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demonstration that true philosophy has no tendency to
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-~ originally printed at Haarlem in 1786, subsequently
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* See note, page 164.
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of Plato and of Philo Judeeus, ete’ a treatise which
probably attracted much attention at the time of s
publication: but is mow wery little known, although
it forms a most valuable, indeed necessary, supplement
to the writings of Bull, Al and Horsley on the same
subject. The republication of the work will, it is hoped,
procure for it a wider circulation than it has hitherto
Jound.

The present edition has been carefully revised,
the references of the quotations have been verified and
completed, (all additional matter being enclosed between
brackets), and a synoptical Table of Contents has been
prefived. The paging of the original Edition is noted
wn the margin. 3

H. A. HOLDEN.
Trixiry COLLEGE,

1853, February 5




TO

THE HONOURABLE AND RIGHT REVEREND

JAMES,

LORD BISHOP OF ELY.

My Lorp,
The work which I have now the honour
 of addressing to your Lordship, though begun, and in a
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among nice observers of human nature, whether a
relaxation from business and an encrease of income
bring with them those means of real enjoyment, which
men fondly expect from them. But of this there can

~be no doubt, that it is a great consolation to the mnry
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INTRODUCTION.

LL the works of God are wonderful in their
kind and display, in either a minute or stupen-

dous manner, the wisdom and benevolence of the -
Creator. Philosophy, in its several branches, initi-
ates men into the great mysteries of the creation,
- and, by unfolding the principles, upon which it was
~ at first conducted and is still supported, leads us to
1 admire, to reverence, and adore the author of all

2 ?i! things. It is for this reason the most valuable gift,

- that by the ordinary course of nature has been

beabowed upon man.

~in the whole order of exist-




i Introduction,

contemplation of the mind itself, the source of that
distinction and superiority over other less favoured
animals of its powers and defects, and of the best
methods of extending the one and correcting the
other, must be the most noble, the most exalted,
and at the same time the most useful exercise of
the human intellect.

On this account I have ever set a high value
upon the knowledge of pagan antiquity, particularly
upon an acquaintance with the writings of the phi-
losophers of ancient Greece. In them we see the iii
human understanding in its natural and unassisted
state, putting forth its most vigorous and best
directed exertions in the pursuit of truth; and we
may thence learn to set a just value upon that
communication of wisdom, so pure, so simple, and
so unadorned, which is tendered to us in the
Gospel of Christ.

But, besides this general advantage which at-
tends the study of all the philosophic writings of
ancient Greece, that have escaped the wreck of
time; the writings of Praro stand eminently dis-
tinguished by a privilege almost peculiarly their
own. They were for some ages the principal study
of the Fathers of the Christian Church ; and the
doctrines which I have undertaken particularly to
discuss, were, by their fond partiality, in a manner
incorporated into the system of Christianity. By a
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strange fatality, all sects of religion, however they
differed from each other in the conclusions which
they deduced from it, agreed in this opinion, that |
the great and distinguishing doctrines of Christian- I
ity were to be found in the writings of Praro. r.
Nor is that opinion abandoned by the generality of :
iv the Christians of the present day, who recur to the
writings of the early defenders of our faith, for a
knowledge of the doctrines maintained by the
Church in those primitive times.
The course of my own reading had led me to
adopt the commonly received opinion, that Prato |
~ had some knowledge of the profound and mystical
doctrine of the Trinity. I was the less inclined to
question the truth of this opinion, as it was almost
the only one in which the controversialists of the
present day were generally agreed. When, there-
fore, T was excited to enter into a minute examina-
tion of thu subject, my engimi-f
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reason to maintain, that I did not even suspect the
possibility of its being true, at the time when I
instituted the inquiry.

When I first read the Philebus, I was much v
more disposed to distrust my own understanding,
than to believe that CupworTa could possibly have
been guilty of so glaring a mistake in the meaning

of - » A L4 - r
E}iﬂg_ o 80, of the passage, o7t vous €0TL YEVOUTTHS TOV TAVT WV
K. .

airiov. I read over the passage many times, and

considered it with the most intense exertion of
thought; nor could I prevail upon myself to adopt
my own interpretation of it, till I was clearly con-
vigced by repeated examinations, that it could not
admit of any other.

When I discovered that the doetrine could derive
no countenance from this passage, I still supposed
that T should find it clearly proved in others. But
the same disappointment still attended me in my
inquiries. The farther I proceeded, the more I was
persuaded, that the abstract doctrines of PraTo are
at present but little understood : that false notions
of them were gradually introduced among the early
Fathers of the Christian Church, in a great mea-
sure by mistaken interpretations of the writings of
Puico Jupxus: and that those erroneous opinions
were extended and formed into a system by Axmo-

nius Saccas. The most essential parts of this sys- vi
5

tem have, by the authority of him and his immedi-
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ate followers, been almost implicitly embraced ever
since.

It may perhaps be thought a proof of great
presumption, to undertake to oppose the concur-
rent voice of the best and wisest men for so many
ages. But when it is recolleted, how many errors
of antiquity have been confuted since the revival of
literature and the introduction of sound philosophy
into this kingdom, some will, I trust, be disposed

‘to pay a candid and unprejudiced attention to the

reasonings which I shall produce in the following
Treatise, and will pass an impartial sentence, ac-
cording as they shall be influenced by the prepon-

udel‘atmg evidence.

The writings of the Fathers abound with many
fanciful and mystical mtenpretatlons of the Holy
Ba'iptures themselvea, w!!neh the sober criticism of
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presumption. Even at their time and in their cir-
cumstances, the best and only satisfactory method
of arriving at a correct knowledge of the opinions
of PraTo, was by a careful perusal of those writings
in which they are maintained.

This source is open to us as well as to them.
To those writings I appeal, and shall endeavour to
extract their genuine sense by a careful attention
to the context, to the chain of argument which the
author is carrying on, and to the point which he is
endeavouring to establish. If any ambiguities still
remain, I shall endeavour to clear them up by
requring to other dialogues of the same author,
where the same terms are used, the same topics
explained, and the same arguments enforced in a
more simple or more perspicuous manner. This
I have ever considered as the most certain and
only rational method of arriving at the genuine viii
meaning of any author, sacred or profane.

I shall produce in support of many of my inter-
pretations, pointed, and, as I think, decisive pas-
sages from other ancient authors., I do not know

that my general doctrine is in one instance

contradicted by the testimony or reasoning of
any pagan writer, from the time of Praro to the
latter end of the second, or the beginning of the
third century of the Christian wra, when the Lec-
tures of Asproxius, and the writings of his scholar.




Introduction. vii

Prorinus, gave a new turn to the heathen philoso-
phy. The sages who lived in the intermediate
time, however distinguished they may have been
by their genius and industry, and how much soever
they may have reverenced and imitated Praro, had
not sagacity enough to make those discoveries
which were reserved for the sophists of Alexandria.
They, in the decline of all other branches of learn- .
ing, were able to explore the dark recesses of the
Platonic philosophy, and to point out in it, and
develope mysterious doctrines, which had escaped
the penetration of Greece and Rome, when they
ix were supposed to have cultivated philosophy and
the arts with the greatest celebrity and success.
In the course of my inquiry, I shall be under
the necessity of differing very widely from Dr Cup-
worrH, whose authority is deservedly held to be of
the greatest weight in all speculations of this kind,
when there is nothing but man’s a ;
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of the Universe. In that work he has repelled the
assaults of Atheism, and defended the principles
of natural religion with astonishing skill and erudi-
tion. But, by resigning himself too implicitly to
the guidance of Prorizus and ProcLus, he has given
his sanction to opinions, which in earlier times em-
barrassed the reasonings of the orthodox, and dif-
fused a specious air of consistency over the doc-
trines of heretics.

While I detect a few inadvertencies in the wri-
tings of this great man, which are the more dan-
gerous on account of his general excellencies, I
never for*a moment forget, or cease to reverence,
his superior attainments; and I always rejoice that
his destination in life was conformable to his fa-
vourite pursuits, which is almost the consummation
of the earthly happiness of a literary man. For,
next to his intellectual endowments, it was the
peculiar felicity and distinguishing honour of Cup-
wortH, to be placed at the head of a great literary
society®, at a time when it was highly renowned
for having recently produced Mepe and Mivroy,
both eminent for their various learning, and the
one as profound a Divine, the other as sublime a

Poet, as the world ever saw.

* Fuller, in his History of the University of Cambridge,
which was published in the early part of the mastership of
Dr Cudworth, speaks of Christ College in the following terms:
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I conceive that what I have said about differing
in opinion from CupworTa will Justify me in not
submitting implicitly to the authority of Lr Crerc,
and other ingenious men, whose names are, with
the greatest reason, in the highest esteem, and
whose learning, abilities, and laborious exertions,
have contributed much to the support, illustration,
and advancement of rational religion and genuine
Christianity. :

When a train of reasoning appears to any mind
to be founded upon solid and incontrovertible prin-
ciples: when each succeeding step of the argument
is apprehended to arise necessarily out of that which

preceded it, and the conclusion seems to be a clear
and satisfactory deduction from the whole; I do ;
not see what room there can be for the interposi- |
tion of any human authority. While the mind is |

so circumstanced, it cannot submit to the authority
without renouncing its reason. However modest a
man possessed of such a mind may be; however
diffident of his own powers; how much soever he
may be disposed to submit to the opinions of others
upon proper occasions ; he cannot, in this instance,
listen to the voice of authority, till he shall be con«

‘It may without flattery be said of this house, Many daugh-
ters have done virtuously, but thou excellest them all; if we con-
sider the many divines, who in so short a time have here had
their education,’ p. 91. -

A5

.'\‘
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vinced that his principles are uncertain, or his de-
ductions fallacious. Nor is he unreasonable in re-
questing those who undertake to accompany him in
the investigation, to confine their attention entirely
to those essential points which exclude the consi-
deration of all foreign and adventitious circum-
stances, till they are invalidated.

When I seriously entertained the thought of
laying my sentiments before the public, I was im-
pressed with so strong a sense of the dignity of the
_subject, that I thought myself bound in duty to
lay by the produce of my labours till the warmth of
inquiry had subsided: to review it _i-epeatedly at '
distant intervals: and to peruse, with the strictest
attention, what had been advanced by others that
seemed to bear any relation to the subject.

" It would have been a much more easy task to
me to have been diffuse, and seemingly more ela-
borate, in exhibiting as well my own opinions as
those of others. But I have taken some pains to

be as brief in my expositions as was consistent with

order and perspicuity.

It would answer no useful purpose to combat xiii
all the systems which appear to me to be erroneous;
or to invalidate the many arguments that may seem
to bear some weight against the opinions which I
have advanced. I thought it would best answer
the purpose that I had in view if I confined myself
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chiefly to a simple exposition of the genuine mean-
ing of the passages which are usually produced in
defence of the opposite doctrine, and of the prin-
cipal reasons that induced me to adopt the inter-
pretation which I have exhibited.
I therefore request that no reader will, from a
slight and superficial view of the subject, and under
the influence of a few popular positions and obvious \
objections, hastily condemn, in a summary manner,
what I have here laid down; but will give me cre-
dit for having bestowed much consideration upon
the arguments usually advanced on the other side
of the question, and for having satisfied myself after 7

deep reflection, of the insufficiency of them to main-
tain the cause, for the support of which they were
produced.

To induce him the more readily to grant me
- xiv this indulgence, T will take the liberty of reciting
' to him a well-authenticated story. When the pre-
F sent authorized translation of the Old and New
' Testament came out under the auspices of King
Jaues, that great work did not escape critical cen-
sures. It happened that one of the translatc
soon after the completxon of that arduous
taking, made a visit to a friend in a
country where he ‘was not gen' n
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course of his sermon took an opportunity of depre-
ciating the new translation in general terms, and in
particular assigned five reasons why a certain pas-
sage ought to have been differently translated. As
the preacher dined that day with the gentleman,
the translator did not omit to advert in private to
the discourse that had been publicly delivered.
Among other things, que dicenda forent, he told the
preacher that those five reasons which he so pom-
pously displayed in the pulpit had been all consi-
dered and deliberately weighed by the translators;
but that thirteen more forcible reasons had con-
strained them to render the passage in the manner
in which it stood in the present translation.

T am not insensible to the great weight of op-
posing authorities. T have, however, the satisfac-

tion to find that I do not stand quite alone in many

of my opinions. The very learned and judicious .

Mosuem has taken frequent opportunities of con-
demning the subtilties of the later Platonists.

El pév 8 Erapdy ye keheberé |’ abrdv énéoba,

Tas &v &rar’ 'Oduoijos éyd Oeloto Naboipny,

00 mépr pév mpdppov kpadly kal Bupds dynvap

Ey mdvrecat mévoiat, kel 8¢ é IaNhas Abqw ;

In those valuable notes which accompany his

Latin Version of CupworTH he often expresses his

dissent from his author’s interpretations of Praro

and Puo; though the nature and extent of his

= e p— 2 —
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undertaking did not require that he should always
enter into a minute examination of the precise
meaning of the passages in question *,

Xvi In my investigation of the opinions of the Fa-
thers of the Christian Church, I acted exactly in
the same manner as I did when I examined the
writings of Prato and Privo, as far as concerned
the doctrines which they taught, and the meaning
of the passages in which those doctrines were ex-
pressed. When they quoted the writings of other
authors, whether sacred or profane, in defence of
their tenets, I took the same liberty with them
which T have always thought myself not only author-
ized, but bound to take in matters of such high im-
port with every other uninspired writer. I exam-
ined with all possible care and attention the fidelity
and accuracy of the quotation, the Jjustness of the
exposition, and the force of the application and
deduction. If I seemed to myself to detect errors
in any of those particulars, the respect which I en-
tertained for the venerable authors on account of
their industry, learning, and piety, did not suffer
me to judge of them lightly or rashly. No fondness
for novelty, no pleasure in discovering the defects

* Nimis mihi longa, eaque huic instituto parum conducens
ingredienda esset disputatio, si totam explicare vellem et ex-
planare Platonis augumentationem.—MosHEDL. Observ. ad Pag.
627, Tom, 1.

s e N
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of others influenced my judgment. Genuine truth
was the only object of my inquiry; and indeed I
was conscious that nothing but truth could bear mexvii
up against such great, such long-established, and
such accumulated authority.

When I endeavoured, with all the candour that
T was capable of exercising, to trace their errors
and false reasonings to their source, I thought 3
saw them originate from an ardent zeal for the
advancement of the great cause which they had
andertaken, the cause of Gop and of his CHRIST,
This led them, without due consideration, to em-
brace the opinion that the doctrine of a Trinity of
Persons in the Divine Nature is taught in the writ-
ings of Praro and Prio Jupzus; an opinion, ac-
cording to my conception, so remote from the truth,
that nothing but error can be founded upon it.
With an examination of this opinion, I shall begin

the investigation.




EPINOMIS.

THE following passage in the Epinomis is sup- rp.oss. )

posed by lsome to establish Plato’s belief of
the creation of the world by the Logos, the second
person of the Holy Trinity: fuvamorerdy koG pov,
ov érafe Noyos o wdvrwy Betdraros opatav.

Before the design and general reasoning of
the Dialogue be considered, it will be proper to
observe, that a strong tincture of Pythagorean
principles is conspicuous in many of the Dialogues
of Plato, but in none more than in the Dialogue
now under contemplation,

The Epinomis is to be understood to be a
continuation of the dialogue ITepi NopoBecias, and
is carried on by the same characters. This cir-
cumstance, as well as the subject of their future
inquiry, is stated very clearly by Clineas? in the
beginning. The Athenian, who undertook to dis-
cuss the subject, having touched upon the neces-
sary, the ornamental, and the useful arts, con-
cludes, that the knowledge of none of them will

1 Vide Clerici Epist. Critic. vir, p- 241. Amst. 1700, and
Bruckeri Hist. Crit. Philosoph. Pars II, Lib. ii. cap. 6, § 1,
p. 692.

? Ta pév ylip &Xa, &s Papev, dravra diekiNdoper, Soa v wept
vépwy Oéowr & 8& néyiaroy elpeiv re Kai elmely, vl more palddy
Ovnris dvbpamos cois &v ely, Tobro obre elroper, olire elUpopev.
¥iv 8¢ meipducba robro py karakreir. [p. 973. A,B.] :
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intitle any one to the name of a wise man. He
then proceeds to inquire, what knowledge that is,
the want of which would render man the most
irrational of animals. This, he says, is the know-
ledge of number, which he considers as the gift of
some god to man. For it would be absurd to sup-
pose, that the author of all other good things
to us should not be the author of the greatest
also, which is Wisdom. Without the knowledge
of number a man cannot have reason (Adyos®;) if
he were destitute of sound reason, he would not be
wise, if he should not attain wisdom, which is a3
very considerable ingredient in all virtue, he would
not be completely good or happy.

The God, that gave number, is the heaven,
who taught men the first principles of numera-

8 Srepdpevos 8¢ dhnfois Ayov, oopis odx v more yévoiror
8ro 8¢ gopia py mpooeln, mdans dperijs 70 péyigTov pépos, oUK
by & teNéws dyabds yevbpevos, eldaipwy moTE yévoiro:  oUTwS
dpibpov pév dvdyxy maoa smoribecbar. [p. 977 p.] This doctrine
is similar to what he says in his Republic, (Lib. vii. p. 522.) 0
% re xal & dbo xal & mpia duayryvdokew. Aéyw 8 alrd ds €y
repahale dpiBudy Te Kal Noyiopdy: # obx olrw mepl TolTwy Exe,
&s maoa Téxyn Te Kkai émaTHpN dvaykdlerar abrav péroxos yiyve-
ofac; and in the Philebus : Iaoov mov Texvay dv Tis aplBpnTikiy
xoplin, kal perpnrTikyy, Kai orarikiy, @s émos elmew, pathoy TO
karakeurdpevoy ékdorns &v ylyvorro. [p. 55 E.]

4 The same method of instructing men in number is like-
wise mentioned in the Zimeus, p. 39[B]: "HAwop: Tva 6ri pd-
Nora els dravra Qaivor Tdv offpavov, perdoyor Te apifpod ta {da,
daots v mpoaikov, paBévra mapa Tis rabrod kal épolov mepipopds.
Philo also, adopting the same doctrine, says, the stars were
placed in heaven to answer many purposes—IIoA\&y xdpv—
Hpepdv, pnrv, énavrdy, & ) kal pérpa yéyove—eblis Te T Xp1-
owdrarov, i dpifpod ¢iots édeixbn, xpovov mapacpivavros abmiv:
ek yap puas npépas TO 2y, kal éx duoiv Ta Blo, kal éx TpLdY T& Tpia,
Iept Kogpomorlas: pag. 11, 12. ¥
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tion by the 4succession of day and night, the varia-
tions of the moon, &c. He likewise taught them,
what is more important, the mutual® relations and
proportions of number by the arrangement of the
seasons and the elements, which renders the earth
fertile and productive.
He then considered the heavenly bodies, and
asserted them to be ﬁ'anilzcm,ted, and endued with
4 perfect wisdom, on account of the regularity and
constancy of their motions, so different from those
of men. Know, says he, that there are round the .9 A
whole heaven eight powers, akin to each other (ade-
¢ds aA\jlwy) one of the sun, one of the moon, &ec.
Let not any of us suppose, that some of them are

5 Hpds @Anla mdvra dpifudw del AoyilecOar—avépwv Te kat
verdy yryvopévoy olx éfairiov odde dpérpov. [p. 979 A.]

% This sentiment is adopted by Philo, Hepl Koopomodas,
P- 16. domep of dorépes: obror yap (éd re elvar Néyovrai, xal
{da voepa.  Origen, who was an admirer of Philo, is thus ren-
dered by his translator Ruffinus in the Procsmium to his
Treatise Iepl Apydv: “De sole autem et luna et stellis, utrum
animantia sint, an exanima, manifeste non traditur.” This, as
well as many other opinions of Pythagoras and Plato, appears
to have been originally derived from the East. Pococke, in
stating Sharestanius’s account of the Sabians, who sprung from
Chaldea, says, ‘it was a tenet of one sect of that religion, that
the bodies of the seven planets were the abodes of spiritual
beings or intelligences, who possessed them in the same manner,
as our bodies are possessed by our souls; and that they are
living, rational bodies, animated by intelligences: Sacellorum
cultores sacella vocant septem planetarum corpora, esse hae
Spiritualium seu intelligentiarum habitacula, quee eodem loco
illis sunt, quo animabus nostris corpora. Esseque ea corpors
viventia, rationalia, ab intelligentiis animata.” Pocock. Specimen
Hist. Arab. p. 139. The Indians held this doctrine concerning
the fixed stars, and with them agreed the Arabians, ib. and
P- 163.  Vide Maimon, de Fund. Leg. p. 33. .
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gods, and some not—but let us all say, that they
are all brothers and in kindred departments—and
let us not assign to one the honour of the year,
to another the honour of a month, and to others -
none of that portion of time, in which each per-
forms his course, accomplishing, in conjunction
with the others, that visible order which the most
divine reason of all established”. Inasmuch as that
harmony, which is at present to be illustrated, and 3
which produces the year and the seasons (by the
contemplation and imitation of which a wise man
will attain an harmony of soul, the source of per-
fect happiness) is not the result of the motions of
any of them taken separately, but is the joint
effect of all—In the same manner Plato likewise
De Rep b describes cwgpposvry in a state, or public virtue,
comparing it to apuovia.
[ Goodness and happiness, both in this world
' and the next, are to be attained by first admiring
this harmony, and then endeavouring to under-
stand and acquire it in ourselves, as far as is
possible for human nature. Thus is made out the
importance of the knowledge of number, which
was taught men by the heaven. Without the

7 dvres 87 mdvras hNéyopéy 7€ kai popev adé\govs 7' elvay, Kal
v ade\dpais poipatst Kal Tipds [office] drodiddper; w) 7§ pév énmav-
6v, 7 8¢ piva, Tois 8¢ pire Twa poipay TdrTepev, piTe TIWA Xpo-
vov, év ¢ duebépxerar Tov alrov mho, EvvamoreNGy kéopov, bv Erafe
Adyos 6 mavroy Oedraros dpariv. :

8 This doctrine is likewise adopted by Philo, Iept Koop.
p. 17: To B¢, mavrolwy Oeapdreov & karam\jKTikOTATAS peév Exet
ras obolas, karam\nkrikerdras 8¢ Tas rowbmras, Gavpacierdras Oé
ras kujoes Kai Yopelas, €v rdfeqw rppoopévas kai dpdudy dva=
Noylais kal mepuddwy ovpdevias. 'Ev ofs Gmaot Ty dpxérumoy
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knowledge of number and its proportions there
cannot be reason (Adyos), without reason, wisdom,
without wisdom an harmony of soul, virtue, and
happiness 8,

According to this interpretation of the passage

6 before us, it does not immediately relate to the

creation of the world, nor does it at all express
the personality of the Logos. Pythagoras first
called the world «dopos, on account of the order
and symmetry of its parts. The word is here used
in its original signification, and the passage alto-
gether means, that the heavenly bodies, by their
regular and well-proportioned motions, conjointly
produce that beautiful order, which the divine wis-
dom marked out. It is to be observed, that the '
word Aoryos, 05 érafe koopor, has not even an article
prefixed toit; which, I conceive, it would have had,
if it had been intended to express a person.

Nothing is more common in all authors, than
to attribute effects to qualities in the abstract with-
out intending to attribute personality to the qualities
themselves, or to signify any thing more of them,
than that beings, endued with such qualities, have,
by the exertion of them, produced such effects®.

kat a\ijfy kai mapaderypariciy povowy otk &v dpdpror Tis elva
Néyay:  d¢p’ 1s ol perd taira wbpwmor ypayduevor Tais éavrow
Yuxats, avaykatorary kal ope\tpordrny Téxyny Q) ﬁ:'q: mapédogay.
9 Thus Cicero, Le Legibus, i. 7: Dasne igitur hoc nobis, Pom~
poni (nam Quinti novi sententiam) Deorum immortalium na-
tura, ratione, potestate, mente, numine, sive quod est aliud
verbum, quo planius significem quod volo, naturam omnem
regi ?—1Id, quod tibi concessi, quorsum pertineat, expecto.—
Hue pertinet, animal hoe quem vocamus hominem generatum
¢sse a summo Deo—Solum est—particeps rationis—Quid au-



p- 088 [p.]

p. 983, [p.]

6 EPINOMIS.

In the Dialogue before us, Plato, when he7
speaks of the universe merely as a production,
ascribes it to soul (\yvyy), an active and governing
principle (\buyis ovons airias Tob ONov), in opposi-
tion to body, which is passive and subject to con-
trol (cipxr.;,uevov kal avaiTiov wdans wabys). But when
he is speaking of the harmony and congruity of
the parts of the whole, he assigns it to reason or
intelligence, that faculty which is conversant with
order and proportion, in opposition to chance or
the random tendencies of matter.

The doctrine maintained in this Dialogue, is
essentially the same, as that which has been em-
bellished in modern times by the pens of Shaftes-
bury and Hutcheson, viz. that virtue is founded in
a love of order and proportion. It is a doctrine 8
which appears everywhere in the writings of Plato,

tem est, non dicam in homine, gsed in omni ceelo atque terra,
ratione divinius? Quee cum adolevit, atque perfecta est, no-
minatur rite sapientia. Again, ii. 13: Cum summos Deos esse
concedamus, eorumque mente mundum regi, et eorundem be-
nignitatem hominum consulere generi. And to this same pur-
pose in his Dialogues, De Nat. Deor. ii. 38: Quis enim hunc
hominem dixerit, qui, cum tam certos ceeli motus, tam ratos
astrorum ordines, tamque inter se omnia connexa et apta vide-
rit, neget in his ullam inesse rationem, eaque casu fieri dicat,
que quanto consilio gerantur, nullo consilio adsequi possumus?
An cum machinatione quadam moveri aliquid videmus, ut
gpheeram, ut horas, ut alia permulta; non dubitamus, quin illa
opera sint rationis? Cum autem impetum ceeli cum admirabili
celeritate moveri vertique videamus, constantissime conficien-
tem vicissitudines anniversarias cum summa salute et conser-
vatione rerum omnium ; dubitamus, quin ea non solum ratione
fiant, sed etiam excellenti divinaque ratione?  Xenophon
Memorab. i. 4. speaks of &ya yvéuns and ¢pya mpovoias, which
he likewise attributes cogov Twos Snuiotpyov kal piho{dov Tex-

wjpart.
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In his Republic®®, he discourses at large upon the
importance and connexion of harmony and rhythm
in music, arts, and manners., In the same book
Plato compares knowledge, passion or anger, and
appetite, to the council or senate, the military,
and the artizans, &ec. in a state. It is the preroga-
tive of knowledge to direct passion, and the duty
of passion to aid knowledge in keeping the appe-
tites in subjection ; and that harmony, which is the
result of their performing each their several fune-
tions in due order, constitutes the just and perfect
state of the mind of man, and, as it were, the
health of the soul. Hence he concludes, that as a
city, whose members preserve a regular subordina-
tion, will flourish more than one that is torn by
contending parties ;—and as sound health is better

~ than disease ;—so virtue is, on its own account,

more desirable than vice.

10 Tolrwv &vexa kvpiwrdmy év povoui Tpod, dre pdhiora
raradlerar els 70 évrds is Yuxis & te pubuds xal dppovia, kai
éppopevéorara dmrerar alriis, pépovra Ty eloxnuooivmy xal woued
eVoxijpova, édv Tis Spdds Tpadi—[kal bt ad Téy mapahemouévor
kal pj kakes dnuiovpynbévray f) py kalds divray éfbrar’ &v al-
obivorro] & éxel Tpacpels [os Eew kal dpfds 8y duoxepaivav] Té pév
Kkakd érawol, kal xalpwy, kal karaSexduevos els Ty Yuymy tpédoir’
v an’ abrdv, Kkal ylyvoiro kaNés re xdyalis: Lib 1. p. 401 [p].
Again, ‘Opés oly 8re ds dppovia T 1 cappoaivy duolwrar, IV, p.
431 [E].




PARMENIDES.

HE Parmenides is perhaps one of the most diffi-9

cult of the Dialogues of Plato. The expression
and the reasoning are so general and abstracted,
particularly in the part where ¢, & moAAd, and v
xal moM\d are discussed; that it is not easy to
determine precisely the meaning of those terms.

Serranus supposes the one infinite Being and
second causes to be the subjects of discussion
Other %uthors, deservedly of great nmame, have
thought that they have discovered the three per-
sons of the ever-blessed Trinity delineated under
the articles &v, &v woAAd, and &v kai moMa. Le Clere,
in his Ars Critica, P. 1. 8.1. cxiv, delivers his opi-
nion concerning it in the following terms: Primus
omnium tria principia constituit Parmenides, et post
eum Plato ; qui an consenserint, non satis liquet, quod
Parmenidis non supersit preeter obscura fragmenta.
Plato autem dizit primum esse 76 ov, alTiov amwavrw,

ens, causam omnium Terum.: gecundum vero 7\679;:,
Rationem et Rectorem praesentium et futurorum : ter-
tium denique \pvxiv koouov, animam sive spiritum
munds.

The passages, referred to in support and illus-
tration of this opinion in other parts of Plato’s
writings, will be considered in their order. I shall
at present confine myself to the Parmenides, con-
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cerning the subjects of which Dialogue Cudworth g L
had before acceded to the same opinion upon the %r- &
authority of Plotinus, as appears from the following
extract : “ Wherefore Parmenides his whole philoso-
phy (saith Plotinus) was better digested, and more
exactly and distinetly set down in Plato’s Parme-
nides, where he acknowledgeth three Unities subor-
dinate, or a Trinity of divine hypostases. Which
observation of Plotinus is, by the way, the best
key, that we know of, for that obscure book of
Plato’s Parmenides” The last part of the quo-
tation seems to me to imply that he accepted
this key, not because he was perfectly satisfied
with it, but because he knew of no other so
good for unlocking the intricacies of that obscure
book. He in fact appears to have considered it
as the most plausible hypothesis that had fallen
in his way. If, therefore, we can obtain a key
from the book itself, which will unlock its intri-
cacies in a manner consistent with the subject of
the discourse, with the train of reasoning adopted
in it, with the philosophic principles of the charac-
ters introduced, and with the manner of their ap-
plying those principles; I am persuaded that every
Judicious reader will acknowledge such a key to be
infinitely more valuable, than any arbitrary hypo-
thesis of Plotinus, however specious it may have
appeared, before this key was presented to him.
Before I enter upon the investigation, it will
be proper to observe, that Parmenides is the chief
speaker of the Dialogue; and that the prinei-
Ples, advanced in it, are the principles of that
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philosopher, from whom Plato differed in opinion
on some particular points, as we are told by Aris-
totle.

Let it be no objection to this observation, that
the discourse was held in the presence of Socrates,
that he bore a part in the beginning of it, and that
he was in a great degree the occasion of the
whole. Socrates was the master of Plato; and
the sentiments and reasonings which are assigned
to him, may in general be safely considered as the
sentiments and reasonings of Plato himself. It
was likewise the usual custom, and indeed the
chief employment of Socrates, to correct what he
saw amiss in the practice and opinions of those
with whom he conversed; and, above all, to detect
the fallacious principles, and refute the false rea-
sonings of the philosophers and sophists of his
time. His express approbation, therefore, and his
tacit aquiescence, had commonly the same ten-
dency, though perhaps not so often the same
force.

But upon the present occasion, Socrates is
represented in a situation, in which he does not
often appear in the works of Plato. He is intro-
duced in this Dialogue at a time of life when he
was not a teacher, but a learner; when it was
customary with him, as he tells us in his Phedo, to
attend the different philosophers of distinguished
note ; in order that he might be able, by impartial
observation, to discover whose doctrine was most
consistent with the reality of things, and of course,
under whose guidance he should put himself in his




PARME VIDFS 11

future inquiries. It was not till he despaired of
receiving any effectual assistance from others, that
he struck out a method of philosophizing pecu-
liarly his own. In this Dialogue, therefore, con-
trary to what is the case in most others, we must
not consider the acquiescence and approbation of
Socrates as the same.

Yet even here Plato appears to treat his mas-
ter with exquisite delicacy. He makes him indeed
propose his objections to the principles of Zeno,
and defend the consequences deduced from those
objections with an ingenuousness suitable to his
age; and he at length makes him, with the same
ingenuousness, acknowledge himself confounded by
his veteran antagonist, who was by long practice
versed in all the subtleties of disputation. But

13 when Parmenides is prevailed upon to explain his
own principles, the office of replying, and of
course either of opposing or of expressing an
acquiescence, is transferred to Aristotle; and So-
crates takes no part in the remamder of the Dia-
logue.

I have thought it necessary to make these
observations, lest any one should think, that it is
a serious objection to the interpretation here pro-
duced, if the principles attributed to Parmenides
should seem not always exactly to agree with the .‘
principles maintained by Plato under the character ,'
of Socrates, in other parts of his writings. I will e
now proceed to examine the Dialogue itself.

