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GENERAL PREFACE.

Tuis work has two objects; the one indicated by its present
title, and another connected with the eircumstances of its origin.
Tt was published in 1560, but considerable portions of it had
appeared in the American Christian Examiner at various times
during the thirty years preceding, in the form of articles
relating generally to early Christian antiquity. IReaders will
not be surprised, therefore, to find in the book much of a
miscellaneous character. Dr. Abbot says, in a review of the
first edition, “A large part of Dr. Lamson’s work, and what
to many may prove the most attractive part of its contents,
has no direct relation to the subject of the Trinity. We refer
to the biographical sketches of the more eminent Fathers, to
the accounts of their theological and philosophical speculations,
and to the pictures presented of Christian life in the early
ages of the Church.” He adds, however, “This portion of
the work seems to us admirably executed and is of great
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iv GENERAL PREFACE.

value. The articles on Clement of Alexandria and his times,
and on Origen and his theology, are especially interesting
and instructive.”

Speaking to the same point, and adverting to the fact
that he was using with a special purpose materials which had
been given to the public in another form many years before,
Dr. Lamson says in his preface, after mentioning that he had
claborated these materials with seme care, dividing the whole
into chapters, and omitting, changing, and adding, to render
the work better suited to the end he now had in view, “The
title prefixed to the present work sufficiently indicates its pur-
pose. Of the articles contained in it, some have a more direct
reference to the opinions of Christian antiquity respecting the
Son and the Spirit than others. In some, this topic is most
largely dwelt upon; in one or two, it is but slightly noticed ; in
all, it receives more or less attention. As to the other mafter
contained in the volume, historical and biographical, or such
as relates to the opinions, usages, and social habits which
marked the early ages, and the merits and defects of the Fathers
as critics and expositors, it is sufficient to say, that I have
proceeded on the supposition, that its introduction would enhance
the value and interest of the work.”

Writing, in the first instance, for a periodical publication,
aud at long intervals of time, it was, perhaps, almost impossible
for the author to avoid some familiarities of style, and an

occasional tendency to repetition. It is more important to
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remark that the spirit of Dr. Lamson’s book entirely accords
with the wise Christian intention which the preface further
expresses. “I have endeavourcd,” he says, “to exclude all
personalities, and everything which might give just cause of
offence to any individual, or any class of Christians.” “I
have not written as the organ of any party. I have wished
simply to make the volume a repository of facts, particularly
connected with the opinions of Christians of the first three cen-
turies, on the nature and rank of the Son and the Spirit; and I
have spared no pains in the endeavour to give the exact expres-
sions of the great Church teachers of the period included in my
survey, with copious and minute references. T offer the book as
a help to inquirers who may wish to know what the carly I"athers
really thought and said.”

The first edition of the work had been for some time out
of print, when the second, the edition now reprinted for English
readers, was issued under the careful and able editorship of
Dr. Ezra Abbot, in 1865. Large additions had been made
to it, the opening chapter being entirely new, as also the note
on the Epistle to Diognetus, and the priucipal part of the
articles on the Fathers between Justin and Clement, and from
the time of Origen to that of Arius. These additions would
seem to have been made in accordance with Dr. Abbot’s
suggestions in the notice of Dr. Lamson’s book before referred
to, and he says of them with great justice that they “give

a completeness to the work, so far as it relates to the history
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of early opinions on the subject of the Trinity, which greatly
enhances its value.” TRemarking further that considerable
additions and alterations had been made in other parts of
the volume, the editor informs us that the whole had been
carcfully revised by the lamented author, before his decease,
with a view to the printing of a new edition, and that the
materials left for this purpose were, in accordance with
Dr. Lamson’s expressed wish, placed in his hands for revision
and publication. Dr. Abbot had said of the first edition,
“the work in general may be characterized as eminently trust-
worthy. Itis not a hasty compilation from second-hand sources
of information. The author has carefully studied the writings
of the IFathers themselves, and given us the fruits of ripe
and accurate scholarship;” and he now intimated that ““he had
verified mearly all the quotations and references” in the com-
pleted work. It is gratifying to mention here that by his kind
courtesy the valuable information conveyed in Dr. Abbot’s notes
to the Second Edition has been lately supplemented in several
important instances, so as to bring it down to the present time.

It is bardly necessary to say that the British and ¥oreign
Unitarian Association holds itself answerable only for the
general aim and tendency of the works it undertakes to bring
before the public; not for every statement or opinion of the
writers. The present work is republished at the suggestion of
many valued friends of the Society, who have thought that it

would prove of service to the cause of Unitarian Christianity
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to enable intelligent readers to observe for themselves the gradual
development of Trinitarian doctrines. Trinitarianism imposes
upon the ordinary imagination, not only by reason of its long
unquestioned predominance in Church opinion, but also on ac-
count of what seems to most persons the impenetrable mystery
of its origin. And if we cannot set aside forms of belief that
have such strong hold upon the human mind, by only striving to
replace them with something better, neither does it meet the diffi-
culty to treat them as the mere product of the past times of
ignorance : they must be reasonably accounted for. Itis ad-
mitted that the Scriptures nowhere plainly and distinctly teach
the doctrine of the Trinity, but the controversies upon this dogma
of the Church have been always more or less entangled among
the roots from which it grew. It will clear the ground if the
fact is admitted (as it is now commonly by scientific theologians),
that some of these are to be found within even the sacred en-
closure of the canonical writings. Not until after the lapse of
centuries was the development of Trinitarianism matured, but its
growth must have commenced very early,—probably during the
period while the mysterious glory of the expected second Ad-
vent was still gathering about the person of Christ: such ideas
could not have been a late or sudden implantation taken alto-
gether from a foreign soil. It will be a great gain to the
cause of scientific interpretation, the only possible method of
Biblical study, as Mr. Jowett has well shown, which can reunite

all parties in the Church, when the natural diversities which
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exist 1 the New Testament shall be faitly allowed for, and
no longer suffered to hinder the tracing of theological opinion
with true historic thoroughness through the current thought of

successive early periods back to its true sources.
H. L
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PRELIMINARY CHAPTER.

WRITINGS ASCRIBED TO THE APOSTOLICAT,
FATHERS, SO CALLED.

REASONS FOR NOTICING THEM.—CLEMENT OF ROME.—CLAIM
OF ONE OF THE EPISTLES ATTRIBUTED TO IIIM TO BE RE-
CEIVED AS GENUINE.—ITS DATE AND CHARACTER.—ITS TIE-
OLOGY.—CIRIST A DISTINCT BEING FROM THE FATILER, AND
SUBORDINATE,—SHEPHERD OF HERMAS,—ITS AUTHORSIID
AND DATE.—ASSERTS THE PRE-EXISTENCE OF TIIE SON, BUT
EXCLUDES HIS SUPREME DIVINITY.—THE IGNATIAN LETTLRS,
—RECENTLY DISCOVERED SYRIAC VERSION, — POLYCARP,~—
EPISTLE ASCRIBED TO HIM.—ITS THEOLOGY,—NOT TRINI-
TARIAN.—BARNABAS,—THE EPISTLE WIIICII GOES UNDER
HIS NAME OF UNCERTAIN AUTHORSHIP.—TEACHES CIIRIST’S
PRE-EXISTENCE, BUT NOT HIS EQUALITY WITH THE FATHER,
—GENERAL SUMMARY.—CONCLUDING REMARKS,

IN treating of the lives and opinions of some of the Fathers of
the Church, down to the time of the Council of Nice, the
question may possibly occur, why begin with Justin Martyr ?#
Were there none before him? The reply is,—most of those
who went before are to us little else than shadows scen through
the dim mist of antiquity, their outlines too imperfectly defined
to admit of accurate description or analysis. They are bloodless
phantoms, well-nigh formless and void. The record of their
lives has perished, or is so blended with fable, that it is impos-

* [In the first edition of his work, Dr. Lamson had so commenced with Justin
Martyr. This chapter, as has been noticed, was written for the later edition, ]
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2 PRELIMINARY CHAPTER,

sible to separate fact from fiction. If we inquire for their
writings, we encounter darkness and uncertainty at every step.
Some curiosity, however, may be felt to know which, if any, of
the writings ascribed to those Fathers are entitled to respect as
probably, or possibly, genuine; and what, genuine or forged,
they teach on topics particularly discussed in the present volume.
Our purpose in this preliminary chapter is to say something on
these subjects. The writings to which we refer are those gene-
rally which pass under the name of the Apostolic Fathers, so
called from having been, as tradition says, hearers, or at least
contemporaries, of the Apostles. We begin with

CLEMENT OF ROME.

CLEMENT presided over the Church of Rome at an early period,
and is called its bishop. Whether he was the Clement mentioned
by St. Paul in his Epistle to the Philippians (iv. 8.) as his
fellow-labourer, is uncertain. The genuineness, in the main, of
the first Epistle to the Corinthians attributed to him, written in
the name of the Church at Rome, though not established beyond
dispute, has no slight external evidence in its favour. It may
be accepted as for the most part genuine, though it has come
down to us only in a single manuscript, and, as Mr. Norton
observes, ““this copy is considerably mutilated ; in some passages
the text is manifestly corrupt, and other passages have been
suspected of being interpolations.” * This opinion Mr. Norton
shares with many learned and judicious critics, who have been
unwilling to acknowledge the whole piece to have been a pure
fabrication.  Neander asserts that it is “mnot exempt from
important interpolations,” and that we find in it a ““possible

* Genuineness of the Gospels, vol. i. Additional Notes, p. cexli., 2d ed. [The

epistle is preserved in the Codex Alexandrinus, the celebrated MS. of the Old and
New Testaments now in the British Museum Library.—Ed. ]
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contradiction,” showing that if genuine in part, it is not
wholly so.*

The Epistle, which was written in Greek, was, according
to the testimony of Eusebius, publicly read in many churches
before his time, and in his own day.4+ In some places it
continued to be read in public, it would secm, down to the
time of Jerome, who lived in the latter part of the fourth end
early in the fifth centuries.] Neither of these writers expresses
any doubt of its genuineness.

But, whether genuine or not, it is undoubtedly an earlv
document, supposed to have becn written near the enl of tho
first century.§ If that be the date of the composition, it was
in existence from a third to half a century before Justin Martyr
(in whose works, still extant, no mention of it occurs) wrote his
first Apology. Independently of the position of its reputed
author, its antiquity, if nothing else, entitles it to notice in the
inquiry in which we are now engaged. What traces, then, does

* History of the Christian Religion and Chureh, vol. i, p. 658, Torrey’s
translation.  [Edinb. ed., vol. ii. p. 440.] [The contradiction is more apparent
than real, as recent commentators perceive. In the chapters objected to (xI.
and xli.) the writer does not ‘“transfer,” as Neander would say, “‘the whole
system of the Jewish priesthood to the Christian Church.” ITe is but pursuing
the same line of parallel between the Christian and the Jewish systems which
runs through the Epistle to the Hebrews, and, it is important to add, on the same
principles. He speaks of it himself expressly, as Dr. James Donaldson notices
(Apost. Fathers, p. 130, Lond., 1874), as an ** application of Christian qvari; to
the interpretation of the Old Testament.” The literal transference of Jewish idens
to the constitution of the Christian Church, which was subsequently made in express
form, must have originated in such earlier suggestions. We should expect to find
them in ap irtermediate work like this.—Ep,]

+ Hist. Eecles., 1. iii. ¢. 16, and iv. 23. {It was reccived as genuine, apparently,
by Hegesippus, and certainly by Dionysius of Corinth (a.p. 170), Irenzus, Clement
of Alexandria, and Origen. FEusebius (iii. 38) speaks of it as ¢ universally acknow-
ledged.” Note by Dr. Abbot. ]

$ De Viris IHust., c. 15,

§ Bunsen says, between the years 78 and 86, Christiznity and Mankind (oz,
Hippolytus and bis Age), i. 44.

22
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it contain of the modern doctrine of the Trinity. It contains
not the faintest trace of the supreme divinity of the Sen or of
the Spirit.

The contents of the Epistle are almost entirely practical, and
it has very little to do with speculative theology of any sort,
quotations from the Old Testament constituting a large portion
of it. Speaking of the Clristology of Clement, Bunsen, as above
referred to, says, “It is preposterous to ask him after the three
Persons of the Pseudo-Athanasian Creed.” Nor, we add, does
Justin's doctrine of the Logos, as a great pre-existent power,
a hypostatized attribute, by whom, as his instrument or minister,
God performed the act of creation, appear in the Epistle. God
made all things by a direct exertion of his power. “By his
almighty power He established the heavens, and by his incom-
prebensible wisdom e adorned them. He also divided the
carth from the water . ...and the living creatures that ave
upon it He called into being by his command, . . .. Wit
his holy and pure hands He also formed man, the most excellen
of all, and in intellect the most exalted, the impress of his own
image.”* “Let us make man in our own image, after our own
likeness,” &c., is qucted, but no intimation is given that the
author supposed it addressed to the Son. God is sole, infinite,
and supreme Creator of the material universe, using no instru-
ment or artificer—rational power or Logos—to execute his com-
mands. The doctrine of Philo and the Alexandrians is not
found in the Epistle. TIts language is far more simple than that
of Philo and the Platonizing fathers.

* ¢, 33. [In the passage above given, Clement seems to distinguish, following the
deseription in Gen. (ce. 1, 2), between the creation of other living things—*¢ b:y his
commond he ordered them to be ”—and the formation of man, which he represents
with more of anthropomorphic detail than is to be found in the original text. It
was in contradiction to the spirit and purport of Philonism, to speak thus simply,
aud without hint of allegory, of the Almighty’s ¢ sacred and undefiled kands,”~—Ep.]
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If we turn to the new moral or spiritual creation, we shall find
that, whenever God and Christ are spoken of in connection with
it, the author makes a broad distinction between the supreme,
infinite One, the fountain of all peace and love, and Jesus
Chrnist, through whom the benefits of his mercy were conveyed
to the world. Of this we have an example at the very com-
mencement of the Epistle. Thus, “ by the will of God, through
Jesus Christ our Lord;” and again, “Grace and peace from
Almighty God, through Jesus Clunist be multiplied unto you.”
And this distinetion is observed throughout the Epistle. Prayer is
mentioned as addressed to God, and not to Christ. God *“sends;”
Jesus is “sent.”  “The Apostles preached to us from our Lord
Jesus Christ; Jesus Christ from God. Christ therefore was sent
from God, the Apostles from Clrist; both being fitly done ac-
cording to the will of God.”* Jesus Christ is the High Priest
of our offerings,t . . . . Through him we look up to the heights
of heaven . . .. Through him the eves of our hearts were opened
-+ +. Through him would the Sovercign Ruler (6 desmérns) have
us taste the knowledge of immortality. So all is of God.
Referring to the resurrection the author says, “God has made
our Lord Jesus Christ the first-fruits, raising Lim from the
" of the Father, but
nothing is said of his nature, nor is his pre-existence distinctly
asserted in any part of the Epistle, though some have professed
to find an intimation of it in certain expressions employed by the

dead.”§ He is mentioned as the ““chosen’

* e 42,

+ [““The guardian and helper of our infirmity” is added here, the whole chap-
ter running eclosely in the track of the ideas peculiar to the Epistle to the Hebrews.
In like manner occurs, just afterwards, the expression, through him (dua Todrov)
we behold as in a glass his (adTov) spotless and most exalted countenance,” an in-
ference apparently from expressions like those of Heb. i. 3, where the Son is said
to be ‘‘ the brightness of His glory.” —Ep.]

¥ [e. 36, “Tis abavdrov yvooens.”] § c. 24, [See 1 Cor. xv. 20.}
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writer, which, however, prove nothing to the point.* He is
called the “sceptre of the majesty of God,"+ language which
implies instrumentality, not identity or equality of person. The
term God is not once applied to him. But He is clearly dis-
tinguished from the one only God in the following passages,
in addition to those already given. “ Have we not one God, and
one Christ, and one Spirit of grace (or love) poured out upon
us?”  Again, the writer speaks of “the true and only God;”
“the great Artificer and Sovereign Ruler of all;” the All-seeing
God and Ruler of Spirits, and Lord of all flesh, who chose our
Lord Jesus Christ.”f In what different language the Son is
spoken of has been already seen.

