exist-
ence; a creature is still a being radically and essentially distinct
from, and inferior to, its Creator, and dependent wholly upon
His good pleasure for the commencement and continuance of its
existence.

Arius admitted that the Son was produced before all other
beings, and held that He was God’s agent or instrument in the
creation of them all ; but that still, as He was produced in time
and out of nothing, He was, of course, a mere creature, having
only a precarious or contingent existence. His followers some-
times honestly admitted that they held the Son to be a mere
creature, and sometimes they denied that they held this; but
when called upon to explain in what respects, upon their prin-
ciples, He differed from a creature, or what there was about Him
that took Him out of that class of beings, the only answer they
could give was one which amounted to nothing, and was a mere
evasion,—viz., that He was produced immediately by the Father,
and that all other beings were produced immediately by Him (the
Son, or Logos), and only mediately by the Father.* There is
manifestly no intelligible medium between the creature and the
Creator. All beings may be ranked under the two heads of
created or uncreated ; and created beings are those which have
been produced, mediately or immediately, out of nothing, by the
mere will of the Creator, and are dependent wholly upon His
good pleasure for the continuance of their existence. The Son is
not a creature, but consubstantial with the Father. The word
Spoolatos, or consubstantial, does not of itself express or indicate
anything about the communication of the divine essence or sub-
stance by the Father to the Son ; and that we leave at present out
of view, intending afterwards to advert to it under the head of

* Bull, Defensio Fid. Nic.,
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the etemz}l generation. The word expresses merely this idea, that
He. does in fact possess the same nature, essence, or subs;ance
which the Father has, as distinguished from any created nature
or essence ; or, as Bishop Bull ordinarily describes its meaning,*
tl'nat the Son is “non create alicujus aut mutabilis essentiae sbe7d
e.]u§d.em prorsus cum patre suo naturz divinz et incommuni-
CablIlS.”. The exemption of the Son from the class of creatures
necessarily implies that He is possessed of the divine nature, and
f)f course, has or possesses the divine essence or substance o’r tlza;
in the one divine being which makes Him what He is a,nd con-
stitutes Him the sole member of a class from which’. all other
beings whatever are absolutely and unchangeably excluded.

In regard to the meaning of Juootatos, or consubstantial, we
woulfi only further remark, that there is good ground to be]’ieve
that it was used by the Nicene fathers to denote something more
tha.n its mere etymology implies, and that its proper tran;,lation
as it was then commonly used, is not “of the same substance »
but ‘f of one and the same substance,” “unius ejusdemque sui)-
stanti@.” This distinction has more immediate reference to an
attemp* which has been made, especially by Curcellzzus and
Whltby, to show that the fathers, at least before the Council of
NICG?, held that the identity or unity of substance which the
ascr{bed to the Father and the Son was not a numerical, but i
specific identity or unity; i.e., that the substance of the ’Father
was the same as that of the Son, not in number, but in kind or
degree,—“ non numero sed specie,”—was a substance of the same
dgfanferal. class or description, but not numerically one with it. This
duced and appied n moder imes o cplan che g of e

: explain the language of the
fathers, merely in order to involve the whole subject in confusion
and perplexity, and to afford a pretence for insinuating against
the. orthodox doctrine of the Trinity something like a charge of
Tnthel.sm, as if it implied an assertion of three substances, the
same, .mdeed, specifically ; t.e,, in kind or in specie but’ not
numerically one, as distinguished from the scriptural (ioctrine of
one and the same substance ; i.e., of a substance or essence numeri-
cally as well as specifically one, possessed by three distinct per-
sons.t The word ouoodoios, or consubstantial, by itself, does not

L ] . - -
Bull, Defensio Fid. Nic. t Waterland's First Vindication, Qu. 26.
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necessarily imply more than a specific unity, or an identity in
kind ; and it might consist with Sabellianism or Tritheism, ex-
pressing in the one case a numerical, and in the other a specific,
unity. It would not, however, in any sense, consist with Arianism,
the heresy against which the Nicene Creed was directed and it
is plain at least, that this distinction, though employed by Cur-
celleus and Whitby to evade or mystify the testimony of ante-
Nicene writers in favour of the orthodox doctrine, cannot be ap-
plied to the explanation or perversion of the Nicene Creed, since
the Nicene fathers not only asserted that the Son was duooiaios
with the Father, but also, moreover, that He was begotten of the
substance (ex Tns Svaias) of the Father, and, of course, had a
substance not only the same in kind, but numerically one with
His.

The second question respects the accaracy of the Nicene
phraseology, in declaring the Son to be of one and the same sub-
stance with the Father, as expounding a real scriptural truth.
The substance of what we learn directly in. Scripture concerning
the Son is this, that the names, titles, attributes, and works of the
one supreme Grod, are ascribed to Him ; that they are ascribed to
the Son in no inferior or subordirate sense from that in which
they are ascribed to the Father; and that thus there subsists, in
some most important and essential respects, an identity between
them. This great fundamental truth is, of course, to be estab-
lished only by a careful examination of the precise and exact
meaning of scriptural statements,—an examination that must be
conducted according to the principles and rules of sound criticism
and the ordinary laws of language. Every thing depends upon
the result of this examination—the materials- which it furnishes.
When the precise meaning of the scriptural statements bearing
upon this subject has been ascertained, it is then proper to con-
sider what is the substance of the doctrine taught upon the point,
and to examine in what way, or by what propositions, the real
scriptural doctrine may be most fully, most clearly, and most
accurately expressed. This is, indeed, the process by which our
whole system of theological opinions ought to be formed; and
there is need for special care and caution in conducting this pro-
cess, in regard to topics which can be known only from Scripture,
and with respect to which there has been much difference of
opinion as to the meaning of Scripture among those who pro-
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fessedly admit its divine authority. But if it be indeed true that
the names, titles, attributes, and works of God are ascribed in
Scripture to the Son, and that not in any inferior or subordinate
sense, but in the same sense in which they are applied to the
Father; and if we find also in Scripture that the Supreme Being
is jealous of His own honour, and will not give His glory to
another, we are fully warranted in concluding, upon the azlalthoritv
of Scripture, that the Son is not comprehended in the class of
creatures; that He belongs to a totally different ‘order of beings ;
that He is of the same rank or order as the Father. This is just
the same as saying that He has not a created nature or substance
but a divine nature or substance: or, in other words, that Hé
possesses that nature or substance, because of the possession of
which the Supreme Being is distinguished from, and raised in-
finitely above, all other beings.

The divine nature can be but one, and the Son, therefore, is
possessed of the one divine nature. The unity of the div’ine
nature, however, as distinguished from the nature of a creature,
might be only a specific and not a numerical unity, and this
hature might be possessed by more than one divine being ; but
the Scriptures plainly ascribe a numerical unity to the Supreme
Being, and, of course, preclude the idea that there are several
fliﬂ’erent beings who are possessed of the one divine nature. This
is virtually the same thing as teaching us that the one divine
nature is possessed only by one essence or substance, from which
tl.le conclusion is clear, that if the Father be possessed of the
divine nature, and if the Son, with a distinct personality, be also
possessed of the divine nature, the Father and the Son must be of
one and the same substance ; or rather,—for it can scarcely with
propriety be called a conclusion or a consequence,—the doctrine
of the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father is just an
expression or embodiment of the one great truth, the different
component parts of which are each established by scriptural au-
thority,—viz., that the Father and the Son, having distinct per-
sonality in the unity of the Godhead, are both equally possessed
of the divine, as distinguished from the created, nature. Before
any creature existed, or had been produced by God out of nothing,
the Son existed in the possession of the divine nature. If this be
true, and if it bealso true that God is in any sense one, then it is
likewise true,—for this is just according to the established meaning
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of words, the current mode of expressing it,—that the Father and
the Son are the same in substance as well as equal in power and
glory.

The third question respected the propriety and the wisdom of
adopting the position that the Father and the Son are of one and
the same substance, and making it a test of orthodoxy. The
Nicene fathers professed to take the word of God as their rule or
standard, though they likewise give us their testimony that the
doctrines which they embodied in this creed had been generally
held by the church since the apostles’ times. We are told by
Athanasius, that when they commenced their deliberations they
had some intention of embodying their decision upon the doctrines
of Arius in the words of Scripture ; but that, upon more careful
consideration, especially of the fact that Arius professed to receive
all the statements of Scripture as well as they, that he put his
own construction upon them, and gave an interpretation of them
in accordance with his own views, they directed their attention
to the object of devising certain statements, which should be
possessed of these two properties: first, that they accurately
embodied the substance of what Scripture teaches upon the sub-
ject; and, secondly, that they involved a denial or contradiction
of Arian views so clearly and explicitly, that no Arian would
receive them, and which should thus be accurate tests of truth and
error upon the subject. This was the object they aimed at, and
I am persuaded that in this object they substantially succeeded.
The first of these properties, of course, was of primary and funda-
mental importance ; but the other also, if attained, would be of
great value in effecting objects which the existing condition of
the church, and a regard to the interests of truth, rendered it im-
perative on them to aim at. Ihave already shown, that, assuming
it as fully established by an exact and critical examination of the
precise meaning of scriptural statements, that the Son is truly,
and in the highest sense, God, possessed of the divine nature,—
this doctrine, viewed in connection with what the Scripture also
teaches concerning the unity of God, is accurately expressed by
declaring, as they did, the consubstantiality of the Father and the
Son ;—and 1 now, therefore, further assume that the great doc-
trine which forms the distinguishing peculiarity of the Nicene
theology-is really sanctioned by the word of God, and, of course,
may be rightfully asserted and maintained.
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The Arians of the fourth century professed to dislike the
Nicene Creed for this, among other reasons, because it deviated
from the language of Scripture, and introduced new words and
phrases which the word of God has not explicitly sanctioned ; and
many since have continued to object to this and other similar
documents upon the same ground. The objection is a very
frivolous one ; and when it does not proceed, as it too often does,
from a dislike to the doctrines which the creeds and confessions
objected to inculcate, is founded upon very obvious misappre-
hensions. So long as men, all professing to take the Scripture as
their rule, deduce from it opposite doctrines, or put inconsistent
interpretations upon its statements, it will be indispensably neces-
sary, if they are to attempt to ascertain how far they agree with,
and how far they differ from, each other, that they employ, in
expressing their convictions, words different from those which are
used in Scripture. It may be objected, that this implies that
men can form or devise more clear, explicit, and unequivocal de-
clarations of doctrire than the word of God furnishes. It must
be admitted that this is implied in it; but it may also be main-
tained, that this is, in a certain sense, true, without any disparage-
ment to the word of God, and its perfect sufficiency for all the
objects which it was designed by its Author to effect. Different
doctrines are revealed in the word of God with different degrees
of clearness and fulness ; and it was manifestly not God’s purpose
to make His word so clear and explicit, in regard to all the doc-
?rines it contains, as to preclude the possibility of men possessed of
intelligence and substantial integrity taking different views of the
n}eaning of some of its statements. Men of talent, learning, and
piety have denied that the New Testament teaches the doctrines
commonly called Calvinistic ; but no sane man has ever yet denied
that the Westminster Confession teaches these doctrines,—a fact
which may fairly be regarded as establishing the conclusion, that
in some sense the latter teaches them more clearly and explicitly
than the former. Ttis possible for men to ascertain whether other
men agree with them in holding Calvinistic doctrines, and it is
desirable and important that this should be ascertained ; but this
n.lanifestly cannot be done while they confine their communica-
tions with each other to the use of mere scriptural language. So,
in like manner, when Arius broached the doctrines which have
since been called by his name, it became necessary for the church
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in general to make it manifest whether or not they approved of
his views; and if not, what they regarded to be the doctrines
really taught in Scripture upon the point, as distinguished from,
and opposed to, his errors. Arius professed, as they did, to be-
lieve all that was said in Scripture concerning the Son; and
hence it became necessary that, if Arianism was to be condemned,
and the truth opposed to its errors to be fully and explicitly set
forth, other words than those contained in Scripture should be
employed—words which, beyond all reasonable doubt, should con-
vince all men competent to judge of them, that those who adopted
and concurred in them, denied that the Son was a creature, or
had a created and inferior nature; and, on the contrary, main-
tained that, while undoubtedly a distinct person from the Father,
He was possessed of one and the same divine nature, and yet was
not a second or distinct God. This they professed to do, by
asserting that He is of one and the same substance with the
Father ; and the history of the Arian controversy, lasting as it did
during the greater part of the fourth century, proves that they
succeeded, to a very large extent at least, in the object they
aimed at.

