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PREFACE.

It is so usual to connect the Controversy on

the disputed Verse of St. John with " the

" date of Mr. Porson's celebrated Letters,"

and to estimate the weight of his arguments

against the Verse by the boldness of his as,f

sumptions, the credit of his unrivalled talents,

and by the issue of the unequal contest in

which he was engaged, that it becomes ex

pedient, for the impartial investigation of the

subject, to carry the question above this latest

period of its history, and to show on what

narrow grounds it rests, compared with the

extent of Mr. Porson's Letters, expanded and

diversified by digressions, fictions,* and per

sonalities. The Controversy on the Verse

was exhibited in its most compendious form

by two of its most celebrated opponents,

* That the Montfort MS. was written about the year 1520,

on purpose to deceive Erasmus—that the Complutensian

Editors translated the seventh Verse from the Latin Vulgate

—that the ancient Fathers generally interpreted the eighth

Verse of the Trinity, &c,—all of them fictions essential to

the theory against the Verse.
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Dr. Samuel Clarke and Mr. Gibbon—by the

former, in his Scripture Doctrine of the

Trinity ; by the latter, in his History of the

Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire—

each in a perfectly different spirit : one

introducing it in a Collection of Scripture

Passages, in which the Three Persons of the

Trinity are mentioned together ; the other

bringing it forward as an example of Catholic

frauds and forgeries.

But, compendious as their statements are,

they contain the substance of all that has

been at any time alleged against the authen

ticity of the Verse. Their brevity is useful to

readers who are not well conversant with the

subject, and the more intelligible, because

their distinct assertions may the more easily

be brought into contrast with the direct and

decisive refutation of which they are sus

ceptible.

But " What good " (says Mr. Porson, in

the Preface to his Letters, p. xxv.), " What

" good can we expect to work upon heretics

" or infidels by producing the Heavenly

" Witnesses? Will they submit to debate

-
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" with us, if we revive such stale and exploded

" reasons ? "—a passage most unbecoming in

its terms, both as they relate to the Hea

venly Witnesses, and as opposed to the de

liberate judgment of such competent judges

of the subject, as Dr. Hammond, Bishop Bull ,

Dr. Mill, and Bishop Horsley, in defence of

this exploded!! threefold testimony to the

Divinity of Christ ; with whose extensive

learning and knowledge of the Scriptures, it

would be vain to compare even the sagacity

and erudition of the Greek Professor.

But " what good can we expect to work

" upon infidels or heretics by the production

" of the disputed Verse ? "—None, I verily

believe. The passage is too adverse to the

impenetrable incredulity of the former, and

to the immovable prejudice of the latter ; as

we may judge from the declaration of one *

who was certainly not hostile to either party.

What good, then, can we expect from our

contention for the Verse? Much, I am per

suaded, to the generality of Christians, who

are neither infidels nor heretics, by removing

* Mr. Gibbon, in a passage quoted in p. 10 of the In

troduction.

b



from the text of St. John the charge of for

gery, and consequently strengthening their

confidence in the general integrity of Scrip

ture : so far am I from concurring with a

learned opponent of the Verse, who is of

opinion, that, " by pertinaciously clinging to

" [what is called] an equivocal and disputed

*' text, we run the risk of doing injury to the

" holy cause which we are anxious to sup-

" port." * If the text is called equivocal be

cause it has been disputed, it should be

remembered that it never was disputed till it

was omitted by Erasmus in his first and

second Editions of the New Testament ; and

that he declared he would not have omitted

it, if he had met with a single copy that

contained it. He accordingly restored it

(reposuimus) to the Epistle, when he found it

in the Codex Britannicus. Nothing can be

less equivocal than its connexion with the

context of the verses which immediately pre

cede and follow it, with the main subjects of

the Epistle, and with the threefold testimony

* Dr. Shuttleworth's Paraphrastic Translation of the

Apostolical Epistles.
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in St. John's Gospel. The contents of the

learned Translator's Note, from which the

before-mentioned remark is extracted, will be

fully considered in the course of this Preface.

In the meanwhile I add, that the injury to

Religion at present experienced, consists in

the advantage which infidel writers are now

taking of the charge which has been brought

against the disputed passage by some of its

opponents, which has a tendency to weaken

the faith of believers, and to harden the in

fidelity of unbelievers. Of the latter con

sequence we have had a recent proof in the

use which has been made of the charge by

the author of a Manifesto against the truth

of Christianity, and the authenticity of its

Scriptures.

The Author of the Manifesto accuses Chris

tians of " circulating as the Word of God,

" with the consent and connivance of all

" parties, several passages known and ad-

" mitted by all to be forgeries and lies," * of

which 1 John v. 7, is declared to be by far the

most notorious, and most universally acknow-

* Manifesto, p. iii. Note.
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ledged and reprobated. This charge is founded

on the unqualified language * of some of the

opponents of the Verse, among whom Mr. '

Gibbon stigmatises it as an example of

" Catholic frauds;" and Mr. Porson says,

that the Historian " expressed the general

" opinion with great exactness and impar-

" tiality." I have shown that Mr. Gibbon

did not express the general opinion of com

petent judges, and that he was mistaken in

all his own assertions against the Verse.

Dr. J. P. Smith, who is one of the oppo

nents of the Verse, has published an answer

to the Manifesto, in which he does not dis

prove the charge, but concedes to the Author

this chief ground of his accusations against

Christianity and its Scriptures; though, in

his defence of the general integrity of the

Scriptures, he brings evidence sufficient to

show the extreme improbability, if not impos

sibility, of the interpolation of so remarkable

a passage as the disputed Verse, unopposed

and uncensured by the orthodox and the

heretics of fifteen centuries.

* Dr. J. P. Smith's Answer to the Manifesto, p. 13.
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Of the extreme improbability of such an

interpolation, the most unlearned reader may

judge, from what Dr. J. P. Smith himself

says of " the censure and indignation which

" would have been excited by any one,

" dishonest and daring enough to make

" alterations in the public copies of the

" sacred books, or any part of them. A cir-

" cumstance quite in point (says Dr. Smith)

" occurred to this very Emperor [Anastasius,

" before mentioned by him]. He directed

" what he looked upon as an amendment to

" be made by the omission of a little clause

" of four words in an anthem, which was

" used in public worship. The innovation

" was treated with so much violence by the

" people of Constantinople, that many lives

" were lost, Anastasius was obliged to take

" refuge on board a ship, and it was with

" extreme difficulty, and the most humiliating

" concessions, that he escaped dethronement.

" Who can believe that he would have suc-

" ceeded in an enterprise infinitely more

" hazardous, and which all parties would have

" regarded as most criminal, that of altering
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" the text of the holy Gospels " (p. 5), " or

"any part of the Scriptures whatever?"

(same page).

If Anastasius failed in his proposal for the

omission of four words in an anthem, is it

credible that any one could have succeeded

better in an attempt to insert a passage

consisting of tiventy words in an Epistle of St.

John? Yet Dr. Smith does not hesitate to

concur with the Author of the Manifesto, in

admitting the improbable supposition, that

the controverted passage has been so inter

polated. " The probability (he says) is, that

" the passage was originally a marginal com-

" ment on ' the Spirit, the water, and the

" 'blood,' and was introduced by the igno-

" rance or the predilection of transcribers

" into the text of the Latin Vulgate." And

he adds, that " there is no authority for it

" whatever in any manuscript of the Greek

" original, except one, which is too modern.

" to be of much value ;" having previously

given it as his opinion, that " the evidence in

" favour of the genuineness of the passage is

" so inferior to that on the opposite side,
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" that the majority of persons, who have

" gone through the whole case, are satisfied

" of its spuriousness " (p. 34). Dr. Smith

does not go at all into the details of the whole

case, but contents himself with saying, that

there is no authority for the Verse in any

Greek MS., except one.

If I give here enough of the whole case

to show, that the assertion on which he

grounds his conclusion is contrary to fact, I

shall have added not a little to the strength

of his Defence of the Scriptures and of

Christianity. He says, then, that there is

no authority for the Verse in any Greek MS.,

except one ; and that that is " too modern to

" be of much value." Dr. Smith does not

name the MS. to which he alludes, but he

probably means the Montfort MS., which

Dr. Scholze assigns to the fifteenth century,

which is therefore at least of as much value

as the MSS. of that century which are quoted

against the Verse. Michaelis, indeed, and

Mr. Person, degradellt to the sixteenth ; but

Dr. Adam Clarke, who examined the MS. at

Dublin, thought it more likely to be of the
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thirteenth century than the sixteenth. If it

belong to the thirteenth, it is more ancient

than many MSS. which omit the Verse.

To this manuscript must be added another

genuine MS. now extant in the Vatican, the

Codex Ottobonianus, ascribed, by Dr. Scholze,

to the fifteenth century ; which being written

before the publication of the first printed

edition, may, like the Montfort MS., be a

transcript of much more ancient copies. If,

then, the two most ancient Greek MSS. omit

the Verse, we have at least two genuine Greek

MSS., now extant, which contain the Verse ;

and this is a small part of the whole strength

of our Verse.

Of the first eight centuries, there are only

two Greek MSS. now remaining, which con

tain the Epistles of St. John. Dr. Woide

allots the Alexandrine MS. to the close of

the fourth century ; but that and the Vatican

are more commonly assigned to the fifth or

sixth. Considering, then, these MSS. as

belonging to the latter half of this long

period, there are only two Greek evidences

in it against the Verse, and there are two
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Greek authorities for it : the Greek text of

the Verse to which the Author of the Prologue

to the Canonical Epistles appeals, in oppo

sition to some unfaithful translators, who

omitted it ; and the quotation of St. John's

words by Maximus. And though there are

only two Greek MSS. now remaining of that

period, there must have been many more, that

are now lost ; and that some of them con

tained the Verse, we have a right to conclude,

from the Latin copies of the African Council

in the fifth century, and of Fulgentius in the

sixth.

If in the latter half of the first eight cen

turies there are two Greek MSS. now extant

of negative evidence against the Verse, there

are in the same period severalpositive evidences,

before noticed, of Greek copies once extant,

which contained the Verse. But thefailure of

the evidence against the Verse in this impor

tant period of its history, and the preponder

ance of proof for it, may be fully and finally

decided by the nullity of Mr. Porson's strongest

proof of its spuriousness, which he has drawn

from the omission of theVerse in the Epistle of

c
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Leo the Great to Flavianus. " In this Epistle

" (says Mr. Porson) he quotes part of the

" fifth chapter, from the fourth to the eighth

" verse, and omits the three heavenly wit-

" nesses." The Letter is on the Incarnation

of Christ, and was written against the heresies

of Nestorius and Eutyches, to both of whom

the human nature of Christ was (in opposite

views) an insuperable stumbling-block. The

sixth and eighth verses of the passage which

are quoted by Leo, relate to the human nature

of Christ, but the seventh exclusively to his

Divine nature, which was not denied by either

Eutyches or Nestorius. The seventh Verse,

therefore, was irrelevant to his subject. If,

then, Leo's omission of the Verse be the

strongest evidence against it, the negative

evidence against the Verse has nothing left

for its support, even in that period from which

the most ancient Greek evidence is derived—

nothing to weigh against the Greek and Latin

authorities for the Verse, which the same

period supplies.

To this deficiency, even, ofsupposed and al

leged evidence against the Verse in the latter
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half of the first eight centuries, we have to add

that which gives a decisive preponderance to

the authenticity of the Verse—I mean the entire

absence* of all Greek evidence against the Verse

in the first four centuries, while in the same

period we have both Greek and Latin autho

rities for it ; namely, Tertullian's allusions to it,

Cyprian's quotation of it, Constantine's allu

sion to a certain passage of Scripture which

gave rise to the Arian controversy, the allu

sion to it in the Symbolum Antiochenum, and

in the Philopatris of Lucian, together with

the translation of both verses in the old Latin

Version, and in Jerome's revision of it, all of

them prior to the most ancient Greek MSS.

which omit the Verse.

So far as to the evidence of our Verse in

the first eight centuries. If we descend to

the seven centuries which immediately pre

ceded the sixteenth, we shall there also find

a preponderance of positive evidence in Greek

MSS. now extant (Montfort and Ottobonian),

and Greek writers (Calecas and Bryennius),

* Dr. Scholze places the Vatican and Alexandrian in the

fifth century.
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which contain the Verse, over the negative

evidence of MSS. and writers, which omit it.

We now pass to a period abundant in that

branch of the external evidence which is

pertinaciously denied to exist : I mean an

cient Greek MSS. containing the Verse,

and extant in the sixteenth century, from

which the Princeps Editio of the Compluten-

sian Editors, the third of Erasmus, and Robert

Stephens's three editions were printed. Edi

tions which merit the name of Principes were

necessarily from MSS. But we have the

unimpeachable declaration of the Editors of

the editions before mentioned, that their text

was taken from Greek manuscripts : " Ar-

" chetypa antiquissima emendatissimaque, and

" Codices pene adorandce antiquitatis" say the

Complutensian Editors, and Robert Stephens,

of their respective originals.

In the same century we have also indis

putable evidence of an ancient Greek MS. at

Venice containing the Verse, preserved by

the testimony of the Secretary to the Con

gregation employed by the Pope to super

intend the new edition of the Vulgate. A
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similar Greek MS. was extant at Venice in

the seventeenth century, and shown to Paul

Antoine ; and was, perhaps, the MS. which

is referred to in the margin of one of the

Canonici MSS. in the Bodleian Library.

I have stated here enough, I think, to

show, not only that Dr. Smith's assertion,

" that the controverted Verse has no manu-

" script authority but o«e," is contrary to

fact ; but that he can have no warrant for his

second assertion, that " the majority of per-

" sons who have gone through the whole case

" are satisfied of its spuriousness." The

whole case was not known to Dr. Smith him

self, when he made this assertion.

