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PREFACE.

'

The following Queries were drawn up, a few years ago,

at the request of friends ; when I had not the least appre

hension of their ever appearing in print, as might be

guessed from the negligence of the style and composition.

The occasion of them was this. A Clergyman in the

country, well esteemed in the neighbourhood where he

lived, had unhappily fallen in with Dr. Clarke's notions of

the Trinity ; and began to espouse them in a more open

and unguarded manner than the Doctor himself had done.

This gave some uneasiness to the Clergy in those parts,

who could not but be deeply concerned to fmd a funda

mental article of religion called in question ; and that too

by one of their own order, and whom they had a true

concern and value for. It was presumed, that a sincere

and ingenuous man (as he appeared to be) might, upon

proper application, be inclinable to alter his opinion ; and

that the most probable way to bring him to a sense of his

mistake, was to put him to defend it so long, till he might

perhaps see reason to believe that it was not defensible.

With these thoughts, I was prevailed upon to draw up a

few Queries, (the same that appear now, excepting only

some slight verbal alterations,) and when I had done, gave

them to a common friend to convey to him. I was the

more inclined to it, for my own instruction and improve

ment, in so momentous and important an article : besides

that I had long been of opinion, that no method could be

more proper for the training up one's mind to a true and

sound judgment of things, than that of private conference

in writing; exchanging papers, making answers, replies,

and rejoinders, till an argument should be exhausted on

a 2
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both sides, and a controversy at length brought to a point.

In that private way, (if it ean be private,) a man writes

with easiness and freedom ; is in no pain about any inno

cent slips or mistakes ; is under little or no temptation to

persist obstinately in an error, (the bane of all public con

troversy,) but concerned only to find out the truth, which,

on what side soever it appears, is always victory to every

honest mind.

I had not long gone on with my correspondent, before

I found all my measures broken, and my hopes entirely

frustrated. He had sent me, in manuscript, an Answer to

my Queries ; which Answer I received, and read with due

care ; promised him immediately a reply ; and soon after

prepared and finished it, and conveyed it safe to his hands.

Then it was, and not till then, that he discovered to me

what he had been doing; signifying, by letter, how he

had been over-persuaded to commit his Answer, with my

Queries, to the press; that they had been there some

time, and could not now be recalled; that I must follow

him thither, if I intended any thing further; and must

adapt my public Defence to his public Answer, now altered

and improved, from what it had been in the manuscript

which had been sent me. This news surprised me a little

at the first ; and sorry I was to find my correspondent so

extremely desirous of instructing others, instead of taking

the most prudent and considerate method of informing

himself. As he had left me no choice, but either to follow

him to the press, or to desist, I chose what I thought

most proper at that time; leaving him to instruct the

public as he pleased, designing myself to keep out of public

controversy; or, at least, not designing the contrary. But,

at length, considering that copies of my Defence were got

abroad into several hands, and might perhaps, some time

or other, steal into the press without my knowledge ; and

considering further, that this controversy now began to

grow warm, and that it became every honest man, accord

ing to the measure of his abilities, to bear his testimony in

so good a cause ; I thought it best to revise my papers, to
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give them my last hand, and to send them abroad into the

world ; where they must stand or fall, (as I desire they

should,) according as they are found to have more or less

truth or weight in them.

Dr. Clarke has lately published a second edition of his

Scripture Doctrine : where, I perceive, he has made several

additions and alterations, but has neither retracted nor de

fended those parts, which Mr. Nelson's learned friend

had judiciously replied to, in his True Scripture Doctrine

Continued. I hope, impartial readers will take care to

read one along with the other.

One thing I must observe, for the Doctor's honour, that

in his new edition he has left out these words of his

former Introduction : " It is plain that every person may

" reasonably agree to such forms, whenever he can in any

" sense at all reconcile them with Scripture." I hope,

none hereafter will pretend to make use of the Doctor's

authority, for subscribing to forms which they believe not

according to the true and proper sense of the words, and

the known intent of the imposers and compilers. Such

prevarication is in itself a bad thing, and would, in time,

have a very ill influence on the morals of a nation. If

either state oaths on the one hand, or Church subscriptions

on the other, once come to be made light of, and subtil-

ties be invented to defend or palliate such gross insincerity ;

we may bid farewell to principles, and religion will be little

else but disguised Atheism.