The most direct and proper ground on which the declaration
of the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father can be assailed
is, by showing that this position does not accurately embody or
express the substance of what is taught or indicated in Scripture
upon the subject. This is the only objection that is entitled to
much .consideration, and, if established, is of course at once and
conclusively fatal; a property which no other objection can

ossess. It would, however, be also a serious, though not neces-
sarily a fatal objection, could it be proved that, as the Arians
sometimes alleged, the word ouoovatos was of equivocal significa-
tion,—that its proper meaning could not be very clearly ascer-
tained or very fully established. All they could adduce to give
plausibility to this allegation was, the fact that the word had been
used in the preceding century in a Sabellian sense by Paul of
Samosata, and that, in consequence, the disuse of the word had
been recommended by the orthodox Council of Antioch which
condemned him. And it is quite true, as was already remarked,
that the word does not include or suggest a condemnation of
Sabellianism, or an assertion of the opposite truth of a real per-
sonal distinction in the Godhead; but this was not the purpose
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for which .it was employed by the Nicene fathers, or for which it
has been since employed by the orthodox church. It was intended
to embod'y a condemnation of Arianism, and an assertion of the
great scriptural truth which is opposed to it. The Arians not
only knew that this was its intended object, but they saw and felt
that this object it was admirably fitted to effect; for it is a vei
remarka.ble fact, that amid all the discussions W,hich took lacz
upon th.ls subject, Arians and semi-Arians uniformly manifgsted
a most intense and unwavering dislike to the word ouoodaos, and
to the doctrine which it so explicitly and unequivocall decl’ared
Mo.st of the different sections into which the Ariansyand semi:
A.nans split in the course of the fourth century, laboured to de-
vise, and ostentatiously paraded, the highest and most exalted terms
which they could consistently apply to the Son, and some of them
professed to adopt most of the terms applied to Him in the Nicene
Creed. T!le semi-Arians in general professed to concur in the
condemnation pronounced by the Nicene Council upon those who
as.serted that there was a time when He was not, or who main
tained that He was a creature, made out of notiﬁng. Some o;
them went so far as to profess to regard Him, not only as God
but as the true God: in short, they professed to say. in re ar(i
;o tHlm, almost everything which the Nicene fathers’ had siid;
stl;n:i:;li:y?f them ever would admit the doctrine of the consub-
During some portion of the fourth century, through the influ-
ence of: the Emperors Constantius and Valens, a large part of the
professx-ng church was overrun with Arian or semi-Arian heresies ;
8o that it was said, “ Unus Athanasius contra orbem,”—and tha;
Jeroxfle declared,* that the whole world groaned ar’ld wondered
that. it l.lad become Arian. During the period, n;any Arian and
semi-Arian councils were held, and a considerable number of
<f:reeds were adopted by them. We have still extant several creeds
or ex.ample, prepared under Arian and semi-Arian influence ix;
councils held at Antioch, Sardica, Sirmium, and Ariminum; z;.nd
the great f?cts concerning them are these : first, that they all ,with-
out exception, omit the word opoodoos, or any expression of ;imilar
mport; and, secondly, that there are some of them with respect to

* Jerome adversus Luciferianos.
VOL. 1. X




www.reformedontheweb.c

290 THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. [CHar. IX.

which this single omission is the only very intelligible or palpable
difference between them and the one at Nice,—so that there are
even some of them in regard to which it has been ever since a
subject of controversy, whether they ought to be regarded as
orthodox or not. The more bold and honest Arians said that the
Son was érepooliaios, of a different substance from the Father;
others said that He was avépotos, unlike the Father ; and some, who
were usually reckoned semi-Arians, admitted that He was opocod-
o05, of a like substance with the Father; but they all unanimously
refused to admit the Nicene phraseology, because they were
opposed to the Nicene doctrine of the true and proper divinity of
the Son, and saw and felt that that phraseology accurately and
unequivocally expressed it, though they sometimes professed to
adduce other objections against the use of it. They made many
attempts to appear to come as near as possible to the orthodox
doctrine, without really committing themselves to its fundamental
distinctive principle; but the word opoovaros acted like Ithuriel’s
spear in detecting all their shifts and manceuvres, and in holding
them up to the world as opposers, whatever they might sometimes
pretend, of the true and proper divinity of the Son of God and
the Saviour of sinners. It was like the anchor that held the
orthodox faith in steadiness and safety amid the fearful storms of
more than half a century, which elapsed between the first and the
second cecumenical councils. It was a barrier against which
neither force nor fraud could prevail, and which, in so far as any-
thing of the kind could effect it, may have been said to have kept
God’s truth pure and undefiled, until the calamity had overpast,
and a period arrived more favourable to the open profession and
maintenance of the true doctrine which He has made known con-
cerning His Son. I do not know that the history of the church
presents to us another instance in which the wisdom and ex-
pediency of any particular doctrinal deliverance have been so fully
established by experience. The history of the fourth century
most fully proves that the Nicene fathers acted wisely,—that is,
acted under the guidance and direction of Him who is the God
only wise,—when they embodied in their creed or declaration that
the Son is consubstantial with the Father. The Arians were
never able to pervert it into an accordance with their views, but
were obliged ever to admit that it unequivocally condemned them.
It thus fully served the purpose for which it was intended, and
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acted as a discriminating test between truth and error. Th
Lord t'>lessed it, and made it the means of preserving H'is trut}?
when. it was exposed to imminent danger; and it continues to thi
day, in the symbolical books of almost all orthodox churches, t. bls
regarded as a precise and accurate exponent of the great do,cto' .
of our Lord’s true and proper divinity. ¢ e
There is, indeed, one slight deduction to be made from th
steftement- now given, of the beneficial effects of the assertion ?
this doctrm.e, and the use of this phraseology,—t.e., from the rogf
from experience of the wisdom and expediency of ,the ado tizn of
it as a test of orthodoxy. There do seem to have been solr)ne e
sons in the fourth century who, while holding the substance ofptl:-
orthodox doctrine in regard to the person of Christ, in oppositi .
flot only to Arians but to semi-Arians, had diﬂ‘icultie’s abogf ad0102
ing the word opoodaios; so that while it fully served the im ort:) t
purpese of detecting and excluding all Arians, it did ncﬂ l.I:
so fully effect the object—which is also of great’ importanceqi;: .
matter of this sort—of uniting and combining all who agreed witﬁ
the sacred Scriptures, and with each other, ?n regard to the sub-
stance of the doctrine. This was no doubt a partial evil, and it
was to be regretted, both for the sake of truth and for the ’sake of
the individuals themselves. The number of these individuals, how:
ever, who held the substance of the Nicene doctrine, but ob"ecte(i
to the phraseology in which it was expressed, was verfy small J—and
the e.vxl, therefore, was very inconsiderable; while the adv’anta
was l.ncalculable that resulted from the possession and the use ofg :
de‘im‘te phraseology, which shut out all the supporters of error
.combu.led nearly all the maintainers of truth, and formed a rall -’-
Ing-point around which the whole orthodox church ultimate{
gath(fred, after the confusion and distraction occasioned b Ariay
curtning .and Arian persecution had passed away. d "
) It is interesting to notice that some of the most zealous cham-
pions of orthodoxy during the Arian controversy knew how to
temper their zeal for fundamental truth with a reasonable for-
bearance for the difficulties and infirmities of individuals; and
that they did distinguish between differences as to the subs’tance
Of the great doctrine of our Lord’s true and proper divinity, and
dlﬁefences about some minor points in the mode of explainir’)g it
:l}l:d in the phr.aseology employed in doing so. It is generally said:
at the adoption of the word duowiotos, of a similar substance,
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as distinguished from époobaos, of the same substance, is the
discriminating characteristic of the semi-Arians—of those who
wished to appear to come as near to orthodoxy as possible, without
actually adopting it; and this is, to a large extent, though not
universally, true. Athanasius and Hilary, two of the most
gealous defenders of the Nicene Creed, have both distinctly
admitted that there were men in their time who scrupled to
employ the word Suoovaios, and preferred that of Spotobaios, who

et held the substance of the orthodox doctrine upon the subject,
and were therefore to be treated as brethren in the faith—weak
brethren, it might be—but still not as enemies of the truth. It
was reckoned, and justly, a mark of some measure of error or
misconception, a just cause of suspicion which required to be

oed away, that men should object to asserting an identity of

purg
substance between the Father and the Son, and prefer asserting

only a similarity. Still this was not to be held to be of itself con-
clusive against their orthodoxy. Hilary, one of the ablest and
most strenuous defenders of the Nicene doctrine, laboured to show
that Spototaios was not only in fact used in preference to opo0v-
oios by men who were in the main orthodox on the subject of the
erson of Christ, but, mcreover, that it fairly admitted of a good
and orthodox. sense, z.e., of substantially the same sense as opoov-
cios. He says: ¢ Caret igitur cimilitudo naturm contumeliz
¢ videri Filius idcirco in proprietate paternz
milis est; quum similitudo nulla sit, nisi ex
®qualitate natur®: sequalitas autem natura non potest esse, nisi
una sit. Una vero non person® unitate, sed generis. Hexc fides
pia est, hzc conscientia religiosa, hic salutaris sermo est, unam
substantiam Patris et Filii idcirco: non negare, quia similis est
similem vero ob id pradicare, quia unum sunt”” * ¢ Similarity of
nature, then, is far from suspicion of unsoundness ; nor can the
Son appear to be non-participant of His Father's nature, merely
because He is like Him, since there is no similarity except from
equality of nature, and there cannot be equality of nature cxcept it
be one—one, indeed, not in unity of person, but of kind or species.
This, then, is a pious f aith—this a religious conscience—this a sound
I

suspicione : nec potes
paturz non esse, quia si

* Natalis Alexander, saec. iv., Diss. | p- 200 of Cunningham'’s translation ;
45-6 of Davidson’s.

xv. The Greek of the passage from and § 83, pp. 8
Athanasius, and reference to Hilary Vide__l_{ampden’s Bampton Lectures,

are given in Gieseler, § 81, vol. i, Lec, iil.
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mode of speak.ing, not to deny one substance of the Father and th:
Sox-l, because it is like ; and to assert that the substance of the S .
is like that of the Father, because they are one.” °Pn
.Atl{anasms has the following statement upon this subject
.whlch is honourable to him, and fitted to teach us a usef ljecci
1mportan? lesson. ¢ This,” says he, “ may suffice for refutin u’chan
who a.ssall the Council of Nice, and attack all its procegdinc.se
But thth respect to those who receive the other decisions of t%]s.
council, but have a difficulty about the opoodatos, we ought not te
treat them as enemies: for we are not to identi’fy then% with th:
Arians, or to proclaim open war against them, but to discuss th
matter with them as brethren, because they have really the sam:
doctrine as we, and dispute only about words ; for since they pro-
fess that the Son is of the substance of the Father, and not gf I:)m
other §ubstance,—that He is not a creature, but the,true and natura){
oﬁ'spx:mg of the Father, and that He existed with the Father f;
etern.lty,—they are not far removed from the opoovoios.” It was
cex;taml_?r an act of great weakness,—originating, probabiy to scjrv::)
:}}:e?::el:; S pruiledor‘ pre_]u(.iic:e, not very creditable to th:a parties
then ;Vho h, an < ecl;de:dly injurious to the interests of truth,—that
ien who | (}))nes y believed all this should scruple about the word
a,;ll'oa 053 }l:t cases of an analogous description have occurred in
e f(falvr; v(v) ich tl(xlere has bee'n anything like free investigation.
in rogand o9 i:)(;}t:rre. not only in regard to this doctrine, but also
In regart 1o @ ers ,dand where the cases really are analogous,—.e,
tr _ is good grO}lnd to think that the substance of the
spl;ieicl:fl‘)tur(all doctrine is honestly believed,—they ought to be
an . . .
spoken o edifyilt:;zt::;lm}nlefhe way of which Athanasius has here

Sec. 111.—The Nicene Creed—the Eternal Sonship.

The propositions which are directly and immediatel
:llfe :n.Scnpture on the subject of they Godhead are. thg.;et:a ut%lz::
e et}lls :m;a God—that the 'Father is God, that the Son is God,
P at tlehH?ly Ghost is qod; and from these propositions,
. t)},, a}1gf t in, and conclusively established by, Scripture, we
e 11 1e (1;1 erence that these three—the Father, the Son, and
e (t)) y hosb——are. tl.xe one God. The Scriptures bring: these

e before us as distinguished from each other, and as distin-
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guished from each other in a way that bears some analogy or
resemblance to that in which three different persons among men
are distinguished from each other, so that they might be marked
out by the application to them of the distinct personal pronouns,
I, Thou, and He; and upon this ground we consider ourselves
fully warranted in saying, as is said in our Confession of Faith,
in the sense which has already been fully explained, that in the
unity of the Godhead there be three persons—God the Father,
God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost. When it is further said
in the Confession, that these three persons are “of one substance,
power, and eternity,” this, of course, is intended to set forth some
of the leading positions which are implied in or result from, and
thus explain the great general doctrine that they all possess the
one Godhead, or the one proper divine nature. If God be one,
and if the Son be God, and the Holy Ghost be God, they must
possess equally with the Father the one undivided and indivisible
divine essence or substance, and they must possess equally all
divine perfections, such as power and eternity ; or, in the language
which has been commonly employed by orthodox divines, the
three distinct persons in the one Godhead or divine nature are
consubstantial, co-equal, and co-eternal.