Dr. Smith thus expresses his assertion :

" The evidence in favour of the genuineness

" of the Verse is so inferior to that on the

" other side, that a majority of persons, who

'• have gone through the case," &c. Dr.

Shuttleworth, in more decided terms, says,

" It cannot be denied, that thus far the pre-

" ponderance of proof is against the authen-

" ticity of the clause in question." The

learned Expositor of St. John's Epistle does
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not, in his Note on the passage, attempt to

go through the case; nor, indeed, to enter

into any of its details ; yet he introduces his

remarks by passing a peremptory sentence

against the Verse, which even his acknow

ledged learning, and the deference which is

deservedly due to it, cannot justify. He says,

" The clause in question has been rendered

" sufficiently problematical to disqualify it

11 from being cited any longer as an authority in

" support of the Trinitarian doctrine." He has

accordingly excluded it from the text of his

Paraphrastical Translation of St. John's

Epistle, contrary to the unvaried usage of

the whole Western Church,* and even of the

Eastern, as stated by Selden (De Synedriis,

1. ii., vol. ii. p. 139) : " Certe etiam in Ritu-

" alibus Ecclesiae Graecorum Orientalis, velut

" ab antiquis sceculis recepta est ejusdem in

" Epistola ilia lectio publica quotannis."

By whom, then, has it been disqualified

* Luther omitted the Verse in his Translation (which was,

I think, written before the publication of Erasmus's third

edition). It was, however, retained in his Comment ; and

since his time has been preserved in the public Version of

the Lutheran Church.
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from being cited any longer as an authority

in support of the Trinitarian doctrine ? Cer

tainly not by its most eminent opponents—

Wetstein, Griesbach, and Mr. Porson,—when

opposed by the equal authority of Mill, Ben-

gel, Knittel, and Dr. Nolan ; and by the

judgment of our Reformers, and the framers

of our Liturgy, who thought it worthy of a

place in the public services of the Church.

The learned Translator says, that the clause

in question has been rendered problematical

by the controversy on it. If it be problema

tical, it is still a question sub judice; and.

though it has been condemned by some

learned men, it has been defended and main

tained, after the fullest investigation, by others

equally learned, as a genuine portion of Scrip

ture. They who think it spurious, may,

with propriety, decline to cite it ; but they

who believe it to be genuine, may, with at

least equal propriety, quote its authority from

their own conviction of its authenticity, as well

as in conformity to the usage of the Western

and Eastern Churches, and of their own

public Liturgy.
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The learned Translator thinks, that the

preponderance of proof is against the authen

ticity of the Verse. He does not enter into

any comparative view of the facts and argu

ments for or against the Verse, but suggests

a supposition as to the imagined origin of the

Verse (I say imagined, because all that the

opponents of the Verse say, as to its origin

in the MSS. which contain it, and in the

Princeps Editio, which first published it, is

from imagination and conjecture) : " It is

" supposed (he says) to have been originally

" a marginal comment, which was subse-

" quently, by mistake, admitted into the text."

Of such a supposition, there was not the

slightest intimation before the sixteenth cen

tury. The ancient Fathers gave no coun

tenance to the supposition, for by them its

authenticity was never questioned. Some

modern writers have supposed it to be a

comment on the eighth verse, or rather an

allegorical interpretation of it ; and that sup

position is founded on another,—that the

eighth verse was, by the ancient Fathers,

generally interpreted of the Trinity,—an in
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terpretation unknown to the ancient Church

before the time of Augustine, and apparently

suggested by him to prevent a misinterpre

tation of the seventh.

" It was admitted by mistake." It is im

probable that a passage so consonant to the

highest doctrines of the Church, and so sub

versive of all heresies, should have crept into

the text by mistake. It is not less impro

bable that it was admitted by fraud or for

gery, without the opposition or notice of any

of the conflicting parties, from the end of the

fourth to the beginning of the sixteenth

century.

The opponents of the Verse are as little

agreed about the time, as the mode of its ad

mission into the text. Mr. Gibbon says it

was fabricated by the Catholics in the fourth

century ; others affirm that it was translated

into Greek from the Vulgate by the Complu-

tensian Editors, in the sixteenth. Mr. Porson

says, that the Latin text was not extant, as

it is now edited, until the tenth century. He

says this, not only most untruly, but most

unbecomingly, and in the usual spirit of his

r
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too celebrated Letters : "It remained a rude

" and unformed mass, and was not completely

" licked into shape till the end of the tenth

" century."* Full five centuries before this

alleged completion of the Verse, it was quoted

entire by Fulgentius, and in the fifth cen

tury by the Council of Carthage, and was

extant entire, together with the eighth Verse,

in the fourth century, in Jerome's translation

from the Greek text.

If, now, with the improbabilities, contra

dictions, gratuitous assumptions, and other

various difficulties attending the supposed

origin, growth, and late completion of the

Verse, we compare the ease with which we

can account for its absence from the copies

which omit it through the near occurrence

of the same words,—the great probability, or,

rather, the moral certainty, that it is alluded

to in the Philopatris and the Symbolum An-

tiochenum; and that it was extant in the Greek

copies, from which the Old Latin Version

and Jerome's Translation were taken ; and in

the copies used by the Latin Fathers from the

* Letters, p. 401.
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third century to the sixth ;—if, again, we com

pare the before-mentioned suppositions, as to

the origin of the Verse, with the direct quota

tion of the Greek text by Maximus, by the

Author of the Prologue to the Canonical

Epistles, by Euthymius in the printed Greek

text of his Panoplia Dogmatica, by Calecas

and Bryennius ;—if, moreover, we compare

them with the Greek text printed from MSS.

by the Complutensian editors, by Erasmus,

and Robert Stephens ; and with the assertion

of its existence in a Greek MS. known to be

extant at Venice in the sixteenth and seven

teenth centuries;—if, I say, we compare these

positive evidences of the Verse either with the

negative argument a silentio opposed to it, or

with the imaginary suppositions of its marginal

origin and progress, it appears to me that

the preponderance even of external proof is

greatly on the side of the Verse.

To the argument from the Homceoteleuton,

by which the absence of the Verse from the

copies which omit it is accounted for, Mr.

Porson objects, because " it would be an

" answer to all arguments derived from MSS.,

-
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" Versions, and intermediate writers" (p. 392).

It is, I think, an adequate answer to all ar

guments a silentio from MSS., Versions, and

Fathers that omit a passage, which are op

posed by other MSS., Versions, and Fathers

that contain the Verse. But it will be time

enough to answer this objection more parti

cularly, when an instance is produced of a

passage defended on the ground of the

Homoeoteleuton, which is supported by no

MSS., no ancient Version, no quotation of it

from intermediate writers, or allusion to it.

Mr. Porson says, that the argument from

the Homoeoteleuton " is excluded on another

" account. For in the leap from one pap-

" rvpowreg to another, the transcriber must

" have left untouched the puzzling words ev rp

" YV" (P. 393)« Mr. Porson was too well aware

of the efficacy of the Homoeoteleuton for the

defence of the Verse, not to exclude it from

the argument. But the absence of " the

" puzzling words tv ry yy " from the omitting

copies, is no proof that it was not in the ori

ginal text of St. John's Epistle. That the

eighth verse was originally so read, is ren
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dered highly probable, not only by the

Montfort and Ottobonian MSS., which have

tv ry yp, or their equivalents, but also by the

remarkable fact, that the majority of the

Latin copies, which omit the seventh verse,

have in terra in the eighth. It is a not less

remarkable proof of the accidental omission

of the seventh Verse through the near oc

currence of the same words, that in some

Latin copies the eighth verse is omitted, and

not the seventh ; both verses having tres sunt

in the beginning, and both ending with the

same words, " Et hi tres unum sunt."

But the preponderance of proof in favour of

the controverted Verse may be shown not

only by the ease with which its absence from

the omitting copies is accounted for, and from

the difficulty of accounting for the unnoticed

and unopposed interpolation of so remarkable

a passage at any period from the end of the

fourth to the beginning of the sixteenth cen

tury; but also, as was before noticed, from

the absence of all Greek evidence against the

Verse during the first four centuries.

In answer to the supposition, that the
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seventh Verse was fraudulently introduced

to give currency to the doctrine of the Trinity,

it cannot be too often repeated, that a doc

trine, which, by the command of Christ, was

the ground of every Christian's baptismal

institution, and which is interwoven with

every part of the New Testament, stood in

no need of any pious fraud for its support ;

and, further, that the Verse is not the Apos

tle's testimony to the doctrine of the Trinity,

but the testimony of the Trinity to the Divi

nity of Christ.

May God give his blessing to these humble

endeavours in his service (if according to

his will), to prove the authenticity of a pas

sage recording the threefold testimony of

the Heavenly Witnesses to the Divinity of

Christ, which, after a full and patient in

vestigation, I believe to be a genuine portion

of Scripture, written by that Apostle, who

alone recorded in his Gospel the same three

fold testimony to Christ's Divinity; and who,

of all the Apostles, was the only one who

witnessed the last evidences of his Incarnation

on the Cross,—his expiration, and the blood
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and water which issued from his side,— which

are expressed in the eighth Verse of thee on-

troverted passage.*

* The striking and peculiar coincidence of these passages

of St. John's Epistle with the corresponding passages of his

Gospel, strictly exemplifies Dr. Shuttleworth's own position,

on which he rests the authenticity of the Epistle: " Its

" identity in style and sentiment with many parts of the

" Gospel of St. John, affords irrefragable testimony, that

" both works are the production of the same author."

To this comprehensive and, I think, conclusive argument

of the internal evidence of the Verse, I add one word more

on the nullity of Mr. Porson's strongest external argument

against the Verse,—the omission of it by Leo the Great in

his Letter to Flavianus on the Incarnation of Christ. I

return to this " strongest proof of the spuriousness of the

Verse " (as it is pronounced to be by the most celebrated of

its opponents), because a review of its weakness will throw

not a little light on the grounds of a dispute which has

afforded to infidelity and heresy one of their most ostenta

tious charges against Christianity, and the Church of Eng

land. The omission, then, of the Verse by Leo is no proof

of its spuriousness, because the quotation of it would have

been irrelevant to the subject of his Letter on the Incarna

tion ; and might as such have been omitted by him. But

admitting its absence from the copy used by Leo, its nega

tive authority is of no weight against the positive testimony

of Jerome's Version, its quotation by the Council of Car

thage, and by Fulgentius, against the Arians.

Leo's omission of the Verse is not only counterbalanced

by its actual existence in contemporary copies, but the pas

sage of his Letter is, in some material respects, favourable

to the authenticity of the Verse, by its contradiction to some

assertions confidently urged against the Verse by its oppo

nents, and essential to their theory against it.
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Michaelis rejects the authority of the Latin Fathers, who

quote the Verse, as incompetent judges. Mr. Porson pro

duces this Latin Father as the most powerful witness on his

side of the question.

Cyprian's quotation of the Verse has been disputed by

Mr. Porson and others, on the gratuitous assumption that

the eighth Verse was commonly interpreted of the Trinity by

the ancient Fathers, and that the eighth Verse was so ap

plied by Cyprian. So far is this assumption from being

true, that only two Fathers are named (Augustine and

Facundus) as concurring with such interpretation Euche-

rius, who was contemporary with Leo, expressly disclaimed

its application to the Trinity. Leo does not adopt it, nor

Cassiodorus, nor the Author of the Prologue to the Canoni

cal Epistles, nor any other known writer, but the two before

mentioned. Yet the gratuitous assumption of the prevalence

of the said allegorical interpretation of the eighth Verse was

the first and chief cause that led Sir Isaac Newton to ques

tion the authenticity of the seventh Verse, and afterwards to

reject it, in his posthumous Dissertation on the subject,

which was not published till many years after his death,

and had been withdrawn from the public by his express

direction.

Again : the unity expressed in the passage of St. John,

according to Leo's acceptation of it, is an unity of nature,

not of testimony only : Tria unum sunt, et individua manent,

nihilque eorum a sui connexione sejungitur. The tria, in

Leo's sense of the passage, are, Spiritus sanctificationis,

sanguis redemptionis, et aqua baptismatis. Understanding

the passage, as expressive of the death and human nature

of Christ, he interprets the words of the Apostle not of the

Trinity, but of the benefits of Christ's death through sancti-

fication by the Spirit of Christ, redemption by the blood of

Christ, and regeneration by baptism in the name of Christ,

which are inseparably united ; there being no regeneration

without sanctification, nor redemption without both sanctifi-

cation and regeneration. But though he applies the eighth
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Verse to the Incarnation of Christ, and interprets it with

the caution recommended by Augustine, yet the reflection

with which he accompanies his interpretation implies, that

both these Verses, one attesting the Divine, and the other

the human nature of Christ, were included in the passage of

St. John : Quia Catholica Ecclesia hac fide vivit et proficit,

—" Because by this faith "—By what faith ? but by the

faith inculcated in the words of the controverted passage,

which includes the testimony to the Divine and human

nature of Christ. Quia Catholica Ecclesia (says Leo) hac

fide vivit et proficit, ut in Christo Jesu nee sine vera divi-

nitate humanitas, nee sine vera credatur humanitate divini-

tas;—the faith which St. John has inculcated throughout

the Epistle, and has demonstrated, on one hand, by the

testimony of the Heavenly Witnesses,—and, on the other,

by Christ's death on the Cross.
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AN INTRODUCTION

TO THE

CONTROVERSY ON THE DISPUTED VERSE OF ST. JOHN,

AS REVIVED BY MR. GIBBON.

The object of these pages is to recall the

attention of the reader to that state of the

inquiry into the authenticity of the disputed

Verse of St. John, in which it was, prior to

the publication of Archdeacon Travis's and

Mr. Porson's Letters, when it was revived by

Mr. Gibbon's celebrated Note to the 37th

Chapter of his History, Archdeacon Travis

becoming the advocate of the authenticity of

the Verse, against Mr. Gibbon ; and Mr.