Among the persons of the Dialogue was Par-
menides, an old philosopher, who had m&wnﬁl

MORGAN, -
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& elvar 70 wav, ' that the universe is one thing’;
by which, I conceive, he meant one system; and
that all the things which subsist have a mutual
connexion with each other, and subsist in it as
parts of one whole. Zeno was a friend of Parme-
nides, and some years younger than himself. He
had maintained, o0 woAAa elve, ‘that it is not
many’, does not consist of separate unconnected
parts. Socrates, then a youth, was desirous of
knowing the meaning and foundation of those 14
doctrines, which Zeno affirmed not to be pre-
cisely the same, though his reasoning operated as
a defence of the doctrine of his friend.

The first point which demands our attention, is
to discover what is the real subject of the Dia-
lofue. The nature of the objection urged by
Socrates, the reply to it by Parmenides, and the
defence of it afterwards by Socrates, deserve our
serious consideration ; as they may fairly be sup-
posed to be founded upon the subject of debate.—
As so many parts enter into the composition of the
universe, it is obvious, that, if it can be deno-
minated one thing, it must be so, because it is
capable of being comprehended under one €idos OT
general abstract form. Now the difficulty that oc-
curred to Socrates in the doctrine of Zeno, which

1 Tt is probable, that his theological opinion did not essen-
tially differ from that of Thales: ©AAHZ yoly ToD Kopov TO¥
Bedv- 1o 8¢ mav Eupuxov Gpa xal Sayubvew mATpes. Stobsei
Ecloge Physicee, 1. [2. § 29].  This was also the great outline of
the theology of the Stoics. : 2

2 0b vopiless ebvar abrd xaf aird €ldds Tt Spowbryros, xal TG
rowovrg al dMo T &vdyriov, b Eori dvépotov; Tolrow Bé, dvoiv
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denies a plurality, was this, that there are many
distinet * ¢y, general abstract forms, each sub-
sisting separately and independently. What does
Parmenides reply to this? Does he say, You mis-
take the nature of the thing or being, the unity of
which I maintain? No. He undertakes to shew

15 the contradictions, which, according to his rea-
soning, would arise from supposing, that the
several ¢idy, ‘species’ or general abstract forms,
subsist unconnectedly, and in a manner that
is inconsistent with the unity of =¢ =aw, ‘the
universe’ ?,

I am well persuaded that the language and
mode of reasoning adopted in this Dialogue, will
appear very harsh and forced to modern appre-
hensions, which are more conversant and better
pleased with the dictates of sound sense confined
within its proper limits, than with the logical sub-
tilties of ancient metaphysics. But if we would |
arrive at the genuine sense of an author, we must =
be contented to accompany him upon his own ;":
terms, and to reason with him upon his own prin-
ciples,

The specimen, which I have produced, will
perhaps be sufficient to convinee most people that
I have rightly stated the subject of the debate, If

Sorous, kal dpd-eab odkad 1 DA, & 8) wodAd kad odpier, ierihaps
Bdvew; kal t& pév, Tis Spowbryros perakapBdvorra, Spowa yiyves 2
cdal,mm-yﬂmlmr&m.?w&vpﬂﬂqlﬂ&yidﬂ b
s dvopowbryros dvdpowa; [p. 128 E.
'Owoﬁr.mﬁmhiwﬁ.ﬁvm&t%
dvra abrd kaf éavrd duopifnrar. [p. 133 4.] 3
nﬂ
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any be yet doubtful concerning it, I would recom-
mend it to them, to peruse with attention the
whole of the conversation, if I may so call it, be-
tween Parmenides and Socrates, as it is set down
at large in the original. Will they then be able
to believe, that Socrates found a difficulty in ac-
knowledging a perfect Unity, or in denying a
plurality in the Deity, as distinct from the Uni-
verse; because he supposed different abstract forms
‘of equality and inequality, of greatness, justice,
beauty, and the like, to subsist by themselves sepa-
rately and independently of each other, and seve-
rally to belong, either cennectedly or disjunctively,
to the several individual external Actions or
Beings ? Will they be able, in the next place, to
eBnceive, that Parmenides, instead of urging the
want of connexion between the doctrine and the
objection, should undertake to point out the incon-~
gsistencies that would arise from admitting the
truth of the opinion upon which the objection
is built; and that the whole of the following con-
versation should be employed, on one part, in
endeavouring to explain away those inconsistencies;
and on the other part, to shew the insufficiency of
the explanations, and the still greater difficulties,
that would result from them? If, besides con-
ceiving and believing all this, they can think it
possible, that the discourse should be carried on
through so many debates, objections, replies, and
rejoinders, without either party mentioning, or in
the most distant manner alluding to the real and
original subject of* doubt and dispute; I confess,

(=
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I know of no argument or mode of reasoning that
is capable of reaching them.

When Socrates seemed disposed to acknow-
ledge that he was puzzled with the difficulty of
the question, Parmenides told him that he had
plunged into the depths of philosophy in the morn-
ing of life, before he was sufficiently exercised, He
praised indeed his ingenuity, but recommended it
to him to exercise himself first in the discussion of
more simple topics; by which means he would
afterwards be able with less difficulty to investigate
more intricate and complicated subjects. The kind
of exercise which Parmenides recommended, as
suited to the present state of Socrates, was hypo-
thetical reasoning both positively and negatively
upon the same subject. For instance, 4If a thing
be so, what will be the consequence? Again, If
a thing be not so, what will be the consequence ?
After some entreaty, Parmenides is prevailed upon
to give Socrates a specimen of what he meant.
He says, ®he will begin from himself and an hypo-
thesis of the truth of his own tenet, which was the
unity of the Universe, & elvac 76 mwav. Concern-
ing which he will enquire, first, If it be true : se-
condly, If it be not true, what will be the con-
sequence.

4 Xp) 8¢ xal td8e & mpds rolre mowelv, py pdvov, & forw
ékaordv moribépevoy, axomeiv T4 oupBalvorra éx rijs Urobéceaws,
@A\ kal el i éore TS abrd Toiro UmorlBecfat, € Bolhet paXoy
Yvpvaobijvar, [p. 135 E.]

5 [Bovheale) dn' duod dpywpac kal ijs épavrod tmobévews, mept
ToU dvds alrod Umobéuevos, €l Te & dorwv, € Te py &, vl xpy Svp-
Baivew. [p. 137 B.)



16 PARMENIDES.

From the hypothesis of his tenet with respect
to unity being true, he shews, first, that unity itself
in its most simple state, as it is predicated of the
Universe, indicates nothing beyond itself but mere
unity. It contains no other quality whatever. It
implies neither beginning, nor end, nor shape, nor
identity, nor diversity, nor time, nor place, nor ex-
istence, nor non-existence, nor any other property.
Secondly, if in the hypothesis of unity be included
existence, which must be the case when you come
to consider the several parts that are comprehended
under this most simple unity, and as it were tied
together by it; an infinite multitude will immedi-
ately branch out from it. For the unity according
to the hypothesis thus stated will imply existence,
and existence unity; so that they necessarily become

6 TG re yap & 75 by del loxe, kal 70 by 76 &, dore dvayxy,
80 dev yiyvépevov, pndémore &v elvai—odkoly dmeipov dv 10 wAjfos
ofre ™ & by €y, [p. 143 A.] This will appear very peculiar
reasoning to those, who have not some acquaintance with the

_ language of ancient metaphysics. But Aristotle tells us, that
| this verb, éori, is, by its efficacy to destroy the unity of unit
| in being predicated of it, gave such disturbance to the philoso-
| phers, who maintained an unity of principle, that some of them,
' as Lycophron, struck it out. Others changed the form of the

expression; as, for instance, they would not say, The man is
walking, but, The man walks; lest, by applying the word is,
they should make one thing to be many. As if, says Aristotle,
unity and existence were expressed only in one manner : "Efo-
puBotwro 8¢ kal of Vorepoi, kaldmep ol dpxalor, pi more qupBaivy
abrols dpa 7o adrd &v elvaw kat moM\d. Aw ol pév 70 €oTey acpet-
Aov, Gomep Auvkbppov of 8¢ mw Nébw pereppifulov, dre 6 av-
Bpamos o) hevkds éorw @& Ne\evkwrar, obde Badi{wv éorly, alha
Babiter a pi), T €0t mpogdmrovres, oA\ elvar mowdot O év, s
povay@s Aeyopévou Tod évds 7 o dvros.— Natwr. Auscult. Lib. I.
[Ch. 2.ed. Bekk.] Plato in Theetetus gives a similar account of the
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two, and consequently can be no longer one®. Now
19 says he, unity, when by the hypothesis it partakes
of existence, becomes many; though, when it is
contemplated alone by the understanding in its
simple state, it appears only an unit’. This rea-
soning of our author is thus ridiculed by Theopom-

& . : Gl 3 y 5 L s . Diog. Lacrt.
pus, ev yap €oTi ou3€ €EVv' TA 36 300 ;uo?us' EV ETTLY, EEEH,M‘,M
of ’ ib.11r. Segm.
ws ¢Pnoe IaTw. 24.]

Moreover, not only ér, when it partakes of
ovala, ‘existence’, will become many in number,
that is, branch out into an infinite multitude of
units or species; but also each of those will be
rendered limited in its nature, (rerepacuévor av ein)
distinguished by a particular form. The specific
forms, thus infinite in multitude, though they
branch out from &y, ¢ unit’®, and centre in it, will be

doetrine of some philosophers concerning the material elements:
"Ey® yap al éddkovy dkovety Twdv, bte T4 peév mphTa oiamepel oTot-
xeta, é& dv rjpels Te guykelpefa kal T@\Na, Adyov odk Exor atrd
vip kal' abrd éxaorov dvopdoar pdvov eln, mpooeurely 8¢ oldéy allo
duvardy, ol &s €oTw, ol @s otk Eoriw- 0y yap &v ololay, 1 pi ol-
oiav abrg mpoorifeabar. deiv 8¢ oldév mpoocpépery, elmep atrd éxeivo
pdvor Tis épet, p. 201, 2.

7 Alrd 10 év, 6 Of apev ovolas peréyew, éav aird 1§ Swavolg
povoy kal aird NdBwpev, avev TovTov, ob (apéy peréxew, apa ye év
povoy aviicerar 7 kal mo\a 70 alrd Toiro; év, olpar Eywye,
[p. 1434.]

‘8 Plato in the Philebus explains at large the process of re-
ducing many distinct things to one. Things, which in their
own nature admit of more or less, such as hot, cold, swift, slow,
&c., are not only many and various, but also opposite to each
other. Yet being collected and classed under the genus of un-
limited, they become one. Or, as he expressed it again, The
unlimited presented many genera; but being impressed with
the genus of more and its opposite, it appeared one: IToA\d ye
kal 70 Gmewpov mapéoyero yévp: dpos 8 émoppayicbévra T¢ Tod
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not only different, but often directly opposite to 20
each other, and thus express all the qualities that
can come under observation; limited in their na-
ture, as being severally one, and confined to a par-
ticular and appropriated form; and unlimited in
number, as there is many a one: xal wemepacpévoy
Kal dwelpoy w1 Oet.

Again, after & moA\d, many species, each of
which is properly an unit, partaking of existence
and limited in its form, there arise from the hypo-
thesis the several particulars in nature one and
many (¢év kal wol\a) connected with time, and
partly partaking of existence and partly not?,
These individuals, subject to generation and de-
struction, are unlimited both in number and in
nature!?, The specific form gives them a limitation 21
in their relation to other species; while their own
nature produces an unlimited variety in the parti-
culars of the same species.

This will receive illustration from the Philebus,
in which Dialogue Plato makes Socrates divide the

paXhov kal évavriov yéver év épdvn, p. 26 [D]. How much more
easy is it, says he, to reduce under one head those things,
which by their nature are limited, and are not severally many!
Kal pny 76 ye mépas ofire mohAa elyev, oir éBuokolalvoper ws olk
Ny év pioer.—Ib.

9 Td & el éorw, olov Siehphibapey, ap’ otk dvdyky abdrd, év Te
by kal moMAa, kal pnre év prre molAd, Kal pérexov xpdvov, Oti peév
éorwv &y, ololas peréxew moré; Gri O¢ odk éoTi, pi peréyew al
moré ovalas, [p. 1558.] They are called & xai moAAd, as con-
sisting of idea or form, which is one, and matter, which is de-
nominated many.

10 Odkoly olrws det okomovvre abriy kal abvriy Ty e"rs’pav.cﬁﬁm'u
Tob €ldovs, dooy &v alrijs del 6pdpey, dmepov €orat whijfer ;—Tols
d\\ots 81) Tob évds aupBalver, éx pév Tod évds kal €€ éavrdy Koww-




12
15

PJI RJ‘[EJ\TID E‘S’. 19

principles of things into two kinds. First, matter
and its qualities, which admitting in its own nature
degrees of more and less, and having nothing in
its nature to confine those qualities, he calls ameipov,
‘unlimited’. Secondly, specific form, which con-
taining in its own nature a principle of limitation,
he calls 7épas, and éxov wépasll,

The first he likewise calls woA\d, as being many
in its nature’?. But the latter is opposed to it as
being characteristically different; since it does not
admit of that denomination in its nature?s, Though
he had' before said that each kind is divided into
many in number. Out of these two conjoined
arises a third class, which comprises all particular
things?s,

Of this union he produces several instances :
among others, in disorders a proper limitation, ap-
plied to the constituent parts of the body, produces
health's.  Again, limitation being applied to sharp,
flat, swift, and slow sounds, which are in their own
nature unlimited, constitutes musiec,

moavtey, és Eowkev, érepdy T yéyveobar év adrois, & 8 wépas
mdpecxe mpds E\\jha- 5§ 8¢ abraw Piots xaf éavra, dmetplay.
[p. 158 0.]

11 Tov Ocdv ENéyoudy mov 10 Reév dmetpov Seifar Ty dvraw, T
3¢ mépas. [p. 23 o]

12 “Or¢ 8¢ rpdmov Twa 1d dmetpoy woANG éore metpdoopar Ppd-
{ew. [p. 244.]

18 Kal iy réye mépas obire moOANG elyev. [p. 261.]

M Té 8do rotray meipdpeda moA\& éxdrepoy éoxiopévor kal
tha'waa'pe'vov iddvres, els & wd\w éxarepor auvayaydres, p- 23
Ej.

15 T3 8¢ rpirov & duchoiv Tovrow & 10 Svppioydpevov.

V10 Bp otk v pdy véoous 1 Tolray Spby Kowwvia Ty Uyelas
Piow éyévinae ; P- 25 [E],
B5
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Plato, in the fifth Book of his Republic, has
put into the mouth of Socrates a doctrine of €10n,
¢gpecies’, similar to what is here laid down. ¢Since’,
says he, ‘handsome and ugly are opposite to each
other, they are collectively two, but separately one.
The same may be said of just and unjust, of good
and evil, and all species. They are each separately
one, though by a participation of actions and bo-
dies, and of each other, they appear severally to
be many’Y. ¢These’, he says, consisting partly of
existence and partly of non-existence, are the ob-
jects of opinion (36f«), that holds a middle place
between knowledge, which embraces essential
forms, and ignorance, to which absolute non-entities
are assigned’.

When Parmenides had shewn that the present
state of things would result from the positive hypo-
thesis of the unity of the universe; he proceeded
to argue upon the negative hypothesis, which was
found to lead to very different conclusions.

The reasoning of Parmenides is founded upon
the abstract nature of an unit, and is intended to
shew, that the present state of things results from
the unity of the universe. Hence if this reasoning

V1 *Ered dorw évavriov kakdv aloxpd, 8o abrg elvar. mos
8 off; obkovy, émedy 8lo, kal év éxdrepov. Kal Tovro. Kai Trepl
Swkalov kal adixov, kal dyafod kal kakol, Kal mdvreoy TOV €ldov
wépt 6 abros Ndyos: atrd pév, & Eaorov elvat, T 8¢ TOV mpabéwy
xai copdrey kal AAMA@Y Kowevig mavrayov avraldpeva, moNka
¢aivecfar éaorov, p. 467 [s]. Again in the tenth book: Eldos
ydp w0t Tt & &aorov elwbapev Tifeofar mept ékagrTu Td moANd,
ofs Tabrdw Yvopa émpépopev. 7 ob pavfiveis ; Mavlave. Odpev
&) kai viv 6,7t Bothet Ty moA\&v. olov, €l Oékets, moNhai ol
dor Mae kal Tpdmefar. Tas & off; ANAG idéar yé mov meph
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were allowed, the necessity of a Creator would be
superseded, and the universe, considered as a whole,
would have the principle of existence in itself, be
independent and eternal.

Aristotle, in his ®uvswksy dkpoasis, examines the
opinions of the different philosophers concerning
the principles of things. In the second chapter

24 of the first book he accuses Melissus and Par-

menides of assuming false principles, and of rea-
soning unsyllogistically from them. He says, that
the assumption of their first principle was inconsis-
tent with an investigation of nature; that a true
natural philosopher could no more dispute with
them, than a geometrician could dispute with one
who denied the first principles of geometry. The
force of the objection consisted in this, that they
deduced a system of physics from a metaphysical
principle. In the following chapter he urges the
absurdity of treating unit as a principle of produc-
tion, which is considering that as a substance,
which in itself expresses only quantity or number.
In the first chapter of the thirteenth book of his
Metaphysics, Aristotle himself acknowledges unity
and existence to be true metaphysical principles

tabra T4 okely Slor pla pév Kh\ivps, pia 8¢ Tpamélys, p. 596 [B].
In the latter of which passages in particular it is to be observed,
that several €8y or i8éa are said to be moM\a, many in number,
and the particulars classed under each i8éa are 7a mol\a, ‘the
many,’ and that each separate elSos or idéa is & &kaorov mwepl
€kaora ta moMd. Thus Aristotle, stating the difference of the
language that was held by Plato, and some other philosophers,
concerning the principles of things, says, ‘O pév (I\arwv) raira
motel YAy, 16 8¢ &v 16 eldost oi 8¢ T pév &v 1o dmokelpevor Uy, T
8¢ évavria duacpopds kal €idn.—Nat. Ause. 1. 5. [Ch. 4. ed. Bekker.]
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PLATO’S

DOCTRINE OF I1DEAS,

'[T may not be improper in this place to may

= something of Plato's general doctrine of Zdeas,
Ho divided all ohjeets into two grand olasses, €eo-
nominated, from the different methods by which
wo become acquainted with them, rathor than
from thoir own nature, ZIntelligibles and Senaibles :
(vopra ral aioByrd) 'The first are the ohjoots of
the understanding, and the other of the senses’,
The intelligibles, which were single in their several
kinds (8v ékagror), were considered as the only
venl existences and the objects of knowledge, The
sensibles, which were the many (rd woAd), being
of n very different dewseription, were the founda-
tions of opinion only,

Under tho class of sensibles he comprehended
not only every particular external ohject, of what
kind soover, but also overy particular act or con-
orote quality belonging to it. There were many
beautiful, many good, and many just things (reA\d
kahd, moAAd dyald, xal moANd Slkaua), which were
all clased under sensiblos (alo@prd); since the
a6 notico of all particulars in conveyed by tho sonwes,
But the intelligibles (rd voprd) wore those things
which are to be comprehended only by the unders

Y% pdv 0 dpadal thaper, voelodu B ot vde 8 al WBae
vorloOac pdv, dplicOai 8 oDy Hop, vi. p, 607 [n],




24 PLATO’S Doctrine r_:f Ideas.

standing w1th rcason“. In this class were included
not only spiritual substances, but also all general
abstract qualities (7. e 76 ayabov kai T0 Oikatov.)
So that, in fact, év éaorov vonrov was the general
or abstract idea, and ra woAXa aigOyta the several
particulars arranged under it.

Avristotle, who viewed nature with a more
curious eye, and who was not so much under the
influence of a lively and refined imagination,
formed a very different judgment upon the sub-
ject. He maintained that bodily or material ob-
jects were most properly entities®. He divided
ent1t1cs (oucnat) into primary and secondg,__g By
primary entities he meant partlculars, as a particu-
lar man or a particular horse. By _seg_qg_claz_y_e_m
tities he meant the species and get;us, under which
the particulars are classed. Thus them
cntlty is a particular man: and the secondary en-
tities are the species man and the genus animalf,
His doctrine, therefore, is in this respect directly
Opposﬂ:e to that of his master, For he maintains

2 Nonoet perd Adyov mephnmrdv.—Timeeus, p. 28 [A].

3 Otolaw 8¢ pdhior elvac doxodar T abpara,—De Anima, 11. 1.
And again: Aéye 8§ ololas pév vd re amha owpara, olov wip
xal yiv, kal doa aloroa Tolros, kal doa €k Tovrwy,—De Calo,
Ior. 1.

4 Anf-npm 8¢ ovoiar Néyovrar év ols eileow al mpdras obloiac
Reyd,ums iwdpyovoe: Tabrd Te kal T4 Tév eldov TovTwy yéun
olov, & 7is dvfpwmos év elder pév tﬂrupxﬂ TP avﬂpwmp 'ywaf dé
700 €ibous éorl 10 (@ov- delrepar ol adrar Néyovraw ololat, olov &
Te dvlpamos kal 1é (Gov.—Categor. 5.

5 Al mpérac ololat, dux Td Tois d\\ows dmacw vmokelofai—
xupwrara obolac Néyovra—Mj) olody olv tdv mpéTwy olaiwy,
dddvarov Tév d\\ev Tt elvas,—Ibid.

6 ITaga 8¢ obola dokei 08¢ Tt anpalvew émi pév olv Tdv
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that particulars are the only proper entities: that
the species and genus exist only in a second-
ary sense; and that they could not exist at all,
were it not for the particulars or primary entities®.
Now, says he, an entity seems to point out some
actual and particular thing, which a a primary entlty
truly and indisputably does. Indeed by the con-
struction of the sentence a secondary entity ap-
pears to do so, but does not in reality. It expregses
only the quality®,

The reason why many philosophers held general

ideas to be the real entltles, was, as Ar Arlstotle very

Justly observed7 that they regarded particular
ob_]ects as tra.naltory aud ﬂcetmg On this account

same, and permanent in their nature and rela-
tions to each other (ae! xara Td avra kal woavTws
éxovra). In the Philebus he divides knowledge
into two kinds: First, experimental knowledge,
which he places in a secondary class, as being con-
versant about fluctuating and perishable things.

mpoTey oloiwy dvapdirBimrov kal d\nbés éorw Gre Téde Tt o9)-
palver—aropor yap xat &v dplpd 16 Spholpeviy doTw. émt 8é
tdy Sevrépay olady ¢haiverar pév dpolos Td oxpart Tis wpoo-
nyoplas Td8e T¢ onpalvew, Grav einp avBpomov 7§ (Gov ol piv
d\nbés yer dA\a palov mowy ¢ anpalver ot yap [év inserit Bekker]
éorl T Umokelpevoy, domep §) mpwry olola, dAA& kard moMAdy &
dvBpomos Néyerar xkal 5 {pov.—Ibid.

T Ta pév olv év tois alobprois xaléxagra peiv évdplov kal
pévew oldév alrdv.— Metaph. xi. 12. Zwéfn 8 7 mepl Tov
elday 8dfa rois elmoior, B 10 mewwbijvar mwept Ths aknbeias Tols
‘Hpakherrelots Adyots, ws mavrev Téy alolprdy del pedvrov. dot',
elmep émworipn Twos Eorac kal Ppémats, érépas deiv Twas Pioeas
elvas wap ras alofyrds pevoloas; ob yip elvat Tév pedvrov ém-
oriunv.—Ib. cap. 4.

72./73,
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26 PLATO’'S Doctrine of Fdeas.

Secondly, abstract knowledge, which is entitled to
the first class, as it respects things unchangeable
and permanent?.

Philo Judxus, no inconsiderable Platonist,
founds a curious interpretation of Secripture upon
this doctrine of Plato. He says that the sacred
writings on this account style Gon the husband,
not of a virgin ; for that is changeable and mortal
—but of virginity, which is of a permanent na-
ture?,

8 "Ereoripny O dmoripns duddpopos, of pdv énl & yepdpeva val
droANOpeva drofiNémovea, § B¢ in) rd pire yeydpeva pire dmoh-
Apeva, kard rabrd 8¢ kai doatres Gvra del. ralrye els T dAnlés
dmiorkomotpevor fynodpela dxelvne dhnleoriépay elvar, p. 61 [p].
This is similar to what ho had said a little before; Tiv mepl
rd by kal 1o Dvras xal 1d kard ralrdy del medurds, mivros Eyoye
olpas ryeciofae Elpmavrag Goois voi kal opkpdy  mpooripryras,
parp dnbeardmy elvae ybow, p. b8 [A).

Y Aumep 6 xpnopds [Jerem. iil. 4.) mepihaxrac Oedv dvdpa
elwiw, off mapOivov—rperrrs) yip HBé xkal Oupri—dAAi mapBevias,
#hj¢ del kard ra alrd xal doatrws dyolons Bias,




29 CONCERNING TO AI'AOON.

E will now examine what Plato has discoursed
in his Treatise De Republica, mepi Ths Tov
daryabfoi ideus, which he calls péyiorov pdbnpa. As
Plotinus, Cudworth, and many others, suppos® =¢ Jntelictuat
ayafov to mean the Supreme Being!, it will be ol 4ot o
proper to consider it with some attention.
We know that all the sects of heathen philoso-
phers did, with the greatest reason, look upon the
question concerning the Greatest Good? as one of
the most important that could engage their atten-
tion. Cicero, in his Treatise concerning Laws, iy R
which he wrote in imitation of Plato, says, that the
question is immediately connected with that sub-
Ject; as it is the business of him who draws the
3o plan of a State always to have an eye to the great-
est good of the subjects, which he can never do,
unless he knows wherein that good consists.
But let us observe in what manner Plato makes

1 Brucker sooms to think that Plato here deseribes the
second hypostasis in the divine nature.  Historia Critica Philo-
sophiw, Pars 11. Lib. 11 6. § 1.

2 Quid est enim in vita tanto opere quwmrendum, quam cum
omnia in philosophia, tum id, quod his Libris queritur, quid
#it finis, quid extremum, quid ultimum, quo sint omnia bene
vivendi recteque faciendi consilia referenda? quid sequatur
natura ut summum ex rebus expetendis, quid fugiat ut extre-

~ mum malorum? Qua de re cum sit inter doctissimos summa
dissensio, ote.— e Finibus, 1. 4.
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28 Concerning TO AT'AOON.

Socrates enter upon this discourse mep! 775 Tob
aryabob idéas, or, as he elsewhere calls it, to dis-
cover what is the most excellent of human posses-
sions or acquirements: mpos 7o SieNéoOar Ti Tav
a’prw'rrfuwv KTHRATWY APIGTOV.

He states it as the most difficult and at the
same time the most important attainment; without
which indeed every other possession and attainment
would be of no value®. Having warned his hearers
of the difficulty and importance of the question, he
proceeds to state the opinions of others concerning
it. The multitude think it to be pleasure; but
those who are more refined, esteem it to be know-
ledge or wisdom*. The subject of enquiry, there-
fore, was plainly that which Cicero calls controver-
sam rem et plenam dissensionis inter doctissimos®, and
which he describes to be that to which all things
are referred, and for the sake of obtaining which
all things are to be done®. Hence, it appears that 31
it must have been what the nature of the enquiry
implies, and what all philosophers, how much soever
they differed in other respects, esteemed it, either
the possession of some external object capable of
being enjoyed, or some personal qualifications,
either corporeal or mental, capable of the most

3 *H olee 7t mhéov elvar wagav krijow éxriofa, py) pévrou
ayabiv; 1) mavra td\\a ¢poveiv [dvev Tod dyaBod] kakdy 8¢ «ai
ayaboy pndév ¢poveiv; VI. p. 505 [B].

4 Tols pév moNhois 1dovs) doxel elvac 76 dyalfdv, rois 8¢ kopypo-
Tépots Ppdmais. [Ibid.]

5 These are terms very similar to those which Socrates uses
in speaking of it: olkoly dre pév peydlar kal wohal dughiofSy-
Tjoes mwepl avrod Pavepdy. [Ibid. D.]

b .
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perfect enjoyment, or a mixture of those several
ingredients”,

Socrates was asked again, whether he thought
the greatest good to be knowledge, or pleasure, or
something else different from those®. He told
them that he could not display to them =6 aya@ov
itself; but he would set before them its offspring
most like itself, which he afterwards explained to
be knowledge in the mind and truth in things. By
which I conceive him to mean, that 7o ayafov, the
most general idea of good, must be an abstract of
the universal good, an object infinitely beyond the
capacity of the human intellect, at least in the
present state of man; but that some resemblance
of it may be attained by knowledge exercised upon

32 the truth of things. These, he says, are not =¢ p. 5.
ayafov, but ayaboedsj. They spring from the uni-
versal good. In the Second Alcibiades, Socrates is . 1452
made to ask what kind of state that would be which
should be composed of men skilled in all other arts
and sciences avev Tijs Tov PBe\tioTov EmicTHuRS.
Alcibiades is soon prevailed upon to acknowledge
that it would be a state of the greatest confusion
and anarchy: "Ap’ odx dv dpBds Néyoiuev, Pdvres . 16s]
mOANAs Tapaxis Te kal dvopias mecTv €ivar THY
Tolav TV Tol\iTelay.

9 Finem bonorum, quo referuntur omnia, et cujus apiscendi
causa sunt facienda omnia.—De Legg. 1. 20, Or, in the lan-
guage of Plato, & 8) didker pév dmaca Yuxd), kal Todrov évexa
warra mpdrTeL,

T TdyaBdv 8¢ olkeéidy ¢ kal dvoaaiperov.— Arist. Ethic.
Nicom. 1. 3.

8 Hdrepov émaripny 1o dyabdv ¢ps elvar, # $3oviy, § o0&
T mapa raira, p. 506 [B],



p. 82 [c).

30 Concerning TO ATAGON.

Plato, in the Phedo, makes Socrates, in dis-
cussing the doctrine of Anaxagoras, speak with
disapprobation of his not referring things to good-
ness and fitness as their causes: ws a\nfds 76 aya-
Bov kat dcov Evvdeiv rkal Fuvéxew ovdéy olovrar. Here
déov, and of course 7o ayabfor, to which Socrates
would refer the composition and support of things,
must be the final cause. If any doubt of this
could remain, it would be completely dispelled by
a reference to what Socrates said in the pre-
ceding page he expected from the profession of
Anaxagoras. ¢ When’, says he, ¢ Anaxagoras pro-
fessed that things were disposed by mind, I never
imagined that he would assign any other cause for
them than this, that it is best they should be in the
manner in which they are’®.

I will endeavour to throw some light upon this 33

subject from the works of contemporary writers.
Xenophon was a scholar of Socrates at the
same time with Plato, and has also handed down
to posterity many of the discourses of that great
teacher of morality to the Gentiles. Not being,
like Plato, the founder of a sect and a lecturer by
profession, he did not study to form an ingenious
system with materials, culled with the nicest art
from the traditions of diverse countries and the spe-
culations of diverse masters. He told his artless
tale with an unaffected though elegant simplicity.

9 0b yap dv more alrdv Qunv, Pdokovrd ye Vmd wod alrd
kekoopijofas, N\ Twva adrois airiav émeveykeiv, ) 8rie Bé\rioroy
abra olrws éxew oy, domep Exer

10 E{ 7 eldely dyabév: [i.e. if he knew of any thing good.]




Concer ?H??J TO ATAOON. 31

It is not “onduful that the d:scomscs of Socrates
should appear different in the hands of such differ-
ent relators. One of the most striking points of
distinction is this, that in )u,nophon Socrates Wor~
always leads those who dispute with him from ab-
stract and general reasonings to par ticulars.

It happens that he has preserved a discourse
between Socrates and Aristippus concerning the
very subject of which we have been treating. %As
Xenophon is supposed not to have been on the
most friendly terms with Plato, I cannot help think-
ing that by a particular expression he meant to cast
some ridicule upon this doctrine of our author,
which Aristotle likewise seems to have thought very
open to reprehension from the frequent strictures
which he has passed upon it.

34 » Xenophon tells us that Aristippus, desirous of Memaray. .
/ensnaring Socrates, asked him if he knew what

/ good is? Do you mean, says Socrates, good for
afever? No. For weakness of eyes? No. For
hunger? No. Then, says he, if you ask me whe-

~ ther I know anything good, that is good for nothing,

I neither know nor desire it'. He then proceeded
to shew that there was nothing absolutely and uni-
versally good ; for that good referred to some end ;
and things that were handsome and good for some
purposes, were unseemly and bad for others,

Aristotle begins his Ethics with asserting that

U %pa yip [leg: ye] ¥y, dporis pe, € 7 olda muperod
dyaléy; olx éyay', épn. d\XN' Spfalpias; oddé rovro. dANG Atpod ;
008¢ Nepob. dNN& piy, &b, by’ épards pe, €l e d-ynﬂév olda, &
undévos dyaBéy égrw, ofr' olda, &pn; obre déopar. A
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32 Concerning TO ATAGON.

some good is the object of all our aims and pursuits;
therefore that which all things desire is called good
in an absolute sense, or The Good!2. This in the
second chapter he farther styles happiness. But
here he gives us the same account that we have
seen before in Plato and Cicero. Men doubt about
the nature of this happiness’, The many, (ot
woA\oi), as Plato also calls them, think that it con-
sists of external things—as pleasure, riches. Some
were of opinion that there was something good in
itself which was the cause to other things of their
being good . :

Having in the third chapter confuted the
opinions of the multitude, he undertakes, in the
fourth chapter, to controvert the latter opinion,
which was entertained by those whom he deno-
minates the wise. This he calls 70 xaforov and

35

the opinion of some friends. He maintains that

there can be no common or general idea of good
(ovk @v €ln Kolvy Tis éml TovTwy idéa), because good
is expressed in so many different ways: in the
subject, as in God and the soul; in the quality,
as in the virtues; in the quantity, as in modera-
tion, in time, and place, and so forth. Again,
having distinguished good into ends and means
(rd pév kab avra, Odrepa d¢ dia Tavra) let us,
says he, consider, if they be expressed according
to one idea. The conclusion, which he draws from

12 Haoa réxwn kal mwaoga pebédos, dpoiws 8¢ mpatls re Kal mwpo-
alpeais dyabot Twos épiecfa Joxei. did ka\ds dmedrivavro rdyaloy
ob wavra édlerar, L 1.