To this general description of the Trinity in unity, or of three
persons possessing the one divine nature or essence, and the same
divine perfections, it is added in the Larger Catechism (Quest. 9),
that they are “distinguished by their personal properties.” Now,
this statement introduces an idea over and above what is neces-
sarily implied in the position that they are three distinct persons.
All that is implied in the general position, that they are three
distinct persons, so far as we are warranted and qualified to
explain it, is this: that they are distinguished from each other in
a way somewhat analogous to that in which three different per-
sons among men are distinguished from each other, so as to admit
of the distinct personal pronouns, I, Thou, and He, being applicd
to them respectively; and the true ground of the position is this
general consideration, that the scriptural representations upon the
subject are manifestly fitted, and of course were intended, to
convey to us this general conviction and impression. The posi-
tion that they are “distinguished by their personal properties,”
conveys to us something fuller and more specific than this, with
respect to the nature, or rather the manifestations and conse-
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quences, of the distinction ; and if true, it affords ground for this
position, that there is something which may be predicated of each
of the persons that cannot be predicated of the rest. These two
things are correlatives, If it be true that the three persons are dis-
tinguished by their personal properties, then it follows necessarily
that there must be something about each of them that cannot be
predicated of the others; and, e converso, if it can be proved that
there is something predicable of each of them that cannot be
predicated of the others, then we are fully warranted in deducing
from this fact the general doctrine necessarily involved in it, that
they are distinguished by their personal properties. Now we hold,
and undertake to prove, that the Scripture warrants us in main-
taining that there is something predicable of each of the persons
which cannot be predicated of the others; and when we have
proved this specifically and in detail, we consider ourselves fully
warranted in laying down the general position that they are dis-
tinguished by their personal properties, which is nothing more
than embodying in a general statement the substance of scrip-
turally proved facts. Accordingly, the Larger Catechism, after
asserting that they are ¢ distinguished by their personal properties,”
puts the question, “ What are the personal properties of the three
persons in the Godhead ?” and the answer is, “ It is proper to the
Father (i.e., it is a peculiar, distinguishing property of the Father,
predicated of Him, and not of the other two persons) to beget the
Son, and to the Son to be begotten of the Father, and to the Holy
Ghost to proceed from the Father and the Son from all eternity;”
or, as it is expressed in the Confession, “The Father is of none,
neither begotten nor proceeding; the Son is eternally begotten
of the Father; the Holy Ghost eternally. proceeding from the
Father and the Son.” Now, what is here asserted concerning the
Father and the Son, and their mutual relation, as well as distin-
guishing propetties, constitutes the substance of the doctrine
which has been generally held by the church in all ages under
the name of the eternal generation of the Son by the Father, or
the eternal Sonship of Jesus Christ; and it has been held just
because it was believed that it could be fully proved from Scrip-
ture that the Son was eternally begotten of the Father.

The Nicene fathers did not stop short with asserting, in oppo-
sition to Arius, that the Son was of one and the same substance
with the Father; they further declared that He was begotten—
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not made or created —that He was begotten of the Father, and of
the Father’s substance, and that thus He was “God of God, feos
ex Beod, light of light, true God of true God.” This is manifestly
an assertion of a doctrine different from that of the consubstan-
tiality, and additional to it; and the same general questions may
be propounded concerning this additional doctrine as those which
we have already considered under the former head. This doctrine
plainly implies in general that the second person in the Godhead
stands in the relation of a Son to the first person, with reference to
His divine nature; that there was a generation or begetting, by
which the Father in some sense communicated the divine nature,
essence, or substance to the Son, and the Son of course derived or
received it from the Father, so as to be even as God—a Son and
begotten. This was clearly the doctrine which the Nicene fathers
intended to teach, and it has been generally received ever since
by most orthodox churches, under the designation of the eternal
Sonship or filiation of Christ, or the eternal generation of the
Son, or Logos. Bishop Bull discusses it under the head of the
subordination of the Son to the Father, as to His origo et princi-
pium, and shows that both the ante-Nicene fathers and the post-
Nicene, while asserting the perfect equality of the Father and the
Son in nature and in all perfection, were accustomed to speak of
the Father as being the dpyv, the alria, the auctor of the Son,
the origo or fons (mwnyif) of the divinity which the Son possesses.
The use of the word subordination, however, even when thus
explained and limited, has been generally avoided by orthodox
writers, as fitted to suggest ideas inconsistent with true and proper
divinity, and to give a handle to the Arians. As the leading idea
intended to be conveyed is just the communication from eternity
in some mysterious and ineffable way of the divine nature and
substance by the Father to the Son; and as the main ground on
which the doctrine rests is the position, that Christ is represented
in Scripture as being a Son, and as being generated or begotten,
even as God, or in respect to His possession of the divine nature
and perfections,—it is more common, and certainly more warrant-
able and becoming, to speak of the doctrine under the designation
of the eternal Sonship or filiation of Christ, or the eternal gene-
ration of the Son by the Father.
I have said that this doctrine of the eternal Sonship or filiation
of Christ, or the eternal generation of the Son (the same un-
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doubtedly which the Nicene Council intended to teach in the
quotations given from their creed), has been generally received
ever since by most orthodox churches. At the same time, it must
be admitted that there have been writers of eminenge who have
held the true and proper divinity of the Son, and His consub-
stantiality with the Father, but have rejected the doctrine of His
eternal generation. They have been led to reject this doctrine
partly from some abstract metaphysical reasonings,—which, how-
ever, I am persuaded can be proved to carry with them no more
real weight in opposition to the eternal generation of the Son than
other abstract reasonings of a similar kind possess, in opposition to
His proper divinity,—and partly from a sensitive shrinking from
what may appear presumptuous speculations upon a mysterious
subject without clear warrant, as they think, in Scripture. These
persons are accustomed to say, that all that is clearly revealed
upon this subject in Scripture is,—that the Father is God, that the
Son is God, and that the Holy Ghost is God ; and yet that they
are not three Gods, but one God. If this be indeed all that is
revealed in Scripture, then here we should stop, and content our-
selves with explaining, illustrating, and defending this position ;
and this, as I formerly showed, is quite enough to warrant us in
asserting the consubstantiality of the three personsin the God-
head. But as, on the one hand, we ought to beware of trying
to be wise above what is written; so, on the other hand, we must
guard against laying aside, or leaving out of view, anything which
has really been revealed upon this point. In either case equally
we are failing in making a right use and improvement of the
word of God. Some of the fathers indulged in unwarrantable
and presumptuous speculations about the relations of the persons
in the Godhead ; and this was carried to a far greater excess, and
exhibited much more offensively, by the schoolmen, who were
accustomed to discuss many questions concerning this subject
W:hich assuredly the word of God affords us no materials for de-
ciding, and which may justly be regarded as not -only presump-
tuous, but profane. This, combined with other causes, has led
some modern writers to lean somewhat to the opposite extreme;
flnd to leave out, or to refuse to take up, positions which there
1s good ground to believe that the word of God sufficiently war-
rants. Calvin, disgusted with the presumptuous speculations of
the schoolmen, and having to contend in his own day both with
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Sabellian and Tritheistic heretics, expressed a wish® that the
names usually employed in discussing this subject were buried,
and that men would be contented with believing and professing
that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost are one God; and
yet that the Son is not the Father, or the Spirit the Son, but that
they are distinguished from each other by their personal proper-
ties; and in accordance with this feeling, he certainly spoke with
some degree of doubt or suspicion of the eternal Sonship of Christ,
though there is no sufficient ground for maintaining, as has been
sometimes done, that he positively denied or rejected it.

It must be admitted that the fundamental truth upon this
point,—that which stands clearly and prominently first, both in
respect to the fulness of its scriptural evidence and its own in-
trinsic importance,—is the doctrine that the Son is God—truly
and properly God—of one and the same substance with the Father,
and equal in power and glory; and it may be admitted that men
who believe this, and believe nothing more upon the point, may
have correct views in the main of the leading principles of the
scheme of redemption. Still, the Nicene fathers taught, and most
orthodox churches have concurred with them, that there was
another and a more specific additional truth revealed in Scripture
upon this subject, and possessed of no inconsiderable intrinsic
importance,—that, namely, of the eternal generation of the Son.
Of those who, admitting the proper divinity of the Son (for it is
with them only we have at present to do), have not admitted His
eternal generation, some have contented themselves with saying
that they saw no sufficient scriptural evidence of this latter doc-
trine, and therefore did not receive it into their creed ; while others
have gone further, and have maintained positively that the doctrine
is false, nay, even that it is inconsistent with the scriptural doctrine
of His true and proper divinity. Some of this latter class,—and
especially the late Professor Moses Stuart of Andover, one of the
first Biblical critics of the present day,—have taken some credit
to themselves for being the most judicious defenders of Christ’s
proper divinity, and have imagined that they derived important
advantages in the management of this great cause from casting
off the doctrine of the eternal Sonship. The defenders of the
eternal Sonship of Christ do not imagine that it can be established

* Inst., Lib. i., c. xiii., sec. v.
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by any other evidence except scriptural testimony ; but they be-
lieve that the scriptural testimony in its favour is sufficient and
satisfactory; that there is no reason whatever why it should be
rejected or explained away; and that the doctrine, instead of
weakening or subverting that of Christ’s proper divinity, tends
greatly to confirm and illustrate it, as well as to throw light upon
other important doctrines.

Those who positively deny or reject the doctrine of Christ’s
eternal Sonship, usually adopt a line of argument in opposing it,
precisely analogous to that employed by Arians and Socinians in
arguing against Christ’s divinity. They begin with trying to prove
by abstract reasonings, a priori, that the doctrine cannot be true;
and then they proceed to what is in a great measure superfluous,—
if they have really succeeded in establishing their first position,—
to show that the scriptural statements on which the proof of the
doctrine is commonly based are not sufficient to prove it. We have
already admitted that the clearest and most fundamental truth
upon this point is, that Christ is truly possessed of the divine
nature, and of all divine perfections. All who hold this doctrine
—and it is admitted by both parties in the discussion about the
eternal Sonship—must of course admit that nothing can be truly
predicated of Christ which contradiets, or is inconsistent with, His
true and proper divinity. Now, the opponents of this eternal
generation by the Father assert that this generation implies that
the Father existed before Him in point of time, and that therefore
He was not co-eternal with the Father; and also, that the deriva-
tion of His existence and substance from the Father by generation,
in any sense, is inconsistent with that necessary existence which is
an essential attribute of divinity. I am not called upon to enter
upon a minute and formal investigation of this difficulty, and can
only point briefly to the principal considerations by which it can,
I think, be satisfactorily solved.

The fallacy of the argument lies in this, that it proceeds upon
the assumption that generation,—and what it involves or implies
when applied to the divine nature,—must be the same as when
applied to men, and that the same or an analogous inference may
be deduced from it in both cases. This is a mode of arguing
which all the defenders of the proper divinity of Christ reject,

.when they are called upon to maintain that doctrine against its

Opponents. Arians and Socinians are accustomed to argue that,
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as three persons among men are three different intelligent beings,
so three persons in the Godhead must be three beings, or three
Gods; and the answer which is reckoned sufficient by all de-
fenders of our Lord’s divinity is, in substance, that it is unwar-
rantable to argue in this way from the human to the divine
nature; that what is true in regard to the one, may not be true,
and cannot be proved to be true, in regard to the other; that we
speak of three persons in the unity of the Godhead, just because
this is the nearest approach we can make, by the exercise of our
feeble faculties, and in the use of human language, to embodying
or expressing a combination of a unity with a threefold distinction,
—a combination which is clearly intimated to us in Scripture. In
like manner, it appears to be intimated in Scripture—for we are
entitled, in discussing this preliminary objection, to assume this—
that the Logos, or second person of the Godhead, stands to the first
even as God in the relation of Sonship, nay, in a relation ex-
pressly described in Scripture as Sonship ; and we are fully war-
ranted in putting‘aside as presumptuous and inadequate any pre-
liminary objection to this doctrine, based upon difficulties which
manifestly rest upon the application to a relation subsisting in the
divine nature of notions derived from a relation called by the same
name, because in some respects analogous, subsisting among men.
We do not admit, and it cannot be proved, that generation in the
divine nature must imply priority of existence in the begetter with
relation to the begotten, or merely contingent as opposed to neces-
sary existence in'the Son; and in this way it may be shown that
the preliminary objection to the eternal generation of the Son
may be disposed of in the same way, and just as conclusively, as
the preliminary objection to His proper divinity derived from the
admitted unity of God.

Nay, there is one important aspect in which the answer to the
objection in the former case has an advantage over the answer to
the objection in the latter; and it is this: a distinction of persons
—the subsistence of three persons in the unity of the Godhead—
have not, as phrases or expressions, explicit scriptural sanction.
They are used, and warrantably used, just because they seem best
adapted of any expressions which human language furnishes, to
embody or indicate what the Scripture unfolds to us upon the
subject ; whereas, if the doctrine of eternal generation has any
foundation in Scripture—and that it has, we are entitled, as 1
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have said, to assume hypothetically at this stage of the argument—
then we have the idea of Sonship expressly applied to the relation
subsisting between the first and second persons of the Godhead.
And, of course, we are thus entitled to allege that the relation
which actually subsists between them,—whatever may be its precise
nature, however imperfectly it may have been revealed to us, and
however inadequate our faculties may be to comprehend it,—that this
actual relation is that which truly and properly constitutes Son-
ship, or is the original idea or archetype of filiation. And, if so,
it manifestly follows that we ought to regulate our conceptions of
what sonship is and implies, not from the defective and imperfect
representations of it given in the relation of fathers and sons
among men, but from the original and only true idea of it as
subsisting between the first and second persons of the Godhead.
This view brings out most palpably the unwarrantableness and
inexcusableness of deducing inferences from what generation or
sonship involves or implies among men, to what it must involve or
imply when regarded as subsisting between the persons of the
Godhead. The eternal generation of the Son, then, just means
the communication from eternity, in some ineffable and mysterious
way, of the divine nature and essence by the first to the second
person of the Godhead, in virtue of which the relation of proper
paternity and proper sonship subsists between them, and is accord-
ingly set before us in Scripture in the only way in which it could
be unfolded, in language applicable to a human relation, which is,
in some respects, though not in all, analogous to it. The proper
Sonship of Christ, instead of suggesting any considerations incon-
sistent with His true divinity, most naturally and immediately
suggests His being truly of the same nature and substance with the
Father, and equal in power and glory.