Porson the asserter of its spuriousness, in

defence* of the Historian.

* " Yet why defend Mr. Gibbon, an enemy ? I do not

" defend Mr. Gibbon, except by accident.—But where would

" be the harm, if I avowed myself the defender of Mr. Gib-

" bon ? Because he is an enemy 1 For that reason I would

" defend him." Preface to Mr. Porson's Letters, p. xxvii.

B



In this Introduction, I confine myself to

Mr. Gibbon's general positions and particular

objections relative to the Verse, without re

ference to the Archdeacon's arguments for

the Verse in his Letters to Mr. Gibbon (which

are chiefly employed in answering Benson,

Newton, Griesbach, and Bowyer), or to Mr.

Porson's arguments against the Verse in his

Letters to the Archdeacon, except incident

ally as they relate to Mr. Gibbon, which are

occupied more in the correction of Mr. Travis's

oversights than in the defence of Mr. Gibbon.

Mr. Travis's undertaking embraced too large

a space of critical inquiry for his experience,

and exposed him to the commission of various

errors in philology and criticism, which laid

him open to the wit, the ridicule, and the

contempt ofhis very learned antagonist, which

contributed more to decide the question, with

many readers, than any thing that the Pro

fessor's erudition or sagacity enabled him to

allege against the authenticity of the Verse.

I take no further notice of any preceding

period of the controversy than, here, to ob

viate Mr. Porson's misrepresentation of the

 



general opinion on the subject. Mill and

Bengelius, after an ample and impartial in

vestigation of the evidences on both sides of

the question, decided in favour of the authen

ticity of the Verse. Wetstein and Griesbach

drew from the same evidence a contrary con

clusion. " Such was the state of the contro-

" versy ; and all the learned had abandoned

" the defence of the Verse. Mr. Gibbon (says

" Mr. Porson) expressed the general opinion

" with great exactness and impartiality, in a

" passage ofthe third volume of his History."*

When Mr. Porson wrote this (in the year 1 790),

all the learned certainly had not abandoned

the defence of the Verse. For, at that time,

or very recently before it, Schmidt, Goezen,

Knittel, and others were engaged in its de

fence, against Semler and Michaelis.f A

writer of great critical authority, J. A. Er-

nesti, had expressly opposed the decision

* Preface to Letters, p. viii.

t Previously to them, in the same century, beside Mill

and Bengelius, the Verse was defended by Kettner, Buddeus,

Pfaffius, Lampe, Martin, Calamy, Bishop Smallbrook, Bed

ford, Abraham Taylor, Dawson, Mosheim, Knight, Wolle,

Asceta Sammauraus, Wolfius, Maria de Rubeis, Dorhout,

&c.



of Griesbach on the Verse ; and the learned

C. G. Kuttner, who, in his Hypomnemata on

the passage, quoted Ernesti's judgment on the

Verse, condemned Griesbach's intemperate

strictures, and rejected his ascription of the

origin of the Verse to Vigilius Tapsensis.*

Bishop Horsley, too, had declared his con

viction of the authenticity of the Verse, and

rejected the inanity of Sir Isaac Newton's

excluding paraphrase, before the publication

of Mr. Porson's Letters. Neither Mr. Gibbon,

therefore, nor Mr. Porson expressed the

" general opinion," or the sentiments of " all

" the learned," either with exactness or im

partiality.

I. Thecontroversy,which was excited in this

* Res non tantum redit ad Vigilium, ut V. Griesbachius

probare adnititur, p. 233. Sed valde probabile est Cypria-

num, immo ante eum, Ireneeum et Tertullianum hoc comma

legisse. Scripta Cypriani autem sunt antiquiora omnibus

codicibus Graecis, in quibus ob SfeotoTiXitiTo» facile omissio fieri

potuit. Porro numerum eorum codicum Latinorum, qui

versum septimum legunt numero eorum, qui non legunt,

majorem esse ipse Griesbachius fatetur, p. 228. Accedit

tandem nexus cum antecedentibus et consequentibus, quo

in primis argumento ad defendendam hujus commatis lec-

tionem utitur S. V. Ernesti.—(Kuttneri Hypomnemata ad

locum.)



country by Emlyn, near the beginning of the

last century, and prosecuted many years af

terwards by Dr. Benson, had subsided from

his time till it was revived by Mr. Gibbon,

who, in his general attack on Christianity,

directed his most pointed hostility against

the controverted Verse, as a magazine of

strength, the destruction of which was to de

molish or endanger the whole fabric of Chris

tianity. The Historian's antichristian pre

judices could find no point of concord with a

passage which presented to him the pro-

foundest doctrine of the faith to which he was

opposed. His opposition to the Verse, there

fore, was as uulimited and unqualified as his

unbelief of the Divine origin of the New Tes

tament. The controversy, which was thus

revived by this avowed enemy to our religion,

appears to have derived from the pencil of

the Historian much of the dark and severe

colouring which characterised the strictures

of the most erudite and critical of the modern

opponents of the Verse.

In bringing back the controversy to its re

vival by Mr. Gibbon, prior to the publication
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of Mr. Porson's Letters to Archdeacon Travis,

readers, who are not very conversant with the

history of the controversy, may be enabled to

view the subject, divested of the influence of

Mr. Porson's name, inseparable from the pe

rusal of his Letters. And a comparison of

the Historian's general positions against the

Verse, and particular objections to it, with

the irreligious spirit which pervades his his

tory, will enable them to estimate his capacity

to form an impartial view of the passage, as

well as the extent and justice of Mr. Porson's

defence of his assertions.

II. So obvious is his hostility to Chris

tianity throughout his History and Notes,

that a contemporary writer, who, like himself,

rejected the whole volume of the New Testa

ment as spurious, and who seems to have

imputed the failure of the Historian's enter

prise against Christianity to his open and

undisguised hostility, says, " I think the ge-

" neral complexion of that part of his History

" which relates to Christianity, in displaying

" the hand of an enemy, is justly censurable,

" and, with the impartial, must considerably



" lessen the intended effect. For to such it

" must immediately occur, ' this is the rela-

'' ' tion of an enemy.' " *

" But why defend Mr. Gibbon, an enemy ? "

" I do not defend him (says Mr. Porson), ex-

" cept by accident." The defence of Mr.

Gibbon was accidental. Mr. Porson defended

him, as he did other eminent persons, against

the censures of Mr. Travis. But though the

defence was accidental, his approbation is

expressed in terms most ample and unequi

vocal. " I see nothing wrong in his attack

" on Christianity. It proceeds, I have no

" doubt, from the purest and most virtuous

" motives." Mr. Porson admits that Mr.

Gibbon was an enemy to Christianity ; and a

spirit of enmity is not very consistent with

impartiality. The enmity which he has shown

to Christianity throughout his History and

JVotes, has been abundantly proved by his

various opponents ; j- but is expressed by no

one more pointedly than by his Defender.

After exculpating his attack on Christianity,

* Hamilton's Strictures. Vol. ii. pp. 194, 195.

t Chelsum, Davis, Whitaker, &c.



and ascribing it to the purest and most vir

tuous motives, he most unexpectedly imputes

to him motives consistent neither with purity

nor virtue,—malevolence, ribaldry, and blas

phemy. " He often (says Mr. Porson) makes,

" where he cannot readily find, an occasion

" to insult our religion, which he so cordially

" hates, that he might seem to revenge some

" personal injury. Such is his eagerness

" in the cause, that he stoops to the most

" despicable pun, and the most awkward

" perversion of language, for the purpose of

" turning Scripture into ribaldry, and calling

" Jesus an impostor."

Yet Mr. Porson says, that this malignant

enemy of Christianity expressed the general

opinion respecting the controverted Verse with

great exactness and impartiality. It was im

possible that such an enemy as the author of

the xvth, xvith, and xxxviith chapters of his

History should express himself impartially

on a subject so intrinsic to Christianity as

the testimony of the Three Heavenly Wit

nesses. The inexactness of his assertions,

critically considered, and the moral incapacity
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of such an enemy to Christianity to form an

impartial judgment of its Scriptures or doc

trines, must be evident to any one from a

comparison of his objections to the disputed

Verse with the general tenor of his reflections

on Christianity.

Mr. Gibbon saw nothing in the whole tex

ture of Christianitybut imposture, and nothing

in the conduct of its ancient advocates against

the Arians but fraud and forgery. His infidel

principles disqualified him for being an im

partial judge of any passage or doctrine which

contradicted and condemned his unbelief. It

is no wonder, therefore, that the controverted

Verse should be the subject of his special

reprobation. His readers are prepared for

his rejection of it by the charges which he

brings against the orthodox Theologians, in

their defence of their faith against their Arian

oppressors. " The orthodox Theologians (he

" says) were tempted, by the assurance of

" impunity, to compose fictions, which must

" be stigmatised by the epithets of fraud and

" forgery." The admission of so flagrant a

charge is instantly resisted by the recollection,

r



10

that it is the assertion of an enemy to Chris

tianity, and is one of those misrepresentations,

perversions, and falsifications of facts and

characters, which " betray, by their dark

" colouring and distorted features, the pencil

" of an enemy,"—an expression of his own,

very appositely applied by one, and confirmed

by all of his opponents,* who have examined

his statements respecting the progress and

establishment of Christianity, and the autho

rity of its Scriptures.

In whatever class of the enemies of Chris

tianity he should be placed.—Infidel, Arian,

Socinian, or Unitarian,—his enmity must,

according to his own judgment (with which

he concludes his invective against, what he

calls, the frauds and forgeries of the orthodox,

or Trinitarian, theologians), have been " in-

" curable" and immovable. " The stubborn

" mind of an infidel is guarded by secret, in-

" curable suspicion ; and the Arian and So-

" cinian, who has seriously rejected the doc

* Not excepting the most courteous of them, whose

Apology for Christianity marks, by its very title, the cha

racter of the work, to which it is an answer.

"
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" trine of the Trinity, will not be moved by

" the most plausible evidence of an Athana-

" sian miracle." *

This incurable stubbornness of unbelief,

and consequent resistance to all truth adverse

to his opinions, rendered him incapable of

forming an impartial judgment ofany passage

or doctrine of Scripture ; and (whatever might

be the natural power of his talents, and the

extent of his knowledge) deprives his opi

nions, respecting Christianity, of all weight,

authority, and confidence.

III. Of Mr. Gibbon's moral incapacity to

judge impartially of any passage of Scripture,

so intimately connected with the great doc

trines of Christianity as the Verse of St. John,

abundant proof is afforded by him in those

misrepresentations, mutilations, and perver

sions of his alleged authorities, which have

been collected from his History and Notes,

by his various opponents. But in none of

the numerous instances is this perversion so

glaringly culpable as in his falsification of

the authority of Gennadius, in note 113 to the

* Ch. 37, p. 295, vol. vi. ed. 8vo.
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37th chapter. " Gennadius (he says), Patri-

" arch of Constantinople,* was so much

" amazed by this extraordinary composition "

[the Athanasian Creed], " that he frankly

" pronounced it to be the work of a drunken

" man." Frankly and fairly, in the mouth of

an adversary, are often suspicious terms. In

this case, it was the introducer of a most

culpable falsehood. Instead of frankly pro

nouncing such a censure on the Creed, Gen

nadius, after quoting the words of the Creed,

Spiritus Sanctus a Patre et Filio, nec factus,

nec creatus, nec genitus, sed procedens, ex

presses his deep concern (subiit mihi vehe-

menter flere et deplorare eos) that any per

sons should so wilfully shut their eyes against

the light, as not only to contradict the truth,

but to despise and calumniate the venerable

men who teach it. Athanasium dicere non

verentur ebrium fuisse, et vino oppletum,

quando haec scripsit. Instead of adopting

their calumny, Gennadius says of Athanasius,

Vere plenus erat spiritualis poculi sapientiae

et gratise ex Spiritus Sancti fonte scaturientis,

* A. D. 1453.
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non ut hi miserabiles dicunt. At the thought of

this calumny, Gennadius exclaims, O patien-

tiam tuam, Christe Rex ! quomodo blasphe-

mantium ora non comburuntur ! Instead of

despising the Creed, the testimony of Atha-

nasius is quoted by Gennadius in confirma

tion of his own sentiments : Accedat igitur ve-

ritatis Prseco, et Confessor magnus, et Celebris

Athanasius, ut mecum eadem testificetur. Of

the ancient calumniators ofAthanasius, Gen

nadius emphatically and indignantly says :

Quamnam defensionem aut commiserationem

invenient, qui haec faciunt! Mr. Gibbon's

conduct was even more reprehensible than

theirs, for he imputes to Gennadius the very

calumny which the Patriarch condemned.

Mr. Porson said, in the first page of his Let

ters, which were published four years before

the Historian's death, that he was " bound

" in honour to retract and amend " the pas

sage which contained the misrepresentation

of Gennadius. But he was deaf to the ad

monition, and left the passage unaltered in

his History,—an indelible proof of his hos

tility to truth and orthodoxy.
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In a Note to the fifteenth Chapter of his

History, he perverts the authority of Celsus,

respecting Some believers (tivoq rwv Triaranvruv)

who altered the original copy of the Gospels ;

and insinuates, that the Christians generally

were " perpetually correcting their Gospels."

" It may be hoped (he says) that none, except

" the heretics, gave occasion to the complaint

" of Celsus (ap. Origen. L. ii. p. 77*), that the

" Christians were perpetually correcting their

" Gospels." This is insinuated in direct op

position to the testimony of Origen, whom he

quotes. For Origen says, in answer to the

complaint of Celsus, that " he knew of none,

" but [fieretics] the followers of Marcion, Va-

" lentinus, and, perhaps, of Lucanus, who

" altered the Gospel."