13 Ilepi 8¢ 7ijs ebBaipovias, tis dorw, dudiofyrodat,
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his reasoning, is, that there is not a common good
according to one idea (olk éorw dpa 70 dyafdv
Kowov Tt kata piav idéav). Thus chophon and
Aristotle arrive at the same _Eomt by . dlﬁ'elcnt.
roads.
It appears most evident to me, that Aristotle
36 throughout this whole chapter is controverting
the doctrine of Plato concerning 76 dvyafdy; and
all his reasonings imply, that he understood hig
master to mean by it one general abstract idea
of good, under which all other things intitled good
are classed, which he calls xowdr 7t kaBdhov xal v,
and again, év T¢ 70 KO KaTyyopovuevoy aryaBov.
Aristotle begins his Great Morals with an
enquiry about the same 76 dyafoy, which he pro-
nounces to be the end of all knowledge and
power (wdans emiaTipns kal Svvduews eoTi Tt T€Nos),
and says, that the idea of good is that by par-
taking of which other things are good. Having
come to the same conclusion by nearly the same
reasoning as before, he attacks Plato more closely
for introducing such general and abstract specula-
tions into political disquisitions. The profession
of no particular art or science comprehends the
knowledge of the good of every one. The phy-
sician knows not what is good in the art of a
pilot, nor again the pilot what is good in the pro-
fession of a physician ; but each knows and is con-

14 ]Iapar&!rohlaayaﬂﬁ Mo r&mﬁaﬁ&cfwl, amlrow&
wiow airdy éor Tob elvar dyabd.
15 0 rd\\a peraoxdira dyabd éore roiro 8 doriy 3 ldéa
Tdyafod, :
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cerned about the good of lus own occupation. So
neither does it concern politics to treat of a good
which is common to all things. Wherefore, when
any one undertakes to discourse of good, he ought
not to speak of the idea. But the men, against

whom this reasoning is directed, think, that they 37

ought to treat of the idea; for they ought to
treat of what is most completely good.—This,
says he, can have no relation to politics, con-
cerning which we are now speaking.—But perhaps
the person professes to use this general good as
a first principle, from which he will proceed to the
particular good. But neither is this right; for he
should use the principles peculiar to his subject
(3¢t Tas apyas oixelas Naufdavew). Otherwise he
would resemble a man, who, in order to prove that
the angles of a triangle are equal to two right
angles, should begin with proving the soul im-
mortal. Now we can prove the proposition, with-
out proving the immortality of the soul; and in
like manner we can speculate upon other goods,
without the abstract universal idea of good (dvev
+o0 katd Ty wéav ayabov). Therefore this is
not the peculiar principle of that good which you
are seeking.

Most of this reasoning is repeated in his Ethics

to Eudemus, particularly that a general abstract

good is of no use in politics’. He calls it likewise
70 Tov ayafos €ldos. And that you may not sup-

16 “Ore ,u.w olv otk Zorw abré Tt dyaldy, Exer dwoplas Towatras,
xal re o) xpioyor T moNruk, dAAG Wby Te dyabiy, Jmcp ml
rals d\lais, .
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pose it different from other species or general
ideas, he says, wor elvar avro 7o ayaBov Ty

38 i8éav Tov aryabov’ kal yap xwpta'rr}'v €lvar TV PETE-
XOVTwY, Womep kai TAs @ANas idéas.

I think, I have now said enough to prove that
Plato did not intend by the term 76 ayafov to
express a person, and therefore that he could not
mean by it the supreme Being, the first person of
the Trinity ; but rather the final cause of things,
as he says in the Philebus, 73 ~ye piv ov Evexa 8 b 54
évekd Tou rywyvouevoy del tyiyvorr dv €v TH Tob
aryabol poipa éxetvo éotu.

In the Philebus, in which Plato professedly
treats of the same subject, he does not soar quite
so high into the regions of abstraction. The ques-
tion having been started, whether pleasure (ydovs))
or intellect and knowledge (vovs «ai emiocTiun)
are the greatest good; in the course of the en-
quiry he divides both pleasure and knowledge into
two kinds, differing from each other in degrees
of truth and reality; and concludes, that neither
of them separately, but that a mixture of the most
pure parts of each, constitutes that good which is
the subject of enquiry.

17 Niw 8] 7is Nbyos éwijvuoer fjpiy, domep kal kar' dpyds, pj
{hreiv év 7§ apikre Big Tdyabdy, aAX' év 16 pwrd, [p. 61 B.]—EL
a d\ybéorara Tpipara éxarépas Woper mwpdrov Evppiavres, dpa
lkava ratra Evykexpapéva Tdv ayamyrérarov Plov dmepyacdpeva
mapéxew rpiv; p. 61 [E].

MORGAN. G
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|

N Cudworth’s Intellectual System is the follow- |

ing passage: “ In his Philebus, though he agree '
thus far with those other ancient philosophers, |
ws ael Tov wavros vovs apyet, ‘that mind always l
rules over the whole universe”; yet does he add
afterwards, o7t vols €07t yevovoTns Tob TAVTWY
aiTiov, ‘that mind is’ (not absolutely the first
principle but) ‘cognate with the cause of all things;’
and that therefore it rules over all things with
and in a kind of subordination to that first prin-
ciple, which is Zagathon, or the highest good.—
Where when Plato affirms, that mind or his second
divine hypostasis is ~evovorns with the first; it
is all one as if he should have said, that it is
auyyévns, and opoeidns, and opoyevys with it; all
which words are used by Athanasius as synony-
mous with ¢poovaios ¢ coessential’ or ¢consubstan-

tial’ ”.

Plato often speaks of the authority which the
mind or soul in general exercises over the body,
which it animates and informs, He applies to them
severally the epithets, governing and governed so0
(apxwv kal apxomevov).—In the Timeus, speaking
of the creation of the universe, he says, ¢ The soul,
which was prior in time and superior in dignity,
was appointed by the Creator as a mistress and




PHILEBUS. 37

governor over the subject body’’. Hence it is
reasonable to suppose, that wois, o5 dpyer Tov
wavtos, 18 the mind of the universe (rov 7wavrds).—
But, in order to arrive at the full meaning of the
passage upon which Cudworth has given this com-
mentary, it will be proper to consider the context,
and to observe the train of reasoning that led
to it.

A dispute had arisen between Philebus and
Socrates, whether pleasure or intellect contributed
most to the good of man. In the course of the
enquiry Socrates divided all things now existing
in the universe (mdvra Ta viv Ovra év 7§ wavti)
into four parts. First, what is unlimited (amweipov) .20
viz. those things which admit of degrees, and have
no principle of limitation within themselves, such
as hard, soft, harder, softer, &c. Secondly, Zim:-
tation (mépas). Thirdly, things produced by the
union of limitation with what is in its own nature
unlimited (kowdv). And fourthly, the author or
cause of the union (76 77s airias ryévos.)—Having
proved that pleasure is of the kind of the unli-
mited, he then asks, To which of the foremen-
tioned divisions can we without impiety assign
wisdom, and knowledge, and mind, or intellect ?
(ppovnow 8¢ kai émoTiuny kal vobv eis Ti woTe p13a
T@v mpoetpnuévwy vor Oévres ovk v acefoimers;) or,
as he asks the same question again in other
words, Of what kind they are (vovw kai émoThuny 2.,
€pouevos omolov ryévovs eiev).  This, says he, is

1°0 3¢ kal yevéoer xal dperfjy mporépay kal mpeofurépay Yuxijy
odparos, ds Seomdrv kal dpfovoay dpfopévov cuveamjcaro.
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easy; for all wise men agree, that mind is king of
heaven and earth, And perhaps they say well,
But let us, if you please, enter into an examina-
tion of the kind itself (avrot 700 ryévovs) more at
large.

Shall we, says he, assert that an irrational
power and chance preside over the universe; or on
the contrary, as those who have gone before us
say, that some wonderful mind and intelligence ar-
ranges and directs it? (vobv ral Ppovyoiv Twa
OavuacTiy cvvrdrTovgav S;axvﬁepvév ;) Protarchus,
one of his opponents, readily admits that mind
disposes all things (voby wdvra diakoopeiv). Socrates
encourages him to persist in this opinion, and as-
sures him that he will take his share of the danger
and censure, if any doughty disputant should affirm
that those things were not so disposed, but pro-
ceeded in a disorderly manner (Srav awjp dewos
¢n TavTa py obTws aAN aTdkTws Exew).

He then states the constituent parts of the visi-
ble world and human nature. The fire with which
we are conversant, is supplied and replenished by

the elemental fire which subsists in the universe 42

(év 7@ mavri) in a perfect state. It must be said
also of our bodies that they proceed from and are
supported by the great body of the Universe. Do
we not say that our body has a soul?? Whence

2 See this reasoning adopted in Cie. De Nat. Deor. 1. 6, 7.
8 We find an argument similar to this both in Xenophon
and Cicero. Noiw d¢ pdvoy dpa obdapod dvra oé elruyds wos
dokeis ovvapmdoar; kai tdde Ta {meppeyify xal whjbos dmepa 8¢
dppooimmy Twa, ds olet, ebrikres &xew;— Xen, Memorab. L

4, [§ 8.
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did it receive it, if the body of the universe be not
animated, and have the same things as this of ours,
and still more beautiful? There are, therefore, in
the universe a kind, unlimited limitation, and some
cause, not unimportant, presiding over them (dmer- . 30c;
pov, mépas, kai Tis ém’ avTois airia ov ¢avAn) arrang-
ing and constituting years, seasons, and months,
which is most justly called wisdom, and mind, or
intellect®. But wisdom and intellect cannot sub-
sist without soult. Therefore, we must acknowledg:z
that there is in the nature of Jupiter (that is, the
universe) a royal soul, and a royal mind, on account
of the power of the cause. Think not, says So-

43 crates, that I have produced this reasoning to no
purpose. It supports those who said of old that
mind always governs the world. It also furnishes
this answer to my enquiry, That mind is of the
same kind with the cause of all things.

It is evident, first, that the following passages
all mean the same thing, viz., Nobs éori Baciess
Nty ovpavos kal syns—Noiv kal Ppovnoiv Tiva Bavua-
gy cwwTdTTovear diaxvfBepr@r—Noby mdvra diaxoo-
uetv—Ael Tob mavros vois dpye; and that they are
put in opposition to the following sentences; Ta (. 20;
Epmavra kal 708 TO Kahovmevor SNov émTpo-
mevew THy Tob aXoyov kal €iky] uvamw, rkal Ta omn
Ervyer, and "Araxrws éyew. Secondly, that the two

Quid est enim verius, quam neminem esse oportere tam
stulte arrogantem, ut in se rationem et mentem putet inesse,
in cwlo mundoque non putet *—Cic. de Leg. 1. 7.

¢ Philo says, that intellect (vois) is to the soul what the
pupil is to the eye. Yuyj rwa Yruxijy kabamep xdpny év SpOalpd.
Hepl Koopomoilas, p. 14. :
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following passages express, and the third refers, to
the same question : ®povnow 8¢ kai émaTiuny kal
voby €is Ti woTe TGV mpoetpnuévwy vuv Bévres, ovk doe-
PBoipev ;—Noby kal émoThuny €popevos omoiov y€évovs
elev—Ad pakpoTepwy d' el Bovler, Ty oKétv avTov
Tov ~yévovs momawuela—And that the answer to this
question is, Nois éa7i yevovsTns Tov wavTwy aiTiov
)\sxgévros TOV Te'rﬂfpwv, @v B Uiy év TobTo. As
Socrates himself immediately after expresses in di-
rect terms, 5xew yap Sjmov vov Nu@y NN THY Amwo-
kpiow. Thirdly, that Novs, which is said to be
~yevoloTne Tov wdvTwy airiov, of the same kind or
akin to the cause of all things is the human mind
or intellect considered as a source of good in oppo-
sition to pleasure (;dory), which, consisting of sen-
sations, was stated to be of the kind of unlimited 44
(amewpov). TFor Socrates proceeds thus: It has now
been satisfactorily shewn by us of what kind it is,
and of what power it is possessed (o0 pév vyévous éari
xal Tiva mworé Suvauw réxtyrar); and also the kind
(vévos) of pleasure in like manner some time ago
appeared. He then repeats the result of the pre-
ceding investigation: ‘We should remember these
things concerning both; that mind is akin to the
cause, and in a manner of the same kind with it
(vovs pév aitias nv Evyryevis kai TovTov arxe&;v ToU
~vévous) ; but pleasure is itself unlimited, and of a
kind that neither has nor ever will have in and of
itself, either beginning, or middle, or end.’ .
This doctrine, that the soul of man is akin to
the soul of the universe and derived from it, ap-
pears frequently in the writings of Plato and his
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followers. In the tenth book of his Republic, he v-o11z
characterizes it as related to the divine and immor-

tal, and always existing (ws guyyevys ovaa TP TE

el xal abavdTy kai aet ovT).

It abounds everywhere in Cicero: Quod previ-
deat animus per se, quippe qui Deorum cognatione
teneatur. De Divin, 1. 30: Necesse est cognatione
divinorum animorum animos humanos conmunovert, 49.
When we consider how copiously Cicero drew his
materials from Plato, and what a variety of passages,
almost literally translated, he has transfused into

45 his works; it is not unreasonable to suspect that
he had our author and his doctrine immediately in
his eye when he wrote the following part of his
Treatise concerning Laws: Cumque alia, quibus m.i.s]
cohewrent homines, e mortali genere sumserint, que
Jragilia essent et caduca ; animum esse ingeneratum a
Deo : ex quo vere vel agnatio nobis cum calestibus vel
genus wel stirps appellari potest. Jam vero virtus
eadem in homine ac deo est, neque ullo alio ingenio
preeterea : est autem virtus nihil aliud quam in se
perfecta et ad summum perducta natura. Est igitur
homini cum Deo similitudo. Quod cum 2ta sit, que
tandem potest esse prior certiorve cognatio?

Moreover, both Cicero, and Maximus Tyrius,
another professed admirer and follower of Plato,
have applied this very doctrine of the human mind’s
being derived from the divine, as an argument to
prove the very same point for which Plato has
here produced it, viz., the superior efficacy of intel-
lect above sensual pleasure to promote the real
good of man. Cicero prefaces his reasoning with

E.!__"j i
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nuedae an immediate reference to Plato: Ea hoc igitur
@12 891 Platonis quasi quodam sancto augustoque fonte nostra
omnis manabit oratio. Having spoken of the nature
and origin of vegetables and irrational animals, he
next proceeds to man, the proper subject of his en-
(it il quiry. Ut bestiis aliud alii precipui @ natura da-
tum est, quod suum quaeque retinet nee discedit ab eo;
sic homini multo quiddam prestantius: etsi prestantia 46
debent ea dici, quee habent aliguam comparationem :
humanus autem animus, decerptus ew mente divina,
cum alio nullo, nisi cum ipso deo, st hoc fas est dictu,
comparart potest. Hic igitur, st est excultus, et st
ejus acies ita curata est, ut me cecetur erroribus, fit
perfecta mens, id est, absoluta ratio, quod est idem
virtus. Et si omne beatum est, cui nihil deest, et quod
in suo genere expletum atque cumulatum est idque vir-
tutis est propriwm: certe omnes, virtutis compotes,
beati sunt. '

The passage in Maximus Tyrius stands thus:—
"Exe; ueév ydp, Exet vow kai ANoryov—rkal mwapa mev
Ovyriis mAppeNelas T0 capa Exovti, éx 8¢ THs dba-

[ 4 » ’ A -~ 3 ’ .ps 3\
vaTov CI‘ITOIOPO’?S' TOV vovy :a?\apﬁavowﬂ—-: Loy oe G'QP'
- 1 13 A - 3\ ’ » - '} ’
Kwy pev noovat, vVov veE hO")’OS‘—-EPTﬂUGﬂ Towvy {'}TGI

e ’ » 1 o Y W » -~ 1
7o avBpwmov avyabov, 6mov To epryov—evrTavfa To
épryov, bmwov To opryavov® évravba To Opyavoy, dmwov
76 o@{ov—i \pvxis Gpyavoy; vovs. (et To Epyou-

' -~ W ’ S Al ’ . 3
Tt voi &pryov; ¢ppornais® evpes To avyaboy. Dissert.
XXXIV,




EPISTLES,
Tue Secoxp Episrie To DIONYSIUS.

HE reasoning and expression used in the Phi-

lebus will serve to throw some light upon a
passage in the second Epistle to Dionysius: ®# . s250)
yap On kara Tov ékelvov Aoryov, ovy ikav@s c;'rro:?eé‘e?x—
Bai gor wept Tis Tob wpwTov (igews. PpacTéov o
gou O atvryudy—ade ydp 5)(6:‘ wept Tov TavTwy PBa-
ci\éa TavT €éaTi kai éxelvov éveka wdvTa' Kal éxetvo
aiTiov amavTwy TGV ka\dy. devTepov O¢ mepl Ta devTepa
Kxal TpiTov wept Ta TpiTa.

When we consider the character of Dionysius,
and call to mind that the 'purpose of Plato’s visit-
ing him was to inculcate moderation upon him; it
is natural to suppose, that the reasoning used in the
Philebus, would constitute a very important part of
the Lectures delivered by the Philosopher to the

48 Prince. He would state to him that there are in
the universe three principles, ameipov, wépas, kai 6
Tie aitias ~yévos: and as in the universe the most
noble and beautiful productions are formed by the
operation of mind or intellect connecting limitation,

! Plato explains this purpose in his seventh Epistle, which
was directed to the friends of Dio. He says, that Dio, having
attached himself to virtue in preference to pleasure and luxu-
rious living (dperjy mepl mhelovos rjdoviis Tiis Te &\\ns Tpuis
nyamkés, p. 327 [B]), was desirous that Dionysius also should
be brought to the same state of mind. He therefore prevailed
upon Plato to make a voyage to Syracuse for that purpose.

" cb
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with the things that are in themselves unlimited;
so also in man the greatest good is produced by
connecting limitation (wépas) with the pleasing sen-
sations (yjdowal) which are in their own nature un-
limited.

We might likewise expect to find, that as long
as the prince thought proper to continue the con-
nection with the philosopher, this subject would
engage a considerable part of their attention.

The passage in question confirms this reasoning,
and is illustrated by it; though it is designedly
involved in obscurity, that, in the case of the let-
ter’s miscarrying, it might not be understood by
any but those who had some previous knowledge
of the principles of the author. In it is contained
an enumeration of the three principles; the first of
which, 7ov wavTwr Bacizéa, is the same as 7o wrdy-
Twv diTiov, PBaci\evs yuiv m}pcfvou xat ryns, by which,
from a mixture of the other two principles, wpai Te
kal bca GA\a wavTa guiv fyé'yove, TOV TE &wa’pwy kai
Ty mépas éxovTwy cuppryBévTwr.

‘The human mind,” proceeds Plato, ‘is earnestly

desirous of learning the nature of these things,

looking into the things of itself that are related to

them; none of which it has in a perfect state.49

But there is nothing of this kind (that is, of a state,
which is not perfect) with respect to the king, and
the things which I have mentioned: 7ob &) Ba-
giNéws mépL Kai wv elmov ovder €oTi TowobTo. Conse-
quently, the knowledge which the mind acquires of

the nature 7ov mpwrov, by looking into the corre-;-l'_'

sponding things of itself, must be inadequate.’
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Plato here alludes to what is taught in the
Philebus ; first, that the constituent parts of man
are of the same kind with the constituent parts of
the universe ; secondly, that those parts in man are
imperfect, but in the universe they are perfect.




p. 323 0.]

Tae SIXTH EPISTLE.

EAR the latter end of Plato’s sixth Epistle is

the following passage: 7ov Tav mavrwy Ocor,
NYyepova T@V TE OUTWY Kal TV PEANOVTWY, TOD TE A7ye-
povos kail aiTiov watépa kupov. 'The author here ap-
pears to me to express himself according to the
system of a creator and a creation. I conceive,
that 76y wdvrwr Oedy corresponds with 7o wdvrwy
alriov and Bac\eds yuiv k. 7. A. in the Philebus,
the universe or the soul of the universe. Accord-
ing to this interpretation airiov warépa kiptov must

50

mean the eternal, self-existent being, the Creator |

of the universe, who is called in the Z%mceus Onue
ovpryos and warip.
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HE same terms in the Philebus are likewise ex-
planatory of the following passages ingthe
Cratylus: Ou "ycip €T NuUIv Kal Tols GANOIS TAGIVs [p. 89 4]
boTis éoiv alrios pakhov Tob (v, 7 0 apxwy Te kal
Paciels T@v wdvrwv. cvufaiver ovv o6pfids ovopd{e-
obar oirws (Zijva) T¢ Oeds elvar, & ov (v ael waoe
Tois {@ow vmdpyer. Cudworth saw the necessity of
referring here to \wyy', the third hypostasis of his
Platonic Trinity, those very titles, which in other
passages he supposes to be applied as distinguishing
characteristics to the two other hypostases. But
the truth is that they all refer to that one principle
of life and intelligence, which was supposed to per-
vade the universe, and regulate all its moﬁona and
operahons.

1 Hane ego mallem mte:pretuhopqn_:

simus, qlmm mamﬁrmle&. Neo i
Jovis et Ceeli loco isto men
glum ﬂdeo trium illorum p
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THE Timeeus of Plato cuts so distinguished a
figure in the present question, and has been so
often quoted and referred to by authors, that we
may venture to enter upon an examination of it
without any further preface.
[p. 27 0] Timzus, who is the supposed expositor of the
system advanced in this Dialogue, divides things
. into two classes. First, what is without beginning
for chorne, and unchangeable, which is comprehended by the
understanding with reasoning. Secondly, what is
4+ ’{F’aj made, and perishes, and is the subject of opinion
only, being in its nature variable, and having no-
| thing in it so stable, as to furnish the materials of
| kmowledge properly so called.

What is made, necessarily implies an author.
Now whatever the Creator forms, looking at what
is invariable and using such a pattern, must be
completely beautiful. But whatever he forms,
looking at what has been made and using such a
pattern, will not be completely beautiful.

Having considered the universe, and concluded
from its being visible, that it was made; he next
enquires whether the Creator in forming it looked 53
at an invariable pattern, or at one that was made,
and asserts, it is manifest, from the beauty of the
work and the excellence of the Creator, that he .._]
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looked at what is unchangeable. For, says he, that
is the most beautiful of the things which have been
made, and /e is the best of causes. Thus it was
formed according to a pattern, comprehensible by
reason and thought, and unvarying.

Having thus distinguished the image and the
pattern, he states the nature of the account which
he is about to give. He calls it only a probable[
5tory and probable reasonings (eikoTa pofov kal
eworas Aoyovs) which they must be content, on
account of the imperfection of their common
nature, to accept, instead of such expositions as
would correspond with the dignity of the subject.
These latter, in opposition to the others, he calls

L] - L ’ ) ¥ r r
avToLs ano?\o'}-owxevovg Kat a-n-nxptﬁmueuovs Ro’yavs-. [p.20c]

He then proceeds to inquire into the reason
and manner of the creation. The first he attri-
butes to the goodness of the Creator. With re-
spect to the manner, he says, the Creator took
what is visible, viz. matter!, which moved irregu-
larly and disorderly, and reduced it to order from
disorder, on account of the excellence of the former
above the latter.

He considered also (\oyiodpevos) that what is tp. 30 8]

intelligent is more excellent than what is devoid of
intelligence ; but that there cannot be mind or
intelligence without soul or life. On account of
this reasoning (3 7ov Aoyioudv Tdude) having con-
stituted a mind in a soul and a soul in a body,

1 'ANAd kal Todrov [Z Toir] mdAw & peya\dpavos Mhdrav oly
dpooyel, Néyaw dpxas elvar Oedy, Kkal GApv kal md&qpa.—ﬁor-
miw Irrisio Gentil. Philosoph. [e. xi. p. 221].
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he composed the whole, that he might complete a
work most beautiful and excellent in its nature.
Thus ought we to say, according to a probable
account (kara Aoyov Tov eikora) that this world
was in truth made an animated and intelligent
being by the Providence of God (did 74v Tob Oeov
yevéoBar mpovorav). The whole composition of
the soul, he says, was completed according to the
mind of the composer (kara votv EvnmoTavt).

When he speaks afterwards of the production
of time, in which this animated and intelligent
being should exist, he says, Therefore from such

wssc; reasoning and consideration of God (¢ ovv Ad-
yov kal dtavoias Ocov TowavTys) the sun, &e. was
made.

From all this it appears most evident to me,
that )\o’y;a‘;ués, '?I'IOL;I’OL(I, 7\6705, and dwavota Oecob
are only operations of the supreme intelligence, as

p.uagg  mpovoias Bewy is of the inferior gods.

I will now examine the nature of the pattern
and the image spoken of in this discourse.

I have already shewn at large, that, in the writ- 55
ings of Plato, general or abstract ideas are con-
sidered as the real entities, on account of the
stability of their nature, different from particular
existences, which are in a state of perpetual
change; and that he denominated them ever-
existing, as they bear no relation to time, nor are
they affected by it. I will, however, produce a
passage or two more to confirm a point of so much
importance in determining the meaning of the pat-
tern mentioned in the Zimeus, a misconception
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concerning which has been very extensive in its
operation.

It is one of the leading principles of the Pla-
tonic Philosophy, that general or abstract ideas
6nlj can be_E(_z foundation of real knowledge; as
they only are exact and permanent in their nature
and relations .

6 The Timeus of Plato is derived from the trea-
tise of Timzus the Locrian, concerning the soul
of the world. In this treatise the pattern (wapd= v 9351
é‘e:"yua) is called idda and eidos, the idea and the
specific form, which was eternal and co-existent

with U\y, matter, but distinet from and opposite

2 Arguing upon this principle in his Dialogue concerning a
Republic, (Lib. v. [p. 479 A]), he reprobates the pretensions to
wisdom advanced in favour of those men, who are conversant
with particulars only. Amokpwéobo 6 xpnords, bs aird pév kdkov
kai i0éav Twa adrod ka\\ovs pndeplav fyeira del kard Tabrd doab-
Tos Exovoar: woM\& 8¢ Ta kaka vopiler ékeivos & Pihobedpwy, Kai
obdapfj dvexdpevos, dv Tis &y 5 ka\dv Pfj elvar kal Siator kal TE\\a
ore. True philosophers he characterizes thus, [p. 479 ®]:
Tols alra ékaora Oewpévous kal det kard T& airé doatres dvra.
Again, in the beginning of the following book, he defines phi-
losophers, [p. 484 A], of 7ob del kard Tabré oatres €yovros
duvapevor épdnrecfar. The terms in which he describes the
unphilosophie, deserve our particular attention: tod &vros exd-
aTOV éoTepnpévoL Tijs yraiTews, kat pndev évapyés & T Yruxi Exovres
mapadevypa.  Again, (p. 486 [D]), speaking of the turn of mind
to be expected in a philosopher, he says, éuperpov dpa al etya-
pw (prépey mpos Tois d\hois Sidvotay el iy émt T Tod dvros
idéav éxdarov 15 abrogués eddywyov mapéfer. By the two last
cited passages it appears, that the terms 19éa and mwapddetypa
are used to express abstract ideas. Agreeable to this is the ac-
count which Diogenes Laertius gives of the philosophy of Plato:
"Eori 8¢ 7ov €lddv & ekaorov didiby Te kal vénua, kat mpos Tolrols
amabés: dio kal pmow év i Pioet Tas Wéas éordvar kafdmep mwapa-
Selyparas Ta 8 @\\a ralrais éowévar, Todrev dpotdpara kabeordra,

[Lib. iii. Segm. 13].
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to it. What was formed at the creation by the
conjunction of these two, is called their offspring
(vé éx Tovtwy Eéxyova). Information concerning
these three is attained by three different ways—
concerning idea or specific form, by the mind
according to knowledge — concerning elemental
matter, by spurious reasoning (Noywou@ voby), SO
called, because it does not arrive at that certainty
and precision which are attained by abstract rea-
soning—econcerning their offspring, particular ma-
terial objects, produced by the union of specific
form with elemental matter, by sensation and opi-
nion.

We are to understand, says the philosopher,
that, before the creation, there were Idea or ab-
stract form, Matter, and God the Creator. Now
God saw matter assuming specific form (rv idéav)
and changing, in all ways indeed, but disorderly.
He was therefore desirous of bringing it to order, 57
of converting it from its indeterminate state, and of
making it determinate—that there might be dis-
tinctions of bodies, and that they might not receive
undirected changes.

Let us now consider Plato’s description of the
pattern. He says that it contained within itself all
intelligible animals; as this world contains us and
all other living creatures. For God, desiring to
make this world resemble, as much as possible, the
most beautiful of intelligibles which was in all
respects perfect, made it one visible animal, having
within it all corresponding animals, according to
its nature. If due allowance be made for the
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peculiar language of the Pythagorean and Pla~
tonic schools, nothing can be more plain than that
the pattern signifies no more than the abstract
idea, according to which the universe was formed,
with parts in the one answering to parts in the
other 3.
Aristotle distinguishes the causes of things into yutu. 4ue.
four kinds: First, the subject matter, as brass
in the composition of a statue, &ec. Secondly,
the specific or generic form. Thirdly, the author.
Fourthly, the final cause. The terms in which
he describes the second kind, or specific and
generic forms, are these, 70 eldos kai 70 mapd-
58 Setypar TodTo & éomiv 6 Noyos o Tov TiL v €lvar
Kkal Ta TOUTOV *yéun.
‘With respect to the nature of the soul of the
universe, it may be proper, first, to observe that
mind and soul do not signify two distinct inde-
pendent existences, as some have supposed. Yvy,
soul, when considered separately, signifies the prin-
ciple of life: Novs, mind, the principle of intelli-
gence. Or, according to Plutarch, soul is the puc quest. s 20—
cause and beginning of motion, and mind of order R sl
ar_@_ harmony with respect to motiont. Together
they signify an intelligent soul (évwovs \yvyn) which
is sometimes called a rational soul (Jroxn Novyuy).
Hence, when the nature of the soul is not in ques-
tion, the word Jwy7 is used to express both. Thus

3 Nonrds émdyp xbopos 76 Tob Pawopévov Toide dpyérvmor,
déars dopdros ouorabels domep obros odpacw Sparois.—Philo
Judeeus, De Confus. Ling. p. 345.

1 Yuyi ydp alria kwjoews kal dpxr, vols 8¢ rdfews xal oup=
Povias mept kimaw. '
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prr in the Phado the soul (Yvyn) is said sometimes to
use the body for the examination of things (¢
odpart mpooxpiTar eis TO oxomew Ti); ab which
times, according to the principles of Plato, it
forms confused and imperfect notions of things,
and is involved in error. But, when it examines
things by itself, it arrives at what is pure and
always existing and immortal and uniform, and
is free from error. Here the highest operations
of vobs, ‘mind,’ are indisputably attributed to \vx,
¢soul.’

Aristotle, describing wyn, ‘soul,’ says, that 59
during anger, confidence, desire, &c. it participates
with the body; but thamrstandmg
bcloggg _Q__uha;ly to itself®. Again, he says, Plato
in the TYmeus, in the same manner as Empedocles,
makes the soul out of the elemental principles of
things; for that like is known by like®. Soon after
he says, that soul has in it a principle both of mo-
tion and of knowledge’.