We have quoted, we believe, the highest expressions applied
to Christ in the Epistle. Certainly his supreme divinity is
nowhere taught in this relic of Christian antiquity. That He
Is a distinct being from the Father, and altogether subordinate,
is the prevailing idea of the whole eomposition. Photius,
Patriarch of Constantinople in the ninth century, complains that
the writer of the Epistle, though he calls our Lord Jesus Christ
our high priest and leader, yet does mot ascribe to him the
divine and higher qualities.§ That is, says Lardner, “in
modern language, it is a Socinian epistle.” Certainly the

* Ree Martini, Versuch einer pragmatischen Geschichte desDogma von der Gottheit
Christi, &c., p. 24. [The two passages from which Dr. Dorner attempts the proof
of this are these: 1. “‘Our Lord Jesus Christ did not come in the pomp of pride
or arrozance, although he might have done so”” [kalrep Buvdpevos? (c. 16), cf. Phil,
ii. 6, which was, perhaps, in the writer’s mind, the last phrase indicating the copyist
of another’s ideas. 2. In e. 22, quoting Ps. xxxiv. 11, Clement says ‘‘ that Christ
speaks here through the Holy Spirit,”” a proof conveying a strange notion of the
functions of both, if he means more than to say that the Holy Spirit so revresents
the counsel of Christ to his followers. Clement might, however, have believed in
the pre-existence, with others probably of his time. But Dr. Lamson is certainly
justified in affirming that this Father nowhere distinctly asserts it.—FEp.]

t ¢ 16. [See Heb. i. 8.] T ec. 46, 43, 20, 58,
§ Biblioth. cod, 126; tom. i p. 95, ed. Bekker.
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language of Photius 1s very significant, coming from such
a source.®

* An argument for the deity of Christ, founded on the misconception of a passage
in Clement’s Epistle, is thus disposed of by a writer in the Christian Lzaminer for
May, 1860 : ““ Nor does Clement anywhere use the expression ‘the passion of God,” or
anything like it. The passage referred to is c. 2 of his gennine Epistle to the Corin-
thians, where we have the expression maffjpara abrot,—7od feot indeed being the
aearest antecedent.  If we insist that he wrote with striet grammatical accuracy, and
reject the conjectural emendation of Junius (Young), a Trinitarian [Oxiord, 1633],
of pafnuara for mabjpara (the Epistle being extant in but a single manuscripth
we simply make Clement a Patripassian ; for the term feds. in every other passage
of the Epistle, unquestionably denotes the Father. Dut even Dorner, in his great
work (Lehre von der Person Christi, i, 139), [Edinb. Transl., v. i. p. 99], says that
he ‘does not venture to use this passage as a proof that Clement ealls Christ God.’
He adopts the easy supposition of a negligent use of the pronoun adrds, referring
to Christ in the mind of the writer, though not named in the immediately preced-
ing eontext. The same view of the passage is taken by Bunsen, Hippolytus and
his age, i. 46, note, 2nd ed. ; by Martini, Versuch, &c., p. 24, note ; and by Reuss,
Théologie Chrétienne, ii. 326, 2¢ ed.: So Ekker, De Clem. Rom. Epist. (1854),
p. 92, Of thia use of adrds we have another remarkable example in Clement, c. 26,
and it is not uncommon in the New Testament, espeeially in the writings of John j
see Winer, Gram. § 22. 8. 4. 6th ed., and Robinson’s N. T. Lex., article airds,
2. b. ad fin. This passage is the sole straw to which those can cling who maintain
that Clement of Rome believed in the deity of Christ; a notion in dircet eontradie-
tion to the whole tenor of his language in every other part of his Epistle.”—Pp. 466,
467. [Dr. Abbot, the writer of the review from which this quotation is taken, sub-
joins to it as follows: ‘‘In reference to the loose use of ai7rés here noted, I would
add that we have a elear instance of it in the very chapter where the disputed pas-
snge occurs, namely, near the end of e. 2, where alrod refers to o0 feod merely
suggested by 7} mavapére kai oeBacpio mohirelg.  Dr. Donaldson refers for other
examples of this use of adrds to ec. 32, 34, 59, but remarks, ‘It seems to me more
likely that the text is corrupt, and that we should read pafipara ¢“instructions”
instead of maffpara, as Junius proposed. The change of M into IT is frequent
and natural, and in the present instance the upper stroke of the Pi has entirely
vanished from the MS. This is also the case with the upper strokes in many of
the Mus of the Alexandrian codex, and the only difference between the IT in
rafnpara and the M above it in éorepriopévor is, that the legs of the p are further
apart than those of the v, The sense given by pafnuara is unquestionably more
suitable to the context than that given by mafjuara. (Apost. Fathers, Lond., 1874,
p. 1568.), —-Hilgenfeld adopts the reading ,mg;},wm, (Nov. Test. extra Canonem, i.
p. 5.)7. . . ... insisting, it may be atded, that the context requires it, and
pertinently remarking that had Photius read in Clement any such expression as that
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>

The ascription of “glory,” or ““glory, dominion, &e.,” occurs
six times in the Epistle. In four of these cases God is expressly,
clearly, and unequivocally the object. Thus, “the Omnipotent
God, . . . . to whom be glory for ever and ever.”* Again, the
Most ITigh, . . . . to whom be glory for ever and ever.”t
Again, “ God, who chose our Lord Jesus Christ,{ . . . . through
whom be glory and majesty, power, honour, unto Him both now,
and for ever and ever.” Once more, in the ascription at the
close of the Epistle, we have, “The grace of our Lord Jesus
Clrist be with you, and with all that are anywhere called by God
through him ; through whom be unto Him (God) glory, honour,
might, and majesty, and eternal dominion, from everlasting to
everlasting.” In these passages the “ glory, dominion, &c.,” are
expressly ascribed to God, either absolutely and without reference
to Christ, as in the first and second instances, or through Jesus
Christ, as in the last two. Tn one of the remaining instances we
have simply, “chosen by God, through Jesus Christ our Lord-—
to whom be glory for ever and ever,” and in the other a similar
construction.§ If the ascription here is to be referred to the
nearer, and not, as is possible, to the remoter antecedent, by a

found apparently in the only MS. copy we have, he could not have made the com-
plaint quoted above. The same remark might be made respecting the doxologies
presently referred to. Dr. Lightfoot, who retains wafljuara, suggests that Photius
must have read the Epistle too hurriedly to notice the divinity of Christ lurking
under the simple word adrov. Yet this is what he was looking for, and the passage
oceurs at the very beginning of the work.—ZEbp.]

* ¢, 32. 1 c. 45.

% c. 58. [The whole passage is characteristic and worth transcribing ; it continues
‘“and us through him (see Eph. i. 4.) for a peculiar people (cf. Tit. ii. 14, the word,
are the same ; also Deut. xiv. 4. LXX.) grant to every soul that calleth upon his
grand and holy name, faith, fear, peace, patience, long-suffering, self-rule, purity,
soundness of mind, to the well pleasing of his name, through our high priest and
guardian Jesus Christ, by whom, &¢.”—Eb.]

§ cc. 50 and 20. [In both instances the name of God occurs just before, and in
close connection with what follows.—Ep.]
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negligence of syntax, of which there are known examples in the
New Testament, and in the writings of Christian antiquity, there
is no difficulty in reconciling it with the supremacy of the Father,
so strongly asserted, or necessarily implied, in the current lan-
guage of the Epistle. The Scriptures ascribe glory and dominion
to Christ, but a derived glory and dominion, God having ¢
Him both Lord and Christ,” and “ given Him a name above every
name.”#* With this the language of the Ipistle is throughout

“made

consistent.

We repeat, in conclusion, one searches in vain, in the Ilpistle
ascribed to this Apostolic father, for those views of the lLogos,
as a personified attribute of the Father, which are so prominent
in the writings of the philosophical converts to Christianity.
The language employed is more Scriptural, the thoughts are less
subtile and metaphysical, the author being content to represent
God as the fountain of all power and blessing, and Jesus Christ
as his Son, sent by Him to be the Saviour of men. The I'ather
is above all; His glory and majesty arc underived; the Son
derives from Him his power and dignity, his offices and dominion
Such are the teachings of this old relic of the primitive ages.
The personality of the Spirit is not one of its doctrines.

What is called Clement’s Second Epistle to the Corinthians, or
the fragment of it which is preserved, has no title, as the best
critics agree, to be received as genuine. Kusebius says that it
was quoted by no ancient writer.+ There are other compositions
which have been ascribed to Clement, but they are all by com-
petent critics now rejected as spurious.

\‘\ * See Acts, ii. 33, 36; Philip. ii. 9; Epb. i. 20-22; 1 Pet. i. 21.
A\ + Hist. 1. iii. c. 38.
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THE SHEPHERD OF HERMAS.

THERE is & Hermas mentioned by St. Paul (Rom. xvi. 14), to
whom this work has been attributed. It is, undoubtedly, an
ancient writing. Eusebius speaks of it as publicly read in the
churches,* and Jerome tells us that it was read in some churches
of Greece, that is, if we understand him, in bis day, but that it
was almost unknown to the Latins.} Both name Hermas as the
reputed author, but neither affirms that he was so. Both speak
with hesitation and reserve. The work is also quoted, or referred
to by Irenecus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, and Origen.
Justin Martyr does not quote it. It has been ascribed to the end
of the first century. But Mr. Norton, who discusses the question
of its date with his usual acuteness and learning, concludes from
evidence furnished by a “ fragment” of Christian antiquity pub-
lished by Muratori in 1740, that it was not written till about the
year 150 (a.p.).1

Bunsen, who also uses the Muratorian fragment, attributed by
him to Hegesippus, arrives at a conclusion not very dissimilar.
He supposes that the “fragment” was written about the year
170 (a.p.). It says of the Shepherd of Hermas, that it was
“written at Rlome very recently, in our own times, by Hermas,
while his brother Pius occupied the episcopal chair.” Now,

* Hist., 1 iii, cc. 3 and 25.

+ De Vir. Illust., ¢. 10. [Tertullian, however, speaks of it in a manner that
se-ms to contradict this last assertion. (Dr. Lardner, Credibility of the Gospel
History, v. 2, p. 51.) Irenwus, Clement, and Origen treat the work as inspired
Scripture, Tertullian does not so regard it, because it teaches a certain doctrine of
which he does not approve. It was a mere conjecture of Origen’s that the book was
written by 8t. Paul's Hermas. Subsequent writers appear to accept his opinion
without requiring further proof, as they did also respectiug his identification of
Clement of Rome with the Clement mentioned by the Apostle.—Eb. ]

3 Genuineness of the Gospuls, vol. i, Additional Notes, p. cexlviii., &e.
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according to the vulgar chronology, Pius became Bishop of
Rome a.p. 142 ; Bunsen makes the time of his episcopate to
extend from A.p. 132 or 183 to 157. Either chronology,
Bunsen's, or the vulgar, would authorize Mr. Norton's inference
in regard to the time of the composition. Bunsen, however,
thinks that he is able to show, “ from the book itself,” that it was
written in 189 or 140.%  This, if it be so, does not conflict very
materially with Mr. Norton's opinion. But whether we adopt
the year 140 or 150 as the date, is of little importance so far as
concerns our present inquiry. We may safely refer its origin to
about the middle of the second century, or a little carlier.t It
was written in Greek, but the original was long supposed to be
lost, with the exception of a few fragments preserved in quota-
tions, and, until lately, we have possessed it only in an ancient
Latin trauslation. The Greek text was first published at Leipsic
in 1856, or rather in December, 1855, by Rudolph Anger, with a
preface by William Dindorf, and more accurately by Tischendorf,
in Dressel's edition of the Apostolic Fathers, Leipsic, 1857.
These editions were founded on a manuscript of Hermas dis-
covered by the notorious Simonides at Mount Athos, three leaves
of which, with a copy of the rest, he sold to the University of
Leipsic. The defects of that manuscript, which is of the fiftcenth

* Chiistianity and Mankind, i. 184, See the Muratorian Fragment itself in
Dunsen’s Analecta Ante-Niceena, 1. 137.

t Neander (Hist. Chr. Rel., i. 660); [Edinb. ed., ii. 443] mentions the hypothesis
which ascribes its origin to about the year 156, and thinks that there are some
objections to the supposition of so late a date ; but how much earlier he would place
it, he does not say. He attributes but little weight to the Muratorian document.
[Neither Clement nor Origen could have known anything of this reputed authorship.
Irenzus, credulous and devoted dogmatist as he was, might have been aware of it
without choosing to allude to a fact that must have detracted, even in those days, from
the authority of a work which, nevertheless, he found it useful to quote as Scripture.
But it is difficult to believe that Tertullian was ignorant of the circumstance, or that,
if he was acquainted with it, he would have forborne to mention so disparaging a
fact respecting a work he desived to discredit, that it was known to have been not
Apostolic, nor even an ancient book. Dr. James Donaldson argues from its deseription
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century, and presents a very corrupt text, have been partially
supplied by Tischendorf’s great discovery of the  Codex
Sinaiticus,” which he assigns to the middle of the fourth
century. This manuseript was found in the monastery of St.
Catharine, on Mount Sinai, in 1859, and contains the greater part
of the Old Testament (in Greek), and the whole of the New,
together with the Epistle of Barnabas, and about one fourth of
the Shepherd of Hermas, in the original Greek.* The two latter
books, when the manuscript was written, appear to have been
classed, in some churches, with the canonical writings of the
New Testament; though, as to the production of Hermas,
Niebuhr, as Bunsen tells us, used to say that he “ pitied the
Athenian Clristians for being obliged to hear it read in their
assemblies.”

The work consists of three books—Visions, Commands, and

of the martyrs, that ““they were led before the authorities and interrogated,” that
while the work could hardly have been earlier than the date of the celebrated rescript
of Trajan, the extreme respect in which it holds the virtue of martyrdom fairly com-
ports with what is known of Christian sentiment in the last years of Hadrian or the
beginning of Autoninus Pius (Apost. Fathers, p. 332). Hilgenfeld assigns it to the
period from 4.p. 139 to 147. Dorner assents to the Muratorian account,—ED.]

# [The Codex Sinniticus was published in the latter part of the year 1862, in four
folio volumes, magnificently printed in fac-simile type, at the expense of the Russian
Government. The edition consisted of three hundred copies, of which only ene
hundred were placed on sale, for the benefit of the editor, the remainder being dis-
tributed as presents by the FEmperor of Russia. A cheap edition, however, in
ordinary type, of the portion containing the New Testament, with the Epistle of
Barnabas, and fragments of Hermas, was published by Tischendorf at Leipsie, in
1863, in one volume, quarto. The same year the unsold copies of Dressel's edition
of the Patres Apostolici were issued with a supplement, also sold separately, con-
taining a complete colla tion of the Kpistle of Barnabas and the portion of Hermas
found in the Rinaitic mavuscript, with the Greek text previously published. Besides
the common Latin text of the Shepherd of Hermas, Dressel's edition of the Apostolic
Fathers contains another ancient Latin version, discovered by him in the Codex
Palatinus 130, of the fourteenth century. The readings of this version he describes
as often better than those of the common text, and in doubtful cases almost always
preferable. In 1860 an ancient thiopic version of Hermas was published at
Leipsic, with a Latin translation, by A. d’Abbadie. This also affords some assiste
ance in settling the text. Note by Dr. Abbot.]
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Similitudes, the two latter being communicated to the writer, as
he says, by the angel in the guise of a shepherd; hence the title
of the work, Itis a wild book. The writer seems to have been,
in some sense, an imitator of St. John in the Revelation ; at least
to have read the Apocalypse, and in his visions and similitudes
he gives great license to his imagination. Mr. Norton's com-
parison of the work to Bunyan's “ Pilgrim’s Progress " 18 sug-
gestive and forcible. In a writing of such a character we can
hardly expect to find much which admits of quotation, relating
to the doctrines of a speculative theology. It has a great deal to
say of God, and “living to God,” of allegorical personages and
angels, and little, in comparison, of Jesus Christ.  God appears
in it, and God only, as the Supreme and Infinite One, the sole
independent Creator and Governor of the universe, who alone is
Eternal. The first command begins, “ First of all believe that
there is one God, who created and formed all things out of
nothing. Ile comprehends all, and is alone immense;* who
cannot be defined in words, nor conceived by the mind.”

Similar phraseology, ascribing the act of creation directly to
God, repeatedly occurs. Thus, “ God, who dwelleth in heaven,
and hath made all things out of nothing: "+ ““ who by his invisible
power and his excellent wisdom made the world ;T *“ who ruleth
over all things and hath power over all his creatures.” §  Thus He
is supreme, sole maker and governor of the universe. True, in
the similitude just quoted, the writer, referring to the name of the

Son of God, says, “ the whole world is supported by it.”|| This,
“if it do not point to the new spiritual creation under Christ its

* [That is to say, not measurable, or more strictly not to be contained or com-
prehended. The term ‘“incomprehensible” is used in the same sense in the Athana-
sian Creed. The words in Hilgenfeld are: mdvra ywpév. pévos 8¢ dydpnros dv.
The passage is quoted with high approval by Irenzus, Origen, Athanasius, and
others.—Ip.]

t Vis. f.e i $Ibiec 3 § Sim. ix. c. 23 i Ib.ix. c. 14.
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head, seems to conflict with what is elsewhere asserted, that God
created and governs all things by a direct act of his power. Pos-
sibly the writer may have believed, according to the doctrine about
that time beginning to develop itself, that the Father made use of
the Son as his instrument in creating and ruling the world, though
the prevailing form of expression throughout the work implies the
contrary. Martini ascribes this belief to him.*

Throughout the work, however, the highest titles and epithets
are applied to God, never to the Son,t who is subject, and receives
all from the Father. Thus in the fifth Similitude:  Having
blotted out the sins of his people, he showed to them the paths of
life, giving them the law which he had received of the Father. . . .
He is Lord of his people, having received all power from his
Father.”[

By the “ first-created Spirit,” in the following passage, eminent
critics, Martini and Bunsen among the number, suppose is meant
Christ. This seems to us incontestable. The passage, according
to the text adopted by Martini, reads thus: “That Holy Spirit
which was created first of all, God placed in a body in which

* Versuch, &ec., pp. 27, 28.

+ [Perhaps ome epithet may be regarded as an exception. In the passage
just quoted, the name of the Son of God is said to be ““great and dydpnrov.”
the same word as in the note above. The version of Archbishop Wake, which
our author would seem to have had before him, translates this ° without
bounds,”” an expression scarcely suggesting its full meaning. Respecting a certain
divineness attributed to this great and immeasurable name the writer certainly says
that *“the whole creation is supported by the Son of God” (see Heb. i., 3), and he
argues from this that he will surely also gladly support those who are not ashamed
to bear his name. The inference seems to show plainly in what sense must be uader-
stood the support of the whole creation by the Son.—In.]

% Sim. v. ¢. 6. [A certain tinge of Calvinism may be remarked in the Arch-
bishop’'s version of this passage as above given. The writer says, that ‘‘God
planted the vineyard, that is to say, he created the people and gave them to his Son.