IV. Not content with such unauthorised

insinuations against the authenticity of the

Christian Scriptures, he expressly asserts of

the orthodox Theologians of the fifth century,

that " the Scriptures were profaned by their

" rash and sacrilegious hands ;" and exem

plifies his assertion by his general position

* Ed. Spencer.
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against the genuineness of the controverted

Verse : " The memorable text, which asserts

" the unity of the Three, who bear witness

" in heaven, is condemned by the universal

" silence of the orthodox Fathers, ancient ver-

" sions, and authentic manuscripts."* This

assertion Mr. Porson calls an " exact and

" impartial expression of the general opinion ;"

how truly I have before noticed, as far as

concerns " the general opinion."

1. In itself," the assertion of the universal

silence of the orthodox Fathers is contra

dicted by Mr. Gibbon himself, in the sentence

which immediately follows the assertion. " It

" (the Verse) was first alleged by the Catholic

" Bishops, whom Hunneric summoned to the

" conference at Carthage." This important

testimony of the " orthodox Fathers " was

borne in the year 484, in the presence of

their Arian opponents, and undisputed by

them. So far, indeed, is the assertion of

"universal silence" from being true, that

it is contradicted by the testimony of the

" orthodox Fathers " of the western Church,

* Ch. xxxvii. p. 291, vol. vi. ed. 8vo.
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in every century from the third to the fif

teenth. Of the testimonies of the western

Church, two are eminently important : Je

rome's, in the fourth century, who trans

lated both verses from Greek MSS., and

that of Fulgentius, in the sixth, who repeat

edly quotes the seventh verse, and whose

knowledge of the Greek text of the New Tes

tament is abundantly proved by his writings.

It may, indeed, have been quoted much of-

tener, in the Greek and Latin Fathers, than

has been commonly noticed. For, as Mr.

Porson observes (p. 243), the Fathers " often

" so mix their quotations with the web of

" their argument, that, without a Bible at

" hand, it is difficult to determine where the

" Scripture or the author speaks."

2. Mr. Gibbon's second assertion is, that

the Verse is condemned by the universal

silence of ancient versions. The Latin ver

sion, which contains it, is probably the most

ancient of all the versions of the New Testa

ment. Greek being the common language of

Syria, after the conquests of Alexander, ren

dered a version less necessary there than in
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Italy. Even Jerome's version, of the fourth

century, is more ancient than any Greek MS.

now extant, which omits the Verse.

3. His third assertion, that the Verse is

condemned by " the universal silence of au-

" thentic manuscripts," is contradicted by

the testimony of the Complutensian Editors,

and of Robert Stephens ; and by the evidence

of at least two authentic Greek MSS. now

extant,—the Montfort, at Dublin, and the

Codex Ottobonianus, in the Vatican. Mr.

Porson, indeed, in the spirit of Mr. Gibbon,

considered the Montfort MS. as a forgery,

" probably written about the year 1520, and

" interpolated in this place, for the pur-

" pose of deceiving Erasmus."* But Dr.

Adam Clarke, after careful examination of

the MS. at Dublin, pronounced it to be a

genuine MS., and probably of the thirteenth

century.t The Codex Ottobonianus in the

Vatican is another genuine MS., which con

tains the Verse, and which, by its peculiar

* Letters, p. 117.

f Succession of Sacred Literature. Vol. I. p. 72, 76.

Ed. 1830.

r
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readings, shows that the Complutensian Edi

tors had, at least, one Greek MS. for their text

of the Verse. Every one, therefore, of Mr.

Gibbon's general positions is contradicted by

existing evidence of orthodox Fathers, the

Latin Version, and authentic MSS.

If the Verse is authenticated by a single

" orthodox Father," who was known to have

been conversant with the original text of the

New Testament, or by a single " ancient

" version," or by one " authentic Greek MS.,"

it is not incumbent on the advocates of the

Verse to account for its absence in other

Fathers, Versions, or Manuscripts. Yet its

omission might have been occasioned by va

rious causes. In some MSS. it might have

been omitted through that very common ac

cident, which arises from the near occurrence

of the same or similar words. In some, it

might have been omitted by heretical tran

scribers, during the forty years of Arian

ascendancy, in the fourth century. In others,

it might have been withdrawn from the text

of copies intended for the public service of

the Church, through the Disciplina Arcani,

\
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which (if granted, as contended for by Ben-

gelius *), Mr. Porson f allowed to be, alone, a

sufficient answer to the argument a silentio.

V. But whatever truth or probability there

may be in the reasons here assigned for the

absence of the Verse from the most ancient

Greek MSS., or Oriental versions, or Greek

Fathers ; or certainty in the evidence of ex

isting, or credibly attested, manuscripts, Mr.

Gibbon's mind was guarded against convic

tion, by the " secret and incurable suspicion "

of " stubborn infidelity." Yet he had no he

sitation in admitting the most frivolous sur

mises to account for the imaginary " fraud

" and forgery" in the supposed interpolation

of the disputed Verse, though they are nega

tived by the silence of fifteen centuries, in

which its genuineness was never questioned

by the Arians, against whom it was frequently

alleged. He was too prejudiced to perceive,

that the silence of the non-quolers, which was

* And maintained by Dr. Nolan. (Supplement to ;ui

Inquiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate, Preface,

p. xi.)

t Letters, p. 285.

r
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far from being universal, was more than over

balanced by the silence of the non-objectors,

which was universal.

To his general observation on the Verse,

in the text of his History, is subjoined his

celebrated Note * on the " establishment " of

the Verse in the text of our printed copies,

" by the prudence of Erasmus, the honest

" bigotry of the Complutensian Editors, the

" typographical fraud or error of Robert

" Stephens, in the placing of a crotchet, and

" the deliberate falsehood or strange misap-

" prehension of Theodore Beza." It was

this Note which more especially drew from

Mr.Porson his commendation of Mr. Gibbon's

" exactness and impartiality," the particular

objections of which are equally erroneous

with the general positions in the text of his

History.

Of these several positions the imputed

" fraud or error " of R. Stephens occupied

the largest share of Mr. Porson's erudition

and sagacity (Letter IV. p. 54—100) ; yet in

no part of his celebrated Letters has he more

* Note 119, p. 292. Vol. vi. ed. 8vo.
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remarkably failed. The defence of Mr. Gib

bon's objection to R. Stephens's edition re

quired a proof that the text of the Heavenly

Witnesses was established in our Greek Tes

taments by the misplacing of a crotchet, that

is, by the text of his third edition, in 1550.

Mr. Gibbon has shown his usual ingenuity,

unfairness, and incorrectness, and his enmity

to the Christian faith, in resting the whole

authority of ourVerse on the error ofa crotchet.

The Verse was not established in our Greek

Testaments by the misplaced crotchet of

Stephens's third edition, in 1550, but by the

text of his first edition, in 1546, the reading

of which is repeated verbatim in the text of

1550. No one knew this better than Mr.

Porson ; but, instead of noticing it, he em

ploys the whole Letter in reflections, calcu

lated to impeach the integrity of R. Stephens

as an editor, and the veracity of his assertions

respecting the manuscript authority of his

text. His integrity and veracity have been

amply vindicated by Mr. Huyshe, in his

Examination of the first six pages of Mr.

Porson's Fourth Letter ; and in his commu
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nications to the British Magazine, for several

successive months in the present year ; and

by Mr. Greswell, in his View of the early

Parisian Greek Press, Vol. I. p. 322—330.

It was not the prudence, but the integrity of

Erasmus, which induced him to insert in his

third edition the Verse, which was omitted in

his first and second editions. In his dispute

with Ley, he said, that he would have inserted

the Verse in his first edition, if he had met

with a single Greek copy that contained it.

As soon, therefore, as he had the authority

of the Greek MS., which was found in Eng

land,* he restored it to the text (reposuimus)

in his third edition.

The insertion of the Verse in the Complu-

tensian Edition was not an act of bigotry, but

fidelity to the manuscript copy, or copies,

which the Editors possessed. That they had

* Repertus est apud Anglos codex unus, in quo habetur,

quod in vulgatis deest. (Erasmi Annot. ad loc. ed. 1522.)

Wetstein says, that Erasmus made use of this MS. turn

passim in Annotationibus, turn prsecipue in 1 Jo. v. 7.—

(See his List of Gr. MSS., No. 61.) Simon quotes Eras

mus's own testimony, that he saw the MS. from which he

printed the Verse. (Histoire Critique du Texte, p. 205.)

\
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ancient and valuable MSS., from which their

edition was printed, we have their most ex

plicit assurance, which we cannot disprove,

and have no right to deny.* The Codex

Ottobonianus (as before observed) affords, by

its peculiar readings, a valuable testimony to

the authenticity of the Complutensian text of

the disputed Verse.

And, lastly, if the textus receptus of our

Verse is that whichwas edited by R. Stephens,

in his first editions, and brought into popular

use by the Elzevirs,f its establishment in our

Greek Testaments was independent of any

" falsehood " or " misapprehension of Theo-

" dore Beza."

I have now examined all Mr. Gibbon's

general positions and particular objections

relative to the controverted Verse ; and I have

no hesitation in affirming, that he is mistaken

in all his assertions ; and that not one of them

* " No man, who knows the character of the early Edi-

" tors, can doubt the credit of those manuscripts they

" printed from." (Dr. Delarvys Letter to Dr. Bentley,

quoted by the Bishop of Gloucester, in his Life of Dr.

Bentley, p. 559, note.)

f See Griesbach Prefat. ad Nov. Test.
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has been verified by his Defender, in his

very learned, most acute, " prudently " eva

sive, and mischievously witty Letters to Arch

deacon Travis.

Mr. Gibbon's erroneous views of the sub

ject may be easily accounted for from his

enmity to Christianity, which he " so cor-

" d'rlly hated," that, in the eager pursuit of

b' object, " he might seem to revenge some

" personal injury." But how may we account

for Mr. Porson's unqualified approbation of

Mr. Gibbon's general attack on Christianity,

and for his adoption and defence of the His

torian's charges of " Catholic frauds and for-

" geries ?" Possibly from some other power

ful and personal bias, which may, perhaps,

be elicited from an analysis of his Letters to

Archdeacon Travis, and the Preface to the

Letters.

If, then, Mr. Gibbon is mistaken (as I

think I have shown) in all his negative as

sumptions, as to the universal silence of the

orthodox Fathers, ancient Versions, and au

thentic MSS., and in all his particular objec

tions to the origin of the disputed Verse in
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our printed copies ; we have a right, I pre

sume, to conclude, from the evidence of exist

ing records, and the evidences of the Greek

text in the fourth, the seventh, and the ninth

centuries, that the controverted Verse is a

genuine portion of Scripture.

Note to p. 11—13.

Excerptum ex Gennadii Expositione pro

Concilio Florentino* (Cap. i. p. 566, Biblioth.

Max. Patr. Vol. 26, ed. Lugd. 1667.)

Accedat igitur veritatis Praeco, et Confessor

magnus, et Celebris Athanasius, ut menum

eadem testificetur. Hic enim in confessione

suae fidei, cujus principium, " Quicunque vult

" salvus esse, ante omnia opus est, ut teneat

" Catholicam fidem," sic inquit, Spiritus Sanc-

* Georgius Scholarius, sive Gennadius, was present at the

Council of Florence, A.D. 1438. He was the author of four

Orations De Pace inter Graces et Latinos ineunda, $■<:.

E
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tus a Patre et Filio, non /actus, nee creatus, nee

genitus, sed procedens. Cum in hunc locum

pervenerim, subiit mihi vehementer flere, et

in vocem prorumpere cum lacrymis et ejulatu,

et eos deplorare, qui sponte sua adversus

lucem oculos occludunt et veritati repugnant ;

nee solum veritati contradicunt, verum etiam

sanctos Ecclesiae doctores aspernantur ; ne-

que aspernantur solum, sed etiam injuria affi-

ciunt. Quamnam defensionem, vel commise-

rationem invenient, qui haec faciunt ? O tuam

patientiam, Christe Rex ! quomodo blasphe-

mantium ora non comburuntur ! Athanasium

dicere non verentur ebrium fuisse, et vino

oppletum, quando haec scripsit. Vere plenus

erat spiritualis poculi sapientiae et gratiae ex

Spiritus Sancti fonte scaturientis, non ut hi

miserabiles dicunt. Propitius sit illis Domi-

nus ac nobis. Tollatur ab eis haec impu-

dentia ; nobisque contingat sub Athanasii

pedibus consistere.
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ADVERTISEMENT.

1 he history of the Old Testament exhibits

the Jewish Nation under the immediate go

vernment of God. In the New Testament

the same government is continued in the

presence and ministry of his Incarnate Son ;

and under the visible and invisible ministra

tion of his Holy Spirit. The Doctrine of the

Trinity, manifested in the Divine government

of the Church, has been demonstrated by

some learned men from the books of the Old

Testament alone.* The purpose of the fol-

* Disserlatio de Mysterio SS. Trinitatis ex solis V. T.

libris a demonstrate a Joanni Meyero, Horderovici, 1712,

The doctrine is illustrated by this writer from the Rabbinical

writings, especially of the Cabbalists, as it has been also

by Dr. Allen and Mr. Oxlee. The reader may also see the

Doctrine illustrated in an interesting little volume, by " A

Member of the Church of England," published by Riving-

ton, in 1833 : one of the many proofs of the various female

talents of the present day.

r
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lowing pages is to show, that it is the pre

vailing Doctrine of the New Testament.

Dissent from the doctrine, as generally pro

fessed by the Christian world, having been

promoted in the last century by Dr. Clarke's

work, entitled The Scripture Doctrine of the

Trinity, it may be useful to some readers

to show the failure of his Final Conclusions

from the two main points of his work, and

of his Objections to the controverted Verse

of St. John, which are the subjects of the

Postscript and of the Appendix to the fol

lowing Letter.