It is evident, that =dv 7dde or kdomos, here
treated of by Plato, is the system of heaven and
earth, and of the several natures contained in them?,
And that vois «kal \vyn xéopov is, as Cicero ex-

y presses it, vis quadam sentiens, que est toto confusa
lreovs . mundo, performmg the same functions in the great
body of the universe at large, that human souls do
in our bodies, giving life and motion to its several

b ®alverar B¢ tév mhelorav obbév dvev odparos maoyew obdé
mroLety, oloy opya{w&m, Bappely, émibupely, hws ufo-ﬂaveo-ﬂac p.d-
Aigra & €oikev (Biov 0 voeiy, Ilept Yuyis, Lib, 1. cn.p 35 )

6 Tov abrov rpémov év ¢ 'I‘;pam: MM\arey v Yuyiy é oy
oroiyelwy mowel* yryvaokeobar yap dpole Guotov, cap. 11,
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parts, directing those motions with consummate
wisdom, and communicating different portions of its
essence to the different beings that are contained
60 within the bounds of its all-comprehending circum-
ference ; thus effecting and maintaining the varia-
tions of times and of seasons, the changes of or-
ganized and unorganized matter, and the uninter-
rupted succession of animated and rational beings.
The proof of the existence of this rational soul, ,
animating and directing the universe, was derived,
as has been already observed, from the observable
fééundf@_ofi_:_@_i;g;g, and the order and harmony of
e |
That mwav Tode or kdopos Was not eternal a parte
ante is manifest from the whole tenor of the rela-
tion. 'We have the reasoning of the Creator con-
cerning this future God, before he was created

(Norytapos Beod wept Tov écopevov Beov). We have ap sin)
direct assertion of the creation of it: did &) Towm 20s)
Aoyiopov T6vde, voiw pév ev Yoy, _\puxﬁv ¢ év copmar
ovneTas, TO Tav EvverekTaivero: on account of

this reasoning having constituted a mind in a soul

and a soul in a body, he composed the whole.
Thus this world was made by the providence of
God an animated and intelligent being ({@ov 2#*#?

Xov Evvovy Te).
Nay, the philosopher does not even stop here,

T "Emel 8¢ kal kwyricdv éddker ) Yruxh) elvac kal yvopioricdy.
Ibid.

8 Kdopos pév odv éort alornuk é€ odpdvov kal Yis Kat Tév év
ToUTols mepiexopévoy (icewy.—Aristot. Tlepl Kdopov, Cap. 1.

Ajdos yap & Noyildpevos Beds & Onpwovpyds: & 8¢ éoduevos xal
Ytyvépevos alel & xdopos.—Stobwi Hel. Phy. 1. [2. § 28.]
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but lays before us the order of the work and the
particulars of the composition; the result of which
is contained in the following words: da wdvra d9
Tabra evdaipova Oedv avToy éyevmjcaro. Time is
said to have been made with it; that, having been
made together, they might also be dissolved toge- 61
ther, if there should ever be a dissolution of them
(va aua fyewqﬂe"v'res‘ dna kal AvBdaw, av wore Avais
avr@v ~yévnprar). That it is not incapable of being
dissolved is clear from the declaration of the Cre-
ator to the Gods, whom he styles Oeoi Gewv: ¢ every
thing that has been compacted is dissoluble.
Wl__a__c_i'_éfore since y_ou have been ma(ie you are not
immortal (70 pev oiw O defév mav Avrov—od @
xkal émelmep ryeryévole, abdvator pév ovk €aTe)’
It is manifest, likewise, from the terms in which
70 mwav, the universe itself, is described in the
treatise of Timaus the Locrian : rovTov émwoin Oeov
y€eVraTov, oUToKa POapnoouevor v’ aN\ aitip, éfw
7@ avtov cwteTaypévw Oéw, eimoka OnheTo avTov
dia\ver. i

It will be proper to repeat here an observation,
which was made at the beginning of the examina-
tion of the Parmenides. Plato in the Timeus, as
well as in that Dialogue, is unwilling to make him-
self or Socrates responsible for the truth of the
doctrines which are maintained in it. He therefore
does not, according to his usual custom, advance
them as the sentiments of Socrates; but attributes
them to another for whose credit he is not so much
concerned. He, moreover, does not pretend that
the knowledge of them was attained by the princi-
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ples of reason; but he founds their truth upon the
authority of tradition.

This observation will serve to explain a circum-
stance which must otherwise appear very extraor-
dinary. The real opinion of Plato concerning the
eternity qf_the world has been much controverted
at'ﬂiﬁ’e-rent periods of time. If the Z%ma@us repre-
sented the genuine sentiments of Plato, it would be
impossible for any rational doubts to be entertained 4
upon the subject. For this Dialogue not only con-
tains the most express declarations that the world
had a beginning, but also explains the nature of the
different parts of which it was composed; and states
the order in which they were at first severally cre-
ated and afterwards compacted. But if we consider
him in this Dialogue as only representing the senti-
ments of another, without intending to pledge him-
self absolutely for the truth of them ; nothing deci-
sive and incontrovertible can be derived from this
Dialogue for settling the controversy.

In this Dialogue the Creator, who existed eter-
na.Ily, is dlstmgmshed from the intelligent soul of /7
the world, which, we are told, was actually created,
though prior in time and superior in dignity to the
body of gross matter which it animates and modifies.

This intelligent soul is generally considered by the

ancients as the principle and source of life and in-

telligence, and the supporter of order and harmony

in the universe; and therefore in all ordinary cases

63 an investigation of the nature and origin of tbmgs
usually terminates in it.

Minucius Felix informs us, that the God of Py- Octavius,cap.

N
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thagoras was described in terms of the same im-
port: Pythagore Deus est animus, per UNversam
rerum naturam comimeans et intentus ; ex quo eltam
animalium omnium vita capiatur.

Recourse was seldom had to any other being,
except to account for the origin of the universe in
opposition to those who maintained, that it existed
from eternity. They, who asserted that the uni-
verse was created, were under the necessity of pro-
viding a Creator. But they seldom made any other
use of him, than just to account for the origin of
the world. Hence Plato excuses himself from en-
larging upon the nature and attributes of this su-
preme Being, by saying that it is difficult to disco-
ver the Maker and Father of this universe; and
when he has been discovered, it is impossible to
declare him to all : Tov uév obv mouyTnv kai TaTépa
T00de ToU wavTds €UpEly TE Epryov Kai evpovTa €is
mdvras advvaTov Aéyew. In this case, however, the
soul of the world, the principle of life and intelli-
gence, the supporter of the succession of beings,
and the maintainer of order in the universe, held
only the second place. Whereas, on the other
hypothesis, this same principle is held to be the
first cause.

What Origen says of the Stoics and Platonics 64

is perfectly agreeable to this: the Greeks affirm
that the whole world is a God: the Stoics that it

is the first God: the Platonics that it s the second®

9 Sadas &) tév S\ov kdopov Néyovow elvac Oedy, Stwikol pev
ov mporov' of & dmd M\drwvos tov debrepov.—Contra Celsum,
Lib. v. p. 235.
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The Stoics maintained the eternity of the world.
They had therefore occasion to account for no
more than the succession of beings, and the wisdom
and order with which the affairs of the universe
were conducted. For this the soul of the world
was sufficient, and was esteemed their first God.
The Platonics derived most of their opinions from
the T¥imeus, in which the doctrine of a C_réaf;or is
taught. = He therefore was necessarily the first God;
and the soul of the world could occupy only the
second place of dignity in this system. An atten-
tion to this distinetion will serve to account for
that apparent inconsistency in the principles of
Plato, to which Cicero makes Velleius the Stoic Jact Dowt.
object.
It would be easy to produce a great number of
instances from the writings of Plato, Cicero, and
others, in support of what is here laid down. But,
as on any supposition it is equally impossible to
discover in this Dialogue the doctrine of the Holy
65 Trinity; it would lead me too far from the imme-
diate subject of my enquiry to dwell any longer
upon this topic. For the same reason, because I
would not meddle with anything that is not imme-
diately and necessarily connected with my subject,
I have declined entering into the controversy con-
cerning Plato’s opinion of the nature and mode of
the subsistence of ideas. Whether it be determined
that Plato taught that they subsisted notionally or
substantially in the divine intellect; the decision,
I conceive, will not of itself tend in the slightest
degree to prove Plato’s doctrine to have been, that
MORGAN D
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the intellect is personally distinet from the Supreme
Being, to whom it belongs. Still less, if possible,
can the question be affected by any other hypo-
thesis concerning the nature and mode of the sub-
sistence of ideas.

Having examined all the principal passages,
which are produced from the writings of Plato, to
prove that he was acquainted with the doctrine of
three hypostases in the divine nature; and having
shewn, as I conceive, that none of them, in their
true and genuine signification, do actually counte-
nance the hypothesis; I will endeayour to inves-
tigate the subject farther, and trace out the origin
and progress of the opinion in later times.




66 OF THE ORIGIN AND PROGRESS OF THE OPINION OF

THE PLATONIC TRINITY.

{EVERAL sects of Pagan Philosophy in a man-
ner derived their origin from the school of
Plato, yet no one of them, whether it professed tos
adopt his opinions in the whole, or only in part,
either affirmed or denied this article, which, if it
had been really maintained by Plato, must have
held so distinguished a place among his tenets.
Even Cicero has taken no notice of this striking
peculiarity ; though he not only was a passionate
admirer and imitator of Plato, but also made it
the chief employment of his latter days to trans-
pose into the Roman language the most important
doctrines and reasonings of the several sects of
Grecian Philosophy. This profound silence is too
remarkable and too general to be attributed to
chance. Neither the high estimation in which the
writings of Plato were held, nor the penetration
and industry of the many learned men, who either
propagated or avowedly deviated from his opinions,
will permit us for a moment to suppose that this
article could have been wholly overlooked, or re-
garded as a circumstance of no moment.
If this opinion cannot be found in the writings
of Plato, and is not attributed to him by the sub-
_Sequent philosophers of Greece and Rome, it is of
D2




Of the PLATONIC TRINITY.

importance to investigate, by what means it gained
admission among men. For this purpose it will
be necessary to examine at large the writings of
Philo, an Hellenist Jew, who studied at Alex-

andria,
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AN ENQUIRY INTO THE DOCTRINES OF
PHILO JUD/EUS.

Num censes igitur subtiliore ratione opus esse ad hwe refellenda 2
Nam mentem, fidem, spem, virtutem, honorem, victoriam, sali-
tem, concordiam ceteraque ejusmodi, rerwm vim habere vide-

mus, non Deorum.—Cic. de Nat. Deor. 1i1. 24, .

BEFORE I enter upon this enquiry, I wish to
remark, that it is confined entirely to the opi-
nions of Philo himself. I do not mean to deter-
mine any thing about the doctrines of the Jews
relative to the divine nature in the time of Philo:
though all expositions of them, which are founded
upon different interpretations of Philo, must, as
far as they depend upon such interpretations, be
affected by my reasonings, if they be allowed to
be valid. Least of all would I have it supposed,
that I mean to deny that many passages of the
Old Testament refer to the second person of the
ever-blessed Trinity, when I deny that Philo’s in-
terpretations of them have any such reference.

A distinguished 'writer upon this subject has
affirmed that Philo was not a Platonist. If he
had meant by this assertion that Philo did not
adopt all the opinions of Plato, it must have been
admitted. For it was scarcely possible for him to
do this, without abandoning the religion of his
fathers, which, with all his bias towards philo-

1 AlliXs Judgment of the Jewish Church, p. 354.
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sophy, he does not appear to have entertained any
thought of doing. But the author, to whom I
refer, goes farther. He says, Philo had been so
Jittle acquainted with Plato’s works, that he brings
some of Plato’s opinions upon the credit of Aris-
totle?. Tt is a question of words, whether he
should be called a Platonist or an Eclectic; be-
eause he did not abandon Judaism, and, embracing
all the opinions, prove his doctrines by the au-
thority of Plato. But it is of importance to the
present enquiry to shew, that Philo was so well
acquainted with the principles of Plato, that he
made great use of them in his own theological
works.

Philo has adopted Plato’s division of things
into the two great classes, Intelligibles and Sen-
sibles (vonrd xal aigBnra), the former of which he
characterizes in the language of Plato, as always
the same in their properties and relations (aet
kard Td avtd kal woalTws éxovra); but the latter
he states, on the contrary, to be subject to per-
De Opifelo, petual changes (mav vap TO aicOnTov év ~yevéger

xkal perafolais, ovdémwore kard Td avTd ov.) Like
p. 18, him in Philebus, he calls the stars living and intel-
ligent beings ({wa Te elvar Nyovrar kal {Ga voepd 3) 70
where likewise he says, that man derives his ideas
of music, and virtue, which consists in well-ha.r-
monized affections, from the harmé_ily tha.t is con-
splcubus in the works of creation. 1. From this men,
who were formed after them, inseribed on their

2 T presume he alludes to what Philo says, I'Iepl ‘Apbapaias
Kdopov, p. 94L
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own souls, and delivered down the most necessary
and most profitable rules of life (a¢p’ 7s oi pera p..
ravra Gvfpwmor éyrypaiduevor Tais éavTdy uyais
avarykaioTaTny Kai (é(l‘f)e‘?\tpw'rcfn;u Téxm;v T Pl
wapédosav. In conformity with this doetrine, he
styles wisdom a well-harmonized and cornplctely
muswal symphony of virtues (evapuooTov v kal mau- "emw*nc
Hougov a'uu(,bwwcw aperwu) ~ In the same la,nnuagel’ £
he describes vicious folly to be an inharmonious,
discordant, untuneful symphony (avdpmosTor rdp 522
ékueNs] kai apovoov cupwviav.) Again, as Plato

in his T¥meus calls time an image of eternity, ]

so Philo calls eternity the a.rchet,ype and pattern

——— Iepl 700 &me

of time (apxermrov ToU Xpovov Kkal Tapdderypa STV

70 Beiov.

aw.w) ke

But, above all, it is most evident that he had
the Zimwus of Plato in his eye when he wrote
his treatise of the Creation of the World, and that
he grounded his explanations upon the same prin-
ciples. Thus, having divided things into intel-
ligible, which are eternal, unchangeable and per-
manent ; and sensible, which are generated, are
t changeable and fleeting ; he enquires, whether the
world had a beginning. This question he answers
as readily as Plato did, and upon the same prin-
ciple: Since it is visible and the object of sense, it
must have been made (émei odv dpatds Te xai aicOy .5
Tos 306 6 KkOopos, dvaykaiws dv €ln kal vyevyTos.)
This is precisely the reason which was before as-
signed by Plato in Timeus for the world’s having
had a beginning: It was made; for it is visible
and tangible, and has a body, that is, a body of

/fr*---"
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gross matter (yéyover opards ryop amtos Té €0TL
Kkal coua Exor).

Again Philo tells us, that God foresaw that an
imitation could not be beautiful without a beau-
tiful pattern; and that nothing material was fault-
less, which had not been framed according to an
archetype and intelligible idea. On this account,
when he resolved to create this visible world, he
first modelled the intelligible one, that by this
incorporeal and most divine pattern he might
construct the material world® This material world, 72
which was to be the image of the intelligible,
was to contain as many kinds of sensible beings
as there were intelligibles in the pattern® This
intelligible world, according to Philo, was com-
posed of ideas. It is not allowable, he said, to
affirm or suppose that it subsisted in any place.
But we shall know where it did subsist, by pur-
suing the analogy of things in ourselves® When
a city is to be built for some great prince or poten-
tate, a man, well-instructed in architecture, comes
forward, and, having examined the situation, first
describes within himself almost all the parts of the

3 TIpo\aBov 6 Oeds dre Oeds, orv plpnpa kakdv odx dv more
-ywnrro kahov Saxa ﬂ'apa{?ﬂypamg, obdé Tt Tov alobyrav avvralriov,
& pn wpos apxe'nm'ov kai vonriy 10éav dmecovioly, ﬁnvlqﬂds' TOV
dpardy rovrovi xbopov Snuiovpyfoar, mpoeferimov Tdv vonrdv, Wa
Xpopevos doopdrp kai Geoadeorire mapadeiypary, OV copaTIKOY
dmepydonrat, p. 3. In this passage he clearly had in his eye
the following one of Plato upon the same subject in the dia-
logue above mentioned : "Omov ,uev obv v 6 qucoupyég, wpds TO
kara Tabta €xov BAémwy del, TowolTe T wpoarxpwpms m:paauf-
part v l0éav kal Bwapw arrrpya{r;rm, xakov & avaykns olrws
droresicfar way' ol & v els 70 yeyovds, yenTg rrupaﬁesypm




Doctrines of PHILO JUDZETUS. 67

city that is to be built, temples, places of exercise,
courts of justice, market-places, harbours, docks,
&c. Then, having received the types of each of
them in his mind, as in wax, he frames an intel-
ligible city, and stamps the images of the several
parts on his memory. To this model he looks
73 when he begins to execute his well-arranged plan
with stone and wood, making the material sub-
stances like each of the incorporeal ideas. Some-
thing of this kind must we conceive of God, who,
having purposed to build a capital city, first ima-
gined the types of it; of which he constituted the
intelligible world, and then used it as a pattern,
when he finished the sensible world. As there-
fore the city, predelineated in the architect, had
no external place, but was stamped upon the mind
of the artist; in the same manner also the world
composed of ideas cannot have any other place
than the divine intellect, which arranged it.
Having discoursed a little upon the cause of
God’s creating the world, he returns to his ana-
logy. If, says he, any one would use plain words,
- unadorned by figures, he would say, that the intel-

mpooxpdpevos, ob ka\dy, p. 28. [B].
4 ]:[pccrﬂvnpw vewTepoy ﬁ-nresxdepa, 'roo-aurq epueb
olnra vév, 3o-mr¢p év u:elmy vo'qru, [p- 3] Thiﬁ

according to which the Creator formed the |

yap 8y voqr& {da wdvra éxeivo év wmﬂwﬂh
6 xdopos rfjpds, doa Te d\Aa qu.mnm Tuvé {
P 30»]
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ligible world is nothing else but the® intellect of
God whllc he Was now ma.kmo‘ the world 1"01'

somng of the arclutect wlnle he _is now qu;cctmg
to bmld the materlal c1t_v__

The plain meaning of all this is, that the
divine Being, when he purposed to create the |
world, first conceived ideas of the several parts 74 .
of which it was to consist. These ideas he formed
into one plan, and thus constituted the intelligible
world. This he used as a pattern in his creation
of the material world, which he made to corre-
spond -with it in every particular, the several sub-
stances which composed the one answering to the
geveral ideas which composed the other. It is not

world, thus composed of ideas, had a real and
external existence, as some philosophers may have
maintained. It was no more than the ideal plan
in the intellect of the Creator ; in the same manner
as the ideal plan of a city, which is to be built,
subsists only in the intellect of the architect, and
has no existence external to it. So that, to use
plain language, the intelligible world is nothing
else but the reasoning of God, when he was about
to create the material world; just as the intel-

6 If the reader wishes to see a complete specimen of the
exertions of a subtle genius in support of a system, let him look
into Norris's Theory of the Ideal or Intelligible World. He will
there see how much that ingenious writer, aided by St Augustin
and Malebranche, could extract from this doctrine.

7 Tév peMdvrov dmore\eiolar cwpdrov dowopdrovs Idéas )
Yuxii Beopéy, mpds bs e, xabimep dn’ dpyérvmov ypagpis xal
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ligible city was only the reasoning of the architect,
when he was about to build a material city.
He uses the same language in the third book

of the Life of Moses, when he is speaking of the

pattern of the tabernacle and the several parts

of the furniture of it, which was shewed to Moses

in the mount, and according to which he formed

the earthly tabernacle. The incorporeal ideas,

which were impressed upon his mind, served as
75 a pattern according to which he formed the mate-

rial objects”. "

Philo was not satisfied with giving this general

account of the nature of the intelligible world. He

proceeded to state the principal parts of which

it was composed, and the order in which they were

framed. First, the Creator formed in the intel-

ligible world an incorporeal heaven and an invisible Lot

earth, and the idea of air, and a void: then the P

incorporeal essence of water, and breath or spirit, Al

and light, which was also incorporeal, and the intel- '
,' ligible pattern of the sun, and of all the luminous
' stars, that were to subsist throughbut the heaven. /

In his treatise Ilepi Tob Tis ¢ r@v Qdmr W.-

paTwr kAnpovopos, he attributes the form: -
things to the art of God (3 700 Oeod -
&armtovp'yqxs-) And aga.m he atwles-. :
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If it -had been the professed design of Philo
to guard against the possibility of annexing a dis-
finct personality to Adyos Oclos or Acyos Beol,
which T have rendered ‘the divine intellect’ and
¢the intellect of God, I do not see how he could
have used terms more precise, or illustrations more

~1
o

apposite. !

Yet the author, to whom I before referred, has i
maintained that the passages in Philo for the exist-
ence of the Adyos, as a person coeternal with the
Father, are so evident, that they cannot be denied.
Indeed he conceives them to be so evident, that,
though he has quoted abundantly upon the same
subject from the Chaldee Paraphrasts, yet he rests
the weight of his cause upon Philo, who, he says,
writ much larger and clearer than they did; and
will contribute to explain some of the quotations
taken out of the Paraphrases in use at Babylon and
Jerusalem.

However, notwithstanding this confidence in
the authority of Philo, and in the propriety of his
own interpretations of his doctrines, he makes
some concessions, which detract much from the
efficacy of either the authority or the interpreta-
tion. ¢ After all that I have alleged from Philo
and the Paraphrases,” says he, ‘I do not pretend
to affirm that they had as distinct notions of the
Trinity as we have; nor do I deny but that some-
times they put a different construction on the
texts which we have cited in proof of this mys-
tery: nay, I own that their ideas are often con-
fused when they speak of these things, and par- :
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77 ticularly they refer sometimes that to the second
person which should be ascribed to the third, and
that to the third which properly belongs to the
second.’
But this is not all. He allows that Philo, in
one instance at least, fell into error by endea- p. 15
vouring to accommodate Moses his notions to
the notions of a particular philosophy. He next
admits that Philo, who had gathered his notions,
as other Jews did, from reading the books of the
Old Testament, together with their traditional' in- -
terpretations, was not so much a master of them
as to make them always consist with one another.
In the next sentence he does not deny that Philo pp. 13, 15.
was not constant to himself. Indeed he could
not deny this; as he had himself before charged
him with inconsistency, in making God, when he
was engaged in his work of creation, address him- - Do onfusion
to the angels, and employ them as assistants in
his work.  pp. 125,129,
An animated and ingenious writer of the pre-

8 Whitaker, in his History of Arianism. Without
into the general merits of the question discussed by
anthor, i beg laavo to make a rema.rk upon.l;is
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sent day, who has trodden boldly in the steps of 78
Allix, and enforced the same mode of interpreta-
tion with great energy, has been obliged, in sup-
port of that mode, to impute to Philo not only
p3  exertions of his fancy at the expence of his judg-
p1%.  ment, but also a spirit of subtilizing being into
power, and of dividing the Logos in two.
I readily allow that Philo’s interpretations of 79
Scripture are generally very fanciful, and that
his works exhibit a curious mixture of Pagan phi-
losophy and Rabbinical learning. But I am per-
suaded that mé.ny of those inconsistencies, and all

T

he addressed this question to them, ¢ What think ye of Christ ?

‘Whose son is he?’
i I dissent from this explanation for the following reasons. First,
Noither of the Evangelists, who mention the transaction, give
y # any direct intimation that they were inwardly Sadducees. They
' call them simply either Pharisees orscribes. Secondly, St Mark
Y gays, that the scribe who put the question to Jesus knew that
2 he had answered the Sadducees properly (eldds, ér¢ kakds abrois
y dmexpifn). This he would not haye known, or have thought, if
he had been a Sadducee. Thirdly, St Mark says, that Jesus,
perceiving that the scribe who had asked him the question,
replied intelligently (vouvexs), said to him, ‘Thou art not far
| from the kingdom of God. Fourthly, St Mark says, ‘That
* Christ, as he was teaching publickly in the temple, asked, How
say the soribes, that Christ is the son of David ?” Whereby it
| geems to be implied, not merely, that it was the opinion of those
{ particular men then present, but that it was the established
': opinion of the doctors of the Law. Fifthly, the question is

T, e ALSTE

put by St Luke, xx. 41, in terms still more general: ‘How say
they, that Christ is David’s son?’ By this it may be intimated,
that it was the received opinion of the Jews in general at that
time. Mr Whitaker supposes, that a difference between the
| opinion of the scribes and that of the people at large is inti-
: mated by the evangelist, Mark xii. 37, when he subjoins, ‘ the
.h? common people heard him gladly” It is surely taking too much
7 for granted to maintain, that our Saviour’s reasons would not
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that spirit of subtilizing being into power, with

8o which he has been charged, are not justly to be
imputed to him, but to his interpreters, who have
not attended to the avowed design of his writings,
and to the principles which he laid down for the
accomplishment of that design.

The design itself he declares explicitly in his
Treatise Tlep: Svyxvaews AwlexTor; in which he [ 512
undertakes to shew, that under the literal nar-
rative is contained a moral or spiritual meaning,
which is to be considered as the true sense, the other
being only a shadow?. After he had gone through

have been able to work conviction in the people, unless they had
been ‘ consentaneous to all their notions of the Messiah,’ p. 410.
: It is fully as natural to suppose, that the common people, not hay-
ing speculated so much upon the subject, and being less enslaved
by preconceived opinions and rooted prejudices, were more open
to conviction, and more ready to acknowledge the justness of his
reasonings. St Mark, vi. 20, uses the same expression, when he
speaks of the manner in which Herod heard John the Baptist;
i in which passage it is scarcely to be conceived that he has any
allusion to Herod’s preconceived opinions. Again, in the Aets
of the Apostles, xvii. 11, it is said, “ That the Bereans received
the word with all readiness of mind,’ (pera waons wpobluplas).
Yet this word, which they thus received, appears to have been
80 far from being consentaneous to all their previous notions of
the Messiah, that they searched the Scriptures daily, to see
whether those things weroe so. Sixthly, These men must have
been very shallow pretenders indeed, if, when a question of
that kind was asked them in public by a person, whom they had
obviously been endeavouring to ensnare, they should immedi-
ately return an answer according to their concealed opinions
and not according to their outward profession. Without, there-
fore, forming a precise opinion of the system maintained by the
learned author, I think he can derive no support for it from the
transaction in question.

? Origen adopted from Philo the principal of allegorizing the
Beriptures, His account of it is thus rendered by his transla-




[p. $47.]
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e e e e e ————
the whole of his explanation, These, says he, are
my opinions. Others, following the plain and ob-
vious meaning of the words, think that the origin
of the Greek and Barbarian languages is here
described. I do not censure them. Perhaps they
also give a true account. 1 would, however, ex-
hort them not to rest in it, but to pass on to the
figurative interpretations, and assure themselves
that the literal circumstances recorded in the
Scriptures are, as it were, shadows of bodies, but
that the qualities indicated by them are the things
which in reality subsist'’.

Tt is natural to suppose, that a man who deals
in such subtilties should occasionally vary in the
degrees of his refinements. He may also naturally
be expected to be sometimes led into a seeming
inaccuracy of expression, by his having in some re-
spects adopted the sentiments and in more respects
the expressions of Plato. But it is not so natural
to suppose that he should argue upon contradictory
principles, which are generally the result of cooler
judgment and more deliberate consideration. Nor
is it quite so customary for a writer to subtilize
being into power, as it is to personify power, and
by so doing to invest it with a figurative being.

But whatever judgment may be formed of these

tor: Cum ergo de his talibus et horum similibus Spiritui Sancto
esset intentio illuminare sanctas animas, quee 8o mysterio dederant
veritatis; secundo loco habetur ille prospectus, ut propter €os, qui vel
non possent vel nollent huic se labori atque industrie tradere, quo
haeo tanta et talia doceri vel agnoscere merérentur, involveret et
occultaret sermonibus usitatis sub protexiv historice cujusdam et
narrationis rerum visibilium arcana mysteria, — Iept Apxédv.
Lib. 1v, cap. 11. ;

oo

I
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observations, every body, I think, must allow, that
Philo himself is the best explainer of his own prin-
ciples; and that those, which he has exhibited in
his cooler moments, must be the genuine interpre-
tations of them, how extravagantly soever he may
seem to have refined upon them in the fervor of
his imagination.

I have already shewn how careful he was to in-
culcate upon his readers, in the beginning of his
treatise Ilept Koouomoaiias, that xdouos voyros, which
he placed in the intellect of the Deity, and which
he sometimes denominated the divine intellect,

82 meant nothing more than the abstract design or

the reason of God, when he purposed to create the
world ; and was similar to the plan of a city formed
in the mind of an architect. Most of the authors
who have written upon this subject, instead of tak-
ing this declaration as a guide, when they examine
what Mr Whitaker calls the exertions of his fancy
at the expence of his judgment, have collected a
multitude of detached passages seemingly attribut-
ing a direct personality and agency to the Ados,
and have applied the conclusions, deduced from
them, to what they call an explanation of this clear
and explicit declaration. I shall therefore take the
several appellations by which the Logos has been

10 [Taira pév fueis: ol 8¢ Tois éupavéot xal mpoxeipots pdvoy
émaxohovfoivres olovrar yéverw Siahexriv ‘EM\jrey Te kal BapBd-
per imoypidecba—ods olx &v alrwacdpevos—icws yip dApbei
kal atrol xp@vrar Nbyw—mapake\eboays’ by, pi €mt TolTew oTivat,
pereNdeiv 8¢ éml ras rpomicas dwoddoets, voploarras Té pév pnra Tov

XPnopdy oxids Twas doavel ocopdrov elva, tas § dupawopévas
duvdpes & Upeordra dhnbeia wpdypara. )
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denominated, and consider a few instances under
each, which may serve to explain all others of the
same class.

First, we will consider it as being the image of
God (eiwv) and the shadow of God (oxia). Philo
has explicitly declared, in the explanation of Bese-
leel, how «douos vonrds, the intelligible world, the
reason or intellect of God, the abstract form of
the universe, is entitled to these appellations.
«The shadow of God is his Adryos, or reason, which
he used as an instrument or organ, when he made
the world. This shadow and image is also another
archetype. For as God is the pattern of the image
which we have now called the shadow; in the same
manner the image is the pattern of other things'.”
Having thus shewn that the pattern ‘and shadow
and image are relative terms, and that kéopos von7os,
the intelligible world, which he also calls Ad~yos Ocob,
and which is the pattern of the sensible world, is
also itself the shadow or image of God, he pro-
ceeds to shew in what sense it is the shadow.
«The wisest philosophers have maintained, that it

11 [Skd feod 8¢ & Néyos alrod éorw, § xabimep opydve mpo-
oxprodpevos éxocporrolen. Al 3¢ j) okt kal 1O doavel drmewkd-
wiopa érépov éotlv dpxérumov. "Qomep yap & Oeds mapdderypa s
elkdvos, v oxidw vl kéxhnkev, obres 1) elkdy aNAwy ylyveras mapd-
detypa.]

12 [0f 8okodvres dpiora phocodeiv épacay, dri amd Tob kéopov
Kal oy pepov abrod kal Tdw wumapxovody Totrows Suvdpewy dvri-
A émomadpefa tob alriov. "Qomep yip €l Tis Wor Sednpiovp-
ynuévny olklay émpeNds, mpomvkaloss, aroals, avBpdat, yuvakoviTio,
rois @\ots olkodopfpacw, &vwotav Njyrerar Tov TexviTov,—ol yap
dvev Téyus kal Snpiovpyod vopud Ty olkiay dmorekeolijvai, TOV
abrdy 8¢ Tpbmov kal éml wéhews, kal veds, xal mavrds é\drrovos 1)
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is from the world and its parts and their powers
that we must derive our conception of its author.
For if a person should see a house, a city, a tem-
ple, or any other building, constructed with their
several parts harmonizing with each other, he would
form a conception of an artist. For he would sup-
pose that those things could not have been exe-
cuted without skill and a builder. So also, when a
person has entered into this world, as into a very
great house or city, and has beheld the heaven re- #
volving in a circle, and all things contained within
it; and the planets and fixed stars moving harmo-
niously, &c.—and moreover, living beings, mortal
and immortal, and different kinds of plants and
fruits; he will truly reason, that those things were not
formed without perfect art; but that God was and
is the disposer of this universe. They, who reason
thus, have a conception of God by means of his
shadow, forming a notion of the artist by means of
his works!2,

84  The plain meaning of this is, that the mind of
man in its natural state, represented by Beseleel,
is not able by its own strength to attain any idea

it

peifovos karaoxevdoparos—otre 8 xkal eloceNddy Tis Somep els
ueyioryy olxiav i) 76w Tévde Tdv Kbopov, xal Beacdpevos olpavdy
¢ kkhe mepirohodvra, kal mdvra évrds aquvel\éra, mhavjras 8¢
kal dmhaveis dorépas kard radrd xal doadtres Kwovpévovs, éuppelds
Te kal évappoviws, xal ¢ wavri dpeNipws, v 8¢ Tév pecairaroy
X@pov Nayoboav, Udards e kal dépos yboeis év pebopie Teraypévas,
& 8¢ {Ga Omrd re ab kat dbdvara, kal Purdy xal kapmév diacpopds,
Aoyteirar Sijmov, 8re Tadra otk dvev Téxvms wavreNods Sednuotpynrac,
d\Ad kal ﬁvxdgwwémﬁatwﬁmaww&M. Oi &y
ovres érdoyi{dpevor, did oxids Ty Oedy karalapSdvovoi, Sic ToY
Spyoy vov Texvirqy karavoouyTes. 411
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of the Deity, but by contemplating those marks of
his attributes which he has impressed upon his
works. These exhibit an image and reflect a
shadow of the Supreme self-existent Being. But
the perfect and thoroughly-purified mind, repre-
sented by Moses, which is initiated into the great
mysteries, does not acquire its knowledge of the
author from the things that were made, of the per-
manent being from the shadow; but, rising above
what was made, receives a manifest representation
of him, so as to derive from himself a conception
of him and his shadow, which was, his Logos and
this world ™.