As it may be truly said of the doctrine of the Trinity in
general, that when it is once proved that it may be true,—i.e., when
it is once shown that it cannot be proved to involve a contradic-
tion,—there is no difficulty in proving from Scripture that it is true;
80 it may with equal justice be said of the doctrine of the eternal
Sonship of Christ, that when it is once shown that it cannot be
proved (for, of course, the onus probandi lies upon those who allege
the objection) to involve anything necessarily inconsistent with
His proper divinity—His co-eternity and co-equality with the
Father—then there is no great difficulty in finding in Scripture
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enough to establish its truth. The evidence depends mainly upon
an investigation of the true meaning and application of the phrase,
the Son of God, as it is used by the inspired writers; and more
particularly, upon the decision of the question whether this desig-
nation is ever applied to Christ as God, or with an exclusive
reference to His divine nature. If it appears that Christ, as God,
is on any occasion represented in Scripture as the Son of God,
then the controversy is settled ; for this is nearly all that is meant
by His eternal Sonship—that, as God, or in His divine nature, He
stands in the relation of a Son to the first person of the Godhead.
The opponents of the eternal Sonship of Christ allege, some of
them, that the designation, Son of God, as applied to Him in
Seripture, is descriptive, not of His nature, but only of His office
as Messiah or Mediator ; others, that it is properly descriptive of
His human nature, upon the ground of His miraculous conception;
while others, again, admitting, like the latter class, that it is a de-
signation not merely of office but of nature, hold that it is applied
to Him merely as a general description of His peculiar position and
dignity, and intimate relation to God in His complex person, as
Beavfpwmos, or God and man in one person. This last is the
view taken of its import by Professor Moses Stuart of Andover,*
who has laboured with great zeal to refute the doctrine of the
eternal Sonship of Christ, and whose erroneous views upon this
point materially detract from the value of his other labours in
establishing the proper divinity of Christ in opposition to the
Socinians. The discussion of this subject, of course, opens up a
wide field of critical investigation into the true meaning and
import of a large number of the most important and interesting
passages in the New Testament. On this field I am not called
upon to enter; and it is the less necessary, as there is a very
accessible book, published a few years ago, in which the whole
subject is most fully and minutely discussed with great ability,
and in an admirable spirit—I mean Treffry on “The Eternal
Sonship of our Lord Jesus Christ,” where the doctrines which I
have endeavoured briefly to state and explain are, Isthink, estab-
lished by unanswerable evidence from the word of God.

It is important to keep in view, in surveying the scriptural
evidence, that, if it clearly appears that in any instance the idea

* Commentary on Romans, c. i., p. 63.
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of generation or sonship is applied in Scripture to our Saviour,
with reference exclusively to His divine nature or His eternal
relation to the first person of the Godhead, this is quite sufficient
to establish the doctrine, even though it should appear that there
are also passages in Scripture in which the designation, Son of
God, is applied to Him with reference to His office and not His
nature, or if to nature as distinguished from office, with a re-
ference to His human nature, or to His complex person as Geav-
Oparmos, as distinguished from His divine nature, simply as such.
It has been common among some divines to bring out and illus-
trate different grounds or modes of filiation, as they call it, said
to be applied to Christ in Scripture, or various reasons on account
of which He is there styled the Son of God, such as His mira-
culous conception, His mission and office as Messiah and Medi-
ator, His resurrection from the dead, and the peculiar intimacy
of fellowship which He enjoyed with the Father, and the pre-
eminent power and glory to which He has been raised. Treffry’s
admirable work shows that some of these alleged modes of filia-
tion or grounds of Sonship have no foundation whatever in Scrip-
ture,—i.e., are not adduced and represented there as the reasons
why Christ is called the Son of God ; and that, in regard to all of
them, the evidence is much more defective and uncertain than
might at first sight appear,—that, in short, the ordinary and general,
if not the exclusive, application of the title, Son of God, to Christ,
describes or indicates a relation subsisting between Him and the
first person of the Godhead from eternity. But even if we were
to admit that all the different inferior modes of filiation which
divines have enumerated were sanctioned by Scripture, the ques-
tion would still remain, whether it does not also, in addition,
exhibit and sanction another and higher mode of filiation, by re-
presenting Christ as being the Son of God with reference to His
divine nature, apart from any other view, either of His nature or
of His official position and privileges. If this mode of filiation, if
this species and ground of Sonship, be sanctioned by Seripture, as

we have no doubt it can be proved to be, then is the doctrine of
the eternal Sonship of Christ, or the eternal generation of the

Son or Logos, fully established, whatever other inferior modes of

filiation may be also brought before us in Scripture ; and thus, of

course, it becomes our duty to believe upon the authority of God,

that there has subsisted from eternity, between the first and
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second persons in the Godhead, a relation analogous in some
respects to that subsisting between a father and a son among
men, implying, as the human relation does, identity of nature and
equality of order or dignity, but, of course, not implying priority
in time as opposed to co-eternity, or contingency and dependence
of existence as opposed to necessary and unchangeable existence,
or, indeed, anything inconsistent with the full possession by the
Son of true and proper divinity, and all which this involves.

There are not a few in our own day, who, under a profession
of adhering strictly to the simplicity -of Scripture, and indulging
in no speculations which the word of God does not warrant, reject
the doctrine of the eternal Sonship of the Saviour. The question,
of course, must be decided by an appeal to Scripture, which alone
can give any information upon a subject so mysterious, and so
jmmeasurably raised above the cognizance of our unaided facul-
ties; but we cannot help thinking, that just as Arians and
Socinians come to the examination of the scriptural evidence of
our Lord’s proper divinity with their minds biassed by a previous
conviction, upon grounds of abstract reasoning, that the one divine
nature cannot be possessed by two distinct persons, so the op-
ponents of the eternal generation of the Son come to the examina-
tion of the scriptural evidence upon this point with their minds
biassed by a previous conviction, that there cannot subsist be-
tween two distinct persons in the Godhead a relation in some
respects analogous to that subsisting between a father and a son
among men.

We are persuaded, then, that the Nicene fathers were sup-
ported by the word of God, as well as by the testimony of the
early church, in declaring that the Son was not only of one and
the same substance with the Father, but also that He was eter-
nally begotten by the Father of His own substance ; and though
we would not put this doctrine of the eternal generation of the
Son upon the same level, in point of intrinsic importance, with
that of His consubstantiality or true and proper divinity, yet we
believe that it is much more important than many seem willing to
admit, as throwing most interesting and valuable light upon many
particular statements and general doctrines of Scripture, and
especially as enabling us more fully to understand and realize the
great doctrine which may be said to constitute the gospel of our
salvation,—viz., “that God so loved the world as to give His only
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begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in Him should not perish
but have everlasting life; ” and that “God spared not His owx;
Son, but delivered Him up for us all:” ¢ Herein is love; not that
we loved God, but that He loved us, and gave His Son to be a
propitiation for our sins.”

Sec. IV.—The Nicene Creed— Procession of the Spirit.

There was nothing said in the original Nicene Creed about
the Holy Ghost, except the simple mention of His name, because
up till that time, the Scripture doctrine concerning Hirix had not’;
been made a matter of controversial discussion; but in what is
commonly known as the Nicene Creed,—and which is the proper
Nicene Creed as enlarged by the second general council held at
Uonstantinople in 381,—the Holy Ghost is described as “the Lord
and Lifegiver, proceeding from the Father, and with the Father
and the Son to be worshipped and glorified, who spake by the
prophets.” Now, this was intended to assert the consubstantiality
and co-equality of the Holy Ghost with the Father and the Son
as a distinct person ; and, in addition, to predicate of Him asz:
distinguishing personal property, that He proceeds—emrope:uemt
—from the Father. At a later period, the Eatin or Western
Church introduced into the creed the statement, that He proceeds
not only from the Father, but also from the Son. This doctrine
of the procession of the Spirit from the Son as well as from the
I". ather, the Greek or Eastern Church refused to adopt; and the
discussion of this topic was one main cause that led to the final
sepayation of the Eastern and Western Churches, and has always
continued to form a leading subject of controversy between them.
The reformed churches have all adopted the doctrine of the Latin
or Western Church upon this subject, and have maintained, as is
done in our Confession, that the Spirit proceeds not only fro;n the
F-ather, but also from the Son. What we have at present to do
with is only this, that it is a peculiar distinguishing property of
Phe Spirit,—a fact predicated of Him and not of any other person
In t.he Godhead,—that He proceeds—exmopeverar ;—i.c., has the
divine nature or essence communicated to Him by the other per-
sons, or derives it from them in a mysterious and ineffable way
of which Scripture affords us no materials for saying anything:
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except that, while it implies communication on the one part, and
derivation on the other, it is different from, and is left in a some-
what more general and indefinite position thfm t.he.“ begetting
and being begotten,” which represents the distlngulshmg. personal
properties of the Father and the Son, and, at the same time, con-
stitutes their mutual relation.

This is the sum and substance of all that is revealed to us in
Scripture concerning the distinction in the d?vine nature,—con-
cerning the three distinct persons who possess in common the one
divine nature,—in so far as their true and proper divinity, or their
eternal power and Godhead, are concerned; and we have. now
only to advert to another great truth revealed to us in Scripture
concerning the second of these three persons,—viz., th:jtt He was
made flesh, that He became man,—and to what is implied in and
results from this.

CHAPTER X.

THE PERSON OF CHRIST.

THE subjects which we have been considering, in connection with
the Arian controversy and the Nicene Creed, come under the
head of Theology, in the most restricted meaning of the word, as
descriptive of that branch of divine truth which treats directly of
God, or the Divine Being; and, accordingly, they are often dis-
cussed in the older systematic works under the head De Deo Uno
et Trino. It is an important feature of the information which
God in His word gives us concerning Himself, that in the unity
of the Godhead there are three distinct persons, the same in sub-
stance, and equal in power and glory ; and men who know not or
who deny this, cannot be said to know the true God as He has
made Himself known to us. The topics involved in the contro-
versies, to which we now proceed very briefly to advert, come
under the head of what, according to the modern divisions gene-
rally adopted upon the continent, is called Christology, as distin-
guished from Theology in the most restricted sense of the word,
and were usually discussed in the older systems under the head
“De persona Mediatoris.” They respect the constitution of the
Saviour’s person, not as He existed from eternity with the Father,
but as He was when on earth working out the salvation of sinners,
and as He now is in heaven at God’s right hand.

So far as the Socinians are concerned, the controversy is vir-
tually terminated by the proof of Christ’s true and proper divinity.
Though some ancient heretics denied Christ’s humanity, and
though one or two modern Arians have held that the super-angelic
creature whom they regard as the Son, or Logos, informed or dwelt
in Christ’s body, and thus served as a substitute for a human
soul; yet it may be said, practically and substantially, to be uni-
versally admitted that Christ was truly and really a man, possessed
of a true body and a reasonable soul. Tt is right that we should
dwell upon the abundant evidence which Scripture affords of this
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position, in order that we may realize the great truth, that He
was a partaker of flesh and blood,—a true and real man like our-
gelves. But this evidence is now scarcely ever produced for
controversial objects, except when the Socinians descend to the
artifice of marshalling it for the purpose of insinuating, or con-
veying the impression, that, because He was man, therefore He
was not God. Of course, the question, whether He was God or
not, is not to be disposed of in so summary a way, but by a full
and impartial examination of the scriptural evidence bearing upon
this point itself, conducted in the manner and upon the principles
which have been already described. It is impossible to prove, a
priori, the impossibility of a union of the divine and human
natures, or of a divine person taking human nature into union
with Himself,—just as impossible as it is to prove that there
cannot be three persons subsisting in the unity of the Godhead ;
and if so, there is no reason why we should not receive and hold
in combination both the doctrines, each of which can be con-
clusively established by its appropriate evidence,—viz., that Christ
was from eternity God, possessed of true and proper divinity ;
and that when He appeared on earth He was a true and real man.

But the Scriptures not only teach us that Christ was God, and
that He was man,—they further distinctly and explicitly assert
the fact of His incarnation, of His being made flesh, of His be-
coming man,—i.e., of His assuming human nature into union with
the divine. The Socinians, of course, apply to those passages that
assert His incarnation, the same process which they apply to those
that make known His proper divinity, with the same object,—viz.,
to pervert them from their natural obvious meaning; and with the
same result,—viz., in their failure, when tested by the rules of strict
and impartial criticism ; and while they attempt to accumulate
additional improbabilities and difficulties, on abstract grounds, on
the doctrine of His incarnation, as distinguished from the doctrine
of His divinity, the fair conclusion is, that the explicit assertion
in Scripture of His being made flesh, or of His becoming man,
greatly confirms the evidence of His having previously existed
in the possession of a higher nature. There have been some con-
troversies among those who believed in the divinity and incarna-
tion of Christ, as to what the assumption of the hyman nature by
a divine person, and the consequent union in some sense of the
two natures, implied or involved ; and to these it may be proper
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to advert, in order to complete the scriptural view of the constitu-
tion of Christ’s person.