The learned Doctor, in his Introduction, has inserted,

by way of note, a long quotation out of Mr. Nelson's

Life of Bishop Bull. He can hardly be presumed to in

tend any parallel between Bishop Bull's case and his own :

and yet readers may be apt so to take it, since the Doctor

has not guarded against it, and since otherwise it will not

be easy to make out the pertinence of it. The Doctor

has undoubtedly some meaning in it, though I will not

presume to guess what. He a observes, " That there is an

" exact account given, what method that learned writer

* Introduction, p. 25, 26.

a.3
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" (Bishop Bull) took to explain the doctrine of justifica-

" tion, (viz. the very same and only method which ought

" to be taken in explaining all other doctrines whatso-

" ever,) how zealously he was accused by many syste-

" matical Divines, as departing from the doctrine and

" articles of the Church, in what he had done ; how

" learnedly and effectually he defended himself against all

" his adversaries ; and how successful at length his expli-

" cation was, it being after some years almost universally

" received." This account is true, but defective ; and

may want a supplement for the benefit of common readers,

who may wish to know what that excellent method of

Bishop Bull's was, by means of which his explication

proved so successful, and came at length to be almost

7iniversally received. It was as follows.

i . In the first place, his way was to examine carefully

into Scripture, more than into the nature and reason of the

thing abstractedly considered. He pitched upon such

texts as were pertinent and close to the point; did not

choose them according to the sound only, but their real

sense, which he explained justly and naturally, without

any wresting or straining. He neither neglected nor dis

sembled the utmost force of any texts which seemed to

make against him ; but proposed them fairly, and an

swered them solidly; without any artificial illusions, or

any subtile or surprising glosses.

a. In the next place, however cogent and forcible his

reasonings from Scripture appeared to be, yet he modestly

declined being confident of them, unless he could find

them likewise supported by the general verdict of the

primitive Church ; for which he always expressed a most

religious regard and veneration : believing it easier for

himself to err in interpreting Scripture, than for the uni

versal Church to have erred from the beginning. To pass

by many other instances of his sincere and great regard to

antiquity, I shall here mention one only. He b tells Dr.

' Bull. Apolog. coutr. Tull. p. 7.
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Tully, in the most serious and solemn manner imaginable,

that if there could but be found any one proposition, that

he had maintained in all his Harmony, repugnant to the

doctrine of the Catholic and primitive Church, he would

immediately give up the cause, sit down contentedly

under the reproach of a novelist, openly retract his error or

heresy, make a solemn recantation in the face of the

Christian world, and bind himself to perpetual silence

ever after. He knew very well what he said ; being able

to shew, by an historical deduction, that his doctrine had

been the constant doctrine of the Church of Christ, c down

to the days of Calvin, in the sixteenth century.

3. Besides this, he demonstrated very clearly, that the

most ancient and valuable confessions of the Reformed

Churches abroad were entirely in his sentiments. He

examined them with great care and exactness, and an

swered the contrary pretences largely and solidly.

4. To complete all, he vindicated his doctrine further,

from the concurring sentiments of our own most early

and most judicious Reformers: as also from the Arti

cles, Catechism, Liturgy, and Homilies of the Church

of England : and this with great accuracy and strength

of reason, without the mean arts of equivocation or so

phistry.

5. I may add, fifthly, that his manner of writing was

the most convincing and most engaging imaginable :

acute, strong, and nervous ; learned throughout ; and sin

cere to a scrupulous exactness, without artificial colours

or studied disguises, which he utterly abhorred. The

good and great man breathes in every line : a reader, after

a few pages, may be tempted almost to throw off his

guard, and to resign himself implicitly into so safe hands.

A man thus qualified and accomplished, having true judg

ment to take the right side of a question, and horning,

ability, and integrity, to set it off to the greatest advan

tage, could not fail of success ; especially considering that

■ Bull. Apolog. contr. Tull. p. 50, 51.
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the most judicious and learned of our Clergy, and those

best affected to the Church of England, £such as Dr.