. and be having cleansed the sins of the people shewed them the paths of life,’
&c. This is certainly, as we should say, a more Arminian, if not Universalist state-
ment.—ED.]
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it should dwell, in a chosen body, as it pleased him.”* Tunsen
varies the punctuation somewbat in the latter part of the passage,
giving what he calls a * re-constituted text,” which, however, does
not affect what is said of the Spirit as “ created first of ail,” the
reading which he adopts, and which Archbishop Wake also fol-
lows.t  The “Son of God,” says Bunsen, “is the Holy Spirit.”
He claims that his explanation isneither Athanasian, nor Arian :
certainly it is not Athanasian., It savours strongly of Arianism,
however, as it makes Christ a created being, and possibly this
work, ascribed to Hermas, may have been one of the ancient
writings referred to by the Arians, when they asserted that their
doetrine was that of the old Christinns. The early I'athers, it 1s
to be observed, frequently confound the Son with the Spirit.

* Sim. v.c. 6.

+ ‘“Created " (creatus). There is here a difference of reading. In the text of
some editions we have infusus instead of creatus. Creatus, we eonceive, has the
best manuseript authorities in its favour. Martini says, that the old nianuseript
authorities have creatus, and that infusus is a later interpolation. DBunscn adopts
creatus on the authority of the Dresden and other manuscripts. The Lamlbeth,
Carnelite, and Vatican have creatus; and thus from a eollection of manuscripts and
editions Grabe corrects the text. [This is also the reading of the independent Latin
version contained in the Codex Palatinus 5 and Dressl, in his edition of the Apostolic
Fathers, adopts it as genuine. The Greek text of the passage in the manuseript of
Simonides is peculiar, and, when compared with the old Latin versions, leads one to
suspect that the original has been altered on dogmatic grounds. It is as follows: 1o
mvelpa 6 dyor 1O wpodv, T8 kricay macaw Ty krigw, kargriwoey & Oeds els
odpxa fjv 300\ero, “the pre-existing holy spirit which created the whole creation
God caused to dwell in a body which he chose.” The Zthiopic version, which
gives a very free rendering of the whale chapter, reads, ‘‘The holy spirit which
created all things dwelt in a body which he chose.” The fragment of Hermas con-
tained in the Codex Sinaiticus does not include this paseage.—Additional Note bz
Dr. Abbot.] See Notes to the Amsterdam and recent Paris editions ; also Buns-n,
Christianity and Mankind, vol. i. pp. 211, 212 (Hippolytus) ; Martini, Versuch,
&e., p. 28. Archbishop Wake seems to have followed the Lambeth manuscript.

¥ [The following is Bunsen’s explanation : ““This *Son of God’ is distinguished
a3 the ¢ Holy Ghost,” the ¢ first-created,’ from the man Jesus, who is the servant of
God. The Holy Spirit lived in Him, and it was in consequence of his holy life and
death that the ‘ servant of God > was made partaker of God's nature. So to a certain
degree is every faithfol believer. But that holy servant of God, the man Josug, i3



16 PRELIMINARY CHAPTER.

The following passage, which affirms the pre-existence of the
Son, but not his eternity, the Arians might have used without
scruple. “ This rock, and this gate, is the Son of God. I
replied, Sir, how can that be seeing the rock is old, but the gate
new. . . . He answered, the Son of God is indeed more ancient
than any creature; so that he was in counsel with his Father at
the creation of all things. But the gate is therefore new because
he appeared in the last days, even the fulness of time.”* The
pre-existence of the Son, which is not distinctly asserted in
Clement’s Epistle, no doubt an earlier writing, here clearly enough
appears.

THE IGNATIAN LETTERS.

We pass over the Epistles ascribed to Tgnatius with slight
notice, regarding them as of too uncertain authorship, and too
hopelessly corrupt, to justify the use of them in connection with
our present inquiry.t As to the bearing of the Epistles in the
vecently discovered Syriac version on the question of the belief of
the old Christians on the subject of the Trinity, we may affirm,

most unequivocally and emphatically called in that same passage the ¢ Son of God.’
The Son of God is the Holy Ghost, and that servant is the Son of God.” Hermas
uses the word ¢‘gpirit ” in a very free, nos to say vague sense, and it is questioned by
some whether be ever speaks of the Holy Spirit at all considered as a personality of
the Godhead. He could very well say, therefore, the Son of God is the Spirit of God,
and then proceed to show how this divine element incarnated in the finite personality
of Jesus  took the manhood into God,” to use the remarkable long subsequent ex-
pression of the Athanasian Creed, and this as a reward for its faithfulness, as also the
Fourth Gospel seems to promise for all the faithful servants and followers of Christ.
Origen was a diligent reader of this work, and thought it inspired ; perhaps it was
in the ‘¢ pre-existent pure spirit” of this passage, placed in a certain chosen body,
that he found the suggestion of his striking view as to Christ's humanity, to which
Dr. Lamson adverts towards the end of the fifth chapter on Origen (p. 229).—En.]

* Qim. ix. ¢. 12.

+ We shall not attempt to argue the question of the genuineness of the Ignatian
letters, but shall content ourselves with a few observations and refercnces. What
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without fear of contradiction, that what Martini asserts of the
shorter recension of the seven Epistles (which critics generally
nave preferred to the longer, as entitled to be pronounced genuine
if the claim could be established in favour of either), that the
divinity of the Son cannot be found in it, at least in such form
as would satisfy ““ Nicene-Athanasian orthodoxy,” is equally true

is called ‘‘the testimony of antiquity” in their favour is too meagre, too loose, and
not sufficiently early, and one of the pieces referred to of too suspicious a character,
to prove anything against the internal evidence of the Letters themselves. The passage
quoted in this connection from Polycarp cannot be reconciled with other parts of
his Epistle, and, there can be little doubt, is an interpolation. As to the general
eonscnt of the learned,” it may well surprise one to hear it appealed to, at the pre-
sent day, in favour of either of the old recensions, though the shorter have found
more advocates than the longer. They, however, if such there be among living men,
who imagine that Pearson’s ‘¢ Vindicie,” &c., preceded by the labours of Usher and
Vossius, and intended as an answer to Daillé, set the question of the genuineness of
this recension ‘“at rest for ever,” cannot have given attention to the record of theo-
logical literature in Germany from the time of Larroque’s ¢* Reply,” in 1674, to the
publication of the recently discovered Syriac version, as is clearly enough shown by
Cureton in his “ Vindicie,” &c. (pp. 15-19, and Appendix), London, 1846 ; and in his
¢¢ Corpus Ignatianum” (Preface and Introduction), London, 1849. Cureton thinks that
““many of the arguments which he (Pearson) advances, to say the least, very much
weaken, if they do not nullify, one another;” to which remark he appends the
following note :—¢“In the whole rourse of inquiry respecting the Ignatian Epistles,
I have never met with one person who professes to have read Bishop Pearson’s cele-
brated book; but I was informed by one of the most learned and eminent of the
present Bench of Bishops, that Porson, after having perused the ¢ Vindicize,” had
expressed to him the opinion that it was a very unsatisfactory work.” (*¢ Corpus
Ignatianum,” Preface, p. xiv.)

The publication of Cureton’s Syriac manuscripts, in 1846, introduced a new
element of uncertainty into the controversy. Cureton claims that his Syriac
version, which is much shorter than the shortest of the old Greek recensions (the
English translation of the whole three letters being comprised within five pages of hig
¢“Corpus Ignatianum”), represents the authentic text of all the genuine Epistles we
possess of the old martyr. Some learned men of Germany, among whom Bunsen was
conspicuous, sustained Cureton’s view ; others, and among the rest Hilgenfeld, Hefele,
and Baur, took decided grouud against it. The opinion of English eritics, too, was
much divided. The result of all is, that the arguments of those who would be glad
to believe that we possess some relic of the venerable martyr of Antioch entitled
to be pronounced genuine, and who look for it in either of the old recensions, have
been weakened rather than strengthened, within the last few years, and we are fur-

c
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of the recently produced Syriac text* The most material dif-
ference we notice is, that while the Syriac text of the Epistle to the
Romans closes with « Jesus Christ our God,” the Greek and old
Latin recensions both have simply “Jesus Christ,”—* our God ”
being added in the Syriac version. This has a suspicious look.t
But even this will not satisfy Athanasian orthodoxy. (No one
doubts that Christ was called God before the time of the Council
of Nice; but not God in the highest sense. )

EPISTLE OF POLYCARP.

We now come to the Epistle of Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna,
to the Philippians. Irenemus tells us that he, in his youth, knew
Polycarp well, that he was acquainted with his manner of life, his
person, and discourses.] Polycarp, he says, was a disciple of the
Apostles, and conversed with those who had seen the Lord.

ther than ever from being able to appeal to the * general consent of the learned”
in favour of any genuine text or version of these celebrated Letters.

For some account of the opinions and controversy respecting the Epistles in
question, see Cureton’s volumes already referred to in this note; also the copious
references given by Hagenbach (‘‘ Text-Book of the History of Doctrines,” vol. i.
pp. 65, 66, New York, 1861). These references relate, more particularly, but not
exclusively, to the questions raised by the publication of the Syriac text of Cureton.
We now hear little of the Syriac version; and we will add only, that the discussion
which grew out of its discovery and publication, has not shaken our confidence in
the conclusion, that the time for quoting the Ignatian Letters, in one or another
form, as genuine, in support of any point either of history or doctrine, has
gone by.

* Versuch, &ec., p. 28.

4 [In the Epistle to the Ephesians apparently, in like manner, ‘“the blood of
Christ”” was changed into ¢‘the blood of God.” But this expression appears in
what Dr. Lightfoot calls the Vossian recension : it is the longer copies in the Greek
that have the more Scriptural phrase, ‘‘the blood of Christ.” The Supreme God of
these Epistles is, however, the Father ; and in the Epistle to the Romans, in all the
copies, the form is preserved of praise ¢‘ to the Father throngh Christ Jesus,”’—Ep.]

7 Euseb. Hist., iv. 14, and v, 20. [Iren. iii. 3.]
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Jerome makes him a disciple particularly of John,* and Irenwus
says, that he was in the habit of relating to him conversations he
had had with that venerable man. According to Jerome he was
ordained by John. The times of his birth and death cannot
be ascertained, though it is certain that he lived to a very great
age, and that he ended his days by martyrdom. The learned
differ as to the date of this event, some placing it as early as
A.D. 147, others, among whom is Bunsen,+ as late as 169. His
death, if the relation given in the letter of the church of Smyrna to
the other churches on the subject of his martyrdom is to be relied
upon, was in the last degree noble and affecting, though portions
of the narrative certainly have the air of fable. The genuineness,
in the main, of the Epistle to the Philippians ascribed to him,
though called in question by some among the older, as well as by
more recent critics, and denied by those of the Tiibingen school,
who make Polycarp a ““ mythical personage,” there is no sufficient
reason perhaps for doubting. Mr. Norton receives it asa genuine
relic of the martyr, with the exception of a passage near the end
relating to the Ignatian Epistles, to which he, in common with
other critics, takes exception, as bearing clear marks of interpola-
tion or forgery.p It is supposed to have originally ended with the
doxology in the twelfth chapter. The early part of the second
century is assigned as the probable date of its composition.§

* De Vir. Illust., ¢. 17. 1' Christianity and Mankind, i, 224,

* Genuineness of the Gospels, vol. i. Additional Notes, p. cexliv., &e.

§ [That is, on the supposition that the thirteenth chapter is genuine, which
seems to allude to the martyrdom of Ignatius (a.p. 115 cir.) as a recent event, or
possibly as having not yet taken place. But the statement of Irenzus as to Poly-
carp’s antagonism to the doctrines of Valentinus and Marcion appears to give definite
point to the censure of Gnosticism, in ¢, 7 ; which would, of course, bring the writing
of the Epistle to a date much nearer the middle of the century. On the other hand,
an eatlier date would better harmonize with the fact that the Epistle says nothing of
Christ’s pre-existence, or of the Holy Spirit. Dr. Abbot’s reference to Polycarp in
the following extract from his review of Dr. Lamson's work suggests this as a suitable

place in which to record his careful judgment upon the subjects of the present
c?2
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The Lpistle, which is mostly hortative, and retains the old sim-
plicity of thought and expression, is brief, and will help us very
little in our inquiry as to what Christians of that day believed
concerning the origin and precise rank of the Son. Tts testimony
to the supremacy of the Father, and the subordination of the
Son, however, is clear and decisive. Thus, we are saved “by the
will of God through Jesus Christ,”—* who died and was raised
again by God for us.”* Again, the writer speaks of believing in
“Him who raised up our Lord Jesus Christ from the dead, and
gave him glory and a throne at His right hand; to whom all
things in heaven and on earth are made subject, whom every
living creature shall worship "—not, however, as supreme: + the
prevailing language of the Epistle teaches the contrary. So in
the following quotation: “Now the God and Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ, and he himself, the everlasting high-priest, the Son
of God, Jesus Christ, build you up in faith and truth.”{ Here

chapter. Alluding to Dr. Lamson’s earlier doubts as to the historical value of any
of the writings of the so-called Apostolic Fathers, he says, ¢‘This sentence of con-
demnation appears to us rather too indiscriminate. It is certainly correct as regards
the Epistles ascribed to Ignatius, and what has been styled the Second Epistle of
Clement of Rome ; but the other writings referred to stand on a different footing.
The so-called Epistle of Barnabas is indeed rejected by the best critics as not the
production of Barnahas, the companion of St. Paul, which it does not even profess
to be, but it was certainly written before the close, perhaps before the middle, of the
second ceutury ; the Shepherd of Hermas is of at least equal antiquity ; while
there really seems to be no good reason for doubting that the First Epistle of Clement
of Rome to the Church at Corinth, and the brief letter of Polycarp to the Philip-
pians, though we possess them only in a mutilated form, are substantially genuine.
The external evidence for the former is certainly very strong, and we know of ne
internal considerations which weaken its force. They both bear the stamp of an
almost apostolic simplicity, forming a striking contrast, in this respect, with the
spurious productions which have been associated with them.”—Christian Examiner,
1860.—En.]

*eccl, 9.

te 2 (@ maca mvoy Aarpedoes (so two MSS. ; common reading harpedes),
“ to whom every living creature will pay religious service.” Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 27;
Phil. ii. 9-11; 1 Pet. iii, 22 ; Rev. v. 13. - Note by Dr. Abbot.]

e l2.
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the Son is sufficiently distingnished from the Father. The high-
priest makes an offering to God, but is not God himself.

Such passages, scattered over the short Epistle, show clearly
enough that this old martyr had no conception of Jesus Christ as
equal with God, or as one with Him, except in will and purpose.
Here are no metaphysics, no confusion or obscurity, no hair-
splitting distinctions. The Father is separated from the Son by
a broad and distinct line; one as supreme, the other as subordi-
nate; one as giving, the other as receiving; the Father granting
to the Son a “throne at His right hand.”

EPISTLE OF BARNABAS.

This has been ascribed to Barnabas, the companion of St.
Paul. But the best modern critics generally agree in asserting
that he was not the author. Mr. Norton, who has no hesitation
in saying that it was not written by Barnabas, the companion
of St. Paul, thinks that it dates from about the middle of the
second century, not far from the time when Justin Martyr wrote
his Dialogue with Trypho.* It was not, as he argues from
internal evidence, written by a Jew, or a Jewish Christian.
Bunsen says that it was written by a Gentile, and that it is an
“ Alexandrian production.”t He attributes to it a “ high anti-
quity.” He thinks that it was written soon after the fall of
Jerusalem ; that it is as old as the Epistle of Clement, and con-
sequently was anterior by about fifteen years to the Gospel of
John. But it is difficult to answer Mr. Norton’s arguments,
referring it to a later period, which, as he observes, would pre-
clude it from occupying a place with “ writings of Apostolical
Fathers,”

* Genuineness of the Gospels, vol. i. Additional Notes, p. ccl., &e.
F Christianity and Mankind, i, §3-57.
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Neander says, “ We cannot possibly recognize in this pro-
duction the Barnabas who was deemed worthy to take part as
a companion in the apostolical labours of Paul.” But, unlike
Mr. Norton and Bunsen, he ascribes it to a “Jew of the
Alexandrian school, who had embraced Christianity.” In
support of this opinion he assigns several reasons. He allows
Barnabas, the companion of St. Faul, no part in the com-
position.  “The Epistle,” he says, “is all of a piece, and
cannot possibly be separated into two parts, of which
Barnabas was the author of one, and somebody else of the
other.”

Until the recent discovery of the Sinaitic manuscript by
Tischendorf, published in 1863, we possessed the Epistle only
in a corrupt and mutilated form. Its value, in any view we
may take of it, is not great. Portions of it are weak, puerile,
and extravagant, and the author betrays a fondness for
allegory, far-fetched conceits, and forced and mystical inter-
pretations, conformable to the Alexandrian taste.

* Hist. of the Christian Religion, &¢., i. 657, 658. [Edinb. ed., vol. ii, 438-440.]
[Hilgenfeld dates ithe Epistle about A.p. 96 or 97. Arguments have been framed
from internal evidence for dates ranging pretty well through the whole of the seeond
century. But much of this kind of reasoning is obviously forced and valueless, as
Dr. James Donaldson has well shown (Apost. Fathers, 1874). The probabilities point,
Lowever, in his opinion, to the first quarter of the century. One circumstance we
have not seen alluded to, that a considerable number of Justin’s interpretations of
the Old Testament, in application to Christ, appear in this work. Though he does
not mention it, the book may have suggested to him the very free use in reference
to Christ which he, in common with the writer, makes of the Philonian method
of Scriptural interpretation. And it is to be remarked that both lay claim to a
peculiar gift of intuition in such discovery of the true sense of the Old Testament.
But Justin wrote about the middle of the century, and there is nothing in the Epistle
that may not harmonize with the prior date which these considerations might appear
to justify. Asto the attribution of the work to St. Paul’s fellow- evangelist, it seems
strange that any believer of the Acts of the Apostles could ever have conceived such
2 notion. Origen quotes the book, but it is Clement of Alexandria who must be
beld answerable for the misconception which subsequent writers, after their teo
common manner, unquestioningly adopted.—Eb.]
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But what does it teach of the Saviour? It undoubtedly
recognizes his pre-existence. He is called the “Lord of the
whole earth, to whom God said, before the constitution of
the world, ‘Let us make man,” ete.”* As God’s instrument
in the creation, it might be said that the sun was the “ work
of his hands.”+  Throughout the Ipistle, however, the
supremacy of the Father is maintained. This it is impossible
to deny. The author refers to Psalm cx. 1, and Isaiah xlv. 1,
to prove that both David and Isaiah call Jesus “Lord, and
the Son of God.” DBut in both these texts, Jesus, if referred
to at all, is clearly distinguished from the supreme God, with
whom the writer of the Epistle has evidently no intention of
confounding him, or making him a co-equal. Nor, in speaking
of Jesus as the Son of God, does he make any allusion to the
metaphysical doctrine of the Logos, so prominent in the writings
of Justin Martyr and the Platonizing Fathers after his day.