This subject was fully discussed in the fifth century, in con-
nection with the Nestorian and Eutychian controversies ; and the
decisions, then pronounced by the church regarding it, have been
ever since generally received by the cliurches of Christ. The
Nestorians and Eutychians both professed to receive the decrees
of the Council of Nice and Constantinople, and, of course, to be-
lieve in the incarnation of the Son of God,—i.e., to believe that the
second person of the Godhead, eternally begotten by the Father
of His own substance, did assume human nature so as to be¢ome
aman. This incarnation of the eternal Word— this assumption
of human nature by the Son of God—this evaaprwsis, or evay-
Opwmnoss, as it was called by the Greek fathers—is the great
fundamental truth upon the subject, clearly taught in Scripture,
and clearly declared in the Nicene, or rather the Constantino-
politan, Creed ; and in comparison with this great truth, the topics
involved in the Nestorian and Eutychian controversies sink to
the somewhat lower platform of being questions about the exact
nature and precise results of the incarnation, and the mode in
which it was effected. But though the doctrine, that the cternal
Son of God assumed human nature so as to have thereby become
a man, is the fundamental truth upon this subject, to which all
others are in some sense subordinate, it does not by any means
follow that the ulterior questions as to what this general truth,
more precisely examined, involves or implies, are unimportant.
When the question is put—and it is of course one of fundamental
importance—Who or what is Christ ? the direct and proper answer
to it is,—That He is God and man,—i.e., that having been from
eternity God, He in time assumed human nature, so as thereby to
bgcome man. But when the mind dwells upon this great truth,
with the view of more fully comprehending and realizing it, the
questions almost immediately arise, whether, after this assumption
of human nature, by one who had been from eternity possessed
f’f the divine nature, the two natures still continued to retain each
its own entireness or completeness; and whether, if so, each of
the two natures did not form or constitute a distinct person,
so that in Christ there should be two persons as well as two
natures. And these are just the topics involved in the Nestorian
and Eutychian controversies. The great doctrine of the incarna-
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tion cannot be very distinctly understood, and it cannot be very
clearly explained, unless these questions be kept in view, and unless
the words employed in explaining it virtually contain a deliverance
regarding them. Accordingly, we find that, even in works in-
tended to convey instruction in the elementary and fundamental
doctrines of Christianity, it has been felt to be necessary in de-
scribing the person of Christ, to make statements which contain a
deliverance upon these controversies,—controversies which were at
one time discussed with so much heat, and which, from the mode in
which they were discussed in the fifth century, appeared to involve
points of the most unprofitable, the most obscure, and the most per-
plexing description. In our Shorter Catechism, for instance, it is
said, that the only Redeemer of God’s elect is the Lord Jesus
Christ, who being the eternal Son of God became man, and so was
and continues to be God and man in two distinct natures and one
person for ever,”—a statement which manifestly embodies the sum
and substance of the decrees of the third and fourth (Ecumenical
Councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon in the fifth century, and
which cannot be explained and defended without a knowledge of
those scriptural grounds applicable to the subject on which the
decisions of these councils were professedly based.

Assuming that the general doctrine of the incarnation of the
eternal Word, as it has been declared by the Councils of Nice
and Constantinople, was generally received in the church, as it
certainly was, it might have been expected that the next question
which would arise, as that which most naturally and obviously
presented itself to the minds of men in the progress of exposition
or speculation, would be that which concerned the continued dis-
tinctness and entireness or completeness of the two natures—the
divine and the human—after the incarnation. And this reason-
able expectation seems to be contradicted by the fact that the
Nestorian heresy, which divided the person, preceded the Euty-
chian, which confounded the natures. Tt should be remembered,
however, that the heresy of Apollinaris, which preceded that of
Nestorius, turned in substance upon the completeness of the two
natures in Christ; that Nestorius, if indeed he was really a
Nestorian, about which many competent judges have entertained
great doubts, seems to have been led into error by going into the
opposite extreme in opposing Apollinaris ; and that Cyril, the
great opponent of Nestorius, was charged by some with leaning
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towards Apollinarianism, and what was aft
iani erwards call -
chianism, or the heresy of the Monophysites. wards called Euty

Sec. 1.—The Eutychian Controversy.

We shall first advert to the continued distinctness and com
p]e.terfess of the two natures in Christ, in opposition to Eut :
chlan.lsm ; and then to the unity of the person of Christ notwit{
standlng.the continued distinctness and completeness oé the tw;
nature.s in opposition to Nestorius, or at least the Nestorians;
following the order of the Catechism, which teaches that « Chris;
was and continues to be God and man in two distinct natures,”
or as the Larger Catechism, with a more explicit reference ;0
dogtrma.l controversies, expresses it, “in two entire distinct natures
and.one.person for ever.” The whole scriptural truth upon the
subject is thus stated in the Confession of Faith:* « ThepSon of
God, the second person in the Trinity, being very and eternal
God, of one substance and equal with the Father, did, when the
fulness of.tlme was come, take upon Him man’s natm"e with all
the e§sent1al properties and common infirmities thereof ,yet with-
out sin; being conceived by the power of the Holy Gh’ost in the
womb of the Virgin Mary, of her substance. So that two, whole
perfe?t, and distinct natures,—the (Godhead and the manhood =
were m.sgparably joined together in one person, without conversi:m
composition, or confusion. Which person is very God and ver’
man, yet one Christ, the only Mediator between God and manx
This statement, so far as concerns the point with which we ha\;e

at present more immediately to do, is given almost in the words of
the Council of Chalcedon in 451, which, in condemning Eutyches
gave an faxplanation of the whole doctrine of the incarnation, or thé
constitution of Christ’s person, in opposition to the Nesto;'ian as
well as f,he M?nophysite extreme. The general doctrine explicitly
taught in Scripture upon this subject is, that the Logos, the eternal
Son of God, was incarnate, or assumed human nature’ or became
man. Of course He could not cease to be God, to be f uliy possessed
of the dwu}e nature, with all divine perfections and prerogatives ;
a;‘ld acco.rd.mgly, all who admit that He was from eternity possesse(i
;)ie theil divine nature, and that He became incarnate in time, be-

ve that He continues to be very God, to possess the divine nature

* Chap. viii., sec. 2.
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entire and unchanged. The question, therefore, respects only the
entireness and completeness of the human nature after its assump-
tion by the Logos; and really amounts in substance to this: Did
the assumption of human nature by the eternal Son of God, leave
that human nature entire and complete, so that two whole, perfect,
and distinct natures,—the manhood as well as the Godhead,—
were still to be found joined together in Christ?

The considerations which most obviously occur as bearing upon
the settlement of this question, are these : First, that we have no
indication whatever in Scripture of the disappearance, absorption,
or extinction of the human nature in the divine; secondly, that
the fair and natural import of the scriptural statements, which
declare the great fact of the incarnation, leads to the conclusion
that the human nature, though assumed into union with the divine,
continued to exist in its proper character as human nature, retain-
ing all its essential properties; and, thirdly, especially and above
all, —for this is the direct and conclusive proof,—that Christ is
uniformly represented to us in Scripture, during His abode upon
earth, and of course after the incarnation, even from His birth,
as being truly, properly, and in all respects, & man, or a partaker
of human nature, with all its necessary constituent elements and
essential properties. It is on this position mainly that the ques-
tion hinges,—it is by this chiefly that it is to be decided. ~Christ
had been from eternity God over all ; He assumed human nature
into union with the divine. The divine nature of course continued
unchanged, because it is unchangeable. Did the human nature also
continue unchanged, distinct from the divine, though inseparably

anited with it? Christ is uniformly represented to us in Scripture
as being prima facie a man—a full partaker of human nature in all
its completeness. If it be asserted that He had not human nature
in its entireness and perfection, or that anything essential to
human nature was wanting in Him, the onus probandi must lie
upon those who make this assertion; for the obvious import of
the general declaration of the incarnation, and the general bearing
of the representation given us of Christ during His abode upon
earth, plainly lead to an opposite conclusion. There is no evidence
whatever in Scripture that Christ wanted anything whatever to
make Him an entire and perfect man, or possessor of human
nature in all its completeness ; and, on the contrary, there is direct
and positive proof that he had every essential property of humanity.
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The distinctive constituent elements of a man, of a human
being, of one who is possessed of perfect human nature, are a
body and a soul united. Christ took to Himself a true body and
a reasonable soul, and He retained, and still retains them in all
their completeness, and with all their essential qualities. He was
conceived by the power of the Holy Ghost, in the womb of the
Virgin Mary, “of her substance,” as is said in the Confession of
Faith and Larger Catechism; these words, “of her substance,”
being intended as a negation of an old heresy, revived by sorr:e
Anabaptists after the Reformation, to the effect that He was con-
ceived in Mary, but not of her; and that He, as it were, passed
through her body without deriving anything from her substance ;
and being intended to assert, in opposition to this notion, that she;
contributed to the formation of Christ’s human nature, just what
mothers ordinarily contribute to the formation of their children.
H.aving thus taken a true body, formed of the substance of the
Virgin, He continued ever after to retain it, as is manifest in the
?vhole history of His life, of His death, and of the period succeed-
ing His resurrection; and He has it still at the right hand of
God. He took also a reasonable soul, possessed of all the ordi-
nary faculties and capacities of the souls of other men, including
a power of volition, which is asserted in opposition to the error of
the Monothelites. We see this clearly manifested in the whole
of His history, both before and after His death and resurrection ;
and the proofs of it might very easily be drawn out in detail in a’.
survey of the whole record which God has given us concerning
His Son. The denial of perfect and entire manhood, as well as
Godhead, in Christ, rests upon no better foundation than a vague
and confused notion, that the divine must, somehow or other, have
absorbed or extinguished and swallowed up the human nature;
80 that the human could not, after its union to the divine, con:
tinue to exist in its entireness, and in the possession of all its own
ess?ntial properties. But this is a mere imagination or conjecture
which has no solid foundation to rest upon. We must not imagin;
or con:]'ecture anything upon such a subject, but seek simply to
ascertain what the word of God makes known to us. That word
plainly represents Christ to us as being and continuing a true and
perfect man, after the human nature had been assumed into union
})y.the divine ; and thus shows that our plain and imperative duty
1s just to believe on God’s testimony, that the divine nature did
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not absorb or extinguish the human, but left it, notwithstanding the
union between them, distinct, in all its entireness and complete-
ness, so that Christ really was very man as well as very God, and
had manhood as well as Godhead, whole and entire.

The Son of God assumed human nature into union with the
divine. The human nature is, of course, liable to change or altera-
tion, while the divine is not ; and, therefore, the question naturally
enough occurs, What became of this human nature when it was
taken into union with the divine; what position did it thereafter
occupy? It was to contradict or exclude all supposeable modes of
explaining its position and relation to the divine nature, except
that to which the whole tenor of God’s words shuts us up,—viz.,
that it still, in the union, retained its own entire completeness and
perfection—that the Council of Chalcedon declared that they were
united together,—drperTws kas davyxvTws; and that it is declared
in our own Confession, that they “were joined together without
conversion, composition, or confusion.” It is not needful to
suppose that these three words in our Confession are intended
to convey three distinct or materially different ideas; or indeed
anything more in substance than the drperTac xat doiryyvTws in-
troduced by the fathers of Chalcedon against Eutyches, and ever
since generally adopted by the orthodox churches. Composition
and confusion are here used as critically synonymous—the one
being merely exegetical of the other, and the two together just
expressing most fully the sense of dotryyvraws, for which indeed the
word communication, as well as composition or confusion, has been
sometimes employed. If the human nature did not continue in
Christ perfect and entire, so that He still was very man as well as
very God, there are just two ways, in one or other of which it
must, when assumed by the divine nature, have been disposed of.
It may be conceived to have been changed or converted into the
divine nature, so as to have been wholly absorbed by it, and
thereby to have ceased to have any proper existence of its own;
this is denied to have taken place, when it is said that the two
natures were united,—drpemrws,—without conversion, without

the one being changed into the other. Or else the two in their
union may have been confused or mixed up together, so as that a
third nature was formed out of the composition or commixture of
the two which was neither the one nor the other, but partook
partly of the properties of both; this is denied to have taken
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place, whex.l it is asserted that they were joined together,—da)
xwmg,—-—wu.hout composition or confusion. And the gr:)undast;
these 1.1egat10ns are twofold : First, the intrinsic and inherent
absurdity and impossibility of the things themselves,—i.e., of the
human nature being changed into the divine; unles; inde’ed this
be supposed to be the same as the annihilation of’ the hliman
nature, whi?h is possible, but which is not contended for, or
being commingled with it, so as to change or modify its cha;'ac-
ter.* Al.ld, secondly, their inconsistency with the scriptural re-
presentation of the continued entireness and complete perfection
?f the hu.man nature in its distinctive characteristics, and with all
its essential properties, in Christ after its assumptic;n into union
with the.a divine. There would have been no occasion whatever
for making such assertions, or for employing such phrases as these
!md no.t the Eutychianst maintained that there was but one nature:
in phrlst,—that He was indeed of two natures, as they expressed
it, .., that the divine and human natures both went, or contf"ibuted
In some way, to the formation or constitution of’His person ;—
but that He was not in, as well as of, two natures inasmuch’ as
from the time when the union of the two was forme(; one or other,
or bot.h, had been in some way changed, so that t’hey were no(,:
both, if either, found in Him entire aid perfect. If the eternal
S.on of God assumed human nature, and if yet Christ, from the
;;111111:13 v.vhen the assumption took place, had but one natu’re, as they
h:v e, :;kf;cilovived l}ecessarlly, that the }mion or assumption must
. place in such a way, that either the one was changed
into the other, or that the two must have been commin ledgto-
gether, so as that one compound was formed out of them.g Hence
the necessity and consequent propriety, with a view to the explicit
f:or!tradlctlon and exclusion of the whole error upon this sulf)'ect
In its root and branches, of asserting that the divine and huiﬁari
natures were, and continued to be, in Christ distinct, entire, and
Perfect, being united together,—drpemrras xas dm}yxv'r’ws- — ;Vith—
out conversion,” and without “ composition or confusion.:’

Sec. I1.—The Nestorian Controversy.