Hammond, &c.) had been in the same sentiments before ;

and Bishop Bull's bitterest adversaries were mostly syste

matical men, (properly so called,) and such as had been

bred up (during the Great Rebellion) in the Predesthiarian

and Antinomian tenets, as Mr. Nelson d observes. There

was another circumstance which Mr. Nelson also takes

e notice of, namely, his writing in Latin : which showed

his thorough judgment of men and things. He would

not write to the vulgar and unlearned, (which is beginning

at the wrong end, and doing nothing,) but to the learned

and judicious ; knowing it to be the surest and the shortest

way ; and that, if the point be gained with them, the rest

come in of course; if not, all is to no purpose. This be

came a man who had a cause that he could trust to ; and

confided only in the strength of his reasons. By such lau

dable and ingenuous methods, that excellent man prevailed

over his adversaries ; truth over error, antiquity over no

velty, the Church of Christ over Calvin and his disciples.

If any man else has such a cause to defend as Bishop Bull

had, and is able to manage it in such a method, by show

ing that it stands upon the same immoveable foundations

of Scripture and antiquity, confirmed by the concurring

sense of the judicious part of mankind ; then he need not

doubt but it will prevail and prosper in any Protestant

country, as universally as the other did. But if several of

those circumstances, or the most considerable of them, be

wanting ; or if circumstances be contrary, then it is as vain

to expect the like success, as it is to expect miracles. It

must not be forgot, that the same good and great Prelate,

afterwards, by the same fair and honourable methods, the

same strength of reason and profound learning, gained as

complete a victory over the Arians, in regard to the ques

tion about the faith of the Ante-Nicene Fathers : and his

determination, in that particular, was, and still is, among

' Nelson's Life of Bull, p. 98. t Ibid. p. 94.
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men of the greatest learning and judgment, as universally

submitted to as the other. His admirable treatise (by

which " he being dead yet speaketh") remains unanswered

to this day, and will abide victorious to the end. But

enough of this.

1 am obliged to say something in defence of my general

title, (A Vindication of Christ's Divinity,) because I find

Mr. Potter, since deceased, was rebuked by an f anony

mous hand for such a title. The pretence is, that our

adversaries do not disown Christ's Divinity, as the title

insinuates. But to what purpose is it for them to contend

about a name, when they give up the thing ? It looks too

like mockery, (though they are far from intending it,)

and cannot but remind us of, " Hail, king of the Jews 1"

Nobody ever speaks of the Divinity of Moses, or of ma

gistrates, or of angels, though called gods in Scripture.

If Christ be God, in the relative sense only, why should

we speak of his Divinity, more than of the other ? The

Christian Church has all along used the word divinity, in

the strict and proper sense: if we must change the idea,

let us change the name too ; and talk no more of Christ's

Divinity, but of his Mediatorship only, or at most, King

ship. This will be the way to prevent equivocation, keep

up propriety of language, and shut out false ideas. I

know no Divinity, but such as I have defended : the

other, falsely so called, is really none. So much for the

title.

In the work itself, I have endeavoured to unravel so

phistry, detect fallacies, and take off disguises, in order to

6et the controversy upon a clear foot; allowing only for

the mysteriousness of the subject. The gentlemen of the

new way have hitherto kept pretty much in generals, and

avoided coming to the pinch of the question. If they

please to speak to the point, and put the cause upon a

short issue, as may easily be done, that is all that is de

sired. I doubt not but all attempts of that kind will end

' Apology for Dr. Clarke's Preface.
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(as they have ever done) in the clearing up of the truth,

the disappointment of its opposers, the joy of good men,

and the honour of our blessed Lord ; whose Divinity has

been the rock of offence to the " disputers of this world"

now for 1600 years ; always attacked by some or other,

in every age, and always triumphant. To him, with the

Father, and the Holy Ghost, three Persons of the same

Divine power, substance, and perfections, be all honour and

glory, in all churches of the saints, now andfor evermore.
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OP THE

FIRST VOLUME.

Compare the following Texts.

I am the Lord, and there is

none else, there is no God beside

me, Isa. xlv. 5.

Is there a God besides me? yea,

there is no God ; I know not any,

Isa. xliv. 8.

I am God, and there is none

like me ; Isa. xlvi. 9. Before me

there was no God formed, neither

shall there be after me, Isa. xliii.10.

The Word was God, John i. 1.

Thy throne, O God, Heb. i. 8.

Christ came, who is over all,

God blessed for ever, Rom. ix. 5.

Who, being in the form of God,

Phil. ii. 6.