The meaning of the words “In him, and to him are all
things,”1 is sufficiently explained by. the connection in which
they stand. All things in the old dispensation, as the writer
believed and argued, had reference to Christ. “In him and
to him were all.” The brazen serpent, as he says, and much
else, pointed to him. All types and figures had their fulfilment
in him, who in the fulness of time was to come. So reasoned
a certain class of writers to which the author of this Epistle
belonged, adopting in full extent the allegorical and mystical
mode of interpretation, indulging their fancy, rather than con-
sulting their reason.§

The personality of the Spirit does not appear in the Epistle,
but only such expressions as these: ‘“The Spirit of God
prophesieth, saying,” etc.; “The Holy Spirit put it into the

® ¢ 5 + Ibid. 1+ ¢ 12. [See Col. i. 16.]
§ See Souverain, Le Platonisme devoilé, p. 170.
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heart of Moses,”—phraseology which, it needs no argument at
this time of day to prove, does not imply personality.

Thus of the mass ot wrntings ascribed to the Apostolic
Fathers we find two only, the first Ipistle of Clement, and
the very brief one of Polycarp, whose claims to be considered
as wholly, or in part genuine, can be admitted. Even the
genuineness of these has been contested by critics of note, and
we possess neither of them in its entireness and purity. Two
of the others may be considered as dating from about the
middle of the second century, and are not therefore to be
numbered among the writings of Apostolic Fathers. Of the
rest, the date and authorship cannot be determined, though they
want evidence of a very early Christian antiquity. *

One word in regard to the Logos-doctrine, as developed by
Justin Martyr, and the learned writers of a subsequent age.
That it does not appear in the writings ascribed to any of
the so-called Apostolic Fathers of whom we possess any literary
remains, may be regarded as an established fact; and a most
significant one it is. The absence of all traces of the doctrine

* The reader who has accompanied us in the foregoing examination of the writings
ascribed to the Apostolic Fathers, so involved in obscurity and doubt, will be pre-
pared to appreciate the heauty and force of the following extract from the Introduc-
tion to Dr. Stanley’s ¢ History of the Eastern Church.” In passing from Chris-
tianity, as we see it in the New Testament, to the Christianity of the Fathers, we
witness a great change.

““No other change equally momentous,” says Dr. Stanley, ‘‘has ever since
affected its fortunes, yet none has ever been so silent and secret. The stream, in
that most ecritical moment of its passage from the everlasting hills to the plain
below, is lost to our view at the very point where we are most anxious to watch it;
we may hear its struggles under the overarching rocks; we may catch its spray on
the boughs that overlap its course; but the torrent itself we see not, or see only by
imperfect glimpses. It is not so much a period for ecclesiastical history as for eccle-
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in these writings can be explained only on the supposition
that the authors did not,” in the words of Souverain, “find
it in the Christian religion, nor in the Jewish; and, not having
studied in the school of Plato, they could not import it from
that school into the Church of Christ.”* Hagenbach concedes
that the authors of these writings “do not make any use of
the peculiar doctrine of the Logos.”t Semisch, after observing
that the most ancient Fathers of the Church, in their speculative
inquiries relating to the person of Christ, took their direction
from Philo, whose doctrine of the Logos was their starting
point,” adds: “We except, however, the so-called Apostolic
Fathers. Every such application of the idea of the Logos was
foreign to their minds.”{ A most important exception, truly, as
bearing on the argument of the present volume.

siastical controversy and conjecture. A fragment here, an allegory there; romances
of unknown authorship; a handful of letters, of which the genuineness of every
portion is contested inch by inch; the summary examipation of a Roman magistrate;
the pleadings of two or three Christian apologists; customs and opinions in the very
act of change; last, but not least, the faded paintings, the broken sculptures, the
rude epitaphs in the darkness of the catacombs ;—these are the scanty, though attrac-
tive materials out of which the likeness of the early Church must be reproduced, as
it was working its way, in the literal sense of the word, ‘under ground,’ under camp
and palace, under senate and forum,—*as unknown, yet well-known; as dying, and
behold it lives.” This chasm once cleared, we find ourselves approaching the point
where the story of the Church once more becomes history,”—pp. xxxvi., xxxvii,

* Le Platonisme devoilé, p. 176.

+ Text-book, &ec., First Period, § 42.

3 Justin Martyr, ii. 177, 178. Ryland’s Translation.




JUSTIN MARTYR, AND HIS OPINIOXNS.

CHAPTER 1.

CLAIMS OF JUSTIN ON OUR NOTICE.— BIRTH, AND EARLY
STUDIES. — DISSATISFACTION WITH HIS TEACHERS. — HIS
DESPONDENCY. — HIS RECEPTION OF PLATONISM.-— HIS CON-
VERSION. — HIS DIALOGUE WITH TRYPHO. — WRITES HIB
FIRST APOLOGY. HIS SECOND. — HIS LAST DAYS, AND
MARTYRDOM.

AMoxG the great writers and teachers of the ancient church,
Justin, called the Philosopher and Martyr, claims our first notice ;
not as the brightest and most transcendent of the group, yet as a
learned man and a sincere Christian, and the first of the disciples
of the cross of whom, after the days of the Apostles, we possess
any remains the genuineness of whieh has not been brought into
question. It is true, we have a mass of writings ascribed to an
earlier period. But, with slight exceptions, their date and author-
ship, as we have seen, are involved in uncertainty. Many of
them are palpable forgeries, and others have come down to us in
$0 corrupt a state, or are so disfigured by interpolations, that, for
any purpose of history or doctrine, their value as authorities is
nearly worthless.

Of the writings just referred to, ascribed to the so-called
“ Apostolic Fathers,” we have treated at sufficient length in
our {Preliminary Chapter. Next follow the Apologists, two of
whom preceded Justin. These are Quadratus and Aristides of
Athens, both of whom presented ““ Apologies for Christianity,”
addressed to the Emperor Hadrian, the immediate predecessor
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of the first Antonine. Of these two Apologies, nothing is
preserved except a féw lines from Quadratus, quoted by Euse-
bius the historian.® In this fragment he speaks of some who
were healed and some who were raised from the dead by Christ
as having lived to his own times. We kpow not the date
of Quadratus’s birth. His Apology issaid to have been offered in

. the tenth year of Hadrian's reign,—the year 126 of our era.t

‘ His recollection, however, might have extended back some distance
into the first century. He is reported to have been a hearer of
the Apostles, and certainly might have been of John.

This is an obscure period of Christian history. With Justin
Martyr, we emerge from a region of darkness, and find, at least,
some straggling rays of light. His writings possess peculiar
interest from the age to which they belong, and the circumstances
which gave them birth. They carry us back to the former part of
the second century, a period not very remote from the death of
the last of the little band who saw and conversed with Jesus, and
were commissioned to teach in his name. As a record of facts,
they furnish useful, though not very ample, materials of history.
They have excited attention too, if they do not derive importance,
from the rank and early studies of their author. He is the first

* Hist. Eccles. 1, iv. c. 3.

*+ [Quadratus was the bishop of the church at Athens, according to Jerome. It
is usual to assume that his Apology would be presented at the date of the Emperor's
first residence there, He made a second stay in Athens about ten years later, when
also the Apology might have been presented, if, indeed, it was composed in con-
nection with either visit. The point is of importance mainly as it illustrates the
extreme deficiency of reliable information respecting the events of the first century
after the Crucifixion, Neander says that Jerome was mistaken ; that it was the
other Quadratus, the prophet and evangelist of Eusebius, who wrote the work in
question, Dorner, however, identifies the Bishop with the Apologist, who was
‘‘ esteemed in the second century as a man full of the Holy Ghost.” If there
were no difficulties in the way of so early a date for the Epistle to Diognetus, he
would be disposed to attribute to Quadratus the authorship of that remarkable
document.—Enp. ]
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to make us acquainted with Grecian culture in its connection with
Christian thought. Jerome speaks of him as imitating the earlier
apologist, Aristides ; but how much is meant by the assertion, it
is impossible to say. Aristides is called by Jerome a °
eloquent ” man ; but what his philosophical opinions were, we are

‘most

not informed, nor is it known how far he may have been charge-
able with having taken the initiatory step in destroying the
simplicity of the Christian doctrine, which disappeared amid the
decided Platonism of Justin and his successors, especially the
great teachers of the Alexandrian School.* That the writings
emanating from this school, along with those of Justin, who led
the way, introduced darkness and error into the theology of the
period,—error which was transmitted to subsequent times, and
from the overshadowing effects of which the Christian world
has not yet fully recovered,—admits, in our opinion, of no
denial.

There was that, however, in the character of Justin which
commands our admiration. He was, in many respects, a light
and ornament of his age. He laboured with zeal, if not with
discretion, in the cause of his Master, and, having obtained the
honours of martyrdom, left a name which the gratitude of Chris-
tians has delighted to cherish.

* [The suggestion which Dr. Lamson here makes with regard to Aristides would
be one of great practical interest if we could have known with certainty by how many
years his Apology preceded that of Justin. Was Justin original in his systematic
application to Christ of the Logos-doctrine.  The more probable truth seems
to be that he rather adopted than originated this application, which he then
found no difficulty in justifying by his free and fanciful citations from the Old
Testament. It may, indeed, have been due to no single mind: it was a develop-
ment certain, perhaps, to have come in the existing state of opinion ; but it would have
been an interesting circumstance if the brief accounts of Aristides had enabled us
to judge whether in his work, possibly a quarter of a century before that of Justin,
a similar treatment of the Logos-view had appeared. Dr. Dorner’s remarks upon
this point derive importance from the orthodox position from which he writes. He
says that, ‘“prior to Quadratus and Aristides we have no traces of the union of
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Materials are wanting for an extended biographical notice of
Justin. The little we know of him is culled chiefly from his own
writings. They have preserved a few incidents of his life, and
tradition has added a little, though but little, to the stock. From
himself we learn that he was a native of Palestine, and was
born at Flavia Neapolis, the ancient Shechem, called Sychar in
tho New Testament, now Nablus; a city of Samaria, and, as
Josephus informs us, the metropolis of that country at the time
Alexander entered Judea. Here, probably, his ancestors had for
some time Tesided, since he calls the Samaritans his nation and
race: ¥ though we are authorized to infer, from his own expres-
gions, that he was of Pagan extraction, and his education was
certainly Heatlien. Of his father and grandfather, he has told us
only the names. That of the former was Priscus, and that of
the latter, Bacchius.

The precise time of Justin's birth cannot be ascertained with
certainty : but it must have very nearly coincided with that of
the death of St. John the evangelist,t being late in the first

Christianity with Hellenic ¢phogocpia.”—  Both are especially worthy of notice, as
they were highly cultivated men.”—¢“ Thus we have, at the very time when Gnos-
ticism began to be powerful, a tendency within the church itself to combine
Christianity with the Hellenic philosophy, without thereby becoming Gnostic. It
would be interesting to know whether they are the first who eombined the Hellenic
doctrine of the Logos with Christianity. But their writings are not extant; and
all that is certain is, that Justin, in whose Apology the Hellenic doctrine of the
Logos plays an important and already familiar part, made use of both as his
models. The way, also, in which Justin uses the doctrine of the Logos, shows
strikingly that he does not introduce it as a novelty, but regards it as something
already naturalized in the church, as even Zeller (L. c. p. 60, ff.) is impartial enough
fully to acknowledge.”’—Person of Christ, Dr. W. L. Alexander’s Transl., Edinb.
vol. i. p. 120.—Eb.]

* [2nd Apol. c. 15, Otto.]

t [i.e. if the account of Irenzus is to be relied upon, that this Apostle lived to
the times of Trajan—<.e. 98 A.D., or later. But it is in the same chapter of his
work against heresies (lib. 2) in which he so afiirms, that he makes the extraordinary
statement that Jesus was about Bfty years of age when he died, arguing this from
various considerations, but also asserting that certain of their hearers had been
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century, or very early in the second (probably about the year
103 A.p.) ; though there have not been wanting those who have
carried it as far back into the first century as the year 89. Of
this number are Fabricius and Grabe, whom Otto, Justin’s latest
editor, seems inclined to follow. To this early date, however,
there are serious historical objections.

Justin must, as it would appear, have been born and bred
in easy circumstances. e possessed a liberal curiosity and an
ardent thirst for knowledge, and early devoted himself to philoso-
phical studies. He had conceived a high opinion of the objects
and uses of philosophy, as the term was then understood. It
was, in his view, the only treasure worth the attainment, compre-
Lending, as he believed, a knowledge of all that pertained to God
and to human felicity.* This had been sought by him, as he
informs us, in the schools of Zeno, of Aristotle, and Pythagoras,
but in vain. He first, he tells us in his Dialogue with Trypho
the Jew, put himself under the tuition of a certain Stoic. With
him he remained long enough to discover that he could impart
little knowledge of God; for he posscssed little, and did not
esteem such knowledge of any great worth., Justin then left him,
and betook himself to one of the Peripatetic School, who passed
with himself, says he, for a very astute philosopher. But, on his
demanding a stipulated fee for teaching, Justin leaves him in
disgust, thinking that very unphilosophical. Still burning with
a desire of knowledge, he next selects for his teacher a conceited

so informed by John and other Apostles. The work of Irenwus must have been
written at least sixty or seventy years from the time of Trajan's death ; and though
he declares that he still remembered one of John’s hearers, whom he had seen in his
own earlier years, it is evident that the link of connection with the actual Apostles,
usually supposed to be furnished in him, is a very feeble one. The traditions
respecting John's very advanced age may have been suggested in part by the
certainly late publication of the Fourth Gospel.—Eb.]

* Dial. cum Tryph., p. 102. ed. Par, 1742 ; to which all our references are made,
unless Thirlby’s or Otto’s is specitied.
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Pythagorcan. This man demanded of those who proposed to
become his pupils a previous knowledge of music, astronomy,
and geometry, as tending to refine and elevate the conceptions,
and thus assist the mind to comprehend abstract mental truths,
and rise at last to the contemplation of the sole good and fair.
Of this preparatory information, Justin professed himself desti-
tute, and was therefore compelled to leave him, much to Lis
regret: for this man, he says, really “appeared to know some-
thing.”

Disappointed, humbled, and chagrined, Justin now scems for
a time to have resigned himself to grief and melancholy, igno-
rant whither next to turn. The lofty pretensions of the Plato-
nists at length awoke him from his dream of suspense. This sect
was then in great repute, as teaching transcendent truths relating
to God and the universe; upon which subjects its founder had
discoursed with a copiousness and eloquence which charmed the
imagination, though his obscurity and mysticism might occa-
sionally baffle the understandings, of his hearers. To one of
these, who had recently taken up his abode at Neapolis (where,
it seems, Justin continued to reside), he joins himself, and his
fondest hopes appear now about to be realized. His attention is
directed to subjects congenial with his tastes and feclings. Plato’s
incorporeal essences delighted him. The contemplation of ideas
or intelligible forms, the patterns and archetypes of things visible,
added wings to his imagination. He thought himself already
wise, and, in his folly, flattered himself that lLe should soon
obtain a vision of God: for this, he adds, ““is the end of Plato’s
philosophy.” *

Justin was ardent, imaginative, and strongly inclined to mysti-
cism, and hence the most extravagant dreams of the Platonists
found a ready reception with him, and his mind soon acquired a

* Dial. cum Tryph., pp. 102-4 ; Otto, cc. 1, 2.
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taint from this source, which was never removed. He retained,
after his conversion, his former partiality for the doctrine of
ideas, as taught in the Platonic schools, which he considered too
difficult and sublime a doctrine to have originated in the subtilest
human genius, and he therefore concluded that Plato must have
stolen “so great a mystery” from Moses, who speaks of an
exemplar, type, and figure (pre-existent forms), shown him on
the mount.*®

Full of enthusiasm, and impatient of interruption, he now re-
solves to fly from the society of men, and bury himself in the
depths of solitude,—there to deliver himself up to his favourite
contemplations, by which he was to rise to a vision of the Divi-
nity. For this purpose, he selects a retired spot near the sea.
As he approached this spot, he observed, he tells us, an aged
man, of a venerable aspect, grave, but with a look of meekness,
following him at a little distance, and, turning, he entered into
conversation with him. The conference was a long one; and the
old man, adopting somewhat of the Socratic method, appears
often to have perplexed his youthful antagonist. He exposed the
absurd pretensions of the philosophers; pointed out the futility
of their speculations; and concluded by directing his attention
to the Hebrew prophets, who were older than the philosophers,
and who alone, he affirmed, saw and taught the truth, and, speak-
ing by divine inspiration, unfolded visions of the future. But
« pray,” says he, “that the gates of light may be opened to thee;
for none can perceive and comprehend these things, except God
and his Christ grant them understanding.” Saying this, the old
man departed, and was seen no more.t

* [Cohortatio ad Grzcos, c. 29.]