H 'flhough Christ had two distinct natures, entire and perfect,
e had but one person, as the ancient church decided against

.
Bishop Barrow on the Creed. 1 Campbell’s Lectures, Lect. xiv., p. 256.
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Nestorius, and as has been since generally held by orthodox
churches. This position is necessary, in order to our forming
right views of the person of the Mediator ; and the meaning of
this position, though it does not perhaps admit of any very clear,
formal definition, is just practically and in substance this, that
from the time when the union of the divine and human natures
took place, all that was said, done, or suffered, was said, done, and
suffered by one and the same Being, without any distinction of
persons subsisting in that one Being, as there does in the unity of
the Godhead,—there being but one speaker in regard to all the
words which Christ uttered, one agent in regard to all the actions
which He performed, one sufferer in regard to all the afflictions
which He endured. There is no appearance in Scripture of any-
thing like a distinction of persons in Christ, of a divine person
saying or doing some things ascribed to Him, and of a human
person saying or doing other things, also ascribed to Him. On
the contrary, He is uniformly represented as being in every sense
one; and if we just submnit our understandings fairly and im-
plicitly to the influence of the views given us concerning Christ in
the word of God, we can no more doubt that He was one person,
though He possessed two natures united together, and each per-
fect and entire, than we can doubt that any one of our fellow-men
is one person, though he has a body and a soul united together,—
and though some things that may be predicated of Him generally
and without distinction, are true only of His soul, and other things
only of His body. The ground on which the person of Christ has
been divided, and on which it has been maintained that He had
two persons as well as two natures, is not in the least a scriptural,
but merely a metaphysical one. The doctrine ascribed to Nes-
torius, and certainly taught by some of his followers, that Christ
had two persons, is represented as a natural or necessary conse-
quence of His having two natures. It is not necessary to enter
into any metaphysical discussion upon such a poinit. It is enough
that the word of God uniformly represents Him as one person,
though having two distinct natures united together; and to re-
member that it was the person of the Son, the eternal Word,
who, vetaining His own proper personality, assumed, not a human
person, but human nature, into union with the divine.
These great scriptural truths concerning the person of Christ,
the Mediator between God and man, when combined together,
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form what is usually called by divines the doctrine of the
hypostatical union, or the union of the divine and human natures
in the one hypostasis, or person of Christ. There are several
distinct truths, each based upon clear and abundant scriptural
authority, that, when combined, go to form this great doctrine,—
which declares or unfolds the person of Christ, the Redeemer’ of
God’s elect. The particular truths or doctrines which exhibit or
unfold the constitution of Christ’s person, are these : first, that He
was God, possessed of the divine nature and perfections a’nd God’s
Son, even with reference to His divine nature, as star;ding from
eternity in a certain special relation to the first person of the God-
head, analagous in some respects, though of course not in all, to
the relation subsisting between a son and a father among me,zn ;
secondly, that He was a man possessed of human nature, with ali
its essential properties and common infirmities, yet witho’ut sin,—
an actual partaker of flesh and blood, having a true body ané a
reasonable soul, as we have; thirdly, that, though He possessed
at once the divine and human natures, He was but one person, as
distinguished from two or more persons. Now, if these diﬁer’ent
doctri.nes are each based upon scriptural authority, then, when
coxflbmed together, they just form the one great doctrine’ of the
vnion of the divine and human natures in the one person of
Christ, which is thus proved to be taught in the word of God ;
while it manifestly unfolds to us all that we could desire to knov;
concerning the person of Him who is set before us in Scripture as
the only Saviour of sinners. The only thing materially necessary
to complete the scriptural account of the person of the Redeemer.
is, that this union of the divine and human natures in the om;
person of Christ, having been once formed, is never again to be
dissolved. It existed while He tabernacled on earth,—it :xists now
while He sits at the right hand of God,—it will continue when He
comes again to judge the world,—and it will last for ever.
) There is one other position concerning this matter laid down
in 'the Confession as taught in Scripture, to which, before finall
quitting this subject, I may briefly advert.* It is this: « Christy
in the work of mediation, acteth according to both natures; b):
each nature doing that which is proper to itself : yet, by reaso,n of
the unity of the person, that which is proper to one nature is some-

* Chap. viii., sec. 7.
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times in Scripture attributed to the person denominated by the
other nature.”* The union of the divine and human natures in
the one person of Christ, with a view to the salvation of sinners,
was effected just because there were some things necessary for the
salvation of men which could be accomplished only by God, and
others which could be done or endured only by man. Man alone
could suffer and die, and God alone could satisfy the divine jus-
tice and magnify the divine law. Christ, accordingly, being God
and man in one person, did by each nature that which was proper
to itself.

The second part of the statement just quoted from the Con-
fession is a mere assertion of a fact' in regard to a certain
scriptural usage of language, and its accuracy is proved by such
texts as this—¢ Hereby perceive we the love of God, because He
laid down His life for us.” Dying is, of course, proper to the
human nature; yet it is here attributed to God—the person de-
nominated by the divine nature; and the ground or reason of the
attribution is, that that person who laid down His life, and did so
as man, was also God. The Confession, in making this statement,
merely notices a fact, or points out an 1ctual scriptural usage of
language ; but is not to be understood as laying down any general
principle by which we may be guided in our use of language. We
ought to make no such attributions of what is proper to one
nature to the person denominated by the other, except only when
the Scripture has gone before us, and sanctioned it. Some per-
sons, upon the ground that instances of this usage of language
occur in Scripture, have thought themselves warranted to indulge
in minute and elaborate attributions of what was proper to the
one nature, to the person denominated by the other, and thus to
form an elaborate series of startling and prima facie contradictory
or irreconcilable positions,—declaring of Christ’s human nature,
or at least of Christ as man, what was true only of the divine, or
of Christ as God, and vice versa,—a practice which I cannot but
regard as inconsistent with the awe and reverence with which the
great mystery of godliness—God manifest in the flesh—ought
ever to be contemplated. The position in the Confession,—a mere
statement of a fact in regard to an occasional scriptural usage of

* This is called by divines the xomwsiz {d/wparwy, or communicatio pro-
prietatum.
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language,—must be carefully distinguished from a doctrine which
sounds very like it, and which has been strenuously maintained by
Llfthe:ran divines, as the ground of their tenet concerning the
ubiquity or omnipresence of Christ's body, as it is called, which
they are accustomed to adduce in defence of their view of the
real presence of Christ’s body in the Eucharist. The Lutheran
doctrine is, that what is proper to one nature may be attributed

not, as our Confession says, to the person denominated by the othex"
nature, or described by a name taken from the other nature, dut to
the o.tker nature itself ; and more particularly, that the ubiq:]ity or
omnipresence of Christ’s divine nature may be attributed, because
it really belongs, or has been communicated, to His humar,l nature;
nay, to His body or flesh. It is quite unnecessary to expose thi;
absurd and monstrous doctrine; it is enough to point out that

though resembling in sound the statement contained in the Con:
fession, it is essentially different in its nature and import, and in
the authority on which it rests. ’

'.l‘he errors involved in the Eutychian and Nestorian contro-
versies are not now, and, indeed, have scarcely ever been since
they were first broached, subjects of serious practical discussion
though there are still some sects of Christians in the East who are;
undex:stood to hold them. The chief use now to be made of an
examination of these controversies,— of the points which the
involved, and of the grounds on which they were decided,—is not
so much to guard us against errors which may be pressed upon
us,.and into which we may be tempted to fall, but rather to aid
us in forming clear and definite conceptions of the truths regard-
ing t.h.e person of Christ, which all profess to believe; in securing
precision and accuracy of language in explaining them, and
especially to assist us in realizing them; in habitually regarding
as great and actual realities the leading features of the constitu-
tion of Christ’s person, which the word of God unfolds to us.
Scax:cely any man in the Western Church has, ever since the fifth
or sixth century, deliberately and intentionally taught Eutychian
or Nestorian error, though charges of this sort have occasionall
been brought against individuals—not because they had delibe-
rately embraced these errors, and seriously meant to defend them
but because, from ignorance or inadvertence, they had been led t(;
use language which had something of an Eutychian or Nestorian
complexion. It would be no very difficult thing to produce
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specimens of this, or of something like it, from works on popular
theology ; and I am not sure that I have not heard from the
pulpit phrases which a more intelligent acquaintance with the
discussions that have taken place in regard to the constitution of
Christ’s person, would have led men to avoid,—expressions Which,
if strictly interpreted and followed out, would have tended either
towards dividing the one person, or confounding the two natures.
It is, of course, the duty of all to see that they are able to unfold
the scriptural views of the person of the Redeemer with clearness,
precision, and accuracy. There is reason to fear that professing
Christians in general, and even ministers of the gospel, are too
apt to rest satisfied with very vague and indefinite conceptions of
the’ person of Christ, and to contemplate Him too much merely
in general as a glorious and exalted being, who came down from
heaven to save sinners, without distinctly regarding Him as being
at once very God and very man,—a real possessor of the divine
nature, and at the same time as truly and fully a real partaker
of flesh and blood like ourselves. This is the view given us in
Seripture of the person of our Redeemer ; and it is only when
this view of His person, in all its completeness, is understood and
realized, that we are duly honouring the Son, and that we are at
all fitted to cherish and express the feelings and to discharge the
duties of which He is the appropriate object,—to love Him with
all our hearts, at once as our Creator ahd our elder Brother,—to
rest in Him alone for salvation,—to yield ourselves unto Him as
alive from the dead,—and to rely with implicit confidence on His
ability and willingness to make all things work together for our
welfare, and to admit us at length into His own presence and

glory.*

# Vide Owen on the Person of Christ; Dods on the Incarnation.

CHAPTER XI.

THE PELAGIAN CONTROVERSY.

THE Pelagian controversy respects chiefly topics which are usuall
classed b).' continental writers under the head of Anthropology, o{
the doctrine of what man is, and of how he is influenced inﬁiose
matters which concern his salvation. They stand connected with
the views which Scripture unfolds to us of the actual state and con-
fimon of human nature, and, of course, of each man who possesses
it, and. of the kind and causes of those changes, if such there
be, which are necessary to prepare men for the, enjoyment of
¥1eave{1. The discussion of these topics, indeed, runs up into the
1n.vest1gation of the divine sovereignty and for,e-ordinait)ion ; but
S?‘.l" the basis and starting-point may be said to lie in the ’uelsl-
tions, What is man ? his character and capacities ? and Wha(}: th
nature :jmd.the source of those changes which must be producez
upon him in order to prepare him for the enjoyment of God's
presence? The Pelagian controversy thus includes all those most
important arjd difficult topics which are usually discussed in works
on systematic theology, under the heads, De peccato, De gratia
.De.voc.atzfme, and De predestinatione. No subjects’can sur as;
In Intrinsic importance those which treat directly of God I:md
phrlst; but those we have now to advert to are not inferior in
Importance, being just as intimately connected with the salvation
of men’s souls, and therefore as truly necessary to be known, and
kflown correctly, and as fundamental in their character. ,The
hlst'ory of t!le church seems to indicate that somehow the pros-
S::;Zytof' vital persona.l religion is more closely connected with
tllan(; views ;)lf the points involved in the Pelagian controversy,
o theven with correct views upon the subject of the Trinity and
° person of Christ. The‘re never, indeed, has been much
oglgarance of true pe.rsonal religion where the divinity of the Son
Ogol;as been denied ; but there has been often a profession
. L.
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of sound doctrine upon this subject, long maintained, where there
has been little real religion. Whereas, not only has there never
been much real religion where there was not a profession of sub-
stantially sound doctrine in regard to the points involved in the
Pelagian controversy, but also—and this is the point of contrast
—the decay of true religion has always been accompanied by a
large measure of error in doctrine upon these subjects ; the action
and reaction of the two upon each other being speedy and mani-
fest. The apostate Church of Rome has preserved throughout an
orthodox profession on the subject of the Trinity; but though
precluded by her avowed principles from professing Pelagian
doctrines, which have been frequently anathematized by popes
and councils, she has always, in her practical teaching, exhibited
a large amount of Pelagian error, and may be said to have
become formally liable to the charge of teaching Pelagianism, in
consequence of the general adoption by the church of the famous
Bull Unigenitus, against the J ansenists, published in the early
part of last century.