This process of the understanding in tracing out
the Deity through the sensible and intelligible
world is deseribed in a similar manner in his Trea-
tise Ilepi Koopomoiias. *The mind, having tra-
versed sea and land, and surveyed the several na-
tures, rises into the air, and examines its several
productions ; whence it is carried higher into the
ether and the heavenly courses of the stars.
Thence, led by a love of wisdom, it is elevated

18 ["Egre 8¢ 7is Tehedrepos kal palhov kekabappévos vods, ra
peydha puoripa punbels, Goris ok dmd TGV yeyovéTwy 70 alrioy
yropifes, ds Gv dmd oxas T pévov: a\N' dmepxinfras TO yevynTOw,
fupacw évapyi Tob dyewirou Napfdver, ds an’ abrob aurdv kara-
NapBdvew, kal Ty oxiw abrol, Smep v, Tov T€ Néyov kal Tévde TOV
kbapor.] .

U [Kai réyvais kal émoripats mohvoxideis e dvaréuvov 63ovs,
xkal Neopépovs dmdaas, dut yis épxerar xal aharrys, Ta év éxarépa
Gioe Biepevvdpevos. Kal mdhw wruds dpbels, kal Tov dépa kal Ta
rovrov mabijpara karackeydpevos, dvarépo Péperar wpos albépa kat
ras obpaviovs mepiéBovs. IM\avijrwy Te kal dmhavéy xopeiais aup~
mepuroAnfels kard Tovs Tijs pougikis Tekelovs vipovs, émdbpevos épwtt
goias modnyerolvre, wacav Tiv aiclymp ololay Umepkiyras, €v-
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above all sensible, and advances to the intelligible
85 essence ; and, having contemplated in it the patterns
and ideas of those sensible things which it saw here,
surpassing beauty, it is seized with a sober ebriety,
and grows frantic like the Corybantes, being filled
with a different and better desire and longing, by
which it is conducted to the very highest top of
the intelligibles, and seems to proceed to the great
king himself. But while it desires to see him, the
pure and unmixed splendors of heavenly light rush %
forth as a torrent, so as to darken the eye of the
understanding with their brightness'.”

Moreover, the Deity is said to be attended by
two shadows, which are also called's powers (Juwd-
peis), De Abrahamo, p. 367. By means of these
there is a threefold representation of one subject, |
Not that, properly speaking, there can be any
shadows of Ged ; but the term is used in a figura-
tive sense to assist the illustration of the subject.
In the middle is the Father of all, who is called in

the Holy Scriptures the existent Being, and on

cach hand are the oldest and nearest powers of the
ravfa épierar Tijs voyris. kal dv eldev vravba alolnrév, év éxelvy
7d mapaBeiypara kal tis 18éas Geacdpevos, UmepBd\\ovra kd\\s,
kélp wnpallp karaoyebels, damep of xopuBavridyres, évbovaia,
érépov yepiabels luépov xat mébov Behriovos, v’ ob mpds Ty dxpav
ayida mapareuplels v voqrav én’ abrdv lévar Soxer Tiv péyar
Baocd\éa. TAiyopévov 8¢ i8eiv, Beiov Pords dkparor xal dpyels atryal
Xetpdppov Tpémov éxyéovrat, ds rais pappapvyais 7o tis Siavolas
Oppa oxorodunay. ]

18 Plato in his Dialogue De Rep. Lib. v. p. 477. [c], gives this
definition of powers: ®roouer Suvdpers elvar yévos i dvrav, als &)
xal vipeis Buvipeba & duvdpefa—and knowledge he demominates
the most energetic of all powers : Haoéy ye Suvipewy éppopeve-
ordryy, % A
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existent Being, which are denominated the creative
and the regal powers. The creative power is God;
for by this he founded and arranged the world. 86
The regal power is Lord; for that which made has
a just right to control and govern what is made.
[ Thus, being in the middle, and attended by each of
| his powers, he presents an appearance sometimes of
| one, sometimes of three: of one, to the completely
f purified mind that can attain to the simple and
I complete idea without any other aid; Qf_‘_la_llggg,__tg
the mind that cannot form a'conceptio_r_L_o_f_____exis_t-

!

ence from itself alone without something else, but
conceives of it from its actions either as creating
\ or as governing .

When the supreme Being is called the existent,
he 'E_gp_qk_gn__gf in an absolute sense, and by his
proper denomination (xupiws); but when he is called
God, it is catachrestically: Wﬂ powers,

which he exerted in_ t_hc_s crea.tion,_ express not the

16 [My) pévror vopuadre Tis éml Qeod Tds oxuds kuptoloyeiofars
kardypnots Ovéparos alrd pévov éoTi, mpds évapyeaTépav Eucpaciy
Tov dnlovpévov mpdyparos. 'Emel 76 ye d\nfés oby olrws €yer
a\\’ éorw, ds dv Tis Tis aAnbelas éyylrara lordpevos elmor, marnp
pév Tov Shwv & pégos, bs év Tals lepals ypachals kuple dvdpare
kakeirar 6 Qv+ al 8¢ mwap’ éxdrepa mpeafirarar kal éyyirarar Tod
Byros Bupapers, oy 1) pév momriky, 7 8¢ ab Baoihuy wpoa’ayapeﬁtrdc. '
Kat 7 pév momricy Oeds: tairy yap €0nké 1e kal Siexdopnoe o )
way. ‘H 8¢ Pacdws) xipios- Oéuis yap apyew kai kpareiv Td
riurosqx&;: ToU yevopévov. Aopuhopoipevos olv & péoos G’ éxarépas
oy Guvapewv mapéyer 1)) dparik Savolq Tore pév évds, Toreé O
Tpwdy pavragiay: évds pév, drav drpws kabapbeioca 1 Yoxn, kal pi
pévoy @ whibn Tév dplpdy, dAAa kal Ty yeirova povidos Sdudda
imepfBaca, mpos Ty dpryl) kal dodpmhokoy kai kaf abriv ovdevds
émidea 70 waparav 18éav émelynrar: TpiGy 8¢, Grav pime Tds peyd-
Aas rehealfeiga Teherds, € év Tais Bpaxvrépais dpywanTa, xal B
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principle of his existence, but his relations to other
tl;ﬁig’? (woavel mpos Tfj As, when his regal and
beneficent powers are spoken of, he must be a king
of some thing, and a benefactor of some thing ;
that which is governed or benefited being alto-
gether distinet from it. Akin to these is also his
creative power, which is called God: for by this
power, the father, who begat and framed, establish-
ed all i;h.i-n_é;. Iept Tav l\-‘ferouopa{oye’uwu, p. 1048.17

It may be proper to observe, that in the former
instances which I quoted, the image, or shadow of

87 God, is spoken of as one, as it referred to that

power of God which was delineated and shadowed
out in the creation of the world ; but in the latter
quotations, there is also another shadow of him, as
governor and judge of that world which he created.
Those who have maintained from this and other
similar passages, that Philo had a knowledge of a
plurality of persons in the Godhead, have done it
principally to shew, that he had a more accurate

Simrac 78 by dvev érépov Tivds ¢ adrod pévov karaaBeiv, dAA& did
™6y Spopévar, 3 kritov § Epyov.]

1 [AXNAG yap ob8 éxeivo mpoaiikey dyvoely, Gre T eyd elpe
Oeds o5 Néyerar karaypyoricds ob kuplws. Td yap bv, 3 8v éorw,
odxl Tév mpds T+ abrd yap éavrov mAijpes, kal abrd éavr ixavdw,
kal wpd Tijs Tod Kbopov yevéoews, kal BeTd Ty yéveorw Tob mwavrds év
Spolp. “Arpenrov yip kal dueraflnrov, xpilov érépov 5 mwapdmray
oldevds, dore adrod pév elvar T4 wavra, pndevds 8¢ xuplws abrd.
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knowledge of the divine nature than he could be
supposed to have had, if he had conceived it to
have been in all respects a simple monad, as much
one in personality as in essence. Whereas Philo
says, that the terms are catachrestically used which
represent him under the appearance of three, as
the existent’® Being attended on either hand by
those two of his powers which were first exerted,
and are most closely and intimately connected with
his essence, viz. first, his power of creation, and 88
secondly, his power of governing that which he had
created.

This mode of expression and illustration was
adopted, he said, in order to aid the conceptions
of imperfect minds, which are unable to compre-
hend the simplicity of one self-existent, independent
being, and by arguing a priori to perceive how
from this pure essence as from their proper foun-
tain, proceed the powers of creation and govern-
ment, and the several objects upon which those
powers are to be employed. Finite intelligences,
which cannot thus contemplate him at once in his

essence, are obliged as it were to divide him, and
view him in detached parts in his acts, but chiefly

18 Origen in his first Homily on Isaiah, viz. on chapter vi.,
geems to have derived his ideas from hence, when he is ex-
plaining the vision of the Lord sitting upon a throne high and
lifted up, surrounded by Seraphim. The passage is thus ren-
dered by his translator: Si video eum regnantem ccelestibus
virtutibus, video eum sedentem super thronum excelsum et
elevatum. Quid est, quod dicit, Ceelestibus virtutibus? Throni,
dominationes, principatus, potestates, virtutes ccelestes sunt.—
Quee sunt ista duo Seraphim? Dominus meus Jesus et Spiritus
Sanctus. Testimonium enim dat Scriptura, quia ejus mundan-
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in those acts of his which are prior in time to all }
others, most immediately arise out of his essence,
and extend to all created beings, viz. his acts of 5
creation and government. Thus arguing a poste-
rior: they ascend to the summit of intelligibles,
and there contemplate images of the power and
goodness of the first cause impressed upon his
works, and catch as it were a shadow of him who
cannot be contemplated in his essence.

These powers are called (epl XepovPBip, p.112) «
his goodness and authority or sovereign power, and
are denominated the two highest and first powers
belonging to the one truly existing God. By his

89 goodness he created the universe, and by his sove-
reign authority he governs what he created. Be-
tween both these is his \dvyos, which is expressed
by the symbol of the flaming sword. This con-
nects them together; for it is by his Aoyos that
God is governor and good. This preceded all
things, and was meditated before all things, and is
conspicuous in all things®. Here Adyos is the plan,
the design, by which (to speak after the manner of
men) God acted in the creation and government of
the world. The unity of design in both so con-
nects his goodness and authority, that there are
tur labia ab uno ex seraphim, qui missus est ad auferenda ejus
peccata.  Unus autem ex seraphim Dominus meus Jesus Chris-
tus est, qui ad auferenda peccata nostra a patre missus est.

19 [p. 113. “EXeye 8¢ pot, kara iv &va dvres Svra Bedv 8o ras
dvordre elvac xal mpéras duvdpets, dyabéryra kat ébovaiav. Kal
dyalBdryre Peév 7O map yeyerinké éovala 8¢ Tob yermbévros dpyew.
'{‘pt'fov ¢ owayeydy dudoiv uéoor elvar Ndyov- l‘m yap xal

dpxovra kal dyabov elyac Tov Oedv. _ atrd mdvra $lacav mapnpei-

Yraro, kal mpd wdvrwy voolpevoy kat éml waoe Pabpevor].
MORGAN E
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. dopupopovpevos); Philo uses it to express the human
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manifest indications of each in the acts of the
other. -
When the general design of the universe, form-
ed by the existent Being, is spoken of, it is called
Aoryos. His several designs of the separate parts,
though included in the general design, are called
plurally Adyor, and are said to be sent, as well as
the singular: Tods éavrod Adyovs émkovpias évexa
Tov PAapéTwy amooTéA\et. By these powers was .
formed the incorporeal and intelligible world, the
archetype of this which appears, being composed 'j:
of invisible ideas, as this is of visible bodies. !
The supreme Being is perpetually said to be )
surrounded by these powers, as guards of state andgo |
attending ministers, Sopugpopovuévy mpos Tdv Svvd=

JEWY.

Not to mention that Isocrates uses the same
expression to signify a person’s being guarded by
the good-will of the citizens (v T@v mwo\iTwy evvolg

mind’s being attended by the senses, whose busi-
ness it is to furnish it with notices of colours,
sounds, tastes, and smells. Again, wealth, glory,
and honours, are said to be the attendant ministers
(Sopupépar) of the body, the senses those of the
soul. Again, reasons are said to be the attendants
and guards of the soul of the wise: dopugpdpor xal
vméppayor Ywyns. And sacred and holy reasonings
and words are called the garrison and sentinels of
the soul: iepois kai daiovs Ndyovs avtiis ¢ppoupols
xal phaxas ovras.

These powers of the one existent Being, and
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the external expressions of them, his words and [v 224
actions, are said to be spoken of in the Scriptures
under the emblems of angels. Thus, when young

and old in Sodom are stated to have combined
against the angels, the spiritual doctrine contained
under that narrative is that there was a general
disposition to wickedness; and that young and old,

with one accord, as if they had bound themselves
together by an oath, set themselves in opposition

to the divine words and actions, which it is cus-_
tomary to call angels: Ilas &, s ¢Pnow, o Aads
TEPLEKUKAWTay dua T oikiav, véor Te Kal wpeoPBuTar,

katd Tov Oeiwv Epywr kal Noywy curopocduevor, obs
xakeiv €0os ayyéhovs. Again, dbavdrows Aoryous, ovs Test 700

-~ o » ' o'lrf.urrr.
kaXeww €fos asyryélous. p. 683,

One of the passages produced to prove the
personality of the Adyos, according to Philo, is that
wherein he says that the angel who met Hagar,
when she fled from the face of Sarah, and brought Tepi Xepou.
her back, was the divine Agyos. But who or what,
according to the same interpretation, was Hagar,
and Sarah from whom she fled? By Hagar is
meant human discipline and the circle of the arts
and sciences, who departed from her mistress, Sa-
rah, the emblem of virtue, and was brought back
by the angel, who is the divine Aoyos® (8s éore
fcios Noyos), which he elsewhere calls®! right reason

2 Ty péony maldelav iy Tois eyxviklows xopelovaay dpduer
"Ayap, Bis pév ¢fiwoioav dmd Tis dpyotoms dperijs Sdppas, [dmaf 8¢
T mporepdw 830w ImooTpédovaar. # Tére pév drodpaca) kardyerat,
Urayrijoayros dyyéov, 8s dori Beios Adyos.

1 Mpoornadueros ov dpboy abrov Adyow, mpardyovor vid.

B2
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(6pfos Noyos). Hagar fled to avoid the austere and
gloomy life of the virtuous?. Afterwards Hagar ¢,
and her son Ishmael, who signifies the sophist,
were driven out by Abraham, an emblem of the
wise man, at the instigation of Sarah, perfect
virtue or wisdom.

In like manner Philo says (p. 114) that the
angel, who stood armed to oppose Balaam, was the
Aoyos of God. But in order to understand the
true meaning of the assertion, it is requisite to ,
consider who or what Balaam was, who is said to
have been thus opposed. Balaam, says Philo, sig-
nifies a foolish people (udratov Nadv) who ride in
pursuit of gain upon an ass, which signifies hus-
bandry, merchandize, or any other lucrative em-

. ployment. When he finds that these stop in their
course, and do not carry him to the object at which
he aims, he wishes for a sword, that is, a power of
reasons and words, to chastise them for the failure.
But those things, though destitute of the organs of
speech, utter a language more distinet than that of
any tongue, and point out to him an angel, that is,
the word of God, standing armed with divine ven-
geance to oppose his progress.

It is manifest that, in these instances, 6Oeios
Adryos and Ocoil Aoyos, are no more persons, because

Hepl Tewpylas Née, p. 195. Ols &v & dpfds Adyos dmoBdAAp
wealyodpevor, . ¢ Aoywopdy, domep Twa Siaomiv ddwpoddxnTov.,
Iepl toil dre drpemr. p. 301, ‘O feios Ndyos—d dpbis Ndyos.
Iepl o0 Ocomépmr. p. 683. ‘O rijs Ploews Gpbos Adyos, bs
kuptwrépa KANjoer mpooovopdleral, Oeopds, vépos Ocios dv, kal by
[ﬂl mpooijkovra kat émBa\hovra ékdorois dmeveprifn.] Ilepl Ko-
opom. P. 33.
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they are represented by the emblems of angels,

93 than merchandise or agriculture is an animal, be-
cause they are supposed to be represented by the
ass.

In the same spirit of emblematizing he says, |
that by “Eve is meant the senses. It would be |
too tedious to discuss the several moral and reli- |
gious doctrines, supposed to be conveyed under
the characters of Cain, Jacob, Laban, his daughe
ters, his cattle, &e. p.119: the ark and the ani-
mals contained in it, p. 186 : Joseph, his wife, and
father-in-law, p. 577 : Rebececa, p-379: Leah, and in
short all the persons and places mentioned in the
Pentateuch. The specimens already given are suf-
ficient to shew that they are emblematic and
figurative. Now it is well known that the per-
sonality of an emblem by no means proves the per-
sonality of the thing signified by that emblem,
which is some quality, virtue, or duty, as the gene-
ral result of the whole story is some moral or
religious doctrine, which is inculeated under the
form of a narrative.

In the same figurative language the Lord’s host
signifies the several virtues?*; and the leader of
the Lord’s host, that divine order and harmony
displayed in the arrangement of the universe, from
which men derive the principles of virtue and

22 Ayap, 1 péon kal éyxikhos madela, kby Tov alarypdy kal
oxvlpwrdy Téy pukapérav drodpavas Biov omovldoy. p, 109,

23 Tpoonyopixds pév yuvaika, dvopaorids de Elay, alwrrdpevos
alobpow, Ilepl XepouBip, p. 118.

# Zrpards 8¢ Ocios al dperal, Pihobéwy Uméppaxot Yuydv,
p. 198,
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wisdom. Tt is also called the first-born Advyos, the g4
eldest angel, being as it were the archangel with
many names. The sensible world is called the
younger son of God, and the intelligible world
is called the elder son. In the passage, “The
horse and the rider hath he thrown into the sea,”
the rider, he says, is the mind, and the horse
the passions®. And when the lawgiver forbids
the use of horses in war, he says, he does not
speak of real cavalry, which is necessary for both
offence and defence, but of the irrational and un-
restrained and ungovernable motions of the soul %,
Virtue in general is expressed by paradise, and
tﬁi_z_several virtues by the trees planted in it. 4
~ The divine \dvyos is said to be the cement,
the bond of union, by which the several parts of
the universe are kept together?. But the same
properties are likewise ascribed to the order and
plan according to which the universe was con-
structed .

Mosheim supposes that Philo (De 4brahamo,
p- 367) alludes to some among the Jews who as-
serted the doctrines of three natures in God.
Whereas in the passage alluded to Philo appears
most evidently to me to be speaking of those
who are not, as he figuratively expresses it, initi-
ated into the great mysteries, and who are not

25 Terpdmovy kal ckipryricdy kal vrépavyov—mabdy Te kal
xakuby d\kipdraroy orihos—mpods 8¢ kal & émPBdrys abrdv vois,
p- 199.

26 AN\a mepl is kara Juxiy d\éyou xal dpérpov kal amelfovs
Gopas, p. 200. -
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able to contemplate the bxistent) |Being in his simple
statc, without something else to aid thelr concep-
tions. They are therefore obliged to have recourse
to his acts, and to consider him as creating or
govermng, when they endeavour to form a notion

of lnﬁndeed the notion, which is formed in
this circuitous manner, partakes of a pious opi-
nion ; but that which results from a direct view,
does not partake of, but is, a pious opinion, or
rather, surpasses opinion and is the truth itself.
This is the language in which he generally speaks
of the popular and the sublime theology, as distinct
from each other in degree rather than in kind.

21 Adyo oplyyerar Oelp: ké\\a yap éori kal Seopds obros,
p. 507.

28 Tlaykale ¢ tijs drolovbias elppd kéxpnray, p. 14. Tdéis &
drolovlia kal elppuds éore mponyovpévey Tvey kat émopévay,
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*Eyénmae tolvwy abrdv oby oUrws, @s dv Tis vojoeer dvfpiroy,
d\\' @s olbey adrds pdvos. ov yap 1o, mds eyévvnoey, elmely émay-
yeM\dpefa, al\a 70, oly ovrws OwBeBawoipeba: kal oby sjpeis
dyvoolpey pdvoy Ty €k mwarpos Tov viod yewnoly, dAA& kal mdca
yewirn uois—Cyril. Catech. x1. p. 96.

HOTIUS informs us that from Philo was

derived the allegorical method of 1uterp1etmg
Seripture, which prevaﬂed in the primitive Church
This arose from very natural causes.

First, they who have been favoured with a
divine revelation, and have by grace availed then;;-
selves of it, enjoy a great and manifest advan-
tage over those who are left in a great measure to
the exertions of their own minds, and are obliged
to trace out the invisible things of God by intri-
cate reasonings and deductions from the things,
which do appear in the constitution and govern-
ment of the world. What even learned men
among the latter do hardly guess and with labour
find out, is plain and obvious to the meanest
and most uncultivated understandings among the 97
former,

Yet this advantage, great as it really is, has
not always been sufficient to satisfy the pretensions
of those who have been blessed with a divine reve-
lation. Not contented with the bright sunshine
which blazes around them, they will scarcely allow
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the benighted heathen the dim taper of human
reason to guide their steps in their laborious travels
over the dark mountains. Whatever the Apostle
Paul may have said in his various expostulations
with the Gentiles, and particularly in his Epistle to
the Romans, there are some far wiser, in their own
conceit, than seven men that can render a reason,
who boldly maintain, that whatever glimmerings of
light the Pagans of old have been able to strike
out by mere dint of labour and study, have beeh
all either directly or circuitously derived from the
sacred writings!,

Traces of this opinion are to be found in some
degree in the works of ancient authors, both Jewish
and Christian, though it did not shoot up to the
extravagant height to which some have carried it
in later days. I should depart from the tenor of
my subject, if I did more than barely mention the
well-known example of Josephus among the former.

g8 Among the latter, the instances are numerous. As
I proceed with my work, I shall, in confirmation of
what I have here advanced, produce some strong
and pointed passages from Justin Martyr and Cle-
mens Alexandrinus, both of them writers of the
second century.

To Christians who had embraced these senti-
ments, the writings of Philo must have been an
invaluable treasure. The manner in which he has
applied the principles of Plato to illustrate the Mo-
saical account of the Creation and other parts of

1 °E¢ of (®Awros) olpac kal wis & d\\nyopikds Tiis ypadis év
77 €kkhnaia Nyos €oxev dpxiy elopuivar. Photius, p. 96.
E5
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the Old Testament, was admirably calculated to
flatter their prejudices, and furnished them with
specious arguments in support of the opinion which
they so strenuously maintained.

Secondly, many were converted to the Christian
religion who had previously made considerable pro- |
gress in the Platonic or? Eclectic Philosophy, and
retained many of their former prejudices. Others
were struck with the great respect that was paid to
philosophy, and with the superior skill which its g9
professors displayed in the arts of controversy. On
this account they frequented the schools of Alex-
andria, in which masters of profound learning and
great celebrity explained and inculcated, with be-
witching eloquence, the speculations of the sages
of ancient Greece,

These men, having the sacred volumes in one
hand and the writings of Plato in the other, if they
believed them both to be true, must have thought
the principles and doctrines of each consistent with
those of the other: for it is impossible that one
truth should be opposite to, or at variance with,
another. To these men, therefore, the writings of
Philo must have been as acceptable as to those

2 The following is a description which Clemens Alexandri~
nus gives of the Eclectic philosophy. “ By philosophy T mean
neither the Stoic, nor the Platonic, nor the Epicurean and
Aristotelean. But whatever things have been properly said by
each of those sects, inculcating justice and devout knowledze,
this whole selection T call philosophy.” @ovodia 82, ob 7is
Sroiky Myw, obdé v I\arevicy, § iy "EmikoUpetdy Te kal Apt-
grorehuy: aAX' doa elpnrac wap’ éxdary Tov alpégewy Tolrey Ka-
A@s, dwawotymy per’  eboeBois émomipns éxddaorovra, Todro
olpmay 70 ékhekrixdy Pp\oooplav dnpl.  Stromm, Lib, 1. p. 288,
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whom I mentioned before; and indeed, for the
same reason, namely, for his having so industriously
and speciously marked out a seeming conformity
between two works, if I may so call them, both of
which they so highly reverenced.

The writings of Philo came the more strongly
recommended to these men, because the method
of interpretation, which he has adopted, may be as
commodiously applied by Christians to reconcile

1cothe principles of Plato and the doctrines of thé
Gospel, as it was by Philo to explain the contents
of the Old Testament by the same principles.

First, there are to be found in the writings of
many of the fathers of the Christian Church evi-
dent traces of the opinion, that the heathens de-
rived all the principles of their knowledge from the
sacred Scriptures; and even that the wildest stories
of their mythology originated from the same source.,
Thus, in the Address to the Greeks3, attributed to
Justin Martyr, the author boldly asserts, that Or- AT i
pheus, and Homer, and Solon, the legislator of the oo
Athenians, and Pythagoras, and Plato, and some
others, received great assistance from the writings
of Moses, éx 7s Mwvoéws igTopias wpeknbévres.
He affirms, that hence they derived the knowledge
But though the followers of the Eclectic philosophy professed
to select the truth from the doctrines of the several sects ; yet
the authority of Plato, in their estimation, far surpassed that of
any other, and the bulk of their tenets concerning God and the
human soul was composed of his doctrines. ;

8 Though there is reason to doubt whether this address
was really the work of Justin, it serves to shew, in conjunction

with the other quotations, that this opinion prevailed among
the early Christians.



04 The Fathers of the Christian Church.

of the unity of God, and some of the mysteries of
155,89, the divine nature. He maintained, that Plato, in
E the beginning of the Timeus, in describing the
principle of existence, obscurely alluded to the ap-
pellation which the supreme Being assumed to him-

self in the book of Genesis; but that he varied the

form of expression, in order to evade the censure

[ 0.4 28 of the court of Areopagus: that when he speaks
of an ancient account, he means the law of Moses*: 101

that when he mentions men beloved of God, he

thinks of Moses and the other prophets, from whose
writings he learned the doctrine of a future Jjudg-

ment?: that when he made ¢idos, ¢ specific form,’ the

third principle after God and matter, he was led to

- the use of the expression by a passage in the writ-
ings of Moses, which, for the want of an enlight-

ened instructor, he did not correctly understand :

pot x4, ¢ Look, that thou make them after the pattern
which was shewed thee in the Mount.” And again,

« According to all that T shew thee, after the pat-

tern of the tabernacle and the pattern of all the
instruments, even so shall ye make itf” Plato,

says he, having met with these passages, supposed

that some separate specific form existed, before

4 "Eyratfa 6 IM\drov capds kai pavepds Tov makawy Adyoy
Moicéws dvopdler vopoy, 700 pév dvdparos Moioéws, PpéSe Tov
kovelov, pepvijofar Sedlws. p. 24 [B].

5 Avlpas 8¢ rivas érépovs 7 Oed pihovs elvar vopiler, el py
Moiicéa xal tods Aoimovs mpogijras; ov rais mpodyrelats évTuydw,
kal 7oy mept kploews wap' alréy pepabrds Noyov, & 76 TPLTO THS

%1;13*3*'5 2,  HoMrelas Aoyg otre mpoavadwrel, p. 24 [E].

8 IM\drwy 8¢ perd tov Ocdy kal Ty UAnw Td elbos Tpirny dpxnv
elvac Aéyoww, kal [odx 1. Otto] dA\N6fev mifev a\A& mapd Mebaéws
i wpdpacw elndos Gaiverar, 10 pév Tob eldovs dvopa dmd Téy
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what is the object of the senses; which form he
also often calls the pattern of the things that were

102made”. He then proceeds to point out the mis-
takes into which Plato fell in reading the Mosaical
account of the Creation, and the manner in which
he was led by those mistakes to imagine an intelli-
gible world, and other opinions that appear in the
Timeus. It is unnecessary to give a minute detail
of these things, and of the allusion which, in the
second Apology for Christians, Justin states th® fdrotor. 1. §
Philosopher to make to the shape of the cross, the
knowledge of which he is supposed to have obtained
from the story of the brazen serpent in the history
of Moses.

In his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew he asserts, p. 2: (3
that the devil formed many of the mythological
stories of the Greeks in imitation of the several
circumstances foretold of Jesus Christ ; in the
same manner as the magicians of Egypt imitated
the miracles that were performed by Moses. One
instance of this is Baechus, the son of J upiter, who,
having been torn to pieces, after his death rose
again and ascended into heaven; whose mysteries
also are celebrated with wine. Another instance is
Asculapius, who is represented as curing diseases

P——— B e e

Moigéos pepabyras pnrév, ob ddaybeis 8¢ TViKatTa wapa Tov
elddrav G obdév ékrds pvoricis Gewplas Tav dmd Moiolos elpn-
pévar capds yryvdokew ot Suvardy. Péypape yap Moiosis ds
T00 Ocob mepl Tiis oKnrijs mpds abrdy elpykdtos olrws, KA. P 28:
[o. § 29. p. 98.]

7 Tobrois olv évruydw & M\drov xal ob perd Tiis mpoankolans
Ocwpias defdpevos ta yeypappéva pnri, @iy eldos Tv xwpioTiy
mpovndpyew rob alobyrod: 8 kal mapdderypa v yevouvay dvopd=
{ee moNhdwus. p. 29 [a]. TR
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[dpoan . c. and raising the dead. A.gain, wet hear of Perseus,
;Tg{ & %1 who was born of a virgin. Again, when the Per-103
)k sians say that Mithras was born of a rock, they are
supposed to have taken the idea from the book of |
the prophet Daniel,where the kingdom of God is pre- I
figured by a stone cut out of a rock without hands. '
p- 46, Clemens Alexandrinus, in his Admonition to the
Gentiles, expostulates with Plato, and asks him
whence arose his conjecture about truth and genu-
ine piety. I know your teachers, says he, though
you may wish to conceal them, You are indebted
to the Hebrews for such of your laws as are true,
and for your opinion of God®. To the same origin
he refers the knowledge which Xenophon had at-
: tained of the Supreme Being®.

In the first book of his Stromata he gives an
instance of a law which, he says, Plato borrowed
from the Hebrews; wherein he orders every one
to abstain from the water of his neighbour, till he
has tried every method, without success, of pro-

(3xv.p 3% curing water in his own possessions'. In page

8 Ti0ev, & I\drwv, a\jfeay alvirry ; wélev 1 Tév Ndywy dp-
fovos yopryla iy OeovéBeray pavreberar;—olda oov Tods Siba-
okdhovs, kby drokpimrew €0éhps—rvipovs, door dhnbels, kal 8é&av
v Tov Beod, wap' alrdy dpéyoar réy “Efpaiwv: [p. 60. ed. Pott.
§ 70.]

9 Idéfev dpa 6 ot TpiNhov coileracs fj Sykady wapa tis mpo-
¢rridos s “EBpaloy feamifoions dde wos; [Ibid. § 71.]

10 "Ey yoiv rois Népois 6 é£ 'EBpalwy Ppihdooghos IAdrww
kehevee Tols yewpyovs py émaplevoar pide AapBdvew Udwp map’
érépwv, éw pi mporepov dpifavres map’ abréy dxpe s wapbeviov
kahovpévys, drdpoy elpwae Ty yiv: p. 274. [p. 32L. ed. Potter.]

1 ddogodia 8¢ obk dmeord\n Umd Kuplov: a\X' fAbe, ¢notl,
K\ameioa, §j mapd \énrov Jobeioa: €’ oly Blvaps #) dyyeNos pabdy
7t s a\nlelas kal w) karapelvas év alrf, rabra évémveuge Kal
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104304, he says that Numa was a Pythagorean; but
that it was in consequence of what he learned from
Moses, that he prohibited the Romans from making
an image of God. In page 309 is quoted, from [ v p. 305
the Gospel of St John, the saying of our Saviour, [s.Jonx 8]
that all before him were thieves and robbers, This
some men applied to the philosophers, to whom
the arch-apostate surreptitiously communicated
detached portions of divine wisdom. Yet, says
Clemens, this philosophy, stolen as it were by Pro-"
metheus, retained a little fire emitting some useful
light, a faint resemblance of divine wisdom. The
Grecian philosophers, who lived before the coming
of our Lord, may indeed be called thieves and
robbers, for having, without acknowled ging it, taken
portions of truth from the Hebrew prophets, and
appropriating them, as if they were their own doc-
trines’, He produces the authority of Aristo-
bulus to prove that Plato was guided by the law of

~ 105the Jews®, He quotes the following passage from

! Numenius, a Pythagorean philosopher : What is

Plato but Moses speaking the Attic language 14 ?
kAéras é3iBatev. p. 310, [§ 17, p. 366.]