+ Dial. cum Tryph., cc. 3-8 ; Otto. [There is no mystery implied in this expression ;
Justin simply says that he did not see the old man on any subsequent occasion.
Possibly, however, he meant it to be understood that although indebted to the
€hristian stranger for his introduction to the new faith, he was really converted to



HIS CONVERSION, 33

Justin is impressed. He had previously witnessed the con
stancy of the martyrs; he had observed the tranquillity and forti-
tude with which they encountered death, and all other evils which
appear terrible to man, and he justly inferred, that they could
not be profligate who could so patiently endure.* He had long
believed them innocent of the crimes imputed to them. He was
now prepared to think that they held the truth. e reflected
on the words of the venerable stranger, and was convinced that
they inculcated the * only safe and useful philosophy.” +

Such is his own account] of the manner in which he became a
Christian, or, as he expresses it, a philosopher; for he was fond
of retaining the name, as he also continued to wear the dress,

Christianity and became inspired, as lie says, to understand it, through the study of
the Jewish Secriptures, to which the old man had only directed him. This method
of Christian study was not peculiar to Justin. It was the method universally
followed, as it would seem, from the earliest times in the history of Church opinion.
The early Christian theology is largely based upon phrases from the Old Testa-
ment.—Ep. ]

* Apol. II., p. 96 [Otto, c. 12]. t Dial., p. 109 ; Otto, c. 8.

1 This account, as we have said, is given in his Dialogue with Trypho ; and may
therefore he received, we suppose, as a genuine history of his conversion, even if .
the dialogue be a fictitious composition, after the manner of Plato’s Dialogues. This
species of writing, in which imaginary personages are introduced as engaged in real
discourse or argument, appears to have been a favourite one with the ancients. Plato
had adopted it with success, and the charms of his dialogues were universally felt
and acknowledged ; and Cicero and others employed it after him. It is not impro-
bable that Justin, who, as we know, was a warm admirer of Plato, might have been
influenced by his example to attempt a style of composition which possessed so many
attractions. That this was actually the case, we think the pervading tome, in fact
the whole air and costume, of the dialogue, if we may be allowed so to express
ourselves, afford abundant evidence. We can never persuade ourselves that Justin’s
meek and supple Jew was a real personage. He is too patient of abuse, and con-
cedes too much to his antagonist. Nor, had he been a learned Jew, as is supposed,
~—whether Rabbi Tarphon, as some will have it, or any other Rabbi,—would he have
allowed Justin’s gross blunders in Hebrew chronology, history, and criticism, to
have passed without censure. That he might have held a dispute or disputes with
the Jews, is highly probable ; for he was not accustomed to shrink from a trial of
his strength in debate ; and that the substance of one or more of these inferviews
may have been retained in the dialogue, or, at least, have furnished hints of which
he made some use, is quite as probable. From these and other materials suggested

D
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of a Grecian sage. Eusebius* informs us that he preached
Christianity in the philosophers’ garb,—a sort of coarse or cheap
mantle, usually of a dark colour, similar to that afterwards worn
by monks and hermits. It was this garb, as we learn from him-
self, which attracted the notice of Trypho the Jew, and led him
to address him as a philosopher.  Hail, philosopher ! is his
first salutation. © When I see a person in this garb, I gladly
approach him, with the expectation,” he adds, ““ of hearing some-
thing useful,”—or perhaps in the hope of amusement; for he
was surrounded by some jeering companions of his own faith.+
Of the date of his conversion, nothing can with certainty be
affirmed. The year 132 or 133 of the common era, however, is
usually assigned, probably with some near approach to truth.
Of his history after his conversion, few notices occur in his own
writings, and little on which we can rely is to be gathered from
other sources. In a treatise which bears his name, though its
genuineness has been strongly contested, we find incidental
mention of him as having been in Campania and Egypt,{ and
. Ephesus is the scene of his celebrated Dialogue with Trypho.§
It is not improbable that his zeal in the cause of Christianity
may have led him to visit these and other places. His usual

by conversation and reading, the piece was no doubt made up ; but the style and
dress, the rhetorical embellishment, the whole form and structure, are Justin’s. It
is no more a real dialogue, we are persuaded, than similar compositions of Cicero or
of Bishop Berkeley. He borrowed, unquestionably, like the authors of fictitious
writings generally, from real life, but worked up his rough materials according to
his own fancy and judgment ; and, as he was not deficient in a very complacent
opinion of his own abilities, his imaginary antagonist is made to treat him with
great respect, and yield him advantages in argument which a real Jew of ordinary
shrewdness would not have given. But whether the dialogue be fictitious or not is
of no importance ; since, in either case, we must suppose it to furnish a true record
of Justin’s opinions, and of the process by which he became a Christian.

* Hist. Eecles., 1. iv. c. 11, + Dial, cc. 1, 8, Otto.

I Cohort. ad Grecos, cc. 13, 37, Otto.

§ [According to Eusebius, Hist. Eecles., iv. 18.]
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residence, however, as Eusebius informs us,* was at Rome. e
was certainly much there; and if the piece called the *“ Acts of
his Martyrdom” be entitled to any credit as an historical memoir,
he dwelt at a place called Timothy's Baths, on the Viminal
Mount, where he conversed freely with all who resorted to him,
and, by discourse and writings, engaged, as occasion offered, in
defence of Christianity, and fearlessly met and repelled the foul
" charges brought against its professors.

He is supposed to have written his first or larger Apology,
addressed to the Emperor Antoninus Pius, to his adopted sons,
Marcus Antoninus the philosopher, and Lucius Verus, also called
philosopher, and to the senate and people of Rome, about the
year 138 or 189 A.p.+ It was occasioned by the suffering of the
Christiuns under a severe persecution ; instigated in this instance,
it seems, by the frenzy of the populace, who were accustomed at
the public games, and whenever opportunity offered, to elamour
for their blood, and urge the civil authorities to put in execution
the imperial edicts then existing against them, but which the
humanity of the magistrates appears sometimes to have allowed
to sleep. This Apology is alluded to in the Dialogue with
Trypho,i which must, therefore, have been written at a sub-
sequent period; Pearson thinks, in the vear 146;§ but this is
conjecture. The second Apology appears to have been written
at a still later period, and not long before his martyrdom.||

* Hist. Eecles., 1. iv. c. 11,

+ This date is adopted by Dodwell, Petau, Le Clerc, Basnage, Scaliger, Taci,
Mahler, Semisch, Neander, Otto, and others ; though some prefer A.p. 140 as the
period of its composition ; and others, of no small critical repute,—as Tillemont,
Grabe, Fleury, and Maran,—name as late a date as 150, [He speaks of Christ as
having been born, under Cyrenius, 150 years before the period of his writing.
Apol. 1., c. 46, Otto.—Ep.]

¥ [e. 120, Otto.] § Just. ed. Thirlby., p. 439.

[I It was addressed, according to Eusebius (1. iv. c. 16), to Marcus Andoninus the
philosopher, and his associate in the empire ; though some modern critics—as

D 2
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Justin was roused to offer this Apology by the sufferings of
three persons, who hud been recently put to death by Urbicus,
prefect of the city, for no crime, but only for acknowledging
themselves the followers of Christ. This act of Urbicus he
regarded only as a prelude to still further severities, and, with the
exalted courage of a martyr, he stepped forward, and endeavoured
to avert the storm which seemed ready to burst on the heads of
his fellow-Christians. The consequences of his zeal and activity
he seems fully to have anticipated. His ability, the weight of his
character, his powerful appeals and remonstrances, and his un-
sparing censure of the follies of Paganism, provoked the hostility
of the enemies of the Christian name, and they now, more than
ever, panted for the blood of so noble a victim. Near the
beginning of his Apology, he expresses his belief that the fate of
his companions would soon be his own. He had a determined,
and, as the event proved, a powerful adversary in one Crescens, a
Cynic philosopher, whom he describes as a person of infamous
character, but fond of popularity, and willing to resort to any
arts, however base, for the purpose of obtaining it. The odium
shared by the Christians, already virulent enough, appears to have
been rendered still more deadly by his exertions. He went about
to inflame the minds of the pcople against them, shamelessly
reiterating the then stale charge of immorality and atheism,
though, as Justin aflirms, entirely ignorant of their principles.
Ile appears, however, to have obtained the ear of the Emperor, for
his machinations succeeded, and Justin was sacrificed. He was

Dodwell, Thirlby (Just. ed. Thirl,, p. 110), and Pearson—have inferred, from internal
evidence, that this, as well as the former, was offered to Antoninus Pius. So also
Neander ; the testimony of Eusebius, and, we may add, also of Jerome, notwith-
standing. Semisch does not attempt to settle the date with precision, but places
it between A.p. 161 and 166. Otto names 164. The theory that this originally
constituted only the introduction to the larger Apology, and that the other Apology
has been lost, has been proved, weo think, by Otto and others, to be entitled to no
respects
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apprehended ; brought before Rusticus, prefect of the city, and,
on his refusal to offer sacrifice, was condemned to die.

Of his death by martyrdom there can, we think, be no reason-
able doubt. The little treatise, already mentioned, called the
“Acts of the Martyrdom of Justin and Others,” would furnish
an affecting account of the concluding scene of his life, could its
authenticity be established. But this is considered as more than
questionable. The piece is one of acknowledged antiquity; but
the date of its composition cannot be ascertained, nor have we
any means of determining whether the Justin whose sufferings it
recounts is the saint of whom we are speaking, or another in-
dividual of the same name. In these Acts he is said to have
been beheaded, and we can easily credit them when they assert,
that he met death with the calmness and fortitude becoming
a follower of the crucified Jesus. The precise year of his death
is unknown.* There is a tradition in the Greck Church that,
like Socrates, he drank the hemlock, but this tradition has been
considered as entitled to little respect.

Some writers of the Romish communion would persuade us
that he was admitted to the order of priest or bishop in that
church, but, in support of this hypothesis, they offer only vague
conjectures. The ancients observe the most profound silence on
the subject; nor do the Romanists of modern times venture to
assign him any particular church or see. Neander calls him an

* Fabricius (Biblioth, Grec., t. v. p. 52) and Grabe (Spic. Patr., t. ii. pp. 146-7)
place it at A.p, 168—or perhaps 165, says the latter ; Tillemont (Ecclés. Mém.,
vol. ii, p. 145), at 167 or 168 ; others, at one of the intervening years 165 or
166. Dodwell has expressed an opinion that he was born 4.p. 119; and
suffered death, A.p. 149, at thirty years of age (Dissert. iii. in Irenwum, §19) :
but this opinion is not supported by any good authority. Epiphanius, indeed,
says that Justin perished during the reign of Hadrian, at thirty years of age. But
it is beyond question, as has been generally observed, either that Epiphanius was
deceived, or that his text has been corrupted ; it being quite certain that Justin
survived Hadrian, Otto adopts the date of a.p, 165, in the consulship of Orphitus
and Pudens,
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“jtinerant preacher, in the garb of a philosopher;” and Semisch,
an “itinerant evangelist.” The Romish Church observes his
festival on the 13th of April; and the Greek, on the Ist of June;
both having canonized him.

CHAPTER II.

JUSTIN'S WRITINGS. — EXTRAVAGANT PRAISE BESTOWED ON
HIM. — REVERENCE FOR THE FATHERS DECLINES. —
EXAMINATION OF JUSTIN'S LARKGER APOLOGY. — POPULAR
CHARGES AGAINST THE CHRISTIANS. — JUSTIN'S MODE OF
ARGUMENT. — TOPICS AND TONE OF HIS ADDRESS. — HIS
ARGUMENT FROM PROPHECY.—TREATMENT OF MIRACLES.—
TOPICS OF HIS SECOND APOLOGY.

SEVERAL of the works of Justin are lost: among which, unfor-
tunately, is his book “Against all Heresies,” mentioned by him-
self, and one against Marcion, if both were not parts of the same
work. His first Apology, placed second in the earlier editions of
his works, has reached us nearly, if not quite, entire. The second
is somewhat mutilated at the beginning; and, in other respects,
appears imperfect. The genuineness of the Dialogue with Trypho
has been questioned by a few; but, we think, for very insufficient
reasons. The “Hortatory Address to the Greeks” has been
rejected by several modern critics,* and Thirlby has not admitted

* Tts genuineness was attacked by Casimir Oudin, a writer of some little note in
his time, who died at Leyden in 1717. Others have doubted or rejected. Mohler
(Patrologie, p. 224) is among the latter. Neander hesitates. Otto (De Justini

Martyris Scriptis et Doctrina, p. 38, ete.), and Semisch (vol. i. pp. 118, ete.) argue
the question, the latter at great length, and decide for its genuineness, Augusti,



HIS WRITINGS. 39

it into bis edition of the works of the.saint. Of the several other
treatises formerly published under his name, and included in the
later editions of his works, with the exception of Thirlby’s, none
are now considered as entitled to a place among his genuine and
acknowledged remains. Most of them are universally rejected as
spurious,* and the two or three short pieces or fragments, still
gometimes referred to as his, are of too doubtful a character to
authorize us to cite them as part of his genuine works.t

De Wette, Credner, Baumgarten~Crusius, and several others, are referred to as pro-
nouncing the same judgment. So far as the authority of eminent critics goes, the
evidence on this side now decidedly predominates ; though much doubt remaius, and
ever will remain.

* These are the Epistle to Zenas and Serenus, the Exposition of the Right Faith,
Questions and Responses to the Orthodox, Christian Questions to the Greeks, and
Greek Questions to the Christians, and the Confutation of Certain Dogmas of
Aristotle, all thrown into the Appendix in the Paris edition of 1742 as manifestly
supposititious.

+ Such are the Oration to the Greeks, the short fragment on the Monarchy of
God, and the Epistle to Diognetus,—a work of undoubted antiquity, of which we
shall speak hereafter. Semisch claims the fragment of a work on the Resurrection
as Justin’s ; but there is not that historical and critical evidence in its favour which
is necessary to procure its general reception. Few, we think, at the present day,
will venture to quote from it as a work of Justin’s.

The first printed edition of the collected works of Justin, in Greek, is that of
R. Stephens in 1551. This edition includes nearly the whole of what has been
attributed to Justin; Stephens having published the spurious, along with the
genuine, from a manuscript belonging to the Royal Library. The Address to the
Greeks or Gentiles, and the Epistle to Diognetus, however, were not embraced in it,
but were published by Henry Stephens in 1592 and 1595. An edition of the works
of this Father was published by Sylburgius, at Heidelberg, in 1593. This elition
was reprinted at Paris in 1615, and again in 1636. That bearing the lavter
date was highly esteemed, and is the edition generally intended when veference is
made to the Paris edition by several writers during the century subsequent to its
publication.

Thirlby's edition of the two Apologies, and Dialogue with Trypho, was published
in London in 1722. This edition is beautifully printed, and contains some valnable
notes, generally brief, and not encumbered with uselesslearning. On points involving
doctrinal controversy, however, Thirlby has studiously avoided entering into any
discussion.

The last Paris edition is that of Prud. Maran, or Maranus, 2 Benedictine monk of
the congregation of St, Maur, 1742, This edition includes all the treatises, as well
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Justin has been the subject of much extravagant panegyric.
Profound learning, penetration, wit, judgment, and eloquence
(almost every quality which goes to make a great writer) have
been ascribed to him by his too partial admirers. Antiquity is
Ioud in his praise. Tatian, his disciple, calls him a “most won-
derful” man, and Methodius, a writer of the third century, tells
us that he was “not far removed from the Apostles either in time
or virtue.” Photius, too, though he admits that his style wants
attractions for the vulgar, extols his solidity of matter, and vast
and exuberant knowledge. Of the biographical notices of him,
furnished by comparatively modern writers,—as Cave, Tillemont,
and others,—most are composed less in the style of impartial
history than of fond eulogium.

As a blind reverence for antiquity, however, yielded at length
to a spirit of independent research and just criticism, the credit
of the Fathers, and of Justin among the rest, rapidly sunk.

spurious as genuine, which have been at difierent times published under the name
of Justin. The volume contains likewise the remains of several other Greek writers
of the second century; as Tatian, Justin’s disciple, Athenagoras, Theophilus of
Antioch, and Hermias, Maran gave a new Latin version of the two Apologies and
the Dialogue. Of portions of the writings of Justin there have been more recent
editions ; but his entire works, for a hundred years from the time of Maran, found
no new editor.