There is one consideration which makes the Pelagian contro-
versy somewhat more intricate and perplexing than the Trinitarian;
and that is, that there is room for a greater diversity of sentiment,
and a greater indefiniteness or latitude of statement, even among
those who may, perhaps, be regarded as agreeing in the main
substance of- the doctrine, in the one case than in the other.
Few persons who have been classed under the general designa-
tion of Pelagians—except Pelagius himself, and his immediate
followers, Ceelestius, and Julian, and modern Socinians and
Rationalists—have denied altogether that man’s nature suffered
some moral taint or corruption from the fall, or that the gracions
agency of God is in some way necessary in preparing men for
heaven. When men go so far as to deny these things, the
grounds of controversy are abundantly clear and definite; but
there have been many who, without going nearly so far, and with-
out therefore having opened up nearly so clear and definite a field
for controversial discussion, have yet been charged, and justly,
with greatly underrating the effects of the fall upon man’s moral
nature ; and with superseding, to some extent at least, the agency
of the Spirit in his conversion and sanctification. Pelagianism,
in its original historical sense, is thus a pretty definite heresy,
striking at the root of almost all that is most peculiar and dis-
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tinctive in .the system of revealed truth ; but what has been called
semx-Pelaglanism—which may be regarded as describing, in
general, views that make some approach to Pelagianism b§; do
not go quite so far—is of a much more vague and ir,1deﬁnite
character. Pelagianism, and other words of a :imilar description
are often used in theological literature with a considerable pmea:
sure of vagueness,—not to describe the precise sentiments of him
from whom the name is derived, but rather as a convenient
though of course somewhat loose, mode of indicating a enerai
class of opinions, of which there may be no one very geﬁnit
stg,nfiard, and which may not have been fully developed b the
original broacher of the doctrines, who has given nl;me t}(; t.h:
system, but only by those who have afterwards followed in the
same general track. There has been, perhaps, more indefiniteness
in the use of the word Pelagianism than in that of almost an
other word of a similar kind; for this, among other reasons tha);
thel:e has never been any distinct and separate communit of, ro-
fessing Christians to which this designation has been yenerpll
attached as their ordinary distinctive appellation. ey

. '..I‘he Socinians, indeed, have fully adopted the views of the
orlgl’nal Pelagians in regard to the character and capacities of
man’s moral nature, and the agency of divine grace; but these are
not the features of Socinianism which have attracted the largest
measure o.f public attention. Arminians have been commognl
charged with holding Pelagian errors; and no doubt all Arminiani
i‘wllld some principles which were maintained by Pelagius and his

},(') osvers, and opposed by Augustine and the church in general in
is day ; but then there have been some of the better class of
Arminians,—especially Arminius and the Wesleyan Methodists,—
who, however inconsistently, fully adopt Augustine’s views u ’on

;Ll]at are usually regarded as tl-le main distinctive features of };he

iy a:g)lari stystem,——.wz., the entlre: depravity of human nature, and

e solute net(‘:esmty of thg special gracious agency of God in the

o thlp;x;ocesst})l the conversion and sanctification of sinners,—and

o '_Pi much more orthodox. upon these points than even the
Inll elagians were. In ordinary usage, Pelagianism is com-

:::::, z ;mplo_yed as a general designation of defective and erro-

depraVitlews l(;] ;egard to t}{e extent an consequences of human

oy ¥, and o thfa necessity o.f special divine agency in conver-

n and sanctification ; and it is obvious that there is room for
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tent to which the deviation from

considerable latitude in the ex
his point may be carried.

sound scriptural doctrine upon t
There are strong and powerful tendencies of various kinds

that lead men to underrate the injurious effects of the fall upon
their moral nature, and the consequent necessity of divine grace
for their renovation ; and on this account, Pelagian views, more
or less fully developed, have prevailed very extensively in almost
every age of the church. Generally they have assimed some-
what of a philosophic dress, and have prevailed most among those
who have thought themselves entitled to the character of rational
Christians, and professed to be very zealous for the interests of
morality and virtue. Sometimes, however, as we S€® in the
Morisonianism of our own day, they have assumed a more
apparently scriptaral and sanctimonious garb, and have been
accompanied with great professions of an eager desire for the con-

version of sinners, and an anxious wish to remove every obstruc-

tion to men’s coming to Christ, and laying hold of the offered
blessings of the gospel. In this latter class of cases, there has
usually been mixed up with the Pelagian error a larger amount of
seriptural truth than has been maintained by the more rational
and philosophical Pelagians,—so much of scriptural truth, indeed,
as that God may have, to some extent, blessed the labours of these

ersons for the conversion of souls,—not of course because of the
error they hold, but in spite of it, and because of the truth they
hold along with it. But, in so far as this particular point is con-
cerned, they, just as much as the other class, obscure the divine
sovereignty in the salvation of sinners, and do what they can to

rob God of the glory which He has declared that He will not give
to another.
Sec. 1.— Historical Statement.

n to the testimony of the primi-
he three first centuries,—upon
we had occasion to show that

In formerly directing attentio
tive church,—i.e., the church of t

the subject of the doctrines of grace,
it was of a somewhat dubious and uncertain kind ; that these

topics had not during that period been, at least in all their length
and breadth, subjects of controversial discussion; and that in
consequence, as is usually the case, there had been considerable

vagueness and inaccuracy in the language somctimes employed

regarding them. The discussions in which the early fathers
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were engaged had a tendency to lead them rather to magnify the
power of man’s free-will, since fatalism, or something lilZe it
de?ply pervaded the Oriental and Gnostic systems; ind it i;
clfleﬂ'y on what some of them have said in magnifying ;nan’s free
will, in opp.osition to fatalism, that those who have maintained tha;
Pelagian views prevailed in‘the primitive church have taken their
stand. Statements, however, upon this point do not afford the
best or most certain test of men’s views upon the subject of the
doct:‘mes of grace in general. Augustine certainly did not den
man’s free-will altogether, and in every sense of the word ; ani
t}-ne.m.ost zealous defenders of the doctrines of grace and of’ Cal
vinistic Principles have admitted that there is a free-will or fr:e:
agency, in some sense, which man has, and which is necessary to
}u.s being responsible for his transgressions of God’s law th
la.ld down in our own Confession, that ¢ God hath endl;ed thls
will of man with that natural liberty, that it is neither forced noe
by any absolute necessity of nature determined, to good or e\"il -’f
and it would not be easy to prove, in regard to the generalit , f
Phe fathers of the first three centuries, that they believed, or re);I;)
intended to declare, more in regard to the free-will of l’nan evey
when they were contending against fatalism, than may be’fairln
r(?garded as involved in this position, especially as they havz
given us no reason to believe that they ever deliberately considered
thfa distinctions which are of fundamental importance in regard t
this whole question,—viz., between man’s liberty of willgbeforz
:}I]l.d aftez: .the fall, and between his free-agency in regard to
ings spiritual, and things merely civil and moral. Itbis ver,
certain t.hat they were not in general Pelagians, since they almos)l’:
all held in some sense the doctrine of original sin,—i.e., believed
that man’s moral nature was to some extent corn;pted ’in con
?utle)nce of. the fall, and that all that was truly good in man v::;
h(;s :): v:;scnbed to God’s sp?c.ial agency, and not to the exercise of
they hadpltl)wers anfi capacities. .At the same time, it is plain that
had no very distinct conception of what these truths involved
especially in their connection with each other and the other de:
partments of Christian doctrine, and did not always speak regard
Ing them in a very definite or consistent way. " s
o ﬂ'_l[‘here does not appear to havt.a been any very material change
n the general strain of the teaching of the church upon this sub-
ject in the fourth century, from what it had been during the
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three preceding centuries. Chrysostom’s works contain many
statements to which the Pelagians, or at least the semi-Pelagians,
appealed, and not without reason, in support of these doctrines;
while Augustine, in defending the doctrines of grace, appealed
sometimes to Ambrose, who had been the chief instrument in the
hand of God of leading him to the knowledge of the truth, though
there is good reason to doubt whether Ambrose’s teaching upon
these subjects was perfectly uniform and consistent.* It was in
the early part of the fifth century that the doctrines of grace were,
for the first time, subjected to a full investigation, error. being
then more openly and explicitly taught, and truth being more
satisfactorily defended and illustrated, developed and systematized,
than ever before. It is this which stamps so special an importance
upon the Pelagian controversy. It is this which sheds so peculiar
a glory around the name of Augustine,—a glory which attaches in
the same degree to no man whom Christ gave to His church, from
the age of the apostles till the Reformation of the sixteenth century.
We see in Augustine what has not unfrequently been noticed
in men whom God has made signal blessings to His church, that
even before his conversion he was subjected to a course of disci-
pline and training that was not without its use, in preparing him
for the work to which he was afterwards to be called: I refer
especially to his having been for a good many years involved in
the heresy of Manichzism,—a fact which I have no doubt was
overruled by God for preserving him from the danger to which
men who are called upon to engage in arduous controversy upon
difficult and perplexed subjects are so very liable,—that, viz., of
leaning to an extreme opposite to that against which they may feel
it to be their duty at the time to contend. Manich®ism may be
regarded as, in some respects, an opposite extreme to Pelagianism,
as the former implied a sort of fatalism, and the latter exalted
unwarrantably the natural powers of man. It has, indeed, been
alleged by Pelagians, both in ancient and in modern times, that
Augustinianism, or Calvinism,— for they are in substance the
same,—is tainted by some infusion of Manichwan error; and it
has been asserted, that this is to be traced to Augustine retaining
some leaven of his old Manichzan principles : but the general ex-
perience of mankind shows that this theory is most improbable,

* Neander's General Church History, vol. iv., p. 299.
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and proves that it is much more likely that 2 man who had, de-
liberately and from full conviction, renounced a system of error.
pervaded throughout by 'one uniform and peculiar character’
should, in place of retaining and cherishing any of its distinctivé
principles, be rather apt to run into the opposite extreme. Augus-
tine, assuredly, did not run into the opposite extreme to Mani-
chaism—else he would not have made such strenuous opposition
to Pelagianisin; but neither, in opposing Pelagianisin, was he
tempted to go to the opposite extreme of Manichism, as he might
probably,—according to the tendencies which controversialists too
often manifest,—have been led to do, had he not previously
sounded the depths and subtleties of Manich®ism, and been led
decidedly and deliberately to reject it. There would prohably
have been some better ground for the charge of Manichewism,
which has often, without foundation, been adduced against
Augustine, had he not both embraced and renounced this heresy
before he was called upon to engage in the Pelagian controversy;
but as matters stand, it can be fully established that, in opposing
the Pelagian heresy, he has avoided all tendency to run into the
Manichzan extreme, and been enabled to keep, with wonderful
accuracy, in regard to all the essential features of the controversy,
the golden mean of scriptural truth.

The founders of Pelagianism—men who have had few fol-
lowers in the extent to which they carried their views, except
the Socinians and Rationalists of modern times—were Pelagius,
Ceelestius, and Julian. The two former were monks, but, as was
usually the case with monks at this period, they were laymen and
not clergymen. Julian was Bishop of Eclanum, a small village
in Italy, near Capua; for even in the fifth century many villages
sr.lll had bishops. Pelagius was a native of Britain; and Ceeles-
tius, too, is supposed to have been a countryman of our own, though
the evidence in regard to him is not very conclusive. Jerome,
Wl.lo was always remarkable for the virulence with which he as-
sailed his opponents, never being able to see any good quality in
them, speaks with the utmost contempt of Pelagius and Ceelestius ;
but Augustine, who was, after his conversion, as highly exalted
above the generality of the fathers of his age in the personal ex-
Ce.!n.ence of his character, as he was in ability and knowledge of
divine truth, speaks very respectfully both of their talent and of
the general character which they had sustained. They seem to
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have broached their errors at Rome about the year 411, and to
have afterwards visited Africa and the East. They met with no
countenance in Africa, where Augustine’s influence was very
powerful, and their doctrines were condemned in several African
councils, which were held most of them at Carthage. Pelagius
met with more favour in the East, chiefly in consequence of the
prevalence of Origen’s views, which were akin in some respects
to his own; and at a council held to examine his doctrines at
Diospolis, or Lyydda, in Palestine, he was acquitted of the charge
of heresy, though there is reason to believe that this result was
brought about chiefly by his concealing and explaining away his
opinions, and by his renouncing and anathematizing some state-
ments which had been made by Ccelestius, and in which there is
good ground to believe that Pelagius himself really concurred,
though there was not at that time any evidence to bring them
home to him. Innocent, Bishop of Rome, condemned the new
doctrines ; but Ceelestius afterwards, by skill and cunning in ex-
plaining and glossing over his statements, managed to impose upon
the ignorance and simplicity of his successor Zosimus, who pub-
licly pronounced him orthodox,—a judgment, however, which he
was afterwards induced to retract by the expostulations of Augus-
tine and the African bishops. These different transactions have
occasioned much difficulty to the defenders of Papal infallibility,
who usually allege in cases of this sort,—as, for example, in that
of Pope Liberius, who subscribed an Arian creed, and Pope
Honorius, who advocated Monothelitism, and was anathematized
in consequence as a heretic by the sixth ccumenical council,—
that they never really believed the heresies which they taught, but
only professed them, either from some misapprehension, or through
the force of temptation, in order to avoid persecution, which, it
seems, are not inconsistent with their being fully qualified to be
infallible guides and rulers of the church. The Pelagian contro-
versy was conducted chiefly in Africa and the West, and did not
attract much attention in the East, where the bishops generally
were engaged in discussing the errors broached by Apollinaris,
Nestorius, and Eutyches.* The third general council, held at
Ephesus in 431, which condemned Nestorius, condemned also

* Socrates, Sozomen, and Theodoret, though writing the history of the
period, do not even mention it.
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Pelagius, Ceelestius, and Julian ; and thus the church in general
at this time may be said to have condemned Pelagianism, and to
have sanctioned the views of Augustine, though it is deserving of
remark, that, in the proceedings of the Council of Ephesus, there
is merely a general condemnation of the doctrines taught by
Pelagius, Ceelestius, and Julian, without any formal declaration
of the orthodox doctrine upon the subject in opposition to their
errors, or even a statement of what the specific errors were which
they had taught. Augustine laboured for about twenty years,
with all the powers of his mind, and with unwearied zeal and
assiduity, in opposition to the errors of Pelagius; writing many
books upon the subject, most of which have come down to us, and
exerting his influence in every other way to prevent the spread of
heresy. The Lord was pleased to call him to his rest in the year
430, while he was engaged in writing a book against Julian,
which has come down to usin an imperfect state, as he left it, and
without affording him the satisfaction of witnessing the triumph
of sound doctrine, and the condemnation of its opponents in the
General Council of Ephesus.