T. S.

Salisbury, ArBiL 30, 1931.
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EPISTOLARY PREFACE.

TO

MRS. JOANNA BAILLIE.

Madam,

Your kind acceptance of a former Letter,

which I had the pleasure of addressing to

you, has induced me to renew the subject

of it in the pages which I now present to

you, in which I have endeavoured to bring

it within the view and apprehension of readers

previously uninstructed in the doctrine of the

Trinity. Believing, as I do, that that doc

trine is clearly revealed in the Scriptures,

especially of the New Testament, and that,

as such, the belief of it is necessary to my

own salvation, I cannot but wish to render the

record of it as intelligible, as demonstrable, as

certain in the apprehension of others, as it

f
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is to my own mind. You will not, there

fore, I am sure, think my time ill-employed

in this renewed discussion of the doctrine

itself, or of the passage of St. John, with

which it is intimately connected.

I continue the investigation of that passage,

as of any other subject of great interest,

because it is a subject of great interest,—

because I believe it to be a genuine passage

of Scripture, and the charges of fraud and

forgery, applied to it, to be most unjust, and

wholly unfounded,—and because, as in all

subjects of much research, perseverance often

leads to the development of lights, which

escape the observation of hasty or brief in

quiry. I continue it, because every time that

I return to the consideration of the passage,

adds to my conviction of its authenticity by

some new view of its external or internal

evidence.

The late discoveries of Dr. Scholze and

Dr. Wiseman afford strong grounds of con-
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fidence in the first editors of the Greek text

of the New Testament, and in the fact, that

the Verse was extant in the MSS. from which

the Greek Testament was edited ;— a con

fidence confirmed by the internal evidence of

the passages, and by the inextricable diffi

culties and mysticisms attending the con

struction and interpretation of the eighth

verse in the absence of the seventh, which

must always be felt, and is sometimes ac

knowledged.*

I have always thought that the writings of

Dr. Clarke have had more than their due

influence in promoting opinions differing

from the generally-received doctrine of the

Christian Church, which is the subject of the

following Letter. I have, therefore, in the

Postscript to it, and in the Appendix, taken

some pains to show the failure of his final

conclusions from the premises of the two main

* " I am far from satisfied" (says a learned opponent of the

seventh Verse) " that I have given the right interpretation of this

difficult passage," the eighth Verse. (Dr. Shuttleworth ad loc.J
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parts of his Work on the Scripture Doctrine

of the Trinity, as well as of his objection to

the controverted Verse of St. John.

Dr. Clarke's objections to this Verse, though

confined to very narrow limits, comprehend

the main substance of the opposition which

has been made to it in relation to MSS., to

the Fathers, and ancient Versions. I have,

therefore, in the Appendix, adopted Dr.

Clarke's Note, and Mr. Gibbon's in another

Tract, as compendiums of the controversy,

for the convenience of readers not initiated in

the Inquiry. An answer to Dr. Clarke, or to

Mr. Gibbon, is, in truth, an answer to Michaelis

and to Griesbach, and therefore to Mr. Por-

son's Letters, when divested of their wit and

ridicule, and other extraneous and distracting

ornaments.

I am, Madam,

With very sincere respect,

Your faithful Servant,

T. SARUM.

-



MRS. JOANNA BAILLIE.

Madam,

1 he value of every religious doctrine de

pends on its accordance with the revealed

Word of God; and for the belief of such

doctrine, a Christian's only concern is to de

termine, as far as he can by himself, or by

the aid of others, whether it be a part of the

written Word of God, or not: a principle

which is acknowledged by your own candid

appeal to the authority of the Scriptures.

The Scriptures, therefore, are the standard,

to which alone, in every religious question,

an appeal can properly and ultimately be

made. For " all Scripture is given by inspi-

" ration of God, and is profitable for doctrine,

" for reproof, for correction, for instruction in

" righteousness" (2 Tim. iii. 16). And there

in
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fore the Church of England holds, " that

" whatever is not read in Scripture, nor may

" be proved thereby, is not to be required

" of any man that it should be believed as

" an article of faith, or be thought requisite

" or necessary to salvation " (Article vi). It

teaches, that the doctrine of the Three Creeds

(and, therefore, the doctrine of the Trinity,

which is professed in one of them) " ought

" thoroughly to be received and believed, be-

" cause it may be proved by most certain

" warrants of Scripture" (Art. viii.) And it

may not unreasonably be supposed, that any

doctrine which the Christian world has ge

nerally professed, and believed to be true, is

read in Scripture, and may be proved thereby.

Yet, in all ages of Christianity, there have

been dissentients from the general doctrine

of the Church, even in points most intimately

connected with the first principles of the

Christian Faith.

In our present time, while some maintain

that the doctrine of the Trinity is the leading

and pervading doctrine of the NewTestament,

others have thought, that a man of plain un
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derstanding, previously uninstructed, may

read through the whole of the New Testa

ment without being aware of the doctrine.

In this late period of Christianity, and in the

present advanced state of general knowledge,

it may be difficult to find any one so wholly

uninstructed in Christian doctrine as the hy

pothesis requires, and at the same time com

petent to form an adequate opinion of what

he reads. But admitting that there may still

be found persons who " have not so much as

" heard whether there be any Holy Ghost "

(Acts xix. 2), it may not be without its use

or interest, even to professed believers, to

trace the evidences of the great doctrine in

question, progressively through the several

books of the New Testament, as they lie in

the way of a reader, who, for the first time,

enters on the study of the Sacred Volume.

The first event recorded in the New Tes

tament is the birth of the Son of God, which

our Inquirer finds in the first chapter of the

first Gospel. In the narrative of this event,

compared with the same event in St. Luke's

Gospel, he finds recorded Three Divine
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Persons, distinguished by the names of the

Holy Ghost, the Highest, and the Son

of the Highest, or, as he is also called, the

Son of God : " Joseph, thou son of David,

" fear not to take unto thee Mary thy wife, for

" that which is conceived in her is of the Holy

" Ghost" (Matt. i. 20). Of this miraculous in

fluence Mary had been forewarned : " The

" Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and

" the power of the Highest shall overshadow

" thee; therefore that holy child* that shall

" be born of thee, shall be called the Son of

" God " (Luke i. 35) ; " the Son of the

" Highest" (i. 32). " Now all this was done,

" that it might be fulfilled which was spoken

" of the Lord by the Prophet, Behold, a vir-

" gin shall conceive, and bring forth a son,

" and they shall call his name Emmanuel;

" that is, being interpreted, God with us "

(Matt. i. 21, 22).

In this narrative of the birth of Christ, the

plainest understanding must readily perceive

that the Holy Ghost, the Highest, and the

Son of the Highest, are Persons—distinct

Persons—not one, but Three Persons, and (the

* Common Version, " holy thing."
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Son being Emmanuel, or God with us) Three

Divine Persons ; and, therefore, our humble

Inquirer, in this first lesson of the Christian

faith,—the birth of Christ,— will have made

some advance in the doctrine of the Trinity.

The next event which occurs in the Gospel

history (the annunciation of the birth of

Christ to the Shepherds), will add not a little

to our Inquirer's perceptions of the doctrine.

For though it relates only to one of the Three

Divine Persons, yet the supreme Deity of

that One, if made evident from Scripture,

constitutes an essential proof of the doctrine.

The birth of Christ was thus announced to

the Shepherds : " Unto you is born this day,

" in the city of David, a Saviour, which is

" Christ the Lord " (Luke ii. 11). The last

words of these heavenly tidings describe the

name by which Joseph was directed to call

the Son of Mary : " Thou shalt call his name

" Jesus ; for he shall save his people from

" their sins" (Matt. i. 21). Our unlearned

reader must now be informed, that the word

Jesus, in Hebrew, means Lord and Saviour :

the word Jah, which forms part of its com
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position, being synonymous with Jehovah,

or Lord. Christ is therefore called, in various

passages of the New Testament, our Lord

and Saviour. Elizabeth, the mother of the

Baptist, called Christ, before his birth, her

Lord: " Whence is this, that the mother of

" my Lord should come to me?" (Luke i.43).

In this high sense of the word, Thomas ad

dressed himself to Christ after his resurrec

tion, " My Lord and my God " (John xx. 28),

on his conviction that he saw before him his

Lord and Saviour. In the same high sense

he was announced to the world by his pre

cursor, the Baptist : " I am the voice of one

" crying in the wilderness, make straight

" the way of the Lord, as saith the Prophet

" Esaias" (John i. 23). The prophecy which

the Baptist applies to himself, as related by

St. John, the other Evangelists unanimously

apply to him : " This is he that was spoken

" of by the Prophet Esaias, saying, The voice

" of one crying in the wilderness, prepare ye

" the way of the Lord, make his paths

" straight" (Matt.iii. 3, Mark i.2, Luke hi. 4).

In how high a sense Isaiah understood this
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designation of the Messiah may be seen by

the title which he gives him of " Immanuel "

(ch. vii. 14), and " the mighty God " (ix. 6).

In the commencement of St. Matthew's

Gospel our Inquirer has seen the Evangelist's

interpretation of the title of Emmanuel, as

God with us. In the conclusion of the

same Gospel he finds the title verified in

Christ's omnipresence, declared in the promise

to his disciples, " Lo, I am with you always,

" even unto the end of the world " (xxviii. 21),

as well as in his former promise, that " what-

" ever they should ask in prayer, believing,

" they should receive " (xxi. 22) ; or, as it is

expressed in another Gospel, " Whatsoever

" ye shall ask in my name, that will I do "

(John xiv. 13, 14) : a promise which God only

could perform. The infinite attribute of

omnipresence and inspiration are equally

ascribed to the Holy Spirit and to the Son of

God (Matt. x. 19, 20 ; Mark xi. 11 ; Luke xii.

12, and xxi. 15).

The narrative of the Baptism of Christ will

present to our humble Inquirer another evi

dence of the distinct existence and personality
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of the Three Divine Persons,—the Father,

the Son, and the Holy Ghost : " And Jesus,

" when he was baptized, went up straightway

" out of the water ; and lo, the heavens were

" opened unto him, and he [the Baptist] saw

" the Spirit of God descending, like a dove,

" and lighting upon him ; and lo, a voice from

" heaven, saying, This is my beloved Son, in

" whom I am well pleased" (Matt. iii. 16).

" And John [the Baptist] bare record, saying,

" I saw the Spirit descending from heaven,

" like a dove, and it abode upon him " (John

i. 32).

Again, in the conclusion of the first Gospel,

when our Inquirer reads Christ's injunction

to his disciples to " baptize all nations in the

" name of the Father, and of the Son, and of

" the Holy Ghost," he cannot hesitate to ac

knowledge here the same Three Divine Per

sons, as before in the narratives of the birth

and baptism of Christ. He may observe,

also, an intimation of their unity in the direc

tion which is given to baptize in the name,

not names, of the Father, and of the Son,

and of the Holy Ghost.



41

In proportion as he discerns in the Three

Divine Persons the same infinite attributes of

omnipresence and inspiration, he will be dis

posed to believe, that they all equally partake

of the same Divine and infinite nature.

From these first lessons of the Christian

faith, contained in the first three books of

the New Testament, a reader of the humblest

understanding may become so far acquainted

with the evidences of the Divinity of Christ,

—the distinct Personality of the Father, the

Son, and the Holy Spirit,—and their infinite

attributes of omnipresence and inspiration,

as to have acquired some apprehension of

their equality and unity in one Divine nature.

The fourth Gospel will supply a further and

fuller illustration of the same doctrine.

'
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EVIDENCES FROM THE GOSPEL OF ST. JOHN.

II. If the Son of God were not equally

God with the Father, he could not be one

with Him in the same Divine nature ; nor

could the Father, the Son, and the Holy

Spirit be Three Persons in one God. But we

know from Scripture, that the Son of God is

truly God—was from eternity with the Father,

—and united with him by the same infinite

attributes.

The fourth Gospel commences with two

important evidences of the eternal Deity of

Christ,—his pre-existence before the creation

of the world, and a declaration that he was

not only with God " in the beginning," but

was God. We are here informed, that " ail

" things were made by him, and without him

" was not any thing made, that was made."

He was, therefore, himself not made nor

created ; and being uncreated must have ex

isted from eternity ;—" that everlasting life

" which was with the Father," as the same

Evangelist expresses himself at the beginning

of his First General Epistle ;—" the true
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" God and eternal life," as he writes in the

conclusion of the same Epistle.

Our unlearned reader must here be in

formed, that the Word here mentioned by

St. John was not an attribute, but a Person,

—that Divine Person, who, in the creation of

the world, said, " Let there be light, and

" there was light ;" and said, " Let there be

" a firmament in the midst of the water," as

recorded by Moses in the first chapter of

Genesis. The Son of God, in his pre-

existent state, created the world by the same

power as, in his incarnation, he healed dis

eases : " Speak the word only, and my ser-

" vant shall be healed" (Matt. viii. 8).

Our humble Inquirer should also be here

reminded, that Christ's pre-existence, before

his incarnation, is frequently alluded to in

the Gospels. Thus, by the Baptist : " This

" was he of whom I spoke ; he that cometh

" after me is preferred before me ; for he was

before me " (John i. 15). And by Christ him

self: f« What, and if ye shall see the Son of

"Man ascend up where he was before?'"