The first volume of Otto's edition appeared at Jena in 1842—exactly a century
after the date of the celebrated Paris edition of Maran. The remaining volumes
subsequently appeared ; and a second edition, in five volumes, was published in
1847-50. This is an octavo edition, and embraces all the works which have
passed under the name of Justin, genuine and spurious. It is very carefully edited,
with a corrected text, critical annotations and comments, original and selected ; and
presents the writings of Justin in a more convenient form than any before possessed.
No one who has access to this edition will hereafter use any other. [Dr. Abbot
adds, that this edition of Justin, by Otto, forms a part of his Corpus Apologetarum
Christianorum Sezculi Secundi. Of this collection have since appeared the remains
of Tatian (1851), Athenagoras (1857), and Theophilus (1861), all admirably edited.
Vol. 9, completing the series, was published in 1872. It contains Hermias, and the
fragments of Quadratus, Aristides, Aristo of Pella, Miltiades, Melito, and Apolli-
naris, with the Prolegomena of the Benedictine editor, Maran, to his edition of the
Apologists. ]
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Daillé in his “Treatise on the Use of the Fathers,” Le Clerc in
his various writings,* Barbeyrac,t and we might add a multitude
of others, and, above all, the learned and accurate Brucker,}
contributed their proportion to bring about this revolution in
public opinion, and settle the question of their merit and defects.
Far be it from us to justify every expression of contempt and
sweeping censure, much less the tone of heartless levity and
ridicule, in which modern writers have occasionally indulged in
speaking of them. The subject is too grave for derision. The
Fathers, with whatever imperfections and weaknesses they are
chargeable as authors, are certainly entitled to our respect and
sympathy as men and Christians. They performed an important
office in society. They received and transmitted the religion of
the humble and despised Jesus; transmitted it (disfigured and
corrupted, to be sure, but still transmitted it), in the face, too,
of torture and death. They helped to carry forward the triumphs
of the cross. The fortitude in sufferings exhibited as well by the
learned advocates for the truth of Christianity, whose position
rendered them objects of special mark, as by the erowd of more
obscure believers, was matter of admiration and astonishment to
the Pagan world; and the church was nurtured by their blood.
Of such men we cannot speak with levity, or with cold, illiberal
sarcasm. Bat, though we venerate them as men who dared and
suffered nobly, truth compels us to say, that, as writers, we cannot
think them entitled to any profound respect. We think, with
Jortin, that “ it is better to defer too little than too much to their
decisions.” We do not except even Justin. Iis writings deserve
the attention of the curious, as furnishing examples of the manner
* See his Ars Critica, also Historia Ecclesiastica, and Bibliothéque Universelle et
Historique, Choisie, et Ancienne et Moderne; a rich storehouse of information,
in eighty volumes, into which Gibbon, as he tells us, dipped with delight ; and in

which the curious will be ever sure to find entertainment.
4 Traité de la Morale des Péres. + Historia Critica Philosophim.
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in which Christianity was defended, and the objections of Pagans
and Jews were met and refuted, in the primitive ages. They are
valuable, too, in other respects. But, however they may be calcu-
lated to increase our reverence for the moral qualities, the sincerity,
the zeal, the self-devotion, and courage, of their author, they will
not give us any very exalted opinion of his penetration, taste, or
judgment. Whoever reads them with the expectation of finding
in them specimens of just and well-sustained argument and elo-
quence ; whoever looks for discriminating remark, or a neat and
graceful style, perspicuity, or method,—will rise from the perusal
of them with a feeling of sad disappointment.

Let us take his first and larger Apology. It was not necessary
that its author, in order to attain his object, should establish the
truth of Christianity. Christianity might be true or false; its
founder might have been divinely commissioned, or he might
have been an impostor or enthusiast: yet the sufferings inflicted
on Christians might be undeserved ; the charges alleged against
them might be false, and their punishment, therefore, an act of
gross injustice and cruelty. Neither the public tranquillity nor
the safety of the throne, neither justice nor policy, might require
that the rising sect, infected by the ““ new superstition,” as it was
called, should be crushed. These were topics which the early
apologists, one might think, would particularly urge, and urge
with all their strength of reasoning and eloquence.

The popular charges against the Christians were those of
profligacy and atheism. The latter arose from their neglect of
the gods, whose images filled every temple and grove, and the
worship of whom was enjoined by the Roman laws. For this
crime, for their alleged impiety and contempt of the gods, they
were punished. Pliny, in his well-known letter to Trajan, ex-
presses his concern that the contagion of the new opinions had
not only infected cities, but spread through the remoter towns
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and villages ; that, in consequence, the temples were deserted, the
public rites of religion neglected, and the victims remained unsold.
The old fabric of superstition seemed tottering, and ready to fall.
But this fabric it was deemed matter of policy to support, and
whatever tended to weaken and overthrow it was, therefore,
regarded with extreme jealousy and aversion. Hence the
virulence manifested against the growing sect of Christians.
They were the enemies of legalized superstitions, and were
therefore viewed as in some sense disturbers of the public peace,
and dangerous to the State. The calamities which afflicted the
empire increased the hatred against them. Of these calamities,
they were accused of being the authors, and by their blood alone,
it was urged by a superstitious populace, they could be averted,
and the anger of Heaven appeased. If the Tiber overflowed its
banks, or the Nile did not rise, or there was earthquake, or
famine, or pestilence, the Christians must pay the penalty by
their lives. “ Away with the Atheists!” was the cry: “ The
Christians to the lions!”* Such were the feelings and opinions,
and such was the mode of reasoning, which Justin found it neces-
sary to combat: and several of the views and considerations he
suggests have great weight, though, from his want of skill in
argument, he fails of making the most of them.

He demands only, he says, that Christians be placed on a
footing with other subjects of the empire; that the charges
brought against them should be examined; and, if they were
found guilty, he wishes not, he says, to screen them from punish-
ment. But let them not be put to death without an opportunity
of establishing their innocence; let them not be condemned
simply for bearing the name of Christians. Names are in-
different : the things signified by them alone are of importance
If Christians are what they are represented to be (workers of all

* [Tertul. Apol. 40.]
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iniquity, not only holding opinions in the last degree impious
and detestable, but sanctioning every enormity by their practice),
let it be proved against them. Show them to be malefactors, and
we will not complain that they are punished as such. But if
their lives are blameless, it is manifest injustice to sacrifice them
to popular frenzy and hatred.

Thus far, Justin proceeds on unquestionakle ground. Ie asserts
the great principles of justice and equity; he contends for liberty
of opinion; he is a strenuous asserter of that liberty: and happy
for the repose of Christendom, had Christians never lost sight of
the sentiments in the present instance uttered by this early Father,
They were worthy the noble cause he was advocating, and might
with advantage have been further pressed; for this was Justin's
stronghold. While urging these considerations, he was pleading
the cause of common justice and humanity, and his sentiments
must have found an echo in every breast which retained the least
portion of sensibility or correct feeling. But he injudiciously
breaks off a truly valuable train of thought, the moment he has
entered upon it, to introduce some observations about demons, to
whose active malice he attributes the odium under which Chris-
tians lay. As regards these evil demons, he says, we confess we
may be denominated Atheists ; for we reject their worship : but not
as regards the true God and his Son sent by him, the host of good
angels and the prophetic spirit ; for these we reverence and adore.*
He then speaks of the objects of Heathen adoration, and the
folly of honouring them with victims and garlands, and observes
that God wants not material offerings. Christians, he continues,
look not for an earthly kingdom, and, as their hopes are not
fixed on present things, death by the hands of the executioner
has no terrors for them: *“You may slay, but you cannot hurt.”
They are good subjects, and promoters of virtue and peace; for

* TApol. L. 6, Otto.]
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they teach that all men, whatever their characters, are subject to
God’s inspection, and will be hereafter rewarded or punished as
their actions merit. Ie then cautions those whom he was ad-
dressing against listening to calumnies which originated with
deceptive demons. These demons were enemies of the Christians,
since the latter, in embracing Christ, renounced their dominion,
and became reformed in temper and life. To prove that he is not
playing the sophist in thus speaking, he says that he will quote a
few precepts of Christ, and he proceeds to give copious extracts
from the Sermon on the Mount, and other parts of the Saviour's
teachings, of a strictly practical character, not omitting the render-
ing “to Ceesar the things that are Ceesar’s, and to God the things
that are God's.”* He thus shows that Christianity inculcates
purity of heart, charity, patience; forbids rash oaths, enjoins
obedience to magistrates; that it teaches the doctrine of im-
mortality, and retribution for the just and unjust acts of the
present life.

As to what is said of Christ’s birth, death, and ascension, it
cannot, he thinks, sound strange to a heathen ear, accustomed to
the fabulous narratives of the poets, for similar things are related
of the sons of Jove.

Such is the train of Justin's remarks, so far as they have any
consecutiveness, through one-third, and that by far the least
exceptionable part, of his Apology. What remains consists of
observations and theories on the subject of the incarnation ;
expositions of prophecies, generally extravagant and fanciful
enough ; accounts of the miraculous feats, the craft and malice,
of demons, who appear perpetually to haunt his imagination, and
whom he cousiders the authors of the Heathen mythology, and
1nspirers of the pocts; the abettors of heresy, and instigators of

* [Apol. 1. 17, Otto.]
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all the calamities under which Christians were groaning. After
adding a description of the sacred rites of Christians,—Baptism
and the Supper,—and their worship, or mode of passing Sunday,
he concludes with beseeching the clemency of the Emperor, and
calls his attention to a rescript of Hadrian in favour of the
Christians, which he subjoins.

Such are the general topics introduced into the first Apology.
Tt contains some truth, and some just views and representations ;
cnough surely to show that the Christians were the victims of
great injustice and cruelty, but nothing which bears any resem-
blance to regular and well-sustained argument. A Jarge portion
of the thoughts, or rather crude and incoherent conceptions and
comments and strange conceits, obtruded upon the notice of the
Emperor, are such as could have no weight with him, and produce
no effect but to inspire contempt for the author’s understanding.
He injures his cause by weak and inconclusive arguments, and
by the immense mass of irrelevant and trifling or absurd matter
with which he encumbers the defence.

With regard to the tone of his address, we may observe, that
it was anything but mild and conciliating. Justin seems to have
possessed a Larsh and overbearing temper, which he had not the
prudence to keep under restraint when motives of interest and
common decorum alike required it. On this subject, Thirlby,
who was sufficiently indulgent in his judgment of the Fathers,
expresses himself with much point and trath. After observing
in substance, that, though not a writer of the first merit, he is
lively and pungent, and though not suited to the fastidious taste
of an effeminate age, yet, for the times in which he lived, he had
no ordinary degree of learning and eloquence, he adds, *“ These
excellencies were shaded by two faults: he is beyond measure
rash and careless, and wrote in a style angry, contentious, and
vitaperative ; utterly wanting in respect for the Emperor, and
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urbanity to others.”* He is destitute of complaisance alike to
the fugitive Jews, and to the Romans, the masters of the world,
His language certainly cannot be referred to as illustrating the
Christian precepts of gentleness and forbearance, meekness and
charity.

We have said that it was not necessary that Justin, in order to
show the injustice of the persecutions under which Christians
suffered, should establish the absolute truth of Christianity in
opposition to Heathenism. It was enough that he should prove
that the followers of Jesus led innocent, pure, and useful lives ;
that they were the friends of peace, obedient to the laws, and in
no way enemies to the State. Still it could hardly be that those
who undertook the defence of their fellow-Christians should leave
out of sight the reasons which operated in producing that change
from Heathenism to Christianity which was the source of all their
calamities and sufferings. They would be naturally led to speak
of the follies of Pagan superstitions, and to urge the higher
claims of Christianity. This they did successfully; for the
superior excellence of Christianity was such as to appear on the
slightest comparison of it with Heathen systems.

But we must not look to the early Apologists for systematic
and masterly defences of the divine origin of Christianity. In
this particular, Justin is deficient. On the argument from
prophecy he dwells at length, but not in such a manner as to
satisfy a reader of the present day. Of the evidence from
miracles he scarcely takes any notice. Perhaps the cause may
be traced to the popular belief of the age. The efficacy of
incantations and magic formed part of this belief, common alike
to Christians and Pagans. Miracles were regarded as of no rare
occurrence, and they were supposed to be wrought by magical
arts, Christianity might, then, have the support of miracles;

* Dedication prefixed to his edition of Justin,
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but this support would be regarded as of trifling importance by
those who were believers in the reality of charms and sorcery.
The miracle might be admitted, but the evidence derived from it
could be invalidated by ascribing it to the effects of magic. That
the early Fathers and Apologists really felt a difficulty of this
kind, there can be no doubt. The Jews had set the example by
attributing the miracles of our Saviour to a demoniacal agency.
That the Heathens trod in their steps, by ascribing them to
magical influences, we gather from a hint Justin himself has
incidentally dropped,* and Origen expressly affirms it as regards
Celsus.t Here, then, was a grand objection to the evidence from
miracles, and one which the Fathers, who were themselves firm
believers in the powers of magic and demoniacal influences, must
have found it excecedingly difficult to remove. So Tertullian,
referring to Matthew xxiv. 24, expresses distrust of the evidence
of miracles when not accompanied with that of prophecy. This
feeling seems to have very generally prevailed among the old
Fathers.I

The topics of the second Apology—which, as we possess it, is
brief—are similar to those of the first, and are treated with no
more judgment. It breathes a martyr-spirit, but contains the
same blending of just thought with trifling remark and weak
reasoning which we have noticed as characteristic of the first,
and its tone is not more conciliatory. The fierce denunciation of
the religion of the empire, and the charge brought against the
emperors, and urged in no measured language, that they were

* [Apol. 1. 30, Otto.] + [Contra Cels., ii. 48; vii. 40.]

+ Origen clearly places the evidence from prophecy above that of miracles; and
moral miracles, such, for example, as opening the eyes of the spiritually blind, he
pronounces greater than physical. Nor was the testimony of the soul itself wholly
discarded. Origen seems to prize as the highest of all that faith which is founded on
a conviction of the truth of the doctrine, that is, on the intuitions of the soul itself ;

and Tertullian (Apol., ¢. 17) once speaks of the soul as *‘ naturally Christian.” See
Hagenbach, Text Book, &ec., First Per., §§ 28 and 29.
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instruments in the hands of wicked demons, would serve only to
irritate, and put the oppressed Christians on a worse rather than
a better footing with the State. It was certainly impolitic.

The Dialogue with Trypho exhibits in still greater prominence
Justin's defects of conception and style; his loose reasoning, his
rambling, incoherent course of remark; his tautology, his false
rhetoric, and utter contempt of all the laws of good writing.
Our readers will readily pardon us, we think, for not attempting
an analysis of the work.,

CHAPTER III.

GENERAL DEFECTS OF JUSTIN’S INTELLECTUAL AND LITERARY
CHARACTER.—HIS LOVE OF THE MARVELLOUS.—HIS ACCOUNT
OF THE ORIGIN OF DEMONS.—FEATS PERFORMED BY THEM.
—JUSTIN'S CHRONOLOGICAL ERRORS.—HIS CARELESSNESS IN
QUOTATION.— AN ALLEGORIST.—SPECIMENS OF HIS FANCIFUL
INTERPRETATION OF THE OLD TESTAMENT.— TYPES OF THE
CROSS. — JUSTIN'S LEARNING. — EMINENTLY UNCRITICAL.

THE general defects of Justin’s intellectual and literary character
appear from what has been already said. Our readers, however,
may be pleased with some instances and specifications ; and as
they will illustrate his opinions, and the opinions and modes of
thinking of Christians of his day, we will proceed to give them ;
simply remarking, before we enter on our task, that if it appears
incredible, that a writer of the second century, well educated,
taught in the schools of philosophy, a man of great repute in the
church, and an eminent apologist for Christianity, could so think,
and write, the character of the times must be taken into view. In
E
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him, as it has been said, “ we perceive the influence of the spirit
of the age. The excellences and defects of his times, and of
Christian antiquity, are visibly blended in his person;” the
defects in rather undue proportion, we think, so far as the intel-
Ject is concerned. Nor is it enough to say in explanation, as
it has been said, that the better educated converts *designedly
divested their writings of all ornament and splendor of diction,
from a mistaken regard to Christian truth.” Possibly some did
so; unfortunately, we think, if they did. Still it is true, as
Irenzus confesses of himself, and Lactantius of others, that the
early Christian writers were generally rude of speech, and their
want of intellectual culture, and their errors of taste and reason-
ing, were obvious,—were real, and not affected. They wrote as
well as they knew how. Let Justin have the benefit of all the
indulgence to which he is entitled from the delinquencies of the
times. With this observation, we proceed with our specimens.
Of Justin’s inattention to dates, we have a well-known and
striking example in the account he gives of the origin of the
Septuagint version of the Old Testament ; in which, as it stands
in his first Apology,* he makes Ptolemy Philadelphus, King of
Egypt, contemporary with Herod the Great, King of Judea,
thus committing a chronological error of about two hundred and
fifty years. If the “ Hortatory Address to the Greeks” be his,
the story furnishes a remarkable instance of his credulity and
love of the marvellous, as well as of his haste and negligence;

* P, 62; Otto, ¢. 31. See also Cohort., ¢. 13. [It would seem, however,
almost impossible to attribute so gross a mistake to even the most careless of
writers. Justin might easily have mis-stated the round numbers referred to further
on (page 55). They occur later in the same chapter of the Apology, but in a
passage manifestly written with a view to rhetorical effect. He might have for-
gotten, if he really called the supposed king by the name of Herod, that the first
king of that name was Herod the Great. He had probably in his mind Philo’s
description of the event, who designates Eleazar, the ruler in question, ‘‘High
Priest and King ” (de Vit. Mos. 2. 6).—E».]