Pelagius, and his immediate followers, Ccelestius and Julian,
taught openly and explicitly that man’s moral character had re-
ceived no injury from the fall, and that men were born now with
as much ability to do the will of God, and to discharge all the
obligations incumbent upon them, as Adam ; and, in consequence,
they denied the necessity of divine grace, or of any special divine
agency or influence upon men, unless it might be for the purpose
of enabling them to do more easily that which, however, they
were able to do, though less easily, without it, and which, in their
estimation, was nothing less than attaining to perfection in holi-
ness in this life. These doctrines are so palpably inconsistent, not
only with many particular statements, but with the whole scope
and substance of Scripture, that they did not gain much support
in the church ; and after the decision of the Council of Ephesus,
they seem to have almost wholly disappeared.

_ Pelagius and his immediate followers do not seem to have called
In question the doctrine of the Trinity, or any of the scriptural
doctrines more immediately connected with it; and yet it is very
manifest that modern Socinians and Rationalists are the only con-
sistent Pelagians. When men reject what Pelagius rejected, they
are bound in consistency to reject everything that is peculiar and
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distinctive in the Christian system as a remedial scheme. Upon
Pelagian principles, there is no occasion for, and really no mean-
ing in, a Saviour, an atonement, a Holy Spirit. No evil has be-
fallen our race, and there is no occasion for a remedy, especially
for such a remedy as the Bible has been generally regarded as
unfolding.  Augustine, through God’s blessing, put down this
unscriptural, inconsistent, and cowardly scheme of heresy ; and it
was not revived until after the Reformation, when it appeared in
the bolder and more consistent form of Socinianism. There are,
however, as we have said, powerful tendencies in human nature,
leading men to over-estimate their own moral powers and capa-
cities, and to think lightly of the necessity and importance of
divine grace,—of God’s special agency; and while, on the one
hand, Pelagius’ views met with little countenance, Augustine’s,
on the other, met with a good deal of opposition. An intermediate
scheme was devised, which has passed under the name of semi-
Pelagianism, and which, whether bearing that name or not, has
almost always prevailed to a considerable extent in the professedly
Christian church, especially when true piety was in a feeble or
declining condition ; and has comprehended men of very different
characters, and been held in conjunction with other doctrines,
approaching more or less nearly to the scriptural standard. Semi-
Pelagianism, from its very nature, bears a character of great in-
definiteness. It admits original sin in some sense; i.c., it admits
that man’s moral nature is more or less corrupted in consequence
of the fall, and that special divine assistance was more or less
necessary, in order to the attainment of those things which accom-
pany salvation. These intermediate and indefinite views, resem-
bling very much the doctrines which have been held generally by
Arminians in modern times, were broached during Augustine’s
lifetime, and thus afforded him an opportunity of directing against
them the same great definite scriptural doctrines which he had
wielded with so much ability and success against Pelagianism.
The contest was carried on after his death, on the side of truth,
by Prosper and Fulgentius; but though semi-Pelagianism was
never formally approved of by the church, and was very expli-
citly and formally condemned by a Provincial Council of France,
the second Council of Orange, Concilium Arausicanum, in 529,
it prevailed practically to a considerable extent till the period of
the Reformation.
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Augustine has had the peculiar honour assigned to him, by the
great Head of the church, of having been the first to develop, in
a systematic order, and in their right connection with each other,
the great doctrines taught in the word of God concerning man’s
lost and ruined condition by nature; the gracious agency of God
in the conversion and sanctification of sinners; and the true cause
or source of all the effects thus produced, wherever they are pro-
duced, in His own sovereign good pleasure and eternal purpose,—
having mercy on whom He would have mercy, and having com-
passion on whom He would have compassion; and he was thus
enabled to render most important services to the cause of truth
ar.d righteousness in all succeeding generations. There is indeed
much reason to believe that no inconsiderable portion of the piety
that existed in the church from the time when he flourished till
the Reformation,—a period of above one thousand years,—was
instrumentally connected, more or less directly, with his influence
and writings. We may apply the same statement to almost
everything like piety that has ever been found in connection with
the Church of Rome, including what is certainly to the eye of a
Christian by far the brightest spot in the history of that apostate
communion,—viz., the Port-Royalists, and the other Jansenists of
France in the seventeenth century.

Augustine, indeed, eminently as he was furnished by the great
Head of the church both with gifts and graces for defending
?.nd promoting divine truth, is not by any means an infallible
judge, to whom we can securely trust. God has never given to
any uninspired man or body of men, to rise thoroughly and in all
respects above the reach of the circumstances in which they have
l.)een placed, and the influences to which they have been sub-
jected ; and Augustine was certainly involved to a considerable
extent in some of the corrupt and erroneous views and practices
which in his time were already prevailing widely in the church.
There are, it mustbe admitted, some of the corruptions of Popery,
the germs of which at least, though not fully developed, are to be
found in his writings. But the great defect with which he is
C!largeable is, that he seems to have had no very clear or accurate
views of the great doctrine of justification by faith. He did not
iilcctxrately understand the meaning of justification as a forensic or
judicial term, as distinguished from sanctification ; and he seems
to have to some extent confounded them together, as the Church
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of Rome still does. It could not be, indeed, that a man of
Augustine’s undoubted and cminent piety, and with so deep a
sense as he had of human depravity and of God’s sovereignty in
determining man’s character and condition, could have been
resting upon any works or merits of his own for salvation, and
therefore he must practically and in heart have been resting upon
Christ alone; and this general statement must have been true of
many others besides him in the early and middle ages, who had
obscure or erroneous views upon this subject. But he had cer-
tainly not attained to any such knowledge of God’s word in regard
to this matter, as would have enabled him to give a very accurate
or consistent exposition of the reason or ground of his hope. I
formerly had occasion to explain, that at a very early period in
the history of the church, the scriptural doctrine of justification
became obscured and lost sight of, and was never again revived
in all its fulness and purity until the Lord raised up Luther as
His instrument in effecting that important result. The early
fathers soon began to talk in an unscriptural and mystical way
about the objects and effects of the sacraments; and at length
they came to talk of baptism as if it not only signified and re-
presented, but actually conferred, and couferred invariably, both
the forgiveness of sins and the renovation of men’s moral natures.
Augustine knew too much of the word of God, and of the scheme
of divine truth, to go thoroughly into such views as these; but he
certainly had such notions of the nature and effects of baptism,
and of its connection with the forgiveness of sins, as to lead him
to some extent to overlook and throw into the background, if not
to pervert, the scriptural doctrine of justification by faith alone.
The subject of baptism entered largely into his controversy with
the Pelagians,—he adducing the baptism of infants for the re-
mission of sins as a proof of original sin, and they regarding it,
like the modern Socinians, merely as the appointed rite or cere-
mony of outward admission into the communion of the visible
church ; and though he was right in the main in the use and
application he made of baptism in opposition to the Pelagian
denial of original sin, yet he showed very strikingly how much he
was perverted by erroneous and exaggerated views of the nature,
objects, and importance of external ordinances, by broadly and
unequivocally laying down the doctrine that all infants dying un-
baptized are consigned to everlasting misery,—a doctrine which is
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still generally taught in the Church of Rome. The Pelagian
controversy, as conducted in Augustine’s time, embraced a great
variety of topics,—taking in, indeed, more or less fully nearly all
the leading doctrines of Christianity, except the Trinity and the
atonement ; and these were not comprehended, just because the
original Pelagians had not the boldness and consistency of modern
Socinians in following out or developing their own principles.
Forbes, in his Instructiones Historico-Theologicz, has enumerated
twenty-six topics, which were controverted between Augustine and
his opponents ; but they are all reducible, as to their main features,
to a few general heads,—such as Original Sin, and Free-will;
Grace, or Divine Agency in the conversion and sanctification of
nnérs; Predestination, and the Perseverance of Saints,—and
under these heads we propose very briefly to advert to them.

Let me again remark, before proceeding to advert to these
topics, that the permanent value of the labours and writings of
Augustine in the Pelagian controversy, lies not mainly or chiefly in
his having exposed, and through God’s blessing put down, Pela-
gianism in the gross form in which it was at first propounded,
and in which it is now held by Socinians and Rationalists, but in
his having brought out the clear and definite doctrines of God’s
word, so as at one and the same time to refute and exclude not
only Pelagianism, but also what has been designated semi-Pela-
gianism ; and thus to furnish an antidote to all the numerous
atttempts which have since been made to exalt unduly the power
of man in spiritual things, without wholly superseding the necessity
of divine grace, and in this way to share the glory of the salva-
tion of sinners between the saved and the Saviour. This con-
sideration obviously suggests, that in the brief and imperfect
notice which alone we can give of this important controversy, we
must confine ourselves chiefly to the statement of those great
scriptural truths which Augustine so fully unfolded and so ably
defended, and which strike at the root of all the errors which have
b.een held upon these subjects, either in ancient or in modern
times, and whether in a grosser or in a more mitigated form.

Sec. 11.—Depravity— Original Sin.

That branch of Christian doctrine, which is now frequently
called Anthropology, proposes to answer the question, What is
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man in his moral and spiritual character and capacities; in his
relations to God and to eternity? So far as the question respects
merely the actual features and constituent elements of man’s moral
nature, there is no incompetency or impropriety in men looking
into their own hearts, and surveying their own lives, in order to
obtain materials for answering it; but, as God knows what is in
men better than they do themselves, it is also quite reasonable that
they should receive with implicit submission whatever He may
have been pleased to reveal to them in His word regarding it.
The question then is, What does God in His word make known
to us with respect to men’s actual moral character, and spiritual
relations and capacities? This, like every other question in
Christian theology, taking the word in its widest sense, should be
answered by an exact investigation of the true meaning of the
various statements of Giod’s word which bear upon it.

It is surely abundantly evident in general, that the represen-
tation given us in Scripture of the actual moral character and
spiritual capacities of men, as they come into the world, and grow
up in it,—of their relation to God, and of the tendency of all this,
in its bearing upon their eternal destiny,—is not such as is fitted to
lead us to entertain any very exalted conceptions of our own worth
and our own powers. The word of God surely represents men—
all men—as not only actual transgressors of God’s laws, and there-
fore justly liable to all the consequences of transgression, whatever
these may be, but as having also a decided bias or proneness to
transgress God’s law as an actual feature of their moral nature,
from which they cannot by their own strength emancipate them-
selves, and which renders necessary some special interposition of
God, if they are ever to be delivered from it. Those who- are,
from whatever cause, averse to receive this view of the actual
moral character and condition of man, have been accustomed,
besides attempting to explain away the statements of Scripture,
in which it seems to be very plainly taught, to have recourse to
the considerations universally conceded, that man did not possess
this moral character when he came forth at first from the hand of
his Creator—that this was not the character of our first parents
when they were created; and then to assert that there is no
evidence that man’s character has been changed—that our moral
character and capacities are different from what those of Adam
were. Their opponents, though wishing to rest mainly, in the first
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instance,—as the proper ground of their cause,—upon the direct
Scripture proof of universal native moral corruption, have no
objection to follow them in that direction; being confident that
the scriptural representation of the effects of Adam’s first sin upon
himself and upon his posterity,—the scriptural evidence that in
connection with Adam’s first sin, and in some way as a conse-
quence of it, an important moral deterioration has been introduced
into the human race,—only corroborates and illustrates the views
they have been led to take of the import of those scriptural
statements which speak directly and immediately of the actual
character of all men as they come into the world, and are found
there. That Adam sinned 