(John vi. 62). Again : " And no man hath
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" ascended up to heaven, but he that came

" down from heaven, even the Son of Man,

" who was* in heaven " (John iii. 13). " No

" man hath seen God at any time ; the only-

" begotten Son, which was\ in the bosom of

" his Father, he hath declared him " (John

i. 18); And thus : " Before Abraham was,

" I am " (John viii* 58). And again, in that

most interesting passage, which, in its sub

lime sense, comprehends all the preceding :

" O, Father, glorify thou me with thine own

" self, with the glory which I had with thee

" before the world was " (John xvii. 7») In

his discourses with the Jews, he spoke of

himself and his Father in such terms as> in

their opinion, to " make him God," and

" equal with God." The Jews answered him,

saying, " For a good work we stone thee

" not, but for blasphemy ; and because thou

" being a man makest thyself God '* (John x.

33). These living witnesses of Christ's de

claration of himself were competent judges

* So it should be translated. In the common Version it

is " who is in heaven." The original is » at, which has a

past sense as well as present, s^u having no past participle.

+ In the common Translation, " who is»"

-.
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of his words ; and their sense of them is per

fectly consistent with the testimony of St.

John to declarations made in the presence of

his disciples. On an occasion before the one

last quoted, " the Jews sought the more to

" kill him, because he not only had broken

" the sabbath, but said also that God was

" his own Father,* making himself equal with

" God" (John v. 18).

When, therefore, the Jews charged him

with blasphemy, and making himself God,

because he said, " I and my Father are one "

(x. 30), they must have understood him to

mean, of one and the same Divine nature and

power. And though their malice or prejudice

might have led them to misconceive his words,

yet their sense of their agreeing perfectly

with what he said of himself on another oc

casion (xvii. 7, &c.) with the Evangelist's

report of a preceding part of the same dis

course, where he says of his believing dis

ciples, " I give unto them eternal life, and

" they shall never perish ; neither shall any

" man pluck them out of my hand" (x. 28).

In the unity of the Son of God with the

* So the original : *«Tif<* i&o»:
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Father we have a clear Scripture-proof of the

unity of the Three Divine Persons. For as

the Son is one with the Father, and the Holy

Spirit is the Spirit both of the Father and

the Sen, all Three must be one, necessarily,

in nature and in power.

Of their distinct Personality, the fourth

Gospel contains some peculiar and interesting

proofs. For in this Gospel alone is recorded

Christ's promise of the Comforter, and in this

Gospel alone occurs the threefold testimony

of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost

to the Divinity of Christ ; and the three

fold evidences of Christ's death on the Cross :

" When the Comforter is come, whom I

" will send unto you from the Father, even

" the Spirit of Truth, which proceedeth

" from the Father, he shall testify of me "

(John xv. 26). " It is written in your law,

" that the testimony of two men is true.

" I am one that bear witness of myself, and

" the Father that sent me, beareth witness of

" me" (John viii. 17, 18). To this threefold

testimony of the heavenly witnesses, St John

refers in his First General Epistle, v. 7 :
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" There are three that bear record in heaven,

" the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost ;

" and these three are one."

The three evidences of Christ's death on

the Cross, are, his expiration,* and the blood

and water which issued from his side. " And

" he bowed his head, and gave up the ghost "

(John xix. 30) ; that is, " yielded up " his

spirit, according to our Saviour's own words :

" Father, into thy hands I commend my

" spirit " (Luke xxiii. 46.) " And one of the

" soldiers with a spear pierced his side, and

" forthwith came thereout blood and water.

" And he that saw it bare record, and his re-

" cord is true ; and he knoweth that he saith

" true, that ye might believe" (John xix. 34,

35). The evidences of Christ's death, and

therefore of his human nature, St. John has

so emphatically confirmed by the assurance

of his own personal knowledge of what he

saw, as to leave no doubt that he had in view

the heresy that denied that the Son of God

was come in the flesh ; the heresy which he

* IlagEoWs to KHVpas (John xix. 30) ; a/pnut to irnvpa, (Matt.

xxvii. 50) ; tt.iirnvtn, expired (Mark xv. 37, Luke xxiii. 46) ;

IlaTig, u; x"Zai> cov "r«{»9ito,oji*aj to trnvfim pov (Luke xxiii. 46).
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has twice reprobated in his Epistles as the

work of " deceivers and antichrists " (1 Ep.

iv. 2, and 2 Ep. ver. 7). The Gospel and the

Epistle, by their numerous correspondences in

doctrine and diction, mutually prove that they

were written by the same person. And of the

many coincidences and references which con

tain the evidence of such identity, none are

more decisive than the coincidence of the dic

tion and doctrine of the threefold testimony

in both verses with the Gospel of St. John.

Of the external and internal evidences of the

disputed Verse of St. John (as far as they

can be brought within the view of an un

learned reader), more will be said in a sub

sequent part of these pages.
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ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

III. In the preceding books of the New

Testament we have seen proofs of the distinct

existence and personality of the Holy Spirit

in the narratives of the Birth and Baptism of

Christ ; and of his infinite attributes of omni

presence, inspiration, and omniscience, as

promised by Christ to his disciples. Through

out the remaining books of the New Testa

ment, our humble Inquirer will have to peruse

the record of the Holy Spirit's abiding pre

sence in the immediate and (if I may so ex

press myself) the personal direction and go

vernment of the Church after our Saviour's

ascension to heaven. Of this our Christian

Theocracy, the first instance is given by St.

Luke, in stating that " Christ was taken up,

" after that he, through the Holy Ghost, had

" given commandments to the Apostles,whom

" he had chosen " (Acts i. 2).

The next event of the Divine government

of the Church, which occurs in the Acts of

the Apostles, is the effusion of the Holy Spirit

on that great day, for ever to be remembered

H
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by the Church, which gave to a few fisher

men and " peasants of Judaea," the means of

" changing the religion of the world," by

communicating the glad tidings of salvation

to " every nation under heaven " (Acts ii. 5),

in their own language : " When the day of

" Pentecost was fully come, they [the Apos-

" ties] were all with one accord in one place ;

" and suddenly there came a sound from

" heaven, as of a rushing mighty wind, and it

" filled the house where theywere sitting. And

" there appeared unto them cloven tongues,

" like as of fire, and it sat upon each of

" them : and they were all filled with the

" Holy Ghost, and began to speak with other

" tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance :"

—other than their native tongue of Galilea ;

foreign, but not unknown tongues ;—for they

were known to the multitude of " devout men"

who were dwelling at Jerusalem at that season

from " every nation under'heaven," who were

" confounded, because that every man heard

" them speak in his own language. And they

" were all amazed, and marvelled, saying one

'' to another, Behold, are not all these which
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" speak Galileans ? And how hear we every

" man in our own tongue wherein we were

" born ? Parthians, and Medes, and Elamites,

" and the dwellers in Mesopotamia, and in

" Judea,* and Cappadocia, in Pontus, and

" Asia, Phrygia, and Pamphylia, in Egypt,

" and in the parts of Libya about Cyrene, and

" strangers of Rome, Jews and proselytes "

(ii. 6—11).

In the concourse of strangers, " out of every

" nation under heaven," who were brought to

Jerusalem by their annual national festival, we

seethe wonderful providenceofGod in prepar

ing the world for the universal propagation of

the Gospel. The commercial spirit of the Jews

had induced them, like the Phoenicians, from

the remotest times, to settle in every part of

the world, where their industry could find

employment and profit from the natural and

artificial productions of the country. So

conterminous, indeed, were the countries of

Phoenicia and Judaea, according to Strabo

(L. vi. p. 1063, ed. Falconer), and so con

genial their commercial pursuits, that where

* Some MSS. read Idumea.
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ever the adventurous spirit of one of the two

nations may be traced, it would, in all pro

bability, be equally known to the other, from

the gold mines of Ophir or India, to the

Cassiterides of Britain. I dwell with plea

sure on the probable consequences of this

great annual festival, as a means of conveying

to the remotest regions of the earth, in which

the Jews were dispersed, the intelligence of

the miraculous event of which these strangers,

from every country under heaven, were the

astonished witnesses ; because it appears to

remove all the difficulty which is sometimes

attached to the tradition, that the Gospel was

preached in India by St. Thomas. The tra

dition is entitled to a high degree of pro

bability, when it is considered as recorded

by Origen in the third century, and by

Eusebius in the fourth, and confirmed by the

existence of a Christian Church on the coast

of Malabar for many centuries before the ar

rival of the Portuguese in that country. It

adds not a little to the probability of the

tradition, when it is recollected, that the first

Epistle of St. John is, in some copies, ad
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dressed to the Parthian Christians, from whose

country were some of the devout men who

attended the memorable festival ; and the

first Epistle of St. Peter is addressed to " the

" strangers dispersed throughout Pontus,

" Cappadocia, and Asia," three of the coun

tries whose inhabitants were present at the

same time ; and that St. James's Epistle is

addressed generally to " the twelve tribes

" that were scattered abroad " in all nations.

It may be remembered, too, that in the time

of the Apostles, Persia was called Parthia ;

and that Persia was the western boundary of

India. The Parthian Jews, therefore, could

be no strangers to India.

It is remarkable, too, that at this festival

" three thousand souls " were converted by

the preaching of St. Peter,—and who were

so likely to be of that number as the devout

strangers who had heard " the wonderful

" works of God " miraculously delivered to

them in their own tongues, through the power

of the Holy Spirit 1 And these men, returning

to their several countries, must have happily

prepared the way of the Lord for the preach
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ing of the Gospel among them by the

Apostles.

An instance occurs soon after, in the Acts

of the Apostles, of such providential oppor

tunities of extending the knowledge of the

Gospel to remote countries, in the conversion

of an Ethiopian, a man of great authority

under Candace, Queen of Ethiopia. He " had

" come to Jerusalem for to worship, and was

" returning, sitting in his chariot, and reading

" Esaias the Prophet. Then the Spirit said

" unto Philip, Go and join thyself to this cha-

" riot; and Philip ran thither to him, and heard

•' him read the Prophet Esaias." " Then

" Philip opened his mouth, and began at the

" same Scripture, and preached unto him

" Jesus. And as they went on their way,

" they came unto a certain water ; and the

" Eunuch said, See, here is water ; what doth

" hinder me to be baptised ? And Philip

" said, If thou believest with all thine heart,

" thou mayest. And he answered, and said,

" I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of

" God. And he commanded the chariot to

" stand still ; and they went down both into
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" the water, both Philip and the Eunuch ; and

" he baptized him. And when they were

" come up out of the water, the Spirit of the

" Lord caught away Philip, that the Eunuch

" saw him no more : and he went on his way

" rejoicing. But Philip was found at Azo-

" tus " (Acts viii. 27—40).

Let those who doubt the fact of St. Thomas's

preaching the Gospel in India, follow back

the strangers from every countryunder heaven

to their homes in Parthia, Media, Egypt,

Rome, &c. (many of them, probably, like

the Ethiopian, carrying with them the glad

tidings of the Gospel), and then doubt, if

they can, whether the Apostles, under the im

mediate guidance and protection ofGod,would

or could have gone to Ethiopia, or Parthia, or

India, or other " utmost bounds of the earth,"

in Asia, Africa, or Europe, as they were com

manded by Christ to do, and as Clemens

Romanus, Eusebius, Jerome, and Theodoret

inform us they did do.

When Cornelius had been directed in a

vision, for his conversion to the faith of

Christ, to send for St. Peter, the Holy Spirit

said to the Apostle, " Behold, three men seek
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" thee ; arise, therefore, and get thee down,

" and go with them, doubting nothing; for I

" have sent them (Acts x. 19, 20).

Soon afterwards, the Holy Spirit was gra

ciously pleased to interpose for the further

ance of the Gospel, by the special appoint

ment of Barnabas and Saul to the work of

the Ministry : " As they ministered unto the

" Lord, and fasted, the Holy Spirit said, Se-

" parate me Barnabas and Saul for the work

4' whereunto I have called them " (Acts xiii.

2.)

Again : " When they had gone throughout

" Phrygia, and the region of Galatia, and

" and were forbidden of the Holy Ghost to

" preach the word in Asia ; after they were

" come to Mysia, they essayed to go into

" Bithynia ; but the Spirit suffered them

" not " (Acts xvi. 6, 7).

St. Paul, in his farewell address to the

Elders of Ephesus, reminds them of the

charge which they had received from the

Holy Ghost : " Take heed, therefore, unto

" yourselves and to the flock, over the which

" the Holy Ghost hath made you overseers,
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" to feed the Church of God, which he hath

" purchased with his own hlood " (Acts xx.

28). But though the Church was under the

immediate government of the Holy Spirit,

yet was that government united with the ever-

present grace and protection of the Son of

God ; as was experienced by St. Paul from

the time of his conversion, to that of his trial

before Caesar, when " the Lord stood with him,

" and strengthened him, and delivered him

" out of the mouth of the lion " (2 Tim. iv. 17).

The supreme Deity of the Holy Spirit (an

essential part of the doctrine of the Trinity)

is manifested by the distribution of his spi

ritual gifts, " severally as he will," even if

he were not expressly called God, as he is

(Acts v. 3, 4).
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THE EPISTLES OF ST. PAUL.

IV. In the Epistles of St. Paul, our In

quirer will find evidence of the supreme Deity

of the Son of God, and of the Holy Spirit,

and of their equality with the Father, and,

consequently, of their unity with Him in the

same Divine nature. In the first chapter of

his Epistle to the Romans, he writes thus :

" Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, called to

" be an Apostle, separated to the Gospel of

" God (which he had promised afore by the

" prophets of the Holy Scriptures), concern-

" ing his Son, Jesus Christ our Lord, which

" was made of the seed of David, according

" to the flesh, and declared to be the Son of

" God with power, according to the spirit of

" holiness, by the resurrection from the dead "

(Rom.i. 1—4). In this passage, our Inquirer

will observe the contrast between Christ'sbeinor

" made of the seed of David according to the

"flesh," and his being " declared to be the

" Son of God, by his resurrection from the

" dead." He was proved to be the Son of

God, by his resurrection from the dead, being



" loosened from the pains of death, because

" [through his Divine nature] it was not pos-

" sible that he should be holden of it " (Acts

ii. 24). The Divine and human natures of

Christ are contrasted here, as in St. John's

Gospel : He who " was God, was madeflesh"

(John i. 14), and became man by his birth of

the Virgin Mary. The same contrast be

tween the two natures, our Inquirer will find

expressed by St. Paul in 1 Tim. iii. 16: " God

" was manifested in theflesh ,•" and in Romans

ix. 8 : " Whose are the fathers, and of whom,

" as concerning theflesh, Christ came, who is*

" over all, God blessed for ever." And so in

Philippians ii. 6, 7 : " Who, being in the

" form of God,"—was " made in the likeness

" of man." In his Epistle to the Colossians

(i. 15, 16, 17), the Apostle has fully expressed

the Divine nature of Christ in his pre-existent

state, by the attributes of creation, omnipre

sence, and providence : " Who is the image

* 'o ut, " who is," according to the Common Version.