R ——
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for he there relates, that the seventy who were sent from Judwea,
at the request of Ptolemy, to translate the Hebrew Secriptures
(of which he had previously obtained a copy), were, by his com-
mand, shut up in as many separate cells on the island ecalled
Pharos, and prohibited all intercourse one with another till each
should have finished a translation of the whole, and that their
several translations were then found, upon comparison, to agree to
a letter ; which was regarded by the astonished king as evidence
that they had received divine assistance. This, the writer adds,
1s no fuble; for, on visiting Alexandria, he was shown the remains
of the very cells in which the task was performed.*  He received
the story, he says, from the inhabitants of the place, who had
the tradition from their fathers; and writers,—wise men, and men
of repute,—Philo, Josephus, and many others, give the same
account.t Of the truth of the narrative, he ¢ntertained no
shadow of doubt, any more than of the story, that, during the
forty years’ sojourn of the Israelites in the wilderness, not only

* Pp. 16,17. [c. 13, Otto.] The inspiration of the Septuagint version appears to
have heen the common belief of the Fathers before the time of Jerome ; and this fact
Le Clerc adducesas evidence of their ignorance of the Hebrew. **Siles Péres,” he ob-
serves, *‘ Grecs et les Latins, qui ont vdeu avant S, Jerome, avoient entendu I’ Hebreu,
ils n’auroient jamais ertt que les LXX. interprétes avoient &té inspirez ; puis qu'ils
auroient trouvé mille fautes dans leur version, pour avoir suivi des exemplaires
fautifs, ou n’avoir pas st lire le leur, ou n'avoir pas bien entendu la langue
Hebraique, ou n'y avoir pas apporté assez d'attention, ou enfin pour avoir traduit
licenticusement. Il est vrai que Philon et Joseph out dit la méme chose de
Tinspiration des Septante; mais le premier ne savoit point d'Ilebreu, et le second
semble avoir ménagé, en cela, les Juifs Hellenistes.”— Biblioth. Anc. et Mod., tow.
vi. p. 329.

t [If the author of the Cohortatio had himself consulted Josephus, he would
have found (Ant. xii., 2, 13) a very different version of the story, The passagze
reads more like such a report as might describe the proceedings of the English
Revision Companies now sitting.  The story is told as above by Clement (Strom. I.).
Philo says that the translators prophesied like men inspired. He dwells with great
unction upon the fact that from the rich variety of Greek woids and phrases they
all, working apart from each other, fixed upon the same,—used the same nouns and
verhs. —Ep. ]

E 2
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did not the thongs on their sandals become broken, or their shoes
torn, or their garments grow old upon them, but the clothes of
the younger Hebrews actually increased in size as they grew up 1%

What he says of demons, in different parts of his writings,
shows how easily he could be led, on occasion, to credit the
wildest and most monstrous fictions. God, he very gravely tells
us, having formed man, committed him, together with all sublu-
nary things, to the care of angels, whose too susceptible natures
caused them to trespass with the frail daughters of earth,t and
hence sprang the race of demons. These demons did not long
remain idle. They mixed in all human affairs, and soon obtained
universal sway in the world. They deceived men by arts of
magic, frightened them with apparitions, caused them to see
visions and dream dreams, perpetrated crimes, and performed
numerous feats and prodigies, which the fabulous poets of anti-
quity, in their ignorance, transferred to the gods. They presided
over the splendid mythology of the Heathen; instituted sacri-
fices ; and regaled themselves with the blood of victims, of which
they began to be in want after they became subject to passions
and lusts.] They were the authors of all heresies, fraud, and
mischief § Their malice was chiefly directed against the Saviour;
whose success, they well knew, would be attended with their over-
throw: and therefore, long before his appearance on earth, they
tasked their ingenuity to defeat the purpose of his mission. They

* Dial,, ¢. 131, Otto, [See Deut. viii. 4.]

4 This notion, founded on a misconception of Gen. vi. 4, of which the Seventy
had given a faulty translation, did not originate with Justin, Philo and Josephus
had advanced the same before him; and succeeding Fathers, one after another,
copied it without examination. ¢ Cela fait voir,” says Le Clere, ‘“ qu’il ne faut pas
tant vanter le consentement des Péres en matiéres de théologie.’— Beb. Chois., tom.
ii. p. 336.

1 Apol. I, p. 51; IL, p. 92. Otto, c. 14 and c. 5.

§ [““It was they who caused Socrates to be put to death, who had laboured to
deliver men from their power.”—Apol. I, c. 5, Otto.]
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invented tales about the gods of the nations, corresponding to the
descriptions of him given by the Hebrew prophets; hoping so to
fill the minds of men with “lying vanities,” that the writings
which predicted his advent might be brought into discredit, and
all that related to him pass for fable. For example, when they
heard the prophecy of Moses * (Gen. xlix. 10, 11), “The sceptre
shall not depart from Judah, nor a lawgiver from between his feet,
until Shiloh come; and he shall be the expectation of the nations,
binding his foal to the vine, and washing his garment in the blood
of the grape,” they got up, as a counterpart, the story of Bac-
chus, the son of Jupiter and inventor of the grape, and introduced
wine into the celebration of his mysteries, and represented him as
finally ascending into heaven. They were exceedingly sagacious,
but, with all their astuteness, found some difficulty in interpreting
parts of the above-mentioned prediction of Jacob. The prophet
had not expressly said whether he who should come was to be the
son of God, or the son of man; nor whether he was to make use
of the foal spoken of, while he remained on earth, or only during
his ascent into heaven. To get over this difficulty, these crafty
demons, in addition to the story of Bacchus, trumped up that
of Bellerophon, who was a mau, born of men, and who, as they
tell us, mounted on his Pegasus, ascended into heaven. The pre-
diction of Isaiah relating to the virgin (vii. 14), they said, was
fulfilled in Perseus; that in Ps. xix. 5, ‘“ strong as a giant to run
a race” (which Justin seems to have applied to the Messiah), in
Hercules, who was a man of strength, and traversed the whole
earth. Again: when they found it predicted that he should cure
diseases and raise the dead, they appealed to the case of Alscu-
lapius, who also recalled the dcad to life, and was taken up into
heaven.t Nor did they cease from their mischievous industry

* The prophecy belongs, not to Moses, but to Jacob.
t+ Apol. L, pp. 75, 76 ; Otto, c. 21 and c. 54. Dial,, c. 69,



54 JUSTIN MARTYR.

after the death of Christ. As, before this event, they had made
use of the poets as agents in disseminating their delusions, so
after it they raised up heretics,*—Marcion on the banks of the
Euxine, and the Samaritans Menander and Simon,—who seduced
many by their magical miracles; and with the latter of whom,
the senate and the people of Rome, he tells us, became so
infatuated during the reign of Claudius Cwmsar, that they num-
bered him with the gods, and honoured him with a statue, which
he prays may be thrown down.t They “ hover about the beds of
the dying, on the watch to receive the departing soul.” The
spirits of just men, and prophets equally with others, he assures
us, fall under their power; of which we have an instance in the
case of Samuel, whose soul was evoked by the witch of Endor.
Hence, he continues, we pray, in the hour of death, that we may
be preserved from the power of demons.

All this, if we except the last-mentioned opinion and the story
of the garments that grew, occurs, with much more of the same
stamp, in the two Apologies, and furnishes a fair specimen of
Justin’s participation in the errors of the times.

We pass over his belief of the Jewish “ dream of the Millen-
nium,” which he took from Papias,§ a very weak man, and the
“ Father of Traditions,” as he has been called ; and his strange
proof-texts, one of which is, “The day of the Lord is as a
thousand years;” and another, “ As the days of a tree shall be
the days of my people.”|] His mistake about the statue of Simon

* [Justin simply describes them as magicians and teachers of falsehood.—Eb.]

+ Apol. L, pp. 77, 78 ; Otto, c. 56. 1 Dial., p. 200 ; ¢. 105, Otto.

§ [Perhaps rather ‘‘held in common with Papias.” They must have been of
about the same age ; they wrote at the same time, and were martyred probably
within a few years of each other, under M. Aurelius. The Apocalyptic hooks were
equally open to both of them, and the kind of interpretation which produced their
millennial doctrines had not yet grown out of fashion. It is curious to observe how
readily, in this instance also, proofs were found from the Old Testament.—Eb.]

} [Dial.,, 81, also 139, Otto. See Is. Ixv. 22 ; Ps. xc. 4 ; and 2 Pet. iii. 8.]
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Magus we let go; as also his credulity in placing the Sibylline
books on a level with the writings of the Hebrew prophets, or
nearly so, attributing to them a real inspiration, and quoting
them as authority,*—sad proof of the sort of evidence which
could satisfy him. We have noticed one of his chronological
errors. It would be easy to multiply specimens. Thus he scems
to place Moses, whom he calls first of the prophets, five thousand
years before Christ; David, fifteen hundred; and the last of the
prophets, eight hundred : + in the two latter cases, committing an
error in chronology of about four hundred years, and, in the
first, a much greater, even supposing that the prophecy in
question is to be attributed to Adam, and that all he meant to say,
by calling Moses the first prophet, is, that he was the first recorder
of prophecy.

His want of accuracy in citing from the Old Testament has
often and justly been made a subject of complaint. He frequently
misquotes, ascribing to one prophet the words of another,—as to
Isaiah the words of Jeremiah,{ or to Jeremiah the language of
Daniel.§ When a passage does not exactly suit his purpose, he
does not hesitate to add to the original to render it more appro-
priate; an instance of which occurs in his manner of citing
Ps. xxiv. 7, “ Lift up the gates of heaven ;”| the last two words
being supplied to make the passage applicable to Christ’s ascent
into heaven, which, he says, it is designed to predict.

With regard to his quotations, indeed, the most indulgent critics
have found it impossible to exculpate him from the charge of the

* [This was not peculiar to Justin. The early Fathers used freely whatever
writings they found to their purpose. Fixed doctrines of inspiration, and rigid tests
of canonicity applied to sacred books, belong to later times,—Eb. ]

+ Apol. L, pp. 62, 63, 68; [Otto, ce. 31, 32, 42]—[following probably, though in
bis usual looge and uneritical way, the longer chronology of the LXX.—Ep.]

¥ [Jer. ix. 26,] Apol. I., p. 75 ; [Otto, ¢. 53.]

§ [Dan. vii. 18.] Ib. p. 73; [c. 51, Otto.] jj Ib. p. 73; [c. 51.]
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utmost carelessness. His want of exactness is admitted ; and the
best excuse which has been offered for him is, that he quotes from
recollection, and that his errors must therefore be attributed to a
treacherous memory. This supposition acquits him of intentional
fraud ; but, unfortunately, his inaccuracies are often of such a
character, that a detection of them is sufficient to overthrow the
whole train of reasoning founded on the citations in which they
oceur.

As a critic and interpreter, it is not saying too much to affirm
that he is of no authority. He is exceedingly deficient in dis-
crimination, and a knowledge of the laws and usages of language.
He gives in to the allegorical mode of interpretation adopted by
Philo and his school. He is perpetually beating about for hidden
meanings, and far-fetched and mystical constructions, and typical
representations and fanciful resemblances. Thus he considers the
tree of life planted in paradise a symbol of Christ’s cross, through
which he achieved his triumphs, and he goes on to descant at
great length on the symbolic properties of wood. Moses, he tells
us, was sent with a rod to deliver his people: with a rod he
divided the sea, and brought water out of the rock. By a piece
of wood, the waters of Marah were made sweet. With a rod, or
staff, Jacob passed over the Jordan. Aaron obtained his priest-
hood by the budding and blossoming of his rod ; Isaiah predicted
that there should come forth a rod out of the stem of Jesse; and
David compares the just to a tree planted by the waters. Irom a
tree, God was seen by Abraham : as it is written, ““ at the oak of
Mamre.” By arod and staff, David, says he, received consclation
of God. The people, having crossed the Jordan, found seventy
willows ; and, by casting wood into it, Elisha made iron to swim.
In a similar strain he proceeds;#* which furnishes no unapt oc-
casion for the sarcastic Middleton to say, that he “applies all the

* Dial., pp. 183-4 ; Otto, c. 86.
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sticks and pieces of wood in the Old Testament to the cross of
Christ.”*

The virtue of the cross, the emblem of Christ's power and
majesty, Justin observes, is discovered in things which fall under
notice of the senses; for consider, says he, in his first “ Apology
to the Romans,” whether anything can be transacted, of all that
is done in the world, without this figure.t The sea cannot be
traversed without that trophy called a sail; without this figure,
the land could not be ploughed; nor could any manual arts
be carried on without instruments having the form of the cross.
And the human figure, he remarks, differs from that of other
animals only as it is erect and has extension of hands, and a
nose projecting from the face, answering the purposes of respira-
tion ; showing no other than the figure of the cross. The prophet,
he continues, has also said,] “The breath before our face, Christ
the Lord ; ” an illustration or application which will be considered,
we suppose, sufficiently fanciful. DMoreover, he continues, ad-
dressing the Emperor, your standards, which are borne before
you in public as ensigns of power and royalty, demonstrate the
efficacy of this figure. In this form, too, ye consecrate the images
of your dead emperors, and number them with the gods.§

God, he observes to Trypho, teaching us the mystery of the
cross, says, in the blessing with which he blesses Joseph, || ““The
horns of & unicorn are his, and with them shall he push the
nations to the end of the earth.” Now, the horns of the uni-
torn, he continues, exhibit, as it can be demonstrated, no other
figure than that of a cross, and this he attempts to show by a
very minute analysis. Then as to the assertion, ““With them
shall he push the nations to the extremities of the earth;” this is

* Free Inquiry, p. 29. + [e. 55, Otto.]
% Lam, iv, 20, Apol. L, p. 76; Otto, c. 55. § Apol. I, c. 55, Otto,
| Deut. xxxiii, 17,
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no more than what is now taking place among all people; for,
struck by the horn, that is, penetrated by the mystery of the
cross, they of all nations are turned from idols and demons to
the worship of God.*

Again: when the people warred with Amalek,t and Jesus,
(Joshua), the son of Nun, led the battle, Moses, he says, prayed
with his arms extended in the form of a cross; and if they were
at any time lowered, so as to destroy this figure, the tide turned
against the Israelites, but, as long as this figure was preserved,
they prevailed. They finally conquered, he gravely remarks, not
because Moses prayed, but because, while the name of Jesus was
in the van of the battle, the former, standing or sitting with his
arms extended, exhibited the figure of a cross. His sitting or
bent posture, too, he observes, was expressive; and thus the
knee is bent, or the body prostrated, in all effectual prayer.
Lastly, the rock on which he sat, had, says he, ““as I have
shown,” a symbolic reference to Christ.]

Such is the use to which this Father converted his knowledge
of the Scriptures, and such are the arguments by which he hoped
to convince the philosophic Emperor of Rome, and win to the
faith of the cross the obstinate and * stiff-necked” Jew. In inter-
preting the several parts of the Old Testament, historical and
prophetical, and reasoning upon them, he follows his own way-
ward fancy, and capricious and perverted taste. He appears to
have considered any application, and almost any construction of
its language, however visionary or improbable, justifiable, upon
the notion he had taken up, that some hidden meaning or mys-
tery lay couched under every sentence, and almost every word.

* Dial., p. 188; Otto, c. 91. + Exod. xvii.

% Dial., pp. 187-8; Otto, e¢. 90. [Justin seems rather here to speak of the
unusual attitude of the prayer as detracting from its natural efficacy with God ; &

circumstance the more clearly indicating that it was the rock on which Moses was
seated that gave him power to prevail.—Eb. ]
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The business of interpretation he seems to have regarded as little
more than a task of invention; and he gives evidence, we con-
fess, of having possessed an imagination sufficiently prolific, for
his writings teem with the most odd and grotesque fancies.

We intended to have added some distinct specimens of his
weak and inconclusive reasoning, but we are weary of our theme,
and doubt not that our readers are so too. Nor, after what we
have said, will they deem further illustration of his intellectual
character and habits necessary. They will readily credit us, we
trust, when we affirm that his logic is entitled to as little respect
as his talent for criticism and exposition; though the latter, par-
ticularly, he claims to have received as a special gift of God’s
grace. This power, he says, is not in me; but, by the grace of
God alone, it is given me to understand his Scriptures.®

He has been extolled, as we have said, for his multifarious and
profound acquisitions. Yet he began by despising the exact
sciences, and seems, through life, to have treated them with
thorough contempt. That he could have possessed only scanty
stores of philological learning, is rendered evident by the whole
tenor of our foregoing remarks. He was ignorant, or knew very
little, of the original language of the Old Testament, as appears
from the criticisms he occasionally introduces on Hebrew words.
He often, however, quotes the poets of Greece, and refers to the
writings of her philosophers, and with the doctrines of her dis-
tinguished schools he appears to have been tolerably well ac-
quainted. Yet it is evident that his reading was neither exact
nor profound. Photius extols his affluence of historical know-
ledge and varied learning, as well as his sublime attainments in
philosophy; but his writings fail of confirming this judgment.
We have seen what his pretensions in chronology are. He never

* [Dial., ce. 92, 119, Otto.]
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appears to have thought of sifting his authorities, and was
eminently ¢ uncritical” in everything,—history, philology, exe-
gesis, and whatever else is involved in the subjects of which he
treats.

CHAPTER IV.

THEOLOGY OF JUSTIN.—ORIGIN OF THE TRINITY.—JUSTIN’S
‘DOCTRINE OF THE LOGOS.—HIS LANGUAGE CITED.—THE LOGOS
A HYPOSTATIZED ATTRIBUTE OF THE FATHER.—CONVERTED
INTO A REAL BEING IN TIME, AND NOT FROM ETERNITY.—THE
SON NUMERICALLY DIFFERENT FROM THE FATHER.—VOLUN-
TARILY BEGOTTEN.

WE proceed now to speak of the theology of Justin; and, first,
of what occupies a prominent, we may say the most prominent,
place in it,—his doctrine of the Logos, or divine nature of Christ,
as it has been since called. The topic is one of special import-
ance to those who would understand the theology of the Fathers,
or would know what support the doctrine of the Trinity really
derives from the writings of early Christian antiquity. It is a
topic which, on proceeding to the inquiry, how far the general
belief of the Christian Church in later times is sanctioned by the
authority of these writings, presents itself at the very threshold,
and one on which it is desirable that we should obtain precise
ideas; since, without them, the writings of the subsequent Fathers
will present e labyrinth which it will not be easy to thread. But
having once settled the meaning of Justin’s terms, and the real
purport of his opinions, we shall find some gleam of light to
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guide us on our way. These considerations must constitute our
apology for the length of some of the discussions introduced in
this and some subsequent chapters. We are aware that, to the
general reader, discussions of this sort must necessarily be some-
what dry; asis the whole subject, in fact, of the historical deve-
lopment of the Trinity, to which they belong. But they who
would understand the theology of the Fathers have no very
smooth road to travel.,

The points to be settled are, in what sense Justin used the term
“ Logos,” as applied to Jesus; what were the nature and rank
assigned him by this early Father; and whence his peculiar views
were derived. The great similarity between his doctrine of the
Logos and that taught by Philo and the Alexandrian Platonists,
is not denied. They, however, who ascribe a Scriptural origin to
the doctrine of the Trinity, contend that “‘ the substance of Justin’s
idea of the Logos rests on a purely Scriptural and Christian
foundation ;” though they are compelled to admit that this idea
was modified, and received its scientific form, through the in-
fluence of the ‘“ Alexandrian and Philonic theosophy.” Tho
early Fathers, says Semisch, from whom the expressions just
used are taken, “ only poured the contents of the Scriptures into
a Philonian vessel : they viewed the Biblical passages through
a Philonian medium. The matter of their idea of the Logos is
essentially Scriptural ; but its construction betrays a Philonian
ground-plan. Thus it is with Justin."* To this statement we

* Vol.ii. p. 180. The work referred to is ‘‘Justin Martyr—his Life, Writings,
and Opinions ;” by the Rev. Charles Semisch. Translated from the German, by
J. E. Ryland. 2 vols. Edinburgh, 1843. 16mo.