12 "Eorly ol xiw (ocopia i k\ameloy, xabamep md Tpo-
pnbéws, wip SNlyor els s émmideiow Xpnoipes {omwupotpevor,

i ixvos Ti gopias kal xlvyois mapd Ocol: raira § dv elev KAémrar

| kal Agoral ol map' "EX\jo $phdooor, kal mpd ris rob Kupiov

mapovoias mapd Tév “Efpaikdy mpodmréy pépn ris dinbelas ob
kar' énlyvwow AaBdvres, dAN' ds i operepiodipevor ddypara,
p- 312, [§ 17, p. 360.]
13 Karnkohotfnke 8¢ kal 6 TM\drov ) kaf sjuis vopobeclq, xal
E;wepﬁr éori meptepyacdpevos Ekacra réy &y abt) Neyoucvay, p. 342,
. 411.]

M T yip dore INdraw, i Motojs drrucifov; p. 842, [§ 22,
p- 411.] \
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e O
That Plato was assisted by the writings of Moses,
when he composed his treatise on Laws, is again

R asserted (p. 349). In the second book (p.. 367) h.e
says, that the fable of Minos associating with Jupi-
ter was invented by some who had heard that God
had conversed with Moses, as a man COnverses with

his friend.

1 will not stop to remark the many conformi-
ties and resemblances which he has pointed out
in the moral injunctions and observations of the
Gentile philosophers and the inspired writers, par-
ticularly in the fourth book of his Stromata. Nor

moe;  will I dwell upon what he says at the end of that
book, that the Hyperborean and Arimaspian cities,
the Elysian fields, and the Republic of Plato, are
images (eixdvas) of the church, the heavenly Jeru-
i+ p o) salem. In the fifth book, p. 580, after mentioning
some doctrines of Pythagoras, Socrates, and Plato,
he affirms that they were derived from Moses'. In
oroony the 592d and the following pages, he enumerates
many doctrines in confirmation of the same posi-
wsi  tion concerning Plato. In p. 595, he alleges the
authority of Aristobulus, that the Peripatetic phi-
losophy was taken from the law of Moses. I shall 106
conclude this topic with the following passage:
wr  Kal 76 ovvoho, vBarydpas kai Swkparns xat TI\d-
Twv NéyovTes AKOVELY (pwvﬁs- Oecov, TV KaTagkeviy

- o ~ - - -
7@y OAwy BewpouvTes &xp:ﬁws uro ©Oeob ~yeyovviav

15 Iapa Mwigéws Towdra docodiravres ol Tdv ‘EANjrov
axpot.

; 16 Afo 8¢ mapehjpaper Kéhoovs yeyovévar "Emikovpelovs® o

pév mpérepov katd Népwvar Tobrov ¢ kara Adptavdy kal KareTépw,
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Kai ovvexopévny adiakeirTws' dxqkoaat cyap Tov Mwi-
géws ?\é'yov'rog, Eize kat c-"yéuero.

Secondly, these sentiments naturally led those
who entertained them to regard with a favourable
disposition the writings of Philo, in which the plan
is laboriously pursued of reconciling Divine Reve-
lation and Pagan philosophy, and of expounding
Scripture history upon heathen principles.

Origen, in the beginning of his treatise agamst
Celsus, being desirous of giving his readers some
idea of the qualities of his antagonist, and of the
time in which he lived, says, We are told that
there were two men, Epicureans, of the name of
Celsus; the first in the time of Nero, but this in
the time of Adrian and later’®. Now, whatever
practices Celsus really observed and objected to in
the Christians, may fairly be presumed to have
been of some duration and extent in his time;

particularly if the charges were avowed and de-

fended by the Apologist. One of the things,
which Origen states him to impute to the Chris-
107 tians is, that they, in conjunction with the Jews,
adopted allegorical explanations of the transac-
tions recorded in the Books of Moses!. Origen
supposes that Celsus referred to the works of
Philo, and of some still more ancient, such as
Aristobulus; and concludes, that he had never
read those works himself, but had only heard that
there were writings which contained allegorical

Lib. . p. 8.
1T @nolv, 6re kal 'Tovdalov xal Xpiworiavéw ol émewéorepor
rair d\\pyopodoe.  Lib. 1v. p. 196.

e
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explanations of the law; otherwise he would not
have spoken in so contemptuous a manner of such
valuable compositions '
These instances seem to me to prove that the
writings of Philo, ,and the allegm 1c*11 mode of inter-
fle - prctatlon adoptecl by hun were in hrgh est1mat10n
among Christians very « earlj in thc second century
at tlfe latest. The works of the Fathers of the
Church in that age, particularly among the Greeks,
abound in imitations, allusions, and direct refer-
ences to him.

e 2 Clemens Alexandrinus, (Strom. Lib. i. p. 284.) 108
dlseoursmg about heavenly wisdom and philosophy,
undertakes to confirm his reasonings by the tes-
timony of Seripture. TFor this purpose he intro-
duces the allegorical interpretation of Abraham,
Sarah, and Agar, which interpretation he sup-
ports by the authority of Philo, and then pursues
the same train of thought through Rebecca, Jacob,

1t ap s and Thamar. In like manner in his Tadaywyds
he allegorizes the characters and story of Isaac,

~ Rebecca, and Abimelech. In the same style he

| interprets the command of Moses to abstain from

the flesh of swine, the eagle, &e. which he makes

| to signify a prohibition from voluptuousness and

(3 vii p. 677 rapacity (Strom. Lib. v. p. 571). Thus also he ex-
wid p.ors1 plains (p. 572) Joseph in his coat of many colours

18 Aokel 8¢ por kal dknkoévar, 8ri ol ouyypdppara mepiéxovra
Tas Tod wlpov aNAnyoplas: dmep €l dveyvdke, otk &v €eyev, al
yobw Sokodoar mwepl alréy d\\pyoplar yeypddpbar, méhv Ty pibwv
aloylovs elol xal dromarepar, Ta pndapi pndapds dppoobijvac Bv-
vapeva, Bavpaoti Tt kal wavrdmaoiw dvawdire pwpia ovvarTovaat.
¢oce 8¢ mepl TOY Pilwvos ovyypappdrey Tatra Aéyew, j) kal TOY
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to signify a man endued with various knowledge.
In p. 583, the three days which Abraham spent sxi. p. 650
in going to the place where he was to sacrifice his

. son, are made to signify the degrees by which a
man advances to the knowledge of spiritual things.
And in p. 574, he bestows high encomiums upon fsix p. 670
the utility and dignity of these allegories, and the
interpretations of them.

Theophilus, in his second book of Autolycusy 1s 15 o)
p: 94 foll. partly with hints taken from Philo, partly
with additions of his own, to make the whole apply
to Christianity, deduces a variety of allusions to

109the great mysteries of religion, the nature of God,
the doctrine of the Trinity, the condition of man,
and the dispensations of Providence, from the
number of days employed in the creation of the
world, the portion of them which preceded the
creation of the luminaries of heaven, and the differ-
ent productions of the several days.

I think I have now incontrovertibly established |
these two facts.

First, That the early Christians entertained the
opinion that the philosophical principles and my-
thological stories* of Pagan antiquity were de- |
rived either immediately or circuitously from the
books of the Old Testament.

Secondly, That the allegorical writings of Philo
ére dpyatorépaw, émoid éomi T4 Apworofoidov. oroydfopar 8¢ Tov
Kéhooy py dveyvdxevar ra BiSMla, émel moA\axoi olrws émire-

relxfal por paivera, dore alpedijvac &v kal Tovs év “ENMjoe he-
Aogopoivras dmd 6y eyopévor év ols ob pévov 1j dpaos éfif-

oknrai A\ kal vorjuara kal ddypara xal i Xpiows Téy ds oleras

ard Tép ypapoy pifor & Kélaos, p- 198,
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were in high estimation among the same people,
and that the principles of interpretation which he
had adopted were received as just and wise.

I shall now proceed to enquire into the effects
which these two opinions conjointly produced in
the reasonings of the Christians of the second
century.

The-first effect which I shall point out is this,
We saw that Philo by an allegorical mode of
interpretation explained the things, persons, and
transactions, recorded in the Old Testament, to
signify moral and intellectual qualities and opera-
tions, The Fathers of the Christian Church pro-
ceeded farther, and again converted those quali-
ties and operations, with the supposed emblematic j 1o
things, persons, and transactions, into other per-
sons and transactions under the Gospel covenant,

Because in the 7Wmeus of Plato the Creator
is said to have used an ideal world as a pattern
when he formed the present sensible one, Philo
also, when he commented upon the Mosaical ac-
count of the creation, and applied to it the prin-
ciples of Plato, represented the Supreme Being as
forming within himself a plan of the work which
he was about to accomplish. This plan, he says,
was nothing else but the reason or reasoning of
God, in the same manner as the plan of a city,
formed by an architect, is the reasoning of that
architect. Because the arrangement of this plan
of course preceded the creation of the things
which were to be formed according to it, he calls
it the first-born (wpwrdroxes), by which word ‘he
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— e

expresses hkewlse the difference of its nature from
that of external things, since it was the natural
production of the divine intellect by a reflex act,

. if we may so express it. In other parts of his
works he makes several things, persons, and actions,
emblematically representative of the divine wis-
dom and its dealings with men. Because St John
has called Christ ¢ Adyos, and he is elsewhere
styled mpwrdroros, it has been concluded that a.]l.

111 which Philo has said of what he calls ¢ Adyos, 18
expressive of Christ in a literal sense.

Philo asserted that the two Cherubim over the ‘
mercy-seat were intended to signify the creative
and governing powers of God. The creative power

~ is said by Justin Martyr to be Christ, and is called
by him a certain rational power, which God begat
s of himself in the beginning, before all created
> bemgs” In his second Apology for the Christians,
he calls the author of our salvation the reason,
of which the whole human race partakes; and
asserts, that they who lived according to reason
; are Christians, even though they were esteemed
f Atheists ; as among the Greeks Socrates and

Heraclitus, and such as were like them®.
In like manner Athenagoras, statmg ﬂ:le eter-;

mty of the son of God a.nd l:us eonsuha‘hn ality

I

1 Y
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his being a son means: That he was the first pro-
duction of the father, not as a thing that was
made ; for God, being an eternal mind, from the
beginning had reason in himself, being eternally
reasonable %

Theophilus, in the second book of his Address to 112
Autolycus, explains in the same manner the Agyos
as being always resident in the heart of God:
for, before any thing was made, (@d_hadhl_m as
his counsellor, being his own mind and intellect,
And when God willed to make whatever he coun-
selled, he begat this prophoric logos, the first-born
of all creation *2.

Tertullian, in his Treatise against Hermogenes,
seems to pursue the same idea. Speaking of the
nature of wisdom, he says, ®When he perceived
it necessary for the works of the world, he imme-
diately establishes it and generates it in himself—
Wisdom was born and established as soon as God
began to dispose himself to set in order the works
of the world—Though he had been about to make
it of matter, he had before made it in wisdom,113
by meditating and arranging—He afterwards sets

21 ‘0 mwals r{ Botheray, épé dut Bpaxéwy: mpdrov yévimpa elvar
¢ marpl, oby ds yevdpevor: é£ dpxiis yap & ©eds, vovs didtos dv,
lyev abrds év éavrg Tév Noyov, didlws Noywds @v. [Supplic.
pro Christian. § 10.]

22 Ahybela Bupyeirar o Noyov, tdv Svra Swmavrds évduaberov
& xapdia ©cov. wpd yip T yiyveclai, Tovrov elye aupBovioy,
éavrob voiw, kat Gplmow Svrar émére 8¢ fbE\noer & Oeds motfjoas
doa éBovielaaro, Toiroy Tdv Adyoy éyéwmae mpohopixdy, mPWTH=
roxov wdans krlgews: P. 100, Ed. Paris. 1636. fo. [Ch. x.]

23 Denique ut necessariam sensit ad opera mundi, statim
cam condit et generat in semetipso—Sophia scilicet ejus exinde
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forth this order in a more distinet manner. Wis- '
dom was first established. After that was sent
forth the word, by which all things were made,
and without which nothing was made. In this
passage the author evidently meant by sophia,
wisdom, the internal conception, and by sermo,
word, the external expression or command. Athe-
nagoras has expressed something of the same kind,
though not exactly in the same manner: the son,
of God is the logos of the father in idea and
energy %,

Upon this order Tertullian enlarges in his
Treatise against Praxeas. Before all things God
was alone, being to himself both world, and place,
and all things. Now he is said to have been alone,
because there was nothing externally beside him.
Yet he was not even then alone; for he had with
him what he had in himself, namely, his own
reason, Even God is reasonable, and reason was
in him first, and so all things were by him.—
Although God had not yet sent forth his word,
he had it within himself with and in his reason,
by secretly considering and arranging with him-

nata et condita, ex quo in sensu Dei ad opera mundi disponen-
da coepit agitari, p. 416. Tertullian, contrary to some other
of the Fathers, reprobated refinements upon the word Apxii.
“Principium sive initium inceptionis est verbum non alicujus
substantize nomen—Etiam ex materia facturus fuisset, ante in
sophia cogitando et disponendo jam fecerat.—Primo sophiam
conditam initium viarum in opera ejus: dehine et sermonem
prolatum, per quem omnia facta sunt, et sine quo factum est
nihisl;" (p. 275, ed. Rigalt. Paris, 1634.) N T
; "Eorly & vids Tov Oeod Aés - Tol mb@&ﬂk
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| take place in God?
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self what afterwards he was about to utter by 114
the word®. This he proposes to illustrate by
what takes place in man, who was made after the
image of God, and has also reason in himself.
Whenever he thinks, he speaks within himself, has
a collocutor, and holds a conference with his rea-
son®, Thus, says he to his adversary, there is
in you a kind of secondary speech, by which you |
speak in thinking, and by which you think in
speaking. Your very discoursing faculty becomes
another person. How much more fully does this

Tertullian seems to have been aware that the
wisdom and word of God, according to his ex-
planation, might be taken for a guality or an act.
He therefore supposes his opponent to ask, if he
maintained the word to be a substance; to which
question he answers decidedly in the affirmative.
In reply to this his adversary is made to object,
that a word is something void, empty, and incor-

25 Ante omnia enim Deus erat solus, ipse sibi et mundus et
locus et omnia. Solus autem, quia nihil aliud extrinsecus
preeter illum.  Ceterum ne tunc quidem solus; habebat enim
secum, quam habebat in semetipso, rationem suam scilicet.
Rationalis etiam Deus, et ratio in ipso prius: et ita ab ipso
omnia—Etsi Deus nondum sermonem suum miserat, proinde
eum cum ipsa et in ipsa ratione intra semetipsum habebat,
tacite cogitando et disponendo secum, qum per sermonem mox
erat dicturus. p. 845. [p. 637, A, B ed. Rigalt.]

26 Jta secundus quodammodo in te est sermo, per quem
loqueris cogitando, et per quem cogitas loquendo. Ipse sermo
alius est. Quanto ergo plenius hoc agitur in Deo? p.846.[I5.p.]

271 Ergo, inquig, das aliquam substantiam esse sermonem,
gpiritu et sophie traditione constructam? Plane—Quid est,
dices, sermo, nisi yox et sonus vocis, et (sicut grammatici tra-
dunt) aer offensus, intelligibilis auditu; ceterum, vacuum nescio
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I15poreal, the mere voice and sound of the mouth,
and, as grammarians call it, impelled air, intel-
ligible by hearing. Our author therefore in sup-
port of his assertion advances the following reason:
I say that nothing empty and void can come forth
from God—and that what proceeded from so great
a substance, and made such - great substances, is
not itself void of substance ?, He afterwards pro-

persons of the Holy Trinity by the root, the tree, ':-

the sun, a ray of light, and the apex of the ray.

116 'We have seen, that, according to Philo, in
order to assist the understandings of men, who
were unable to contemplate God under the simple
character of the one self-existent Being, he was

- represented as attended by two principal powers

and attributes, and considered under the threefold

character, as the principle of existence, the prin-
ciple of wisdom and goodness, and the principle of

quid et inane. et incorporale? At ego nihil dico de Deo inane
et vacuum prodire potuisse, ut non de inani et vacuo prolatum;
nec carere substantia, quod de tanta substantia processit, et
tantas substantias fecit, [p.638p]. The language which Gazalius
uses in speaking of the Coran is similar to this: Ipsum (Deu m)
praeterea loqui, imperare, prohibere, promittere, minari ser-
mone wterno, antiquo, qui subsistat in essen us, nec s
lis sit sermoni creaturarum, quique "

oriatur e commotione eris, et c )

{
ceeds to illustrate the mutual relation of the three

and its fruits; a fountain, a river, and a stream; |

|
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power and authority. These were supposed by
Christian writers to indicate the three persons of
the Holy Trinity, revealed in the Gospel Dispensa-
tion. According to this doctrine, the second per-
son is spoken of either as the %mind of the first,
or as the Preasoning faculty of that mind, or as
the ®internal operation or production of that fa-
culty, or as the ® external expression of that pro-
duction, ®*Athenagoras combines three of thoserr;

genses together.
Hence Praxeas, perceiving, that by this mode
of interpretation, personality was to be attributed

28 Nobs kal Ndyos Tob warpds 6 vids Tov ©eod. Athenag. p.10.
[Suppl. pro Chr. §ix.] “Ohos vols, &hos pis marpgov. Clem.
Alex. [Stromm. Lib. vii. cap. 2, p. 831.]

20 Rationalis enim Deus, et ratio in ipso prius—que ratio
gensus ipsius est. Tertullian, p. 845, [p. 6378.]

8 Sophia scilicet ipsius exinde nata et condita, ex quo in
sensu Dei ad opera mundi disponenda ccepit agitari. Tertull.
p. 416. Cum ratione enim sua cogitans atque disponens ser-
monem, eam efficiebat, quam sermone tractabat, p. 845. Cle-
mens Alexandrinus [Stromm. Lib. v. cap. 8, § 16, p. 654] having
quoted John xvii., I am the truth, thus expatiates upon it:
‘0 8¢ Abyos Tob Oeob, "Eyd, pnaly, elul 7 d\jbea. v dpa Jewpnros
d Myos 7ovs Oé d\pbwobs, &pn, pikoadpovs, Tivas Néyeis; Tois Tijs
d\nlelas, v 8 éyd, pdobedpovas. év 8¢ ¢ Paldpg (p. 247) mepi
anbeias, s Wdéas Néyov 6 IMdrov dnhdoe. 1) dé Idéa évvinpa Tob
©coi émep ol BdpBapor Néyov elpiikaot Tov Oeoi,

31 Cum dicit Deus, Fiat luw; hme est nativitas perfecta
germonis.  Tertullian, p. 846, [p. 638 5.]

82 Nods, Aéyos, aofpla, vids 7o marpds, p. 27 [§ x]. This mode
of explaining the nature of the second and third persons of the
Holy Trinity, led some of the principal sects among the Maho-
metans to deny the existence of the divine attributes; lest by © g
admitting them they should seem to infringe the fundamental
article of their faith, the simple unity of the Deity. The ac-
count of Abul Farajiusis: “Quod ad Motazalas attinet, illud
de quo inter eos in universum convenit, hoc est, quod attrib
wmterna ab essentia Creatoris, qui supra omnia excelsus, amo
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118to mere qualities, operations, and relations, main-
tained that the Trinity in the divine nature was
not a Trinity of persons, but was intended to ex-
press the different offices and relations of the same
identical Being. In consequence of this position
he asserted, that God the Father himself descended
into the womb of the Virgin; that he was born of
her; that he suffered; in short, that he was Jesus
Christ®,
In all these cases it is highly necessary to ob-
serve the mode of reasoning which is adopted ; and
to distinguish between the general doctrine laid

ant, fugientes distinctionem personarum, quam constituunt
Christiani.” Poc. Spec. Hist. Arab. p. 18. Another author
reasons in this manner upon the same principle: “Infidelitatis
arguuntur Christiani, quod tria statuunt wterna; quid ergo de
- iis pronuntiandum, qui septem aut plura statuunt ?” 7b. p. 216.
‘Wasel, the founder of this class of sects, thus expresses himself
upon the subject in general terms: “ Quicunque asserit signifi-
catum aut attributum wternum, duos statuit Deos” Ib. By
this language they meant nothing more, than to assert the
simple and indivisible essence of the Deity, whi’eh, aeoording to
the metaphysical notions of those ages, would n

they denied the attribute of knowle
affirmed, “ Deum per essentiam suam
That in this embarrassed mode of exp:
had an eye to the metaphysics, which
Ghmhans, seems evident the

nullum attrib
€sse, nec mﬁmﬁﬁw
in operibusw !
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down, and the explanations made use of to illus-
trate the nature of it. Thus the most approved
writers of the second century rested upon the au-
thority of the Seriptures, the general doctrine of
the eternal generation of the Son of God, his unity
with the Father, and his being the person by whom
all things were made, and without whom nothing
was made that was made. But when they proceeded
to particular explanations of this general doctrine,
they had little or no assistance from the Scriptures,
if we except a few figurative passages, which they
explained in a literal sense®. Their principal de-
pendence was upon their own ingenuity and imagi- 119
nation, furnished with wrong conceptions of things
and modes of reasoning, by their mistaking the
principles and designs of Plato and Philo. This
led them to explain the unity of the second person
of the Holy Trinity with the first, by denominating
the second the mind of the first, thus making a
distinction between God the Father and his own
mind, and assigning a separate personality to each;
as if God the Father were any other than mind,
‘or it were conceivable that any being should un-
derstand by an intellect which was personally dif-
ferent from it, and which of course possessed a
separate consciousness. This led them to explain
the eternity of the second person, by denominating
him the reason of the first, who existed from eter-

34 An obscure expression is a weak basis for an elaborate
system. Critic. Obs. on VIth Book of the Aineid.

85 Clemens Alexandrinus says, that the heads of the prin-
cipal heresies of his time were born in the reign of the emperor
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nity, and was always possessed of reason. Hence
it was, that the second person is described to be
the wisdom of the first, or that operation of the
divine reason and that plan of proceeding which
was laid in the divine intellect before all creation.
Hence, likewise, the author of our salvation is as-
serted to have been literally that word which was
projected from the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,

when he said, Let there be light, and there was

light; which is termed by Tertullian, the perfect
nativity of the word.

The orthodox writers of the second century
seem to have differed from the heretics®® not so
much in their prime abstract principles and modes
of reasoning, as in their superior reverence for the
canonical Scriptures and the doctrines obviously
contained in them, and their ready reference to

them alone in confirmation of their tenets. The .

former steadily adhered to the doctrines of the
Scriptures, but had recourse to peculiar principles
and modes of reasoning, in order to explain and il-
lustrate the nature of real beings, whose existence
and general character are revealed in the word of
God, and to make them appear consistent with the
philosophical tenets or popular opinions of those to
whom they wished to recommend them. Many of
the heretics set out with similar principles and
modes of reasoning ; but instead of confining them

Adrian, and lived to the time of the elder Antoninus: mept Tobs
Adpiavod Tod Baoi\ews Xpdvous ol ras aipéoets émworjoavres yeyd-
vao, kal péxpe ye tijs Avrwvivov Tob mpeoBurépov diérevav f\ixias.
Stromm, Lib. vi, [p. 764, p. 898, Potter.]



T12 The Fathers of the Christian Clurch.

to the explanation of acknowledged doctrines es-
tablished upon the authority of the Secriptures,
they gave up the reins to a wild imagination, and
unchecked by authority, they proceeded as far as
their fantastical principles and reasonings would
carry them, in quest of new and unauthorized doc-
trines and imaginary personages.

I shall endeavour to illustrate what is here as-121
serted, by a passage in that treatise of Tertullian, to
which I have so often referred. Tertullian, having
advanced what has been already stated concerning
the reason and wisdom and word of God, seems to
have been aware of the resemblance which his
principles and reasonings bore to those that were
maintained by Valentinus. He therefore under-
took to obviate the objection, by pointing out the
difference that was between them. Observe now
in what he represents that difference to consist.
It is not in the principles which he lays down ; it is
not in the reasonings and illustrations which he
uses ; but it is in the doctrines to which those prin-

w oon)  ples, reasonings, and illustrations are applied : Hoc
8t qui putaverit me mwpofBoqv aliquam introducere, id
est, prolationem rei alterius ex altera, quod facit Va-
lentinus, aliwm atque aliwm Aonem de Aione produ-

[utatur, 1. R cens ; primo quidem dicam tibi, non ideo non utitur

[ccnsy, 1. Ri et veritas vocabulo isto et re ac sensu ejus, quia et he-
resis utitur ; tmmo haresis potius e veritate accepit,
quod ad mendaciwm suum strueret. Prolatus est sermo
Det an non? Hic mecum gradum fige. 8% prolatus
est, cognosce probolam wveritatis; et viderit heresis, st
quid de veritate imitata est. Jam nunc queritur,
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quis quomodo utatur aliqua re et vocabulo e¢us. Va-
lentinus probolas suas discernit et separat ab auctore

122¢t ita longe ab eo ponit, ut Fon patrem nesciot.——
Apud nos autem solus filius patrem novit, et sinum
patris ipse exposuit, et omnia apud patrem audivit et
vidit, ete. p. 846.

What those doctrines of Valentinus were, may
be seen at large in Irenzus. The fact seems
to be, that Valentinus and other heretics, in the
same manner as the orthodox, adopted erroneous
principles, which led them into false doctrines.
They learned at one time to speak of mind, as a
person distinct from the principle of existence; at
another time, to attribute substance and personality
to reason; at another time, to wisdom; at another
time, to the word expressive of power and autho-
rity. But they did not sufficiently attend to a very
material circumstance, to which the orthodox paid
more regard, that all those positions were originally
advanced to explain established and well authenti-
cated doctrines, and the nature of real personages.
They began with them as first principles and un-
questioned truths, and framed such doectrines as
seemed to arise out of them. Thus they were in-
duced to adopt the doctrine of a perfect Eon be-
fore all things, eternal, incomprehensible, invisible,
and unbegotten. Considering mind, reason, wis-
dom, truth, life, &c. as distinet in their meaning,
they attributed a distinct personality to each, and
devised a series of Aons, projected one from an-
other in a long course of succession.

123 We have seen that Plato maintained the spe-
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cific forms to be the real entities. By these, Philo
stated him to mean the mere motions of the mind.
But the several sects of Gnostics considered them
as real things, that had a proper and actual subsist-
ence, and held that every species of sensible fleet-
ing things had an ideal permanent representative.
Tt was easy and natural for them, thus disposed,
and in a great measure free from the restraints of
the doctrines of the canonical Scriptures, to fall in
with the Eastern philosophy, and to embrace a
doctrine which admitted of an extensive list of
Bons, such as man, church, thought, will, &e., each
the chief of a particular order of beings similar to
himself.

This primary derivation of the doctrines of the
Gnostics from the philosophical opinions of Plato,
is expressly affirmed by Irenwus, in which chapter
it is stated that they also borrowed many of their
notions from the theories of other philosophical
sects, and from the poetic mythologies of ancient
Greece. Non solum que apud comicos posita sunt
arguuntur, quasi propria proferentes ; sed etiam quce
apud omnes, qui Deum ignorant, et qui dicuntur phi-
losophi, sunt dicta, hee congregant, et quasi centonem
ex multis et pessimis panniculis consarcientes subtili
eloquio sibi ipsis preparaverunt., He says, indeed,
that they affected to confirm their wild theories by

Scripture ; but it was by the most forced and arbi-124

trary interpretations of it, by collecting detached
expressions and names, and treating them as one
continued narration, just as if a person should un-
dertake to frame a story by tacking together verses

T e T————



s W

e Lt e

The Fathers of the Christian Clurch. 115

widely dispersed through the works of Homer. But,
says he, when the Word, the Only-begotten, and
Life, and Light, and Saviour, and Christ, and Son
of God are proved to be one and the same Being,
and it is shewn that this same person was made
flesh for us, the fabric of their Ogdoad is dissolved ;
and, when this is dissolved, their whole hypothesis
falls to the ground?®.

Clemens Alexandrinus also, in the third book
of his Stromata, discourses upon the use which Epi-
phanes, Carpocrates, Marcion, and other heretics,
made of the principles and doctrines of Plato, and
other philosophers. He says, that Epiphanes was
instructed by his father, Carpocrates, in the doc-

125 trines of Plato®, some of which he had mistaken :
that Marcion derived some improper notions from
the same source, and that he made an unskilful use
of others. He attributes some of the errors of
Cassianus to too great an attention to Plato ; and he
quotes from the writings of some of those heretics the
very expression in the Parenides, év nv Td wdvra,

86 “Evds yap 70D alrod Sewkvipevou Adyov kal povoyévovs kal
(wfjs kal Ppdros kai owrijpos kai Xpiorol kai viot Oeol, kai TovTou
atrod gupkwbévros Umép fjpdy, Nédvrat 1 Tijs *Oydoddos oknvomyyla.
Tabmns 8¢ Aehvpévys, Saménrokey avtdy waca §) vréfeots. Irense.
adv. Heer. Lib. 1. p. 40.

3 "Emadetfn pév obv mapa ¢ marpi iy Te éyxixhiov madelay
kat ta I\arwvos, p. 428. [p. 511.]  Aokel 8¢ pot kal Tot MAdreves
mapaknkdevar év Tjj molrelg [papévov], p. 430, [514]. O p\doo-
Por 8¢, dv épmjobpuev (Mvbaydpas e kat M\drww) map® v v
yéveow kakiy elvar doeBés ékpabévres oi amd Mapriwvos, p. 431,
-(516]. Ok doapds Sedeiydar iy vopile, Tis dpoppis 16y Eévar
doypdrey Tév Mapkiova mapd I\drwvos dyaplores te kal dupadds

einévat, p. 434, [520). fyeirar 8¢ & yevvaios oPros M\arwwikd-
Tepov, p. 466, [553].
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p. 466.—Tertullian calls Valentinus apostate, here-
wosa1  tie, and Platonist. (De Carne Christi, cap. XX.)
Relucere ideis semina Gnostidw et Valentining hare-
seos, De Anima, p. 322.

It would be easy to multiply passages from
Tertullian and others, in support of what is here
advanced. I will close this topic with one testi-
mony from the writings of an author in the begin-
ning of the next century; a testimony upon this
subject as unexceptionable as any one that can be
obtained. The author whom I mean is Plotinus;
a man inferior to few in application, acuteness of
genius, and profound knowledge of the various me-
thods in which the men of those times interpreted
the philosophical opinions of Plato, and applied
them to subjects of theology.

The ninth book of his second Ennead was writ-
ten professedly to discuss the doctrines of the
Gnostics. After having examined some of their
prineipal doctrines at large, he says, ‘ These things
have been partly taken from Plato; but whatever 125
new things they have introduced, in order to form
their own system of philosophy, those are found to
be destitute of truth®,’ He then produces one in-
P stance of this from the Timaus. Plato said, that

as mind sees ideas in that which is a living being,
the Creator devised that the universe should con-

38 "O\ws yap adrois T4 pév mapd Tob I\drevos eilgrrac Ti
8¢, doa raworopoiow, iva iBlav d\ooodlay Oévrar, Taira b Tis
d\nbelas elpyras, p. 203 [¥).

”nm“"’mf _1“"P alrol, fimep ol vobs évoloas l8éas év T, b
€ore {dov, kabopd, Torairas kat & T68e wordv T way Stevorjfy oxeiv:
ol 8¢, ob gvvévres, Tov pév é\aBov v rjouyia éxovra év alr mdvra
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tain as many. But the Gnostics, not understanding
this, conceived one mind at rest, having in it all
entities ; another mind beholding what was in it;
and a third mind devising®. He next shews in
what manner their ideas of the corruption of matter,
and the impurity of all terrestrial things, were de-
rived from Plato’s direction to abstract the thoughts,
and to withdraw the mind ag much as possible from
the influence of the body. He again intimates,
that they were led to hate the nature of the body
in consequence of having heard Plato® complain
much of it, on account of its being so great an im-
pediment to the soul.

The coneclusion, which T would draw from the
whole of the topie, is this: First, that the original
general principles, adopted by both the orthodox
and the heretics of the second century, were the
same, and that the latter differed from the former,
chiefly in consequence of the more unrestrained
and licentious use which they made of those princi-
ples. Secondly, that the chief of those principles
were derived immediately from the mythological
stories and the tenets of the philosophers of Greece,
particularly of Plato.

I have been the more particular in this enquiry,
because Mosheim, and after him Brucker, has as-
serted, that the Gnostic heresies were derived

7@ dyras Tov 8¢ voly érepdv map' alrdv Oewpoivra, Tov 8¢ Sravootpe-
vov, p. 204 [A.]

40 Kairor el xal pioeiv abrois émolet Ty tod odparos Piow,
8ubre dxnrdact T\drovos moA\& peprapévou 7@ gopart, ola éumd-
Siov mapéxwy [épmodia mapéxer, Creuszer] i Vriyy.

]l.“’lS [&.]



118 The Fathers of the Christian Church.

solely from the oriental philosophy. The real state
of the case seems to me to be this:

First, The genuine doctrines of Plato, in many
points, bear a strong resemblance to the oriental
philosophy ; whence indeed they were derived by
Pythagoras and Plato. The same may be said of
the mythologies of ancient Greece, which in a
great measure originated from the same source.

Secondly, This resemblance was increased by
the manner in which the philosophy of Plato was
taught at Alexandria, when that city became a
distinguished seat of learning.