But I am inclined to think, that the expression relates to

the pre-existence of Christ before his incarnation, and should

be translated, who was. See before, p. 44, Note, and com

pare John viii. 58, and Col. i. 17.



" of the invisible God, the first-born of every

" creature [born before all creation] ; for by

" Him were all things created that are in

" heaven, and that are in earth, visible and

" invisible ; whether they be thrones, or do-

" minions, or principalities, or powers, all

" things were created by him and for him :

" And he is before all things, and by him all

" things consist." In the second chapter of

the same Epistle (ver. 9), the Apostle has

expressed the union of both natures in Christ:

" For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the

" Godhead bodily." To the declaration of

the Divine attributes of Christ, may be added

the celebrated one in the Epistle to Titus (ii.

13): " Looking for that blessed hope, and

" the glorious appearing of the great God and

" our Saviour Jesus Christ;" that is, our great

God and Saviour, Jesus Christ : for so it

ought to be translated, for certain grammati

cal reasons, of which our humble Inquirer

can be no judge, and on the authority of the

most learned of the ancient Fathers of the

Church, which he may reasonably respect

and trust.

"■
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To return now to the passage with which

St. Paul commences his Epistle to the Ro

mans, " declared to be the Son of God—by

" the [his] resurrection from the dead." The

Deity of the Son of God was proved by his

resurrection from the dead ; for not only was

he " loosened from the pains of death, be-

" cause it was not possible that he should be

" holden of it ;" for " in him was life " (John

i. 4) : " As the Father hath life in himself,

" so hath he given to the Son to have life in

" himself" (John v. 26): who has " power

" to lay down his life, and power to take it

"up" (John x. 18): who said, " I am the

" resurrection and the life " (John xi. 25) :

and was " that eternal life, which was with

" the Father before the creation of the world,

" and from eternity."

He was proved to be the Son of God by

his resurrection from the dead, because by

it he fulfilled his own prediction of his death

and resurrection (John ii. 1 9, 20 ; xiv. 28, 29),

which his disciples remembering, they be

lieved the Scriptures, and " the words which

" Jesus had said." They believed the Scrip
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tures ; that is, the Prophecies of the Old Tes

tament, which not only foretold his resurrec

tion (Psalm xvi. 10, applied to Christ by St.

Peter), but declared him to be the Messiah,

—the Lord,—the Lord our Righteousness,—

Emmanuel, or God with us,—and the Mighty

God.

Though, in the perusal of the Acts of the

Apostles, our Inquirer has seen frequent in

stances of the Holy Spirit's personal inter

position and presence in the government of

the Church, yet so important is the doctrine

to the faith and comfort of every Christian,

as well as essential to the doctrine of the

Trinity, that, for our Inquirer's sake, I here

add some passages from St. Paul's Epistles,

interesting either as relating singly to the

Holy Spirit, or relatively to the Three Divine

Persons of the Deity : " The Spirit helpeth

" our infirmities ; for we know not what we

" should pray for, but the Spirit Himself*

" maketh intercession for us (Rom. viii. 26).

* So it should be translated, and not " the Spirit itself,"

as in the Common Version. The Greek word vttvfta requires

the neuter avrt, but the English Spirit, and the Latin

Spiritus, require Himself.
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" Whereof the Holy Spirit also is a witness

" to us; for after that he had said, This is the

" covenant that I will make with them, saith

" the Lord " (Heb. x. 1 5). " To one is given,

" by the Spirit, the word of wisdom ; to

" another the word of knowledge, by the same

" Spirit ; to another faith, by the same Spirit ;

" — but all these worketh that one and the

" self-same Spirit, dividing to every man se-

" verally as he will " (Heb. x. 8—11).

So demonstrative of distinct Personality

and Divinity are the preceding passages, that

our Inquirer can have no doubt of the Deity

of the Holy Spirit, even if he were not called

God in the Scriptures. We have, however,

seen, in the Acts of the Apostles, that the

Holy Spirit is called God by St. Peter (v. 5).

We find, also, St. Paul using the terms Holy

Spirit and God synonymously for each other :

" Know ye not, that ye are the temple of God,

" and that the Spirit of God dwelleth in you ? "

(1 Cor. iii. 16). " Know ye not, that your

" body is the temple of the Holy Ghost,

" which dwelleth in you ? " (1 Cor. vi. 10).

With such evidence, as we have seen, from
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St. Paul's Epistles, of the infinite attributes

and omnipresent Deity, both of the Son of

God, and of the Holy Spirit,—when our In

quirer finds St. Paul uniting, in the same

prayer or benediction, the Father, the Son,

and the Holy Spirit : " The grace of our

" Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God,

" and the communion of the Holy Ghost, be

" with you all " (2 Cor. xiii. 14),—ascribing

to them the personal qualities of grace, love,

and communion, or fellowship,—what less

can he conceive or believe of them, than that

they are Three distinct Divine Persons, and

all equally objects of Divine worship? When

he also reads in the same Apostle the fol

lowing passages,—" May the God of hope

" fill you with all joy and peace in believing"

[that Christ came to be the Saviour of the

world], " that ye may abound in hope, through

" the power of the Holy Ghost " (Rom. xv.

1 3) ; and, " No man can say, that Jesus is

" the Lord, but by the Holy Ghost" (1 Cor.

xii. 3) ; and, " Through Christ we have ac-

" cess by one Spirit unto the Father" (Eph.

ii. 18) ; and compares them with our Saviour's

•
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words : " No man can come to me, except the

" Father draw him " (John vi. 44) ; and, " No

" man knoweth the Son but the Father ; neither

" knoweth any man the Father save the Son, and

" he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him "

(Matt. xi. 27); again, " When the Spirit of Truth

" is come—he shall receive of mine, and shall

" show it unto you " (John xvi. 13, 14) ;—what

less, I say, can our humblelnquirer conclude, from

the relative nature of the transcendent attributes

recorded in these passages, than that the Father,

the Son, and the Holy Spirit are Three Divine

Persons, of the same omnipresent, omniscient,

and eternal nature ?
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THE CATHOLIC EPISTLES AND THE REVELATION

OF ST. JOHN.

V. Our humble Inquirer after truth, in his

perusal of the four Gospels, and especially that

of St. John, has seen frequent mention of Three

Divine Persons,—distinct Persons,—the Father,

the Son, and the Holy Ghost,—distinguished by

personal attributes and actions,—attributes of

omnipresence, omniscience, and inspiration,which

belong, only to God. He has also seen, that the

Three Divine Persons are each expressly called

God ; and he has learned, from the same Sacred

Volume, that there is only one God. He must

therefore be led, by the testimony of Scripture,

to conclude, that the Father, the Son, and the

Holy Spirit are Three Persons in One God.

He is led to this conclusion on the general

authority of Scripture. But there are particular

testimonies in various passages of the New Tes

tament which enforce the same conclusion, that

the Three Divine Persons are only One God.

The unity of the Son with the Father is declared

by Christ himself (John x. 30) ; and the imme

diate context (ver. 28, 29, assigning to the Son

v
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the same omnipotence as to the Father), and the

blasphemous sense which the Jews, his hearers,

imputed to the words, show, that unity of motive

and power was the obvious meaning of the ex

pression, " I and my Father are one."

This unity of nature is evident from the iden

tity and equality of the infinite attributes ascribed

to the Father and the Son by St. John in the

beginning and the conclusion of his First Epistle,

in which the Son is called, " that eternal life

" which was with the Father " (ch. i. ver. 2), and

" the true God, and eternal life " (ch. v. ver. 20),

and in the Apocalypse the same eternal nature

is ascribed both to the Father and the Son,

i. 8: " I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and

" the ending, saith the Lord, which is, and which

"was, and which is to come, the Almighty ;"

which by some is applied to the Father, and by

others to the Son ; and i. 11, and xxi. 6, which

are the words of Christ.

The unity of the Son with the Father in the

same Divine nature is also evident from the

unity of the Spirit of Christ with the Spirit of

the Father. The prophets of the Old Testament

" spake as they were moved by the Spirit of
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" Christ" (1 Peter i. 11), and " by the Holy

"Ghost" (2 Peter i. 21). The Apostles, in

their defence before magistrates, spake (accord

ing to the Saviour's promise) as they were moved

by the Spirit of Christ (Luke xxi. 15), and by

the Spirit of the Father (Matt. x. 20). The

Spirit of the Son, therefore, is one with the

Spirit of the Father; and, consequently, by the

same unity of nature, is the Son one with the

Father. And, as the Son is one with the Father,

and the Holy Spirit is one with both, all Three

must necessarily be one in nature and power.

This unity of the Three Persons of the Deity

is also evident from the testimony of St. John,

in his First Epistle (ch. v. ver. 7) : " There are

" three that bear record in heaven : the Father,

" the Word, and the Holy Ghost ; and these

" three are one." They are one incidentally by

the sameness of their testimony, that Jesus is

the Christ, the Son of God j they are necessarily

one by their unity of nature. And the Apostle's

argument from their threefold testimony is in

finitely augmented and enforced by their unity

of nature. The testimony was true by the Jewish

law. because it was the concurrent declaration
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of three witnesses; but it was, afortiori, humanly

speaking, more true; because the Three are, by

their Divine nature, One. And therefore it is

said, in the ninth verse, " If ye receive the wit-

" ness of men,"—of three men,—who are only

incidentally one,—the witness of God, in the

Three Persons of the Deity, is greater. The

passage has been strangely misunderstood in

considering it as a testimony of St. John to the

Trinity, instead of being a testimony of the

Trinity to the Divinity of the Son of God,—

the same threefold testimony which the Apostle

has recorded in his Gospel.

Of the celebrated passage of St. John's Epistle,

our Inquirer will be told, that its authenticity

has been disputed by many learned men for these

last three centuries : in answer to which, he must

be told, that if it has been disputed by many, it

has been received and defended by more ; and

that its authenticity was never denied before the

sixteenth century, nor ever questioned during
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the fifteen centuries which preceded that period,

though it had been constantly alleged against

the Arians, and other unbelievers in its doctrine,

from the middle of the fifth century.

He will be told, that the Verse is not to be

found in the most ancient Greek MSS. of the

New Testament, He should, in answer, be in

formed, that there are only two Greek MSS.,

containing the Epistles of St. John, remaining

of the first eight centuries, and that it might have

been in many of the hundreds of MSS. that are

lost; for it is contained in the Latin Version,

which is more ancient than the most ancient

Greek MSS. that omit it. And the Latin Ver

sion is an evidence of its Greek original.

He should also be informed, that there are

two genuine Greek MSS. now extant, which

contain the Verse : one at Dublin, and the other

in the Vatican; one of which MSS. is at least

as ancient as some which are quoted against the

Verse ; and the other more ancient than many

that are opposed to it. He should also be told,

that it was contained in the Greek MSS. from

which the Greek Testament was first edited by

the Complutensian Editors, and by Erasmus in

*
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his third edition, and by Robert Stephens, as

we are assured by the several Editors.*

He should, moreover, be informed, that the

disputed Verse has the same internal evidence

of its authenticity, as that which authenticates

the whole of the Epistle of St. John ;f namely, the

coincidence of its diction and doctrine with the

language and reasoning of St. John in his Gos

pel, with this additional proof in its favour, that

the threefold testimony of the Heavenly Wit

nesses, in the seventh verse, and the name by

which the second Person of the Trinity is there

distinguished, are peculiar to the Gospel and

the Epistle of St. John. The eighth verse is

* They all affirm, that the text of their respective editions

was from manuscript authority, and they make no exception

to our Verse, except that Erasmus had not the Verse in his

first two editions, but had manuscript authority for the third.

f " The authenticity of this Epistle," says Michaelis,

" has been universally acknowledged from the earliest ages;

" and the style is manifestly the style of St. John." Hug,

in his Introduction to the New Testament (vol. ii. p. 245),

observes, that, " in the essentially constituent parts [of the

" Epistle], in the minor parts, and in the embellishments,

" there prevails every where a designed reference to the

" Gospel ;" and in the passage immediately preceding, he

says, " We see here that the transition, the explanation,

" the antithesis, and the proofs, all constituent parts of the

" treatise, are taken from the Gospel, or referred to it."
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also remarkable as an evidence of the Epistle

by its coincidence with the three signs of Christ's

death on the Cross, contained in the 19th ch. of

the Gospel, ver. 30, 34 : " And he bowed his

" head, and gave up the ghost,"—yielded up his

spirit,—" And one of the soldiers, with a spear,

" pierced his side ; and forthwith came thereout

" blood and water." The seventh and eighth

verses, therefore, are summary confirmations of

the two great doctrines of the Epistle.