These volumes are the fruit of much labour; and though they lead to no new
results in regard to the life, character, position, and writings of Justin, yet, in some
particulars, they contain a useful summary of his views; while, in others, they
present, as we think, a most distorted representation of them. The best parts are
those which relate to his mode of defending Christianity, and his attacks on Judaism
and Heathenism, vol. i. pp. 306-32, and vol. ii, pp. 1-128. From these, the
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cannot assent. We believe, and trust that we shall be able to
show, that for the original and distinctive features of the doctrine
of the Logos, as held by the learned Fathers of the second and
third centuries, we must look, not to the Jewish Scriptures, nor
to the teachings of Jesus and his Apostles, but to Philo and the
Alexandrian Platonists. 1In consistency with this view, we main-
tain that the doctrine of the Trinity was of gradual awd com-
paratively late formation ; that it bad its origin in a source
entirely foreign from that of the Jewish and Christian Scriptures ;
that it grew up, and was ingrafted on Christianity, through the
hands of the Platonizing Fathers; that in the time of Justin,
and long after, the distinet nature and inferiority of the Son were
universally taught; and that only the first shadowy outline of
the Trinity had then become visible.

On the subject of the Logos, Justin has expressed himself
much at length; and, though he is occasionally somewhat
obscure and mystical, a careful examination of the several terms
and illustrations he employs leaves little doubt as to his real
meaning. His system presents one or two great and prominent
features, which we can hardly fail to seize, and which will serve

careful reader will learn, not what arguments for the truth and divine origin of
Christianity are most solid, but what arguments presented themselves to the mind
of a well-educated Christian of the second century, and what he considered as most
valid against the objections urged in his day. How miracles were regarded appears
from vol. ii. pp. 100-28. This part is well executed. The writer's statement of
Justin's doctrine of the Logos, vol. ii. pp. 165-206, has in it many features of
truth ; but, when he comes to trace this doctrine to its source, he is, in our opinion,
wholly at fault. The chapter on the Holy Spirit contains a total misrepresentation
of the opinions of Justin. It is, from beginning to end, a tissue of bad reasoning,
and false and contradictory statement. The chapter on Justin's Doctrine of
Salvation, too, contains several misstatements of his views. The writer's general
estimate of Justin’s literary and intellectual character, however, is sufficiently
correct ; and the work, to one who knows how to use it, may form a profitable study.
But the misfortune is, that a person must be already well acquainted with the
writings and opinions of Justin, in order to distinguish what is true from what is
false in its statements,
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as the basis of our future reasonings. Before we proceed to our
citations, however, we must request our readers to bear in mind,
that both Jews and Heathens constantly alleged the humble
origin and ignominious death of Jesus as a reproach on Chris-
tianity. Other sects borrowed lustre from the names of their
founders ; but the “new superstition,” as it was called, which'
now began widely to diffuse itself, was derived, as it was urged,
from an obscure individual, who perished as a malefactor, with
every mark of ignominy. This stigma Paul had disregarded :
he gloried in what was “to the Jews a stumbling-block, and
to the Greeks foolishness.” But the Christians of Justin's time
occupied a different position; and whether or not the learned
defenders of Christianity, in what they taught of the pre-
existent Logos, and the great stress they laid on the miraculous
birth, were, as has been maintained, influenced, consciously or
unconsciously, by a desire to wipe off the reproach of the cross,
certain it is, their doctrines had a tendency this way. Both the
Jewish and the Heathen objections were, to a certain extent, met
by the doctrine of the Logos.

Let us see what Justin says of the Logos. In his second
Apology he speaks of the *““Son” as *the Logos, that, before
created things, was with God, and begotten, when, through him,
he [God] in the beginning created and adorned all things.” *
The meaning is, that he was converted into a real being, having
a separate personal subsistence, at the time God, using him
as his instrument, was about to proceed to the work of creation.
That this is the meaning, is obvious from the use of the term,
“when” (we use Otto’s text): he was begotten of God “when
through him he created and embellished all things; ” language
which makes the two acts almost simultaneous, the one taking

* Apol. IL, ¢c. 6, Otto, See also Dial, cum Tryph., c. 62, where similar language
is found.
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place immediately before the other. The doctrine of the “ eternal
generation ” of the Son is excluded: this was no doctrine of
Justin’s.* The attribute, like all the divine attributes, was eternal ;
but it became Aypostatized, or converted into a real person, in
time ; that is, just before the creation of the world. Justin else-
where, as we shall presently see, speaks of the Son as the * begin-
ning " of God’s “ways to his works.”+

Again: Justin says, “Inthe beginning "(or, as Otto understands
it, “As the beginning”), “before all creatures, God begat of
himself a certain rational power, which, by the Holy Spirit, is
also called the Glory of the Lord,—mow Son, now Wisdom, now
Angel, now God, now Lord, and Logos (reason, wisdom, or
speech) ; and by himself is called Chief Captain (Captain of the
host, Josh. v. 14), when in the form of man he appears to Joshus,

* [““Justin knows nothing of it,”” says Dr. Donaldson, ‘‘or he would have heen
sure to qualify the temporal expression ‘to beget’ by something to show that he
meant to exclude from it the temporal notion conveyed in it.”” At the same time
he does not think that Justin fixes the date of the begetting, nothwithstanding the
contrary opinion of both Otto and Semisch. The question turns upon two points: the
meaning and position of the word translated *‘ when,” and the sense to be put on
the phrase ‘“ being with * (the Father, of course, though this is not here supplied :
it is given in full in the other passage—Dial. ¢. 62.—“‘ But this offspring really
from the Father put forth, before all the works was with the Father, and with him
the Father converses’’). Orthodox interpreters are disposed to change the ¢ when ”
to ““because ” or ‘‘since,” a senseless thing to do for only dogmatic reasons. There
is more weight in Dr. Donaldson's argument that the context rather suggests the
propriety of connecting the ‘‘when’’ with what follows, than with the word ¢ be-
gotten’’ immediately preceding, since the main object of the sentence is to give
an explanation of the word ¢ Christ,” and not an explanation of the Logos. He
translates the passage thus: *‘Now his Son, who alone is properly called Son,
the Logos, being with (God), and being begotten before his works, when in the
beginning He created and set in order all things through him, is called Christ in
reference to his being anointed, and God’s ordering all things through him, a name
which also includes an unknown signification.” The English reader may judge for |
himself whether the ‘‘when” does not, perhaps, connect itself most paturally with |
the ‘“ being with ”” the Father at the creation, the word ‘“begotten ” being added as
distinctive of the Son’s relation to the Divine Being in eontrast with any created
work. — En. ]

+ [Quoting from LXX. Prov, viii. 22.]

e —
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the son of Nun: for all these appellations he has, because he
ministers to the will of the Father, and, by the volition of the
Father, was begotten.”* To explain this process of generation,
Justin takes the examples of human speech and of fire. “Ior,
in uttering speech” (logos), he says, ““ we beget speech ; vet not
by abscission, so that the speech (logos) that is in us,” or power
of speech, or reason whence speech proceeds, “is by this act
diminished.” So, too, he adds, “ One torch is lighted from
another, without diminishing that from which it is lighted ; but
the latter remaining unaltered, that which is lighted from it
exists and appears, without lessening that whence it was lighted.”+
These are intended to be illustrations of the mode in which the
Son is produced from the Father. In confirmation of his views,
Justin quotes from the Septuagint version the passage in Pro-
verbs,{ in which Wisdom, by which he supposes is meant the
Son, is represented as saying, ““ The Lord created me the begin-
ning of his ways to his works: before the ages he founded me;
in the beginning, before he made the earth or the abyss, before
the hills, he begat me.” This Wisdom, Justin regarded as God's
offspring, produced as above described; and him, this first of
his productions, he supposes God to address, when he says
(Gen. i. 26), ““ Let us make man in our own image.”§

Language similar to the above oceurs in the first Apology,
with an additional observation worthy of notice. Christ is ** the
first-born of God, and that reason [logos, ambiguous in the

* Dial. cum. Tryph., ¢. 61, Otto. “In” or ‘“As the beginning,” or God so
making a beginning, this being the first act of creation. See Otto’s note.

+ Dial. eum. Tryph., . 61, Otto.

% Ib., Prov. viii. 22-36 : ““The Lord created me the beginning of his ways,” &e.
So Origen and Tertullian, as well as Justin, understood the passage. See Otto (ce.
61, 62) notes 1 and 12, Tertullian (Adv. Hermog., c. 3) says expressly, “There
was a time when the Son was not.”

§ Dial,, pp. 158-9 ; Thirlby., pp. 266, 268 ; Otto, c. 62.
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original, meaning either reason or speech, word] of which the
whole human race partakes ; and those who have lived according
to reason are Christians, though esteemed atheists. Such among
the Greeks were Socrates and Heraclitus, and others like them ;
and, among the Barbarians, Abraham, Ananias, Azarias, Misael,
Elias, and many others.”® So, in the second Apology, we are |,
told that Socrates knew Christ in part; for he is “ that reason
(logos) which is in all:”t and whatever was well said or dome
by philosophers and legislators is to be attributed to the Logos
in part shared by them. He calls it the “insown” or “
planted ” logos,I or reason; of the seed of which, all possess
some portion. These and other equivalent expressions occur
more than once., They seem intended to refer to a principle
different from the ordinary faculty of reason in man; that is, to
a peculiarly existing Logos, or reason, which has in its nature
something divine, being derived immediately from God. This
Logos was Christ, who afterwards became flesh. It guided
Abraham and the patriarchs; inspired the prophets: and, the
seed of it being implanted, as just said, in every mind, all, as
well illiterate as philosophers, who in former ages obeyed its
impulse, were partakers of Christ, the Son of God, and might
therefore be called Christians, and, as such, were entitled to

im-

salvation.§ The Gentile philosophers and legislators, knowing
the Logos only in part, fell -into error; but Christ is the
“whole Logos,” which Christians possess, and are therefore
more enlightened. ||

* Apol. I, p. 71; Otto, c. 46. + Ib.IL, p. 95 ; Otto, c. 10.

I [Ib. ce. 8, 13.]

§ Apol. IL., p. 95; c. 10, Otto ; also Dial., c. 45, Otto. [This is at least plainly
implied when he says that ‘‘those are pleasing to God who did what is universally,
naturally, and eternally good, and through Christ they will be saved.”~Eb.]

i Ib. IL. ecc. 8, 10, 13, Otto.
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That Justin believed this divine principle of reason to be
converted into a real being, the following passage, among
numerous others, plainly and expressly shows. We give the
passage, which in the original is exceedingly prolix, in an
epitomized form, but without injury, we believe, to the sense.
There are, ho says, some who suppose that the Son is only a
virtue or energy of the Father, emitted as occasion requires, and
then again recalled : as, for example, when it comes to announce
the commands of the Father, and is therefore called a messenger ;
or when it bears the Father's discourse to men, and is then called
Logos. They, as he observes, think that the Son is inseparable
from the Father, as the light of the sun on the earth is inseparable
from the sun which is in the heavens, and is withdrawn with it at
its setting. But from these, he tells us, he differs. Angels have
a separate and permanent existence: so this virtue, which the
prophetic spirit calls God and Angel, is not, as the light of the
sun, to be distinguished from the Father in name only, but is
something numerically different; that is, it is not the Father
under another name, but a real being, wholly distinet from
him.*

Justin frequently draws comparisons and illustrations from the
Heathen mythology. The following, in which Mercury is intro-
duced, presents a coincidence of language a little remarkable :
“When we say that Jesus Christ, our teacher, was the Logos,
the first progeny of God, born without commixtion ; that he was
crucified, and died, and arose, and ascended into heaven—we
afirm nothing different from what is said by you of the sons
of Jove, and nothing new. You know how many sons your
esteemed writers attribute to him. There is Mercury, the in-
terpreting logos, and teacher of all; Asculapius,” and the

* Dial., p. 221 ; Thirlhy., pp. 412, 413 ; Otto, c. 128.
F 2
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rest; between whom and Jesus, Justin proceeds to draw a
parallel.*

Again: speaking of the generation of the Son, he says,
“When we call him the Logos of God, born of Him in a
peculiar manner, and out of the course of ordinary births, we
speak a common language with you, who call Mercury the
angelic logos from God.”t The meaning seems to be: “We
speak of a true and real person, so born, as we have said, whom
we call Logos (speech) ; a term you apply to Mercury.”

From the extracts above given, it is evident that, although
Justin employs the term ““ Logos™ in different senses, the primary
meaning he usually attributes to it, when used with reference to
God, is reason, considered as an attribute of the Father; and
that, by the generation of the Son, he understood the conversion
of this attribute into a real person. The Logos, which afterwards
became flesh, originally existed in God as his reason, or perhaps
his wisdom or energy. Having so existed from eternity, it was,
a little before the creation of the world, voluntarily begotten,
thrown out, or emitted, by the Father, or proceeded from him;
for these terms are used indiscriminately to express the generation
of the Son, or the process by which what before was a quality
acquired a distinct personal subsistence. That such was the
doctrine of Justin, and of the ante-Nicene Fathers generally,
concerning the generation of the Son, the whole strain of their
writings affords abundant evidence. They supposed, we repeat,
that the logos, or reason, which once constituted an attribute of
the Father, was at length converted into a real being, and that
this was done by a voluntary act of the Father., To this process
they applied the term *‘ generation,” and sometimes “ emission ™

* Apol. 1., p. 56 ; Thirlby., p. 31; Otto, c. 21,
+ Ib., p. 57 ; Thirlly., p. 83 ; Otto, c. 22
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>

or “ prolation ;” nor do they appear originally to have oLjected
to that of “ creation.”*

CHAPTER V.

THE VIEWS OF JUSTIN AND THE FATHERS NOT DERIVED FROM
THE OLD TESTAMENT.—LANGUAGE OF THE OLD TESTAMENT
EXAMINED.—OF THE NEW.—JUSTIN INGRAFTED ON CHRIS
TIANITY THE SENTIMENTS OF THE LATER PLATONISTS.—
STATEMENTS OF LEARNED TRINITARIANS. PHILO'S DOCTRINE
OF THE LOGOS.—ATTEMPTS TO SOFTEN TIE CHARGE OF
PLATONISM AGAINST THE FATHERS,

THE inquiry now presents itself, Whence were these views, which
evidently constitute the germ of the Trinity, derived? From the
Jewish and Christian Seriptures? or from the doctrine of Plato,
as expounded by his later followers, and especially the Jew Philo ?
We say, without hesitation, the latter. The term “Logos,” which
Justin and the other Fathers use to express the divine nature of
the Son, frequently occurs, as our learned readers well know, in
the Septuagint version of the Hebrew Scriptures, and is rendered
in our Bibles by “Word.” But neither the original Hebrew
term, nor the corresponding term, “ Logos,” in the Septuagint,
* Trypho is allowed, without contradiction, to speak of Christ ‘‘as made by .
God.”  Dial. ¢. 64, Otto. Tatian calls him the ‘“first-begotten work of the '
Father.”-é’p-yoy TpwTTokor Tod arpds (Orat. ad Grzc., ¢. 3). [Dr. Lamson's .
argument for-the distinct and derived, and therefore subordinate being of the Son as
conceived by Justin, seems sufficiently strong, independently of this suggestion that
be may be understood to have admitted the correctness of Trypho’s representation,
since he does not specifically contradict it. That was not now the point in question,
and, on the other hand, he takes the occasion to censure bis antagonist as one who

Gid not, fix ms mind upon the real subject in hand, but sought about for mere topics
of dispute. The Ariun idea that the Som was a created being was a subsequent
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ever bears the meaning which these Fathers attach to it, but is
used in a totally different sense; nor do we find, in the whole
Bible, the least trace of the generation of the Son by the con-
version of an attribute of the Father into a real person. In
passages like the following,—* By the word of the Lord were the
heavens made ”#—Justin supposes that it was meant to be as-
serted that they were made by the rational power, or Son, here
referred to. The expressions in Proverbs—‘The Lord created
me the beginning of his ways;” “before the depths he begat
me " +—were adduced as referring to his birth, or production.
Numerous other expressions, occurring in the Old Testament,
may be referred to the same class, and were explained in a
similar manner. But the Jews attributed no such meaning to
the language in question,{ nor does it appear naturally fitted to
suggest it. The notions it conveyed to their minds were very
simple and obvious. The sentiments of the Fathers savoured of
a metaphysical and speculative philosophy, evidently the growth
of a different soil. The Jews were not familiar with the ab-
stractions of philosophy, as their current phraseology bears ample
testimony. They describe the perfections and agency of the
Divine Being in precisely the language which we should expect
would occur to the minds of an exceedingly primitive, and in
some respects rude, people. They resort, as was natural, chiefly
to comparisons and images borrowed from sensible objects and
human modes of action. Their views were very little spiritualized,
and many of the expressions they employed in reference to the
Deity were strictly anthropomorphitical.

inference : it does not harmonize with any possible view of the fundamental con-
ception of a begotten Logos. Even Tatian does not speak of the Son as the Father's
JSirst work. First-begotten work or production is something very different.—Ep.]

* [Ps. xxxiii. 6.] + [Prov. viii. 22, 24, LXX.]

I (Excepting, of course, Philo, or other philosophic Jews, mostly Jews of Alexs
andria,— Ep. ] .
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