Thirdly, It was customary for those who aspired
to eminence in their profession, to affect a more

T L e LT L

profound knowledge of the sublime doctrines of
philosophy relating to God and the human soul.128
For this purpose they were not satisfied with what
Plato taught upon those subjects; but, after they
| had gone through the course of education in his
. school, they applied to the oriental philosophy,
Btromm. L from which Plato himself drew. Clemens Alex-
bt : andrinus enumerates the several masters under
' whom he himself studied. Among these one was
. from the east. Plotinus, who was himself a kind
'I_ of second father of the later Platonists, undertook,
. though he failed to accomplish, a journey into the
. east, for the purpose of perfecting himself in the
| philosophy of those countries.
We may hence be able to account for the high
pretensions to wisdom which the Gnosties ad-
: vanced, and for the contempt with which they
i treated Plato and his followers, with whom they

.




The Fathers of the Christian Church. 119

had set out in the pursuit of truth. They looked
upon him as one who had made but very little pro-
gress in the ways of true knowledge, and was
qualified to teach men only the first rudiments of
science. But they arrogated to themselves the
name of sages, who were initiated into the great
mysteries of God and nature. This contemptuous
treatment of Plato and his doetrines could not
fail to produce a proportionable degree of animo-
gity in the later Platonists, whose vanity was se-
verely wounded by the arrogant pretensions of the
Gmostics.

These patch-work systems of heresy (if I may
be allowed to borrow the idea of Irensus) will
the less surprise us, if we recollect an opinion,

which generally prevailed in that age, that most |

of the sects of Grecian and Barbarian philosophy
contained severally some scattered portions of
truth, which it was the business of a wise man to
collect and combine in one consistent scheme #!.
While these general principles prevailed, as
well among the orthodox Christians as among
heretics, Ammonius Saccas, who was educated a
Christian, established a school at Alexandria. Phi-
losophy at this time had gained an undoubted

41 This opinion is thus stated by Clemens Alexandrinus : £y~
mavres oty "ENAvés re kal BdpBapot, daoi raknfois dpéxfnaay, of pév
ok ohiya, ol 8¢ pépos T, elrep dpa, Tov Tis d\yfelas Adyov €yovres
dvadetyfeiecv—otrws olv 1 Te BdpBapos 1j Te “EXApuucy pocodia,
T Gidwov d\jfeay amapaypdy Twa ob tis Awvigov pulodeyias, Tis
8¢ 70U Adyov 7Tab dvros del Ocohoyias memolyrai. & 8¢ T Sippnpéva
ouwldels alfls, kal évomomoas Té\etov Ty Aoyov dkwdives €& (0@
ore kardérerar Ty @\ifewav.  Stromm. Lib. 1. P- 298, [p. 349.]
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ascendency in the church; and the nature of the
situation, in which Ammonius was placed seemed
to call upon him to support at once the character
of divine revelation and human philosophy. As he
left no writings behind him, we can judge of his
abilities only from their effects, and the testimony
of others. These unite in placing him in the most
conspicuous point of view. In his endeavours to
render more complete the agreement between the 130
several stories of Pagan mythology, the tenets of
the Grecian and Oriental philosophers, and the
doctrines of the Gospel, he entirely changed the
whole state of the question, effected a complete
revolution in philosophy, and made no inconsider-
able impression upon the Christian profession. By
the refinements of his speculations and the copi-
ousness and force of his eloquence, he seems to
have exercised an almost uncontrollable influence
over the minds of men in the personal discharge
of his office as a public teacher. And from him
sprung a sect, the members of which, for their
learning and acutenesss, have been the admiration
of great numbers in all succeeding ages.
Ammonius is said to have differed in prin-
ciples from Clemens in the following respect.
Clemens affirmed, that truth was dispersed in dif-
ferent portions through most of the stories of
Pagan mythology and the several sects of philo-
sophy; and that the great error of the heathens
consisted principally in this, that each nation, party
and sect, having but a portion of truth, and some
of them a very small portion of it, persuaded



The Fathers of the Christian Clurch. 121

P Ak Bl 5 =i

themselves that they possessed the whole*. Where- Ii
as Ammonius is said to have affirmed, that each |
sect and party would be found to be possessed

1310f all the most important doctrines of true reli-
gion, if their principles, tenets, and mythologies,
were properly interpreted. This step alone was
wanting in order to make the junction between
Christianity and Paganism complete. If the point
could be fully accomplished, it would follow of
course that the school of Ammonius would be %
frequented by men of all parties who repaired to
Alexandria for instruction in philosophy and reli-
gion. The event was answerable to the greatness
of the undertaking, and the splendid abilities of the
undertaker.

Before the time of Ammonius, Christian writers
had for different purposes endeavoured to make
out a conformity between their own profession and
the traditions and principles of those to whom they
addressed themselves. Sometimes they did this in
order to mitigate the abhorrence in which they were
held by their Pagan persecutors, and to convince
them of the innocence and reasonableness of the
doctrines which they taught and practised. At other
times their views were more extensive and disinter-
ested, and were directed to the conversion of those
to whom their discourses were delivered. They
represented to them, that the mythological tradi-
tions and philosophieal speculations, which were so

4 A'I riis pihogodias rijs re BapBipov rijs Te ‘ENpuixis alpé-
oes, ékaa, bmep é\axer, ds micay abyel Ty d\jleav.  Stromm.
Lib. 1. p. 298, [p. 349.]
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highly esteemed by the Gentiles, were but faint
and very imperfeet copies of divine wisdom that

was to be found only among Christians complete 132

in all its parts, and with undiminished lustre. They
exhorted them therefore to repair to the sacred
volumes, where those celestial treasures are depo-
sited, and to enrol themselves in that order of
men who glory in professing and practising the
most sublime truths and the purest morality, and
in inculeating the same profession and practice
upon others. Sometimes their object was to make
philosophy appear respectable in the eyes of their
fellow Christians, from a conviction that it tended
to strengthen their intellectual powers, to enlarge
their gapacities, and refine their conceptions, and
give them more just and comprehensive views of
the ways of God in man. Perhaps also those good
men were not quite free from gome tincture of
vanity in this respect. As they were undoubt-
edly ambitious of being reputed philosophers as
well as Christians, they probably felt some plea-
sure in exalting their profession.

Yet all this while, Christianity, its doctrines,
and language, seem to have engaged very little of
the attention of Pagan philosophers. They saw no
purposes of interest, ambition, or vanity, that were
to be answered by concurring in those forced
interpretations, in order to promote a seeming
conformity. They were indeed often pressed by
the Christian apologists with the gross impurities
that were recorded in the histories of their gods;

&
and the Stoics, whose system of religious faith133
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comprehcnded them all, Imd given them o spe-
cimen of the excellent use that might be made of
physical interpretations. Yet all those circum-
stances appear to have made but a slight impres-
sion upon their minds before the time of Ammo-
niug; and they betray no symptoms of having even
suspected that their popular mythologies, poetical
fables, and philosophical tenets, contained either
those express declarations of theological doctrines,
or those obscure allusions to them, in which their
successors so confidently affirmed that they every
where most obviously abounded.

But when the reputation of Ammonius gave
a consequence and dignity to the doetrines which
he professed, the scene was suddenly changed.
The Pagan philosophers seemed at once to be
roused, as it were, from a profound sleep, A
thick veil appeared to have been drawn from their
eyes. Men of the most refined wit, the most
acute genius, and the most extensive learning,
thought it an employment worthy of their noblest
faculties and attainments to search for the great
mystery of revelation, the Trinity of Persons in
the Divine Nature, among the doctrines i,nd tu-
ditions of men. They tortured their inver a
thousand ways in order to | ac
pose; and they did not d!d&fn
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with the Christian concerning the purity of their
respective moral precepts. Now he presumed to
assail the authenticity of the revelation, by assert-
ing that Christ and his disciples proclaimed no-
thing new concerning either the nature of God or
the duty of man, but only set forth in a new form
what was known to the world long before,

The most illustrious of the Pagan scholars of
Ammonius was Plotinus. He stands eminently
distinguished by the manner in which he applied
the hypothesis and principles of his master to the
decoration of the mythology and philosophy of
Greece. The acuteness of his genius, his ab-
stracted mode of reasoning and expression, and
his unremitting application of metaphysical sub-
tilties, gave a wonderful degree of reputation to
his system.

: It seem’d

For dignity compos’d and high exploit :

But all was false and hollow4s,
If we refer to the detached original stories and
reasonings which he undertook to illustrate and
conjoin ; if we attempt to explore the foundations
of what, by the power, as it were, of his magic art,
appeared in the eyes of some men to be a solid
and stately building; we shall be surprised to
discover that it is nothing more than the baseless 135
fabric of a vision,

[43_Milton, Paradise Lost, Book 11, v. 110.]

44 Apxérvrov olov kal mapddeiypa elxévos TolTov Syros kal 8¢
éxetvoy Gyros.  Enn. . Lib. ii. cap. 1. [p. 255 8.]
45 “H 100 vob kal o0 dvros plois xdopos éoriv & dnbiwds kad
mparos. [Ibid. B.]



The Fathers of the Christian Clurch. 125

The writings of Plotinus are to be considered
as philosophical lectures, in which he undertakes,
not to investigate, but to prove and illustrate cer-
tain doctrines by a variety of arguments and state-
ments. The principal of those doctrines, to which
his chief attention is directed through all his works,
is a trinity in the divine nature; (Ennead 1L . 303
Lib. 1x. Cap. i. and elsewhere.) This doctrine,
o conspicuous and important in the Christian dis- -
pensation, he endeavours to prove by abstract
reasoning, to support by the authority of Plato,
and to illustrate by mythological stories. He calls \
his three principles, the first, the good (rd~yafdv)
or the existing (70 ov), the second, mind (vois), /
the third, soul (Ywy»). He says, that mind is the /
archetype and pattern of this world, which is the
image of it, and which exists by means of it;
that the nature of mind and the existing is the
true and first world . Mind, having imparted
something of itself to matter, made all things,
itself remaining motionless and quiet. That which

136 flowed from it was reason*. It was reason that
gave harmony and an unity of composition to all
things 4. But this universe is not, like the intel-
ligible one, mind and reason. It only partakes of
mind and reason. Wherefore it stood in need
of harmony by the concurrence of mind and
necessity. The latter tends to defect and dis-

46 Nods rolvuy Sols 7 éavroi els TAny, drpeptjs kal favyos i

wavra elpydafero: olros 8¢ & Ndyos, éx wov puels. Unp 2, [p.
256 A.]

47 Tob 8¢ Ndyov én abrmn)vapmtwmlpﬁwn}-cmew
(krﬁﬁamwptm. Ibid. [c.]
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proportion ; but mind controls necessity . He
again repeats this sentiment, that the reason or
soul, which presides over this universe, is not,
like that of the intelligible world, pure mind and
soul, but suspended from the latter, and, as it
were, an effulgence from both*. This reason
therefore, though it proceeds from one mind and
one life, each of them perfect, is neither one life
nor one mind, nor every where perfect; and does
not impart itself whole and entire to those things
to which it imparts itself®.

Ewend . Tn his treatise on the nature of Love, he

“®H " makes use of these principles to explain the birth 3y
of that urchin, as related by Plato in his Sym-
posium. There was, he says, a twofold Venus:
one the daughter of Jupiter and Dione, the other
the heavenly Venus or the divine soul, descended
from Ceelus the first principle, but the immediate
production of Cronus, mind, the second principle,
without a mother, that is, without any commu-
nication with matter, and without any relation to
marriage ; as there is no marriage in heaven, every
thing there being pure and unmixed. It is more
immediately connected with mind than the light’
with the sun. This heavenly Venus, following

18 "Egri yc‘lp 70 wav T60e oly, nﬁwrcp ékel, voUs kal Adyos, A&
P‘T‘X"" vob kal hd'yw 8o kai éderfy d appamas', ovveN@dvros vob kal
dydykns. TS pev rrpéc 70 xef.poy é\kolans kai els ahoylay pepotons
—-ﬁpxuwoc 8¢ vou Spws dvdykns. Ibid.

49 "Egri Tolyuy oliros (& Ndyos) olk dkparos vos, odd’ adrovois,
obdé ye Yixns xabapas td vyévos: fprmpévos B¢ éxelvms, kal olov
éxhap\is €£ duchoiv voi kat Yuyis. [p. 267 v.]

80 "Hrwy roivuy olros 6 Néyos ék vob évds kal {wfis pids, w\ij-
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Cronus, or, if you please, his father Celus, asso-
ciating with him and beloved by him, brought
forth heavenly love.

But the soul of this universe also has a love p.2s5)
attending her, who is concerned in marriages.
This love was begotten at the birth of Venus, in
the gardens of Jupiter, upon Ilevia, poverty, by Ilépos,
abundance. In this fable, he says, that Jupiter (. 2ss)
does not mean the third principle, as it usually
does, but the second, viz. mind. For Venus signi-
fies the divine soul. Tlgpos signifies the reason of
all things: not abstract universal reason, or, as
he expresses it, reason remaining in itself, but an
effulgence from it, and mixed with Tlevia, inde-
finite matter void of qualities®!. Nectar, with which |

138 [Topos is said to have been intoxicated, signifies
divine wisdom, flowing into the soul at the birth of
Venus. The gardens of Jupiter are the glory and
splendor of the divine mind. (C. viii. ix. x). (pp. 298,200.]

In the fifth Ennead, the first book, and the
seventh chapter, he applies the story of Cronus
or Saturn, Rhea, and Jupiter, to a similar pur-
pose. Cronus, the wisest God, signifies the divine . ss9s;
intellect, which devours its own offspring®; that is,
absorbs within itself the divine reasons, not suffer-

povs oyros éxarépov, olk Eorww offre (dn pla, ofire vois Tis els, offre
ékagtaxoi whijpns, obdé Sidods éaurdv ois dldwow Ghov Te Kkal
wavra,  Ibid. [a].

51 "Ex Ndyov ob pelvavros év abrg, d\\a piyOévros dopioria.
Enn. 11 Lib. v. cap. 7, [p. 297 8.]

52 The Stoics interpreted Cronus to signify time, his off-
spring days, months, and years, ete. “Kpdvos dicitur, qui est
idem xpdros, id est, spatium temporis. Saturnus autem est
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ing them to sink into matter, and to be fostered
by Rhea. From him, however, sprung Jupiter, the
divine soul, the light and impression of the mind,
revolving round it, and attached to it: a power
too great to be unproductive.

In aid of this solemn trifling he had recourse
to the philosophical principles of Plato. In the
prosecution of his plan, he considers the Par-
menides, the Timeus, and 7o aryafov or universal
good, and contemplates them as if they all treated
the same subject in exactly the same point of
view ; though the Parmenides was intended to
explain the pha@nomena of the universe, accord-
ing to the principles of Parmenides, on the sup-139
position of its having existed from eternity. Ti-
meus, on the other hand, proceeds upon the sup-
position that the world was created, and under-
takes to delineate the order in which that great
work was performed, the relative dignity of the
separate parts, and the ingredients of which they
were severally composed. In neither of these trea-
tises does Plato make himself absolutely respon-
sible for the doctrines which are advanced in
them. And in his dialogue concerning a Republie,
he is not treating of the first and efficient cause,
appellatus, quod saturetur annis. Ex se enim natos comesse
fingitur solitus, quia consumit wetas temporum spatia, annisque
preeteritis insaturabiliter expletur.,” Cie. De Nat. Deor. Lib. ii.
cap. 25.

83 Atirapkes bv alrd els dyalBdy, obdév by Séowro Tijs vorjoews Tijs
wepl abrov. Enn. vi. Lib, vii. cap. 88, [p. 730 o], The terms
in which he describes it, are not unlike the account, which

Cicero gives of the Gods of Epicurus: “Nihil agit : nullis occu-
pationibus est implicatus : nulla opera molitur: sua sapientia
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but of the final cause. It is obvious how forced

an interpretation it must be that aims at blend-

ing such inconsistencies in one system. But this

is not all. The manner in which this scheme is

conducted adds greatly to the confusion that

necessarily arises from the nature of the scheme

itself.

He affirms that the terms &, év moAAd, and

& kai moA\d in the Parmenides signify the three

principles in the divine nature ; and that +¢ anya- [p. 490 s.]

Oov, which I have shewn to signify the final cause,

is equivalent to &év the first principle, (Ennead VI. .71

Lib. vir. C. x1. and elsewhere) the root, as it were,

of the tree, (Ennead VI. Lib. vur. C. xv. Ennead V. (750 o,

Lib. 1v. C. i) the first intelligible, a simple unit

(Ennead V. Lib. . C.1i.) ungenerated and selfsuf- p. s15)

ficient, not standing in need of intellect to com-
14oplete its perfection ®. Whereas the second prin-

ciple, mind, which, he says, is the same as & moA\d,

requires the intelligible for the exercise of its

powers and the fruition of its enjoyment, and of

course for the perfection of its nature®. Mind

has essence and intelligence, which are many.
(Ennead VI, Lib. vi. C. xxxvii, [p. 728]%), It is
also all things, and therefore many. (Ennead III.

et virtute gaudet: habet exploratum fore se semper cum in
maxumis tum in wternis voluptatibus.” De Nat. Deor. 1. 19.

51 0 pév yap vois Toi dyabov, 76 8 dyaddv ob Beirar éxeivov.
Enn. 1. Lib. vili. cap. 10, [p. 352 p]. ‘Op@ & vois ékeivor kal
detrar abrol pdvov: éxetvos 8¢ tovrov oldév, Enm. v. Lib. i. cap.
6, [p. 487 ¥]; Lib. iv. cap. 2, [p. 518].

5 Avo dvra roiro 0 & pod vods kal by, kal wodv kal vootuevov.
6 pév vois kara 15 vociv: 1O 8¢ bv kard Td voolpevov. Enn. V.
Lib. i. cap. 4, [p. 485£].
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Lib. m. C. iii—Ennead V. Lib. 1x. C. vi) It is
generated of the first principle by a reflex view of
itself ®.

As mind is generated from the first principle

by a reflex view, so it also, being at rest, out of14:

its essence produces soul. The soul, not indeed
at rest but in motion, begat likewise an image.
Looking at the principle whence it sprung, it was
filled ; and having proceeded to different and con-
trary motion, she generated an image of herself,
sensation, -and the nature which is in plants .
Soul is the reason of the mind, and an energy of
it; as that is of the first principle. But the rea-
son of the soul is obscure *, As the emitted reason
is an image of the reason in the soul, so is the
soul the image and reason of the mind; and it is
all energy and life, which it sends forth for the
subsistence of other things. One may be com-
pared to the heat which resides in fire, the other
to that which it communicates®. The soul, being
one as subsisting in the divine nature, is also many

50 TIds ol voy yewd, §) ot ) émorpodf mpds alrd édpa. 1) B¢
épacis atry vols. Enn. v. Lib. i. cap. 7, [p. 488 A]: bv vdp
Téhewoy ) pndév (nreiy pndeé Exew, pndé Seivbar, olov Imepeppin. kal
70 Umepmhijpes alrol memoinkey d\ho, 16 8¢ yevdpevov els ablrd
émeotpdn kat émhnpwly, kat éyévero mpds alrd PAémov. kal vols
olros. kal 7 pév mpoexeivo [mpos éxewo I Creuzer) ordois alrod T
by énolpoer: 1) 8¢ mpds alrd Oet, Tov vobv., émel oby €ore [Eory 1.
Creuz.] mpds abrd iva 18y, Spoi vols ylyverar kal dv. Enn. v.
Lib. ii. eap. 1, [p. 494 B).
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14228 consisting of the reasons of the things that are

made %,

She made all animals, breathing into them B v LinL

life : whatever the earth or the sea nourishes, and b i
whatever are in the air or in heaven, the stars and
the sun. She arranged this great heaven, and
makes it revolve in regular order, being a nature
different from the things which she arranges, and
moves, and causes to live. When she communi-
cates life to them, they come into being ; when
she quits them, they perish. Without her, matter
is a dead carcass; but she flows into it, and en-
lightens it. As the rays of the sun, illuminating
a dark cloud, make it shine, and give it an aspect
of golden splendor, so also soul, entering into the
body of heaven, gave it life and immortality.

It should seem that it would be a bold under-
taking and an arduous task to reconcile this
theory with the doctrines laid down in Zimaus.
In this theory mind and soul are stated to be
the second and third principles, and to be co-

éxet pév ol BNémovoa ey éyévero, mAnpodrar, mpoeNdoioca 8¢ els
Kivmaw @\ kal évavriav, yewq eldolov airis, alobpow xkal plow
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eternal and co-essential with the first principle, |
and to flow necessarily from it by a gradual '
process; that is, mind from the first principle, and i
soul from mind. Soul, in like manner, from the
same necessity of its nature diffusing the emana-143
tions of its essence through matter, and giving it
form and life, constituted the visible world, with all
that it contains. In the 7%meus the three prin-
ciples, as has been justly observed, are the Cre-
ator, Idea which is denominated the pattern, and
Matter. Out of the two last the first is said by a
voluntary and deliberate act (BovAnfeis xai Noyigd-
uevos) at the beginning of time to have made the
universe, consisting of mind in soul and soul in
body. But Plotinus was not discouraged by the
difficulty, that would have deterred a less enter-
prizing genius; and he has shewn by the manner
in which he surmounted it, that nothing is arduous
to a sophist, who is indulged with an arbitrary
assumption of abstract principles and senigmatical
interpretations. He says that Plato does not always
appear to assert the same doctrines; so that it

61 01 ralrdv Néywy wavrayi palveray, iva dv Tis éx padlas 79 rod
dvBpds Potlqpa eldev. Enn. 1v. Lib. viii. cap. 1, [p. 469 B.]
Cicero in his dialogue, De Nat. Deor, Lib. i. cap. 12, makes
Velleius the Stoic bring the same charge of inconstancy of
principles against Plato: De Platonis inconstantia longwn est
dicere, ete. The instances which he produces, are taken from
the Timeeus and the Books of Laws. If he had thought that
the Zimeeus and the Parmenides treated precisely of the same
subject, and that in both those dialogues Plato intended to
convey his own sentiments; the strongest possible argument
that could have been advanced, might have been obtained from
a comparison of the different doctrines maintained in those two
dialogues.  For Velleius clearly perceived, that the positive
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is not easy to ascertain his opinion®: that he
144does but obscurely intimate, (yvypuévos — aivirr-
mevos, Ennead VI. Lib. 1. Cap. xxii.), that mind . o44)
sees ideas in the first principle, together with the
principal consequences deduced from it : that when
the production of mind or soul is mentioned, it is
not intended to signify a production in time, but
only to point out the order of causes®: that ac-
cording to Plato mind sees ideas in the living,
which he calls also the intelligible: that by the
contemplation of those ideas is generated reason
or soul, which divides them into the several exist-
ing reasons or souls: that the universal soul was
not any where, and did not come any whither;
but body, being near it, partook of it : it was not
in body, nor does Plato say so; but body was in
it. Other souls proceed from it, and return to it;
but itself is always above, in that, whose nature is
existence. FEnnead 1II. Lib. 1x. Cap. i ii. [pp. 356, 357.)
145  If we consider the almost innumerable stories
of Pagan mythology, together with the various me-
thods of relating and explaining them, we shall
creation of the world was taught in the Zimceus. But Cicero
understood the principles of reasoning too well to put such an

objection into the mouth of any of his disputants, whom he o T
represents as the leading men of their several sects: B

dwogalmm principes.
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readily see that it would not be difficult for so sub-
til a genius to cull something from them, which to
those, who revered his authority, might seem to
carry with it an air of probability, and to fall in
with his favourite system.
The allegorical method of interpreting the Pa-
gan mythology was attacked with great spirit and
(4ae Noi acuteness by Arnobius. The new theological mode
@r-fh 3l of interpretation does not appear to have attracted
his notice. He confines himself chiefly to the phy-
sical explanations, which were more ancient and
general, though most of his observations are equally
applicable to the other. One of the most obvious
objections is, that both the accounts and interpre-
tations of different authors are at great variance
with each other. Among other instances he men-
tions the Muses, who, according to Mnaseas, were
the daughters of Tellus and Ceelus. Other accounts
made them the daughters of Jupiter and Memory,
or Mind. Some said, that they were virgins;

63 [Nec defuerunt, qui seriberent Jovem, Junonem ac Miner-
vam Penates existere, sine quibus vivere ac sapere nequeamus
sed qui penitus nos regant ratione, colore ac spiritu. Ut videtis,
et hic quoque nihil concinens dicitur, nihil una pronuntiatione
finitur, nec est aliquid fidum, quo insistere mens possit veritati
suie proxima guspicione conjiciens. ]

® ¥rom this account it should seem, that very little stress
can be laid upon the following passage in Cudworth’s Trueé
Intelleotual System, p. 451. ‘ Nevertheless it may justly be sus-
pected, as G. J. Vossius hath already observed, that there was
yet some higher and more sacred mystery, in this Capitoline
Trinity, aimed at; namely, a Trinity of divine Hypostases.
For these three Roman or Capitoline Gods, were said to have
been first brought into Italy out of Phrygia by the Trojans,
but before that, into Phrygia by Dardanus, out of the Samothra-
cian Island; and that within eight hundred years after the
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others affirmed, that they were mothers. Ephorus
said, that they were three in number; Mnaseas,
that they were four; Myrtilus, that they were
seven; Crates, that they were eight; Hesiod, that
they were nine.

146  Again, concerning the Penates, Nigidius as- (. 404
serted, that they were Neptune and Apollo who
encircled Troy with walls. The same man, in other
places, mentions four kinds of Penates. Cmesius
thinks, that they are Fortune, Ceres, Genius Jovi-
alis; and Pales, a male, an attendant of Jupiter.
Varro maintains, that neither their number, nor
their names are known. The Tuscans affirm, that
they are six males and six females. “Nor, says he,
have there been wanting men who maintained that
they are Jupiter, Juno, and Minerva®, So that,
You see, there is nothing consistent in all this, no-
thing determinate, nothing upon which the mind
can rest with even a probability of truth®.”

147 ‘You may interpret the connexion of Jupiter

Noachian Flood, if we may believe Eusebius. And as these

were called by the Latins Dii Penates, which Macrobius [Sa-

turnalia, Lib. iii. cap. 4, § 6. ed. Janus), thus intorprets, Dii

per quos penitus spiramus, per quos habemus corpus, per quos

rationem animi possidemus, that is, The Gods, by whom we

live, and move, and have our being; but Varro in Arnobius

(L 0.] Dii qui sunt intrinsecus, atque in intimis penetralibus coeli,

‘the Gods, who are in the most inward recesses of heaven; so

were they called by the Samothracians pot or Cabiri, that

is, as Varro rightly interprets the word, feot du ivi
Potes, tho poverful and mighty Gods. Which Cabiri being
plainly the Hebrew 1D gives just :

entertained by
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with Ceres, to signify rain gliding into the bosom
of the earth. Another may give it a more plausible
meaning : a third may assign a different one; and
each particular thing may receive an infinite num-
ber of interpretations, according to the different
geniuses and dispositions of the interpreters. For
as the supposition of an allegory is adopted in ob-
scure cases, and there is no certain and determinate
end to which the meaning is necessarily directed,
every man is at equal liberty to strain it to his own
opinion. How then can you extract certainties
from ambiguities, and affix one signification to a
story, which admits of innumerable expositions® ?’
Again, ‘Why do you select particular stories, or
parts of stories ? If they be all allegory, give the
interpretation of each particular. If they be partly
allegorical, and partly literal, by what rule or art
do you distinguish one from the other® ?’
‘Your interpretations are directly opposite tor48

[65 Vos Jovis et Cereris coitum imbrem dicitis dictum tel-
luris in gremium lapsum: potest alius aliud et argutius fingere
et veri cum similitudine suspicari, potest aliud tertius, potest
aliud quartus atque ut se tulerint ingeniorum opinantium qua-
litates, ita singulm res possunt infinitis interpretationibus ex-
plicari. Cum enim rebus ab occlusis omnis ista quese dicitur
allegoria sumatur, nec habeat finem certum, in quo re que
dicitur sit fixa atque immota sententia, uni cuique liberum est
in id quod velit attrahere lectionem et affirmare id positum, in
quod eum sua suspicio et conjectura opinabilis duxerit. Quod
cum ita se habeat, qui potestis res certas rebus ab dubiis su-
mere, atque unam adjungere significationem dicto, quod per
modos yideatis innumeros expositionum varietate deduci? Ar-
nobius adv. Nat. Lib. v. cap. 34.]

[é6 Eligitis qumedam vestree convenientia voluntati, et ex
ipsis obtinere contenditis nostras atque adulteras lectiones in-
teriori esse superpositas vertitati. Quod tamen ut vobis ita
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ancient usage. Allegories were formerly adopted
in order to clothe mean and impure things in a
comely dress, and to invest them with a dignity
which did not naturally belong to them. But, ac-
cording to your expositions, the most august and
chaste things are recorded in most obscene lan-
guage. Why were not things stated in literal -
terms? Was there no danger in making gods
adulterers ? If the shade of allegorical obscurity
had not involved the subject, the truth would have
been obvious to the learner, and the dignity of the
gods would have been preserved inviolate®”.’

The most eminent of the Greek fathers of
the third century was Origen. He was educated
at Alexandria, and one of his name was a scholar
of Ammonius. Whether it was he, or a Pagan
philosopher, is not quite so certain. He was a
man of great industry, genius, and learning. But
his judgment was not always able to moderate the

gese habere, quemadmodum dicit:s, annuamus qui scitis aut
unde cognoscitis, utra pars sit sentem histonm ncrlptu sim-r
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fervor of his imagination. He was a warm admirer
of Philo, and adopted without reserve the alle-
gorical mode of interpreting Scripture, which an
injudicious use of his principles in the second cen-
tury had introduced into the church of Christ.
Like the Valentinians, he maintained, that a Xy
indicated a person; and discoursing
- upon the first chapter of St John’s Gospel, he says, 149
- that it may signify the supreme Being. Thus:
| ¢The word was in the beginning will signify, that
| it was in God the Father®’ Christ is also the be-
| ginning, being the wisdom of God, and ¢ the begin-
Hom. {n Gen ning of his ways: Proverbs viii. 22. Thus, com-
%’:ﬁi‘ﬁ " menting upon the first verse in the book of Genesis,
‘In the beginning God created the heaven and
the earth,” he says, What is the beginning of all
things but our Lord and Saviour Christ Jesus, the
first-begotten of every creature? In this begin-
ning therefore, that is, in his word or reason, God
made the heaven and the earth. Like Ploti_pus, he
13,  says, the Father is in all respects 'on_g_:' and simple ;
but our Saviour is many®, on account of the va-
riety of his nmnd'_rélations, as being the way,
the truth, and the life; as being wisdom and right-
eousness, and sanctification, and redemption—ay-
7oa\rfewa, the ¢ prototype of the truth,’ which is in

]

Opp.Tom. 1y, ¢ inning:
(OppTom.1y. ¢ beginning,
ened. ]
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reasonable souls, p. 99.—avTodicatoaivy 4 ovotwlns, (g Tom.iv.

‘substantial righteousness,” p.100.—proceeding from {:;f]rlr':f'- o108

the Father, as will does from mind. He terms him

the living, and, as it were, animated incorporeal
150substance of various theorems, containing the rea-

sons of all things™. He distinguishes the divine

intellect or wisdom from the logos, though he as-

signs them both to Christ. TFor the Scriptures so

explicitly declare the logos, to which they attribute

the Creation, to have been Christ, the second per-

son ; that he could not, as Plotinus did, assign it an

hypostasis distinet from intellect, and denominate

it the third person in the divine nature. Having

quoted Psalm xlv. 1, he says, the heart signifies the

intellectual power of God; the logos that power

which declares the things contained in it™; and he

says, that the logos always was in wisdom.