There are two great doctrinal subjects in the

First Epistle of St. John,—the eternal Deity of

the Son of God, and his Incarnation ; and two

principal moral subjects,—the love of God, and

of the brethren. In the first chapterof the Epistle,

the Apostle states the doctrine of the eternal

Deity and the Incarnation of Christ, as in the

first chapter of the Gospel. In the subsequent

chapters, he reprobates the anti-Christianity of

two heresies : one denying that Jesus Christ was

the Son of God, and the other denying that the

Son of God was come in the flesh (1 John iv. 3,

2 John ver. 7) ; and, lastly, he proves the former

doctrine by the threefold testimony of the Hea

venly Witnesses in the seventh verse of the fifth

'
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chapter ; and of the latter, by the three evidences

of Christ's death on the Cross, in the eighth

verse. The context, which precedes and follows

the controverted passage, requires the seventh

verse ; and its coincidence with the diction,

and the threefold testimony in the Gospel, de

mand it. The absence of the Verse, wherever

it occurs in manuscript or in print, is the loss of

St. John's strongest* proof of the Divinity of

Christ, deranges the Apostle's reasoning in illus

tration of his main subject, and extinguishes the

principal test of the authenticity of the whole

Epistle.

I have endeavoured, Madam, in the preceding

pages, to trace the Doctrine of the Trinity

through the several books of the New Testa

ment ; and to show, that the doctrine, as now

generally professed by the Christian Church, is

the leading and pervading Doctrine of the Sacred

Volume ; and to give such evidence of the doc

trine as to show, to an unprejudiced Inquirer,

* In the Gospel, Christ considered his single testimony of

himself as (legally speaking) not true (ch. vi. 31, 32), with

out the concurrent testimony of his Father ; and, therefore,

St. John says, " the Spirit is truth : FOR there are THREE

" that bear record,"—of whom the Spirit is one.
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that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit

are not one, but Three Persons ; and, from the

equality of their infinite attributes, which belong

only to Uod, that they are not Three, but One

God.

I am, Madam,

Your very faithful Servant,

T. SARUM.



POSTSCRIPT,

ON DR. CLARKE'S FINAL CONCLUSIONS FROM HIS

SCRIPTURE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY.





POSTSCRIPT.

I hough Dr. Clarke disclaimed the name of

Anti- Trinitarian, and, as such, acknowledged

the eternity of the Son of God, and oftheHoLY

Spirit, yet his Scripture Doctrine ofthe Trinity,

by his mode of treating the subject, contri

buted not a little to the credit and progress of

Arianism in the last century. It may, there

fore, be of importance to some readers to point

out the failure of his FinalConclusions from the

premises of the two main portions of his work.

The learning and ability of his opponents

(especially of Dr. Waterland) formed a power

ful counterbalance against the weight of his

name and talents. His own regret, expressed

several times to the Chevalier Ramsey* be

* " Dr. Clarke owned to me some time before his death,

" after several conferences that I had with him, how much

" he repented that he had ever published his work, the

" Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity." (Extract from the

Chevalier Ramsey's Letter, quoted by Whittaker in his

History of Arianism, p. 457).

'
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fore his death, that he had ever published his

Scripture Doctrine, may be considered as a

reasonable ground of doubt as to the correct

ness of the views on which he had formed his

opinion on the subject. But the remarkable

failure (which I do not remember to have

seen noticed) of his Final Conclusions from

the premises of the two main portions of his

elaborate work, appears to me to afford in

disputable proof of the error of his general

judgment on the subject which he was in

vestigating.

At the close of the first part of his Work,

that is, after the enumeration of 1251 pas

sages of the New Testament, he says : " From

" all these passages it appears, beyond con-

" tradiction, that the words [God] and [the

" Father] not [God] and [the Three Persons]

" are always used in Scripture as synony-

" mous terms."* This sentence consists of

two propositions: (1), That the words God

and the Father are always used in Scripture

as synonymous terms ; (2), That the words

God and the Three Persons are not always

used in Scripture as synonymous terms.

* Scripture Doctrine, 3d ed. p. 232. Lond. 1732.
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If Dr. Clarke had drawn out his conclusion

into its particulars, he would have seen that

it not only fails in its general assertion, but

in the results which he expected from it.

( 1 ), The word God is not in all passages of

Scripture synonymous with the Father. It is

synonymous with the Son in John i. ],* Rom.

ix. 5, 1 Tim. iii. 16, &c. It is synonymous

with the Holy Spirit in Acts v. 4. (2). " The

" word God is not always synonymous with

" the Three Persons" If it is ever in Scrip

ture synonymous with the Three Persons, or

the Three Persons with God, it is sufficient to

negative Dr. Clarke's former proposition, and

to overthrow his whole theory of a supreme

and a subordinate God. The terms are sy

nonymous in 1 John v. 7 (the 1248th of the

Scripture passages quoted by Dr. Clarke) :

" There are three that bear record in heaven ;

" and these three are one : " | One God,

* The term ©EOS is peculiarly applicable here to Christ, as

the Creator of the world. For 0so«, in its primary and proper

sense, signifies Maker, Creator (from ®ta, the original oftiS»^u,

facio, constituo, condo, &c), as he is described in v. 3.

t This Verse, though often disputed, has never been

proved to be spurious. See a Vindication of it from Dr.

Clarke's Objections below, p. 85.
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say the ancient Christian authorities,—the

Council of Carthage in the fifth century,

Fulgentius and Cassiodorus in the sixth, the

Author of the Prologue to the Canonical

Epistles in the seventh (if not earlier, for in

the ninth century it was ascribed to Jerome,

and commented on as his), &c. So mo

dern, indeed, is the interpretation, " one

" in testimony or consent" that Mr. Porson

challenges Archdeacon Travis to produce a

single ancient author, Greek or Latin, who

follows that " unorthodox " sense.

That the word God is synonymous with the

Three Persons,may be shown from the following

considerations of the unity of the Three Divine

Persons, arising from the mutual relation and

connexion of their infinite attributes. As the

Spirit of the Father is of the same nature

with the Father, and the Spirit of the Son of

the same nature with the Son, the Spirit of

the Father and the Son being one and the

same Spirit, all Three must be of the same

Divine nature.

Again: as the Son is one with the Father,

and the Holy Spirit is one with the Father,
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the Father must be one with both, and all

Three must be One.

Again : as the Son is one with the Father,

and the Holy Spirit is the Spirit both of the

Father and the Son, all Three must be One.

So far, indeed, is it from being true, that the

words God and the Three Persons are not sy

nonymous terms in the Scriptures, that the

word God, when expressed by itself, always,

and necessarily, means the Three Persons,

because the truth of Scripture, and the in

tegrity of the Divine nature, as revealed in

the Scriptures, requires that we should un

derstand by the word God, all that the Scrip

tures teach us of God, namely, that there are

Three Persons of the Deity, and only One God.

Dr. Clarke concludes the Second Part of

his Scripture Doctrine with the enumeration

of all the passages of the New Testament, in

which the Three Persons of the Trinity are

mentioned together, to which he adds the

following observation : " From all these pas-

" sages it appears, even to a demonstration

" (the words God and the Father being pro-

" miscuously used for each other), that God,

" in Scripture language, does not signify

M
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" the Trinity, but the First Person of the

" Trinity, according to this of Theophilus,

" Tjjc TpiaSoc tov Geou, /ecu tov Aoyov avrov, KCU TtJC

" 2o^tac avrov'—i. e., the Trinity, which is God,

" and his Word, and his Wisdom."* The

words of Theophilus, and the passages of

Scripture, which Dr. Clarke here enumerates,

demonstrate only that the word God, when it

is used together with the Son and with the

Holy Spirit, means the Father, and that the

Father is a distinct person from the Son and

from the Holy Spirit. But it does not de

monstrate that the word God is not as syno

nymous with the Three Persons, as the word

Jehovah with the plural Elohim. The Father is

not the Trinity, and the Son is not the Trinity,

and the Holy Spirit is not the Trinity, but

the word God has before been shown to be

synonymous with each of the Three Persons

individually, and also with the Three, when

mentioned together, and is necessarily ex

pressive of all that the Scripture teaches of

the nature of God, namely, that there are

Three Divine Persons, omnipresent, omnis

cient, and eternal, and only One God.

* Scripture Doctrine, p. 384, 3d ed.
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A remarkable self-deception seems to have

possessed the mind of Dr. Clarke in his con

clusion from " the Titles given in the New

" Testament to the Three Persons of the ever

" blessed Trinity, when all mentioned toge-

" ther, that the word God does not signify

" the Trinity, but the First Person of the

" Trinity,"—not perceiving that the word

God, when so used, is necessarily limited to

One Person, and does not then mean theThree,

only because a part is not the whole. But

the word God is in itself a complex and

comprehensive term, and when used by itself,

signifies, as I said before, all that the Scrip

ture teaches of the nature of God, namely, a

Deity of Three distinct Persons, or Three

Persons in One God.

Dr. Clarke observes, that the word God

does not signify the Trinity, but the First

Person of the Trinity. This expression, First

Person, is, I believe, unknown to the Scrip

tures. The use of it may have led him to his

idea of a supreme and a subordinate God; and

was the more remarkable after his acknow

ledgment of the eternity of the Son of God,

and of the Holy Spirit. For in Three Eternals
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there can be no priority of time, no first nor

last in one exclusively of the others. In

the Revelation of St. John, the Father and

the Son are equally called " the first and the

" last" (ch. i. xxi. and xxii.) In ch. iii. 14,

the Son is called " the beginning of the crea-

" tion of God ;" that is, the first cause, the

beginner* of the creation, the Creator, " by

" whom God made the worlds " (Heb. i. 2).

The language of the Apostle is every where

wholly adverse to Dr. Clarke's idea of the sub

ordination of Deity in the Son of God in his

pre-existent state ; for he not only empha

tically calls him " the beginning of the crea-

" tion of God," but, in the 21st chapter, calls

him " the beginning and the end," by an

emphasis, in the original text,f which he does

not apply to the Father in ch. i. ver. 8.

* "H «f%ii t)js xTKTtas tow ©sou.] Ag«£»i, which, in its passive

sense, is a beginning, in its active, is a beginner, a first

■mover, a first cause. Theodoret calls God (uat rut o\ut agx7"'

the one first cause of all things (De Hseret. Fab. 1. v. c. i.

p. 277, ed. Schulze). In the same manner, a^u, in its pas

sive sense, is used for government, in its active, for governors

or magistrates. Unitarians pervert the words of St. John, and

the truth of Scripture, by their translation of this passage,

f Ch. i. v. 8, «{jpi x«i ts*o;. Ch. xxi. 6, ii a^jffl xctt to TAof.

 



APPENDIX.

Dr. Clarke quotes 1 John v. 7, in the 1248th

of his Scripture passages. He does not caH

it spurious, nor stigmatise it with the oppro

brious charges of falsehood, fraud, and for

gery ; but he gives four reasons for saying

that it ought not to have much stress laid upon

it in any question, in every one of which rea

sons he is mistaken, as well as in his con

clusion from them.

1. He says, that " it has never yet been

" proved to be found in any Greek manu-

" script before the invention of printing."

It is found in the Montfort MS., which Dr.

Adam Clarke, who examined it at Dublin,

pronounces to be a genuine MS., and more

likely to be of the thirteenth century than

the sixteenth. It is found in the Codex Ot-

tobonianus, which was written at the latest

in the fifteenth century, and therefore before

the publication of the first printed edition

of the New Testament. It was in the Codex
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Britannicus, from which Erasmus printed

it in his third Edition. It was in Robert

Stephens's Greek MSS. ; for he says, in the

Preface to his first Edition, that there was

nothing in his text <ne literam quidem) which

he had not from very ancient MSS. It was

in the Greek MSS., from which the Complu-

tensian Princeps Editio was printed ; as it is

found, with nearly the same readings, in the

Codex Ottohonianus. It was in the Greek

MSS. of Bryennius, of the fifteenth century ;

—and of the Author of the Prologue to the

Canonical Epistles, which was written many

centuries, perhaps ten, before the invention of

printing.

2. He says, " It is not found in the text of

" any ancient Version."

It is extant in the old Latin Version, as

quoted by the African Fathers, who had the

Version, which was in use before Jerome's

revision. It is in the most ancient MSS. of

Jerome's genuine Version, as we are informed

by its Editors, Martianay and Vallarsius.

3. " It was not cited by any of the numer-

" ous writers in the Arian controversy."
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It was cited by the Fathers of the Council

of Carthage in the year 484, in the presence

of their Arian opponents, and by Fulgentius

in the same or following century, in refutation

of the Arian heresy. In the Note to his text

he says, " It is cited by no Greek Father in

" any genuine work at all." Bengelius de

nies this assertion, and quotes several Greek

Fathers as directly or indirectly alluding to it.

4. " The sense of the Apostle is very com-

" plete without it."

If the object of the Apostle in this Epistle

be (1 .) to assert the Divinity and Incarnation of

Christ, and (2.) to condemn the two heresies,

which were opposed to that doctrine; and(3.)if

the seventh Verse contains the threefold tes

timony of the Heavenly Witnesses to the Di

vinity of Christ, as recorded in St. John's

Gospel; and (4.) the eighth has the three evi

dences of the death of Christ on the Cross,

recorded in the same Gospel (if these several

positions be evident, as I have endeavoured

to prove), then the sense of the Apostle is not

complete without both Verses.

Dr. Clarke concludes, from his four reasons,
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that the Verse " ought not to have much stress

" laid upon it in any question."

If the question relate to the Sabellians, the

distinct existence and personality of the Three

Heavenly Witnesses is decisive against their

heresy ; and at the same time the unity of the

Three Persons in One God is equally con

clusive against the Arians. The controverted

Verse is truly, therefore, what the Editor of

the Unitarian Version calls it, " but with no

" friendly voice," a passage of " great im-

" porlance;" and much stress has accordingly

been laid upon it by the most learned Expo

sitors of the Christian Faith.*

* Fulgentius among the ancients ; Pearson, Hammond,

Bull, and Atterbury among the moderns.

THE END.
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