In explaining the derivation of the third person
of the Holy Trinity, he approaches very near the
doctrine of Plotinus. ¢The Holy Ghost,’ says he,
‘seems to stand in need of the Son, who adminis-
ters to his subsistence, not only that he might be,
but also that he might be wise, and reasonable, and
just, and whatever else we ought to understand him
to be, by a participation of the forementioned con-

151 ceptions of Christ™ And I think, that the Holy

7L Ty kapdiav Tod ©eob Ty vonruajy alrod kat mpoberuay

mept Téy G\ov Slvapw éxdymréov, Tov 8¢ Ayov Tév év éxelvy
émayyehticdy [l dmayyeAricdv], p. 42, [Opp. Tom. 1v. p. 45 E.]
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Spirit communicates the matter, if I may so call it,
of the gifts from God to those, who are sanctified
by him and the participation of him, the said matter
of the gifts being wrought by God, administered
by Christ, and sustained by the Holy Spirit.’
This likewise bears some resemblance to what
Philo says of the divine powers; principles, which
Origen, unawed by the example of Praxeas and
the Patripassians, whose heresy probably sprung
from them, has in other places expressly applied
to the second and third persons of the blessed
R334 [Opp. Trinity. In his first Zomily on Tsaiah, he says, that
19 the two seraphim who stood round the throne were
our Lord Jesus and the Holy Spirit. He quotes
the authority of Philo for this interpretation in
p 707, (fom. both the third chapter of the first book, and in the

L p.

p i from. second chapter of the fourth book, of his treatise
mwepl apyv.
It is not easy to ascertain exactly the precise
opinions of so fanciful an interpreter and so loose
a reasoner as Origen. But this, I think, we may
venture to affirm, that they were not so exception-
able as the principles and reasonings which he ad-
vanced in the defence and explanation of them.
His principles and reasonings contain in them the 1 52

seeds of many heresies; but he often protests

78 Adyov olov Tdv ek Kapbias avBpdmov voullovar v 10D Oeod,
xkal goplay émolav v &y Yuxd, kal ik roiro nwpbowroy &y Tov
Octv dpa ¢ Nye daocly'  domep xal Tov wlbporov dpa 1
¢avrol Abyo dvfpwomov &éa.  Athanasius contra Sab, Gireg. p.
651, [Opp. Tom. 1. p. 37 .
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against those heretical applications of them, and
advances, in opposition, sound doectrines,

The most important heresy which sprung up in
the third century was that of Sabellius, whether we
consider it in itself or in its comsequences. He
adopted the usual method of explaining the nature
of the Son by stating him to be the wisdom or the
reason of the Father. But he maintained that the
reason of God was identically the same with God,
constituting one person with the Father; in the
same manner as a man together with his reason
composes one man®. Thus the same person, being
really one but having two names, is at one time the
father, and at another time his own son',

This opinion of Sabellius was embraced by
some bishops of Pentapolis in Upper Libya; inso-
much that scarcely any other doctrine relative to

153 the son of God was taught in the churches of those
parts”™, Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, to whom
the care of those churches belonged, sent and
counselled those who had been guilty, to relinquish
that impious doetrine, and return to the true faith.
‘When he found that his expostulations had not
produced the intended effect, he wrote them a let-
ter in which he undertook to prove the falsehood
of the doctrine which they were so strenuous in

¢poviicas alpericds éxpify.  Athan. contra Arian. Orat. 1v.
p. 466, (Orat. 1r. § 4, Opp. Tom. 1. p. 553.] TO & dwvupor,
Safel\lov 1 émridevpa, Tdv abrdv vidv kai warépa Aéyovros. Tbid.
v. p. 525, [Orat. 1. § 9.]
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propagating. In this letter, while he was perhaps
too earnestly insisting upon the difference between
the Father and the Son, he made use of reasonings
and expressions, which seemed to some men to en-
trench too much upon the dignity of the second
person of the Holy Trinity. However, when he was
accused, he extricated himself from the difficulty
either by retracting his error, or by explaining
away the seemingly offensive passages in his letter,
and by solemn professions of a true faith. Athan-
asius defends him by comparing his conduct to
that of a skilful physician, who, when he is called
in to a patient, considers only the nature of the
disorder under which he labours, and administers
such remedies for the removal of it, as if applied
without any reference to a case of that particular1sy
description, might, have a tendency to produce a
malady of a directly opposite nature.

Whatever ground there was for these insinua-
tions to his prejudice, it is certain that in the ensu-
ing century the followers of Arius endeavoured to
shelter themselves under the authority of the name
of Dionysius. Athanasius, who carefully watched
every movement of the Arians, did not suffer them
long to enjoy this advantage without molestation.
He composed an elaborate treatise, in order to
vindicate his venerable predecessor from the impu-
tation of favouring those opinions, for the suppres-
sion of which he himself was exerting all the powers
of a vigorous mind and an ardent spirit.

Arius was a Presbyter at Alexandria; and the
heresy that goes by his name, and which occasioned
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so much confusion in the church in the fourth cen-
tury, either originated from or gave rise to a vio-
lent contest between him and Alexander, the bi-
; shop of Alexandria. Arius explained and defended
his principles in a treatise, which he denominated
Thalia. But as neither that work nor any writings
of his opponent, Alexander, are extant; all the
knowledge that we can have of their respective
principles, must be derived from the writings of
others. Athanasius, who succeeded Alexander in
_ the see of Alexandria, and was considered from
* 155the first as the strongest bulwark of the cause, may
d be safely deemed to have given a just representa-
tion of the principles of his own party. And as he
entered into the controversy more deeply than any
other ; it is from him that we have the best chance
of collecting the principles of Arius.

I wish it to be observed that I am now enquiring
not about the respective doctrines of the contending
parties, (for these are notorious,) but about the
principles which led to those doctrines and the
modes of explaining them. Arius accused Alexan-
der of professing the doctrine of Sabellius, who
confounded the persons of the Father and the Sou.
Alexander accused Arius of degra.ﬂmg the Sén&rto
the rank of a erea.ture { '

ER el 2
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writers of the Christian Church, and rashly ap-
plied to explain the sublime mysteries of our holy
religion.

The word Adyos is used by Philo in three dis-
tinct senses, in each of which it has been applied
by Christian writers to the second person of the
Holy Trinity. He denominates by it, first, the

divine intellect; secondly, the conception of thatr 56

intellect, the idea or system of ideas which is the
production of its reflex act, and the internal object
of its contemplation ; thirdly, the external expres-
sion of that conception. Thus, when he is speak-
ing of the intelligible world, of that plan or pattern
which the Deity formed before he created the
external world; he says, it is not allowable to
say that it is in any place. For as the plan that
an architect forms of a city which he is about to
build, is not in any place, but in the soul of the art-
ist; in the same manner the world of ideas can have
no other place but the divine intellect which ar-
ranged those things®™. Farther on he says, if a
man would use plain words he would say, that the
intelligible world is nothing else but the reasoning
of God, while he was in the act of making the
world™. The use of the word in the third sense is
too common for it to be necessary that I should
quote any passages to prove it.

6 Toy abrov Tpémov ob8’ 6 éx 16w Wdéwv Kkdopos ENNov dv éyor
Témov, 7} Tov Betov Néyov tby rabra Siaxoopricavra. IIepi Koopom,
p. 4

T El 8¢ mis éfeNjoeie yupvorépors xpioacfa Tois Svdpacw,
ovdév v érepov elmor Tov vonrov elvar kdauov, § Oecod Adyov 1j8e
KoopomolotyTos, p. 5.
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I have already produced instances, in which
the early fathers applied the term in these several
significations to Christ.

If the principles of Alexander were the same

157 as those which were advanced by Athanasius; he

applied the word Advos to the second person of the
Holy Trinity in the first sense only, When he is
disputing with the Arians about the eternity of the
second person, he, with an air of triumph, bids
them add this to their question, Whether there
ever was a time when the essentially existent God
was destitute of reason or intelleet’™, But in his
exposition of faith, in order to make his meaning
clearly and accurately understood upon so import-
ant a subject, he asserts this doctrine with all ima-
ginable caution, to the absolute exclusion of the
explanations of Arius, Sabellius, and other here-
ties™. He said, that the error of the Sabellians
arose from their false notions of this reason or wis-
dom and word of God, which constitutes the second
person of the Holy Trinity. They conceived of
God as of man, and supposed that the Word of
God was similar to that which issues from the heart
of man; and that the wisdom of God was such as
that which is in the soul of man. On this account
they say that God together with his word consti-

78 ‘0 dv Oeds v miére dhoyos; Cont. Arvian. Orat. 1. p. 330,
[ p. 421, § 24, ed. B.]

7 Els éva ;mvo'y!n'j Adyov, copiav, vidv, éx Tol marpds dvdpyws
xat aidiws ymvmpwov. Myov 8¢ ob wpmf)opmév, otk évBudferov,
otk dmoppolay Tod Te\elov, ot Tufjow Tis damdbovs Pioews, olire
mpoBohy, dAX' vidv alroreNi, (dvrd re kal c‘upyowm KT
Eapos. Fidei, p. 240, (Tom, 1. p. 99, ed. B.] ;
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tutes but one person; in the same manner as a
man together with his word or reason composes
but one man. Cont. Sab. Greg. p. 651. Upon this 158
he remarks that the word of a man neither lives
nor subsists, and is only the motion of a living and
subsisting heart ; and passes away as soon as it is
uttered. But the word of the Lord, as the Psalmist
declares, endureth for ever in heaven. This he
elsewhere calls substantial word and substantial
wisdom %,

Arius maintained, on the contrary, that this
principle which stated the real wisdom and reason
of God to be the Son in the Holy Trinity, is mere
Sabellianism. When he denied the eternity of the
Son, ke did not affirm that there ever was a time
when God was without wisdom or reason. He has
in himself his own wisdom and his own reason,'
which is not Christ, but in which he made
Christ®, -

There are some passages in the writings of
Athanasius, which seem to intimate that the prin-
ciples of Arius were connected with some Jewish
and Grecian tenets. He says, that impiety is intro-
duced by their principles, or rather Judaism, differ-
ent from that contained in the Secriptures, which
has Hellenism closely following it®2. In another 139

80 Ovoubdns Ndyos kal odawsdns copia. Contr. Arian. Orat. V.
p- 520, [1v. § l,p 618 A, ed. Bzm]

81 Sdgos pév éore kal olk dhoyos, idlav 8¢ Exer év t‘nvnp
o-oq‘.nau xkai {Biov Aéyov, ob Tdv Xpiordw 8¢, dAX' & & mi\.;rﬁwx‘ajw&! :
érolpoe. Orat. v. Contra Arian. p. 522, [Or. 1v. p. 620B.] See
to the same purpose the third oration, p. 408, [Or, 1. p. 487, 8q.]
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passage he exhibits a more particular account of
the principles of Arius. By comparing that with
a passage of the same import near the beginning
of Philo mepi roopomoiias, it will be obvious from
what source Arius, as well as Tertullian, derived
his notions. God, says he, was alone, and reason
and wisdom were not yet. But when he was dis-
posed to create us, he then made one being, and
named him reason, and son, and wisdom, that by
means of him he might create us. There are then,
says he, two wisdoms; one God’s own, and subsist-
ing with him. In this wisdom the other, the son,
was formed®. In this passage we have the strong-
est features of the twofold logos of Philo ; viz. The
intelligible world, which he calls also the reasoning
of God when he was in the act of creating the
world, the pattern according to which this sensible
world was made: and secondly, The wisdom and
intellect of God, in which that pattern, the intelli-

160gible world, was formed. Athanasius in a great

number of places controverts the principle of Arius,
that the son was produced on our account, and for
the express purpose of forwarding our creation;
and that he is called the wisdom of God in a figu-
rative sense, on account of the great display, which

pas 'lovdaiopds, Exov éyyls émaxohovboivra rov ‘ENAgmioudy,
p. 296, [Epist. ad Episc. &g. Opp. Tom. 1. p. 283 B, ed. B.]

83 "Hy ydp, ¢not, pdvos 6 Oeds, kal obmw 7v & Abyos kal 1
copla: elra Besjoas fjpas dnpiovpyioar, Tére 8é [8) 1. B.] wemoinker
&va Twa, kal Svdpacey abrdv Noyov kal vidv xal coplav, iva fjpas 8¢
abrod dnuovpyfiop: 8l yoiv coplas ¢noiv elvai, plav pév, Ty
18lav kal cuwumrdpyovoay ¢ Oed, Tdv 8¢ vidy év alrj [ratmy . B.]
ool yeyeviiobar, Orat. 1t pp. 310,11, [Or, L. p. 409 B, ¢.]
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his nature exhibits, of the divine wisdom in which
he was formed.

These modes of explanation and defence were
now so thoroughly established, and from this time
assumed so regular a form, that it is unnecessary
to pursue the subject farther.




CONCLURSION.

HE inferences which I would draw from the
preceding investigation are two : first, That a
Trinity of Persons in the divine nature was the
genuine and peculiar doctrine of the primitive
Christian Church. Secondly, That it is extremely
dangerous to affect to be wise in holy things above
what is written in the word of God.

I. How much soever the early writers of the
Church differ in their method of explaining the
nature of the three divine persons, and their relation
to each other; they are in a manner unanimous in
their profession of the general doctrine. The great
and important question seems to be, From whence
did they derive this opinion? Most of the defend-
ers and opposers of this doctrine in modern times
agree in maintaining that the doctrine of the Trinity
is delivered and inculcated in the writings of Plato.
Hence the orthodox conclude, that, though this
great mystery is more fully set forth in the Holy
Scriptures, and derives its chief authority from

162 divine revelation; yet, either the doctrine itself is

congenial to the mind of man, and regularly dedu-
cible from principles of reason; or, that it was
handed down in the heathen world by uninterrupted
tradition from remote antiquity. The opposers of
our faith, on the contrary, infer from the same
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premises, that the doctrine itself is no part of genu-
ine Christianity : that it is the natural production
of philosophy, falsely so called: and that it was |
introduced into the Church of Christ by men, who ':
with their subtleties distorted the graceful form,
and corrupted the simplicity of our holy religion.

In the course of the preceding enquiry, I have
found myself obliged to differ in some points from

. both those parties. After a minute and impartial

examination of the writings of Plato, I cannot find F
anything which sufficiently proves him to have had

even an obscure knowledge of the mysterious doc-

trine of the Trinity. None of his immediate fol- 1
lowers taught it: none of his personal enemies or
philogophical rivals urged it as an objection against

him: none of the sects which branched off from

the academy professed it. When the arts and
learning of Greece were imported into Italy: when
poets, philosophers, and statesmen considered it as

the most noble employment

: inter sylvas Academi quwmrere verum:

when Plato was esteemed to have spoken as it were

the language of the gods; and all the ingenuity163
and eloquence of Rome were exerted to unfold his |
principles, and recommend his conclusions—during

this long and enlightened period, no traces are to _
be found in the works of heathen writers of this ]
profound, this peculiar doctrine.

The discovery was not made till philosophers
became Christians, and Christians became philoso-
phers. The converted philosopher endeavoured to
shew to his unconverted brethren the superior brils
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liancy of the light which he enjoyed as a Christian.
To this purpose he contended that Christianity
was not without his evidences even among them-
selves: that intimations of the sublime doctrines
of revelation were to be found in the writings of
the philosophers of Greece: that those sages to
whom they looked up with so much reverence had
nothing whereof to glory: that they were mere
retailers of scraps and fragments from holy writ,
mutilated by their ignorance, and obscured by their "
speculations.
The conceit was captivating : it was seized with
! avidity. The Apologist urged the Pagan to ap-
proach the pure fountain of God's word, and not
to drink of the muddy stream of human specula-
tion. The Christian teacher, while he traced out
fanciful resemblances, conveyed to his hearers a
164great idea of the extent of his knowledge and the
subtilty of his wit.
i If the expedient tended at all to promote the
‘ progress of Christianity ; it did so for a very short
time. FError is multiform, and its cause may be
| advanced in ten thousand different ways. But
1 nothing that is not entirely founded on fact, and
perfectly conformable to the nature of things, can
coalesce with the simple texture of truth, or accord
with the symmetry of its parts. The unnatural
conjunction will inevitably, sooner or later, weaken
| the good cause which it was intended to support.
| Tt is, to use the words of the prophet Isaiah, ‘a staff
of a broken reed, whereon if a man lean, it will go .
into his hand and pierce it.” So are false conceits
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to all that trust in them. The battery was soon
turned against Christianity by the sophists of those
times.

The author of our holy profession disclaimed
all compromise and communication with the several
religions of the heathen world, which he repre-
sented to lie in darkness and the shadow of death.
He was a light to lighten the Gentiles, and rose
with healing on his wings. He told his followers,
that no one knew the Father but the Son, and he
to whom the Son should reveal him. He unfolded
such mysteries concerning the divine nature and
proceedings, as even the angels of God had before
desired in vain to look into.

The disputers of this world soon saw the ad-165
vantage which the indiscreet preachers of our holy
religion gave them against the high claims of their
master and his immediate followers; and they
availed themselves of it to the utmost extent. They
readily admitted the supposed fact, that the doc-
trines contained in the writings of Plato, and those
propounded in the Gospel, were essentially the same.
But the conclusion which they drew from this
common principle was widely different from that
which was held forth by the Christians. They de-
nied that the Holy Scriptures were the original
fountain of all wisdom. They maintained, on the
contrary, that the founders of the different sects of
Grecian philosophy and popular mythology, more
especially Plato, derived their information from the
same source as the author of Christianity, which
was no other than the genuine dictates of reason




Conclusion, 153

and nature. Where then, they triumphantly asked,
is the superiority for which you contend over all
the nations of the earth? Why do you call upon
us to relinquish the wise and venerable systems
and institutions of our ancestors, when you have
nothing essentially different to offer us in their
stead ?
l The sophists of those times satisfied themselves
' with the positions, that the characteristic doc-
trines of Christianity were really, though obscurely,
166taught in the writings of Plato; and that they
were concealed under allegories in the fables of
popular mythology. The state of religion and
philosophy did not admit of the possibility of their
going farther than this point at that time. Tt was
reserved for the disputers of later ages to assert,
that those profound doctrines are in truth no part
of genuine Christianity : that they were the subtil
inventions of men: and that they were originally
introduced into Christianity from the writings of
Plato. As this assertion has been frequently re-
peated, though without the shadow of a proof,
it deserved a minute enquiry.

In assertions of this kind some particular time
| or person must be pointed out, in order to give
| a kind of plausibility to the thing asserted. Justin
: Martyr has been almost unavoidably fixed upon in
; the instance before us. To have carried up the
' general corruption much nearer to the time of the
i apostles would have been scarcely consistent with
probability. To have brought it down lower would
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have been impossible, as the doctrine of the Tri-
nity is manifestly asserted in the works of that
Apologist. He was, moreover, familiarly conver-
sant with the principles of Plato and other Gre-
cian philosophers before he embraced Christianity;
and he was particularly fond of proving to his un-
converted brethren, the superior advantages which
he derived from the study of the Holy Secrip-
tures, in consequence of the originality, the purity, |
and the extent of the discoveries relating to divine 167 &
things that were contained in them.

If Justin derived his opinion of a Trinity of
Persons in the divine nature from the writings of
Plato, and from thence transplanted them into
Christianity ; either he adopted the received no-
tions of the Platonists of his own or preceding
times; or by his sagacity he had discovered in the
writings of Plato some doctrines, which had es-
caped the scrutiny and penetration of all others.
That Justin by his sagacity discovered what had
eluded the diligent search of the long list of sages
of Greece and Rome, who flourished between the
days of Plato and the second century of the Chris-
tian @ra, is, I conceive, what our opponents will
not be very forward to advance, or even admit.
If they affirm, that the followers of Plato had
actually discovered that doctrine in his writings,
and had openly and explicitly avowed it in or be-
fore the days of Justin, it rests upon them to prove
it. As far as my researches have extended, I
have not been able to find any one instance, in
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which the doctrine had been maintained by Pagan
168 philosophers', in the same plain and decided
manner, as by the Fathers of the Christian Church.
By these it was propounded as the eriterion of
their orthodoxy, as the ground-work of their faith.
But the cultivators of human wisdom appear to
have been total strangers to it; till it was dis-
closed to them by a teacher of philosophy, who
had been educated in the bosom of Christianity.
Then, and not till then, they used it, as a key

1 The high estimation, in which Lord Montboddo and Dr
Heberden are deservedly held by the learned world, obliges me
to take notice of the following note in that noble lord’s Treatise
on the Origin and Progress of Language, Book 11, cap. 2, p. 339:
“A learned and worthy gentleman of my acquaintance in Lon-
don, Dr Heberden, shewed mo a passage in Seneca’s Consolatio
ad Helviam, from which it appears, that it, (the doctrine of the
Trinity) was known to the Stoics. Iis words are, speaking of
the misfortune that had befallen this woman: Id actum est,
mihi erede, ab illo, quisquis formator universi fuit, sive ille
Deus est potens omnium, sive incorporalis ratio, ingentium
operum artifex, sive divinus spiritus, per omnia maxima et
minima wequali intentione diffusus, sive fatum et immutabilis
causarum inter se cohmrentium series.” Senecw Congol. ad
Helviam, cap. 8. To my mind this passage does not appear
to have the least tendency towards proving the point, in sup-
port of which it is cited. T should as soon undertake to prove,
that Pope inculecated the doctrine of the Trinity, from the last
line of the first stanza in his Universal Prayer:

Father of all! in ev'ry age,

In ev'ry clime ador’d,

By saint, by savage, and by sage,

Jehovah, Jove, or Lord!
The poet asserts, that the first cause is worshipped by men in
all states, however they may differ about the name, by which
they address him. In like manner the yhilom?her refers the
calamity to the appointment of the supreme Being, howeyer ho
may have been characterized by philosophers, and by whatever
appellation he is to be distinguished.

MORGAN H
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to unlock the abstract subtilties of Plato, and toisg &
throw a decent veil over the extravagant and |
licentious fables of Pagan mythology.

Again, the manner in which Plotinus conducts
his argumentation, is an object deserving our
attention. The Christian opened the sacred vo-
lume ; and, as he read, he found, or believed that
he found, the profound doctrine of the Trinity of
Persons in the Godhead revealed in it. The truth
of the doctrine he rested upon the authority of
Holy Writ. For an explanation of the nature
of those beings whom it concerns, and of the
relation which they bear to each other, where his
heavenly guide was silent, he had recourse to the
subtilties of human wit. This was the natural
courSe for those to take who derived their inform-
ation from another, and rested the truth of their
tenets upon the authority of their teacher.

But this was not the course which Plotinus
followed. His object was not to prove the truth
of the doctrine by the authority of Plato, but to
bend the language of Plato to a consistency with
the doctrine. He does not even profess to have
learned it from that great master of philosophy;
but undertakes to deduce it by general reasoning
from abstract notions of entity, mind, and soul.
Having thus drawn his conclusions, he next ap-
plies them in illustration of the doectrines of Plato.

This, I conceive, is the exact course which a man 170
would pursue, who had derived the doctrine from
another source, and wished to prove, that it was
also to be found in the writings of Plato. I ask,
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Would any one, but a man thus ecircumstanced,
have discovered this profound doctrine in the
story of the birth of Venus, or in the mythological
fable of Cronus, Rhea, and Jupiter ?

I will not dwell upon the inconsistencies that
frequently occur in the explanations, which are
given by the advocates for the Platonic Trinity.
They are obliged by their system to make the
mythological Zevs sometimes the first, sometimes
the second, and sometimes the third hypostasis. N
And, in their interpretations of Plato, they some-
times make dnuwovpyos the first, vovs the second,
and vy the third hypostasis: at other times they
make Jdnuiovpryds, at other times idéa 7 Tapacerypd,
at other times \Juyy the second hypostasis.

II. The second inference which I would make
from the preceding investigation is, that it is ex-
tremely dangerous to affect to be wise in holy
things, above what is written in the word of Gob.
It is to this disposition, I conceive, that we are to
attribute, in a great measure, the present miserable
condition of the Jewish nation. They would not
be satisfied with that degree of information which

171 Jehovah condescended to give them of the order
of his dispensations, and of the nature of that-
being, who was to come from Gop as their Saviour
and their King. They rashly speculated upon
things that were not revealed, and they framed
to themselves a system of belief widely different
from the truth. Hence, when in the fulness of
time Gop sent his Son into the world, the world
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knew him not: when he came unto his own, his
own received him not.

The same spirit of curiosity and desire of pry-
ing into heavenly things have, though in a different
manner, produced very pernicious consequences in
the Church of Christ.

The writings of Philo Judeeus furnished the
Fathers of the Christian Church with the fatal
means of deceiving themselves and others. The
figurative language in which that author delivered
himself concerning the Logos, whenever he meant
by it either the divine intellect, its internal opera-
tion, the ideal object of its contemplation, or the
external expression of it, led them to imagine that
he attributed to it a real and essential personality.
From' the epithets affixed to this supposed person,
they naturally conceived that he could be no other
than our Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ. To
make this plausible they maintained, that what was
expressed by the word Logos, was not in God, as
it was in man, a mere power, or operation, or
notion, or word; but was a real and living sub-172
stance, possessed of a personality distinet from
the great principle of existence, to which it be-
longed. This received countenance from the doe-
trines of Plato, that ideas were most properly the
real entities.

Hence was devised the metaphysical argument
for the eternity of the second person of the Tri-
nity, which was built upon this plain and incontro-
vertible maxim, that God the Father could never
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have been destitute of reason. Hence the second
person is called by Athanasius substantial Logos
and substantial Wisdom. Hence arose the conceit,
that he flowed necessarily from the divine intellect
exerted on itself. Hence Origen styles him, The
living and, as it were, animated substance of vari-
ous theorems, containing the reasons of all things.

It unfortunately happened, that many signal
heresies were produced by men’s accepting a false .
hypothesis and an erroneous explanation, and turn-
ing them against the doctrine, for the illustration
of which they were devised.—The Gnostics, pre-
suming that every production of the divine intel-
lect was necessarily a substance, imagined an
almost infinite number of such productions, and
attempted to explain by them the origin of those
several orders of Alons, which constituted so strik-
ing a part of the eastern philosophy.

173 Praxeas and Sabellius admitted that Christ was
the intellect and wisdom of God the Father, and
thence concluded, that he was one with him, as
well in personality as in essence; thus attempting
to subvert a doctrine by means of an hypothesis,
which was founded, if it had any foundation at all,
upon the supposed truth of that doctrine, and which
was advanced, not to prove, but to explain it.

Arius seems to have felt the force of the rea-

soning of Praxeas and Sabellius ; but he was too

well versed in the Scriptures not to see, that a dis-

tinet personality is in them attributed to Christ.

He therefore perceived the necessity of projecting

a new mode of defence; but, like many others,
H3
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who had gone before him, he embraced hypo-
thetical explanations, to the injury of the truth,
which was to be explained. He acknowledged
with Praxeas and Sabellius, that the real intellect
or wisdom of God was no other than God him-
self. He admitted with Tertullian, that the imme-
diate production of the divine intellect was neces-
sarily a living substance. Hence he maintained,
that Christ was, what Philo called the intelligible |
world; or, as Origen styled him, the living and
animated substance of various theorems, contain-
ing the reasons of all things; denominated Logos,
and Son, and Wisdom, though not the real wis-
dom of God, yet formed in it; not existing from
-all etérnity, but created on our account, that God 174
by means of him might create us?®.

Thus it appears that, though Christians did
not, as has been maintained by some, derive the
great and characteristic doctrines of their holy
profession from the impure source of Pagan philo-
sophy; they did, at a very early period indeed,
adopt principles and modes of interpretation, which
but ill accorded with the simplicity of the Gospel.
They presumed to intrude with unhallowed step
into the sanctuary of the most High, and to attempt
with sacrilegious hands to tear off the veil from

2 So strongly was this hypothesis rooted in the minds of
men, that it was not even yet abandoned; and Arius has been
combated on his own ground. It has been admitted, that Christ
was the intelligible world, containing the ideas of all things.
Yet still his proper eternity has been maintained upon meta~
physical principles. The divine intellect is from its own nature
ever active. Before all external creation it was employed from



Conclusion. 161

those august mysteries, which God himself had
concealed from human sight. The event was such
as might naturally have been expected. Professing
themselves to be wise, they became fools; and
God gave many of them up unto a reprobate mind.
175 All the extravagancies and impurities of the several
orders of Gnostics, all the impiety of Praxeas and
Sabellius, the heresy of Arius, and the bloody
contentions, which rent in sunder the FEastern .
Church, and paved the way for the reception of
the impostures of Mahomet, are to be referred to
this source. Hence also have arisen many of those
disputes and bitter reproaches, which in latter
days have disgraced the Christian name, and in-
jured the cause of genuine piety. Hence was
derived the most opprobrious of all imputations,
that the sublime doctrine of the Trinity, the dis-
tinguishing feature of Christianity in every age,
was drawn from the dregs of Pagan philosophy.
This should serve as a warning to men, if any
thing can, to confine themselves in their researches X7
within the bounds that have been prescribed to o
them by divine wisdom, and to satisfy themsalm losse
with such communications, as God has thought
proper to make, of his nature and dlspenaaﬁons-
If they would act wisely, they should exert
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their faculties, first, in proving the authenticity of
revelation ; secondly, in ascertaining the genuine
sense of it. For they may be well assured that,
if God has made to men any revelation of his
nature and dispensations, he has revealed as much
as is proper for them to know, in their present cir-
cumstances. Nay, if they attempt to proceed a
step farther than their heavenly guide has conde-
scended to conduct them, they will not only be176
disappointed in the expectation of making any real
progress, but will even be led out of the way, and
removed much farther from the object of their vain
pursuit, than if they had stopped at the point
where divine Providence had set them their bounds,
that they should not pass.

Of this every one is sensible, with respect to
preceding dispensations. We are all ready to ac-
knowledge, that the intimation with which God
favoured Adam, respecting the seed of the woman,
was adapted with wonderful wisdom and merey to
his particular situation: that it conveyed the pre-
cise degree of information, which the otherwise
desperate state of the affairs of our first parent
required ; but that it was not sufficient to enable j
him to trace out that amazing scheme of Provi- 1
dence, which the divine Being afterwards vouch- i
safed in the fulness of time gradually to disclose
to the sons of men.—The same observation will
apply to every period of the Patriarchal and Jewish
dispensations; till God sent his Son into the world
in the likeness of sinful flesh, when perhaps as much
of the mystery of godliness was revealed, as is
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requisite to be known by man in this our state
of pilgrimage.

As so extraordinary an atonement was made
for the transgression of our first parents, and the
depravity of their posterity, the display of that
stupendous proceeding seems well calculated to
produce in men a strong sense of the heinous na-
ture of sin, and a dread and abhorrence of its
pollutions. It is the language of religion, that we
are to consider this world as a state of discipline,
preparatory to a future life of superior excellence
and enjoyment; and we have every reason to be-
lieve, from the representations of the Holy Serip-
tures, that Christ will reign at the head of his
saints in his kingdom of glory. In this view it
is easy to perceive how expedient it was, that we,
who are hereafter to be his subjects, should, in

this our state of discipline, have some intimation

of the dignity of our Lord and Master. But it
does not thence follow, that it is either expedient
or consistent with the limited nature of our facul-
ties, that the mysteries of the divine nature should
be completely unfolded to us; or that we, who
cannot fully comprehend the internal constitution
of the most common object, which is exposed to
our senses, should be encouraged to pry into the
deep recesses of that Being, whose goings forth
have been of old from everlasting. Error, and
many times impiety, must be the consequence of so
rash and overweening a conceit of our own abili-
ties. It becomes us rather, and will be found in
the end to be most consistent with our true in-




164 Conelusion.

terest, to be satisfied with that portion of light
which God himself has imparted to us in his holy
word ; and not to flatter ourselves that we shall be

able to encrease it by a pretended philosophy and 178

vain deceit, after the traditions of men, after the
rudiments of the world, and not after Christ—
Hee fere dicere habui de Natura Deorum, mon wut
eam tollerem, sed ut intelligeretis, quam esset obscura,
et quam difficiles ewvplicatus haberet. Cic. de Nat.
Deor. I11. 39.

In a former? treatise I undertook to demon-
strate, that true philosophy has no tendency to un-
dermine divine revelation, and that a well-grounded
philosopher may be a true Christian : that the legi-
timate object of philosophy, as well as of revela-
tioh, is truth : that the pursuit of this object, by a
careful attention to and investigation of the ap-
pearances and operations of nature, has a direct
tendency to enliven and invigorate the intellectual
powers ; and that the possession of it enlarges the
capacity of the mind, and prepares it for the
reception and right apprehension of the doctrines
of Christianity.—In this I have endeavoured to
point out some strikingly-pernicious effects, which
have arisen from the rash attempt of men to ex-
plain the most profound mysteries of the nature
and essence of God, by the vain and groundless
conceits of speculative sophists; instead of con-
fining themselves to an investigation of the moral

character of the Deity by the united aid of reason 179

3 The dissertation, to which the honorary prize was ad-
Jjudged, by Teyler’s Theological Society, at Haarlem, in April
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and revelation, and of the duties which result from
the several relations that he bears to them, of Cre-
ator, Preserver, Redeemer, Sanctifier, and J udge.
I find that in thus asserting and illustrating
the use and abuse of reason, when applied to reli-
gion, I have conformed, without being aware of it
at the time, to the opinion of a man, whose com-
prehensive and penetrating mind has contributed
not a little towards advancing true philosophy to
that exalted state of dignity, which it at present so .
Jjustly possesses. I will produce this testimony as
the conclusion of the whole.
“By the contemplation of nature to induce
and enforce the acknowledgment of God, and to
demonstrate his power, providence, and goodness,
is an excellent argument, and hath been excel-
lently handled by divers. But on the other side,
out of the contemplation of nature, or ground of
human knowledges, to induce any verity or per-
suasion concerning the points of faith, is in my
judgment not safe: Da fidei, que fidei sunt. For
the heathen themselves conclude as much in that
excellent and divine fable of the golden chain:
That Gods and men were not able to draw Jupiter
down to the earth; but, contrariwise, Japﬂq m. _
able to dmwthemuptoheam G
« So as we ought not to attempt to
180 or submit the mysteries of God to our 1
contrariwise, to raise and advance a
the divine truth. So as in this part
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touching divine philosophy, I am so far from
noting any deficience, as I rather note an excess:
whereunto I have digressed, because of the ex-
treme prejudice, which both religion and philo-
sophy have received, and may receive, by being |
commixed together; as that which undoubtedly |
will make an heretical religion, and an imaginary ‘
and fabulous philosophy.” BacoN of the Advance- 1
ment of Learning.

THE END.
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