Who being the brightness of his

glory, and the express image of his

person, Heb. i. 3.

Query I.

Whether all other beings, besides the one Supreme God, be

not excluded by the texts of Isaiah, (to which many more

might be added,) and consequently, whether Christ can

be God at all, unless he be the same with the Supreme

God? i

Query II.

Whether the texts of the New Testament (in the second co

lumn) do not show that he (Christ) is not excluded, and

therefore must be the same God ? 5

Query III.

Whether the word (God) in Scripture can reasonably be

supposed to carry an ambiguous meaning, or to be used
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in a different sense, when applied to the Father and Son,

in the same Scripture, and even in the same verse ? See

John i. i. 34

Query IV.

Whether, supposing the Scripture-notion of God to be no

more than that of the Author and Governor of the uni

verse, or whatever it be, the admitting of another to be

Author and Governor of the universe, be not admitting

another God, contrary to the texts before cited from

Isaiah, and also to Isaiah xlii. 8. xlviii. 11. where he de

clares, he will not give his glory to another ? 52

Query V.

Whether Dr. Clarke's pretence, that the authority of Father

and Son being one, though they are two distinct Beings,

makes them not to be two Gods, as a king upon the

throne, and his son administering thefather's government,

are not two kings, be not trifling and inconsistent ? For

if the king's son be not a king, he cannot truly be called

king ; if he is, then there are two kings. So if the Son

be not God in the Scripture-notion of God, he cannot

truly be called God; and then how is the Doctor con

sistent with Scripture, or with himself ? But if the Son

be truly God, there are two Gods upon the Doctor's hy

pothesis, as plainly as that one and one are two : and so

all the texts of Isaiah cited above, besides others, stand

full and clear against the Doctor's notion. 55

Texts proving an unity of divine attributes in Father and

Son; applied

To the One God.

Thou, even thou only, knowest

the hearts of all the children of

men, 1 Kings viii. 39.

1 the Lord search the hearts, I

try the reins, Jer. xvii. 10.

To the Son.

He knew all men, &c. John ii.

24. Thou knowest all things, John

xvi. 30. Which knowest the hearts

of all men, Acts i. 24.

I am he that searcheth the reins

and the heart, Rev. ii. 3.
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I am the first, and I am the

last; and beside me there is no

God, Isa. xliv. 6.

I am Alpha and Omega, the be

ginning and the end, Rer. i. 8.

King of kings, and Lord of lords,

1 Tim. vi. 15.

The mighty God, Is. x. 21.

Lord over all, Rom. x. 12.

I am the first, and I am the

last, Rev. i. 17.

I am Alpha and Omega, tha- be

ginning and the end, Rev. xxii. 13.

Lord of lords, and King of kings,

Rev. xvii. 14. xix. 16.

The mighty God, Is. ix. 6.

He is Lord of all, Acts x. 36.

Over all, God blessed, &c. Rom.

ix. 9.

Query VI.

Whether the same characteristics, especially such eminent

ones, can reasonably be understood of two distinct Beings,

and of one infinite and independent, the other dependent

andfinite ? 63

Query VII.

Whether the Father's omniscience and eternity are not one

and the same with the Son's, being alike described, and

in the same phrases ? 70

Query VIII.

Whether eternity does not imply necessary existence of the

Son; which is inconsistent with the Doctor's Scheme?

And whether the a Doctor hath not made an elusive, equi

vocating answer to the objection, since the Son may be a

necessary emanation from the Father, by the will and

power of the Father, without any contradiction ? Will is

one thing, and arbitrary will another. 85

Query IX.

Whether the divine attributes, Omniscience, Ubiquity, &c.

those individual attributes, can be communicated without

the divine essence, from which they are inseparable ? 117

Query X.

Whether if they (the attributes belonging to the Son) be not

t Reply, p. 227.



xiv CONTENTS.

individually the same, they can be any thing more than

faint resemblances of them, differing from them as finite

from infinite; and then in what sense, or with what

truth, can the Doctor pretend, that " b all divine powers,

" except absolute supremacy and independency," are com

municated to the Son ? And whether every being, besides

the one supreme Being, must not necessarily be a crea

ture, and finite ; and whether " all divine powers" can

be communicated to a creature, infinite perfection to a

finite being. 124

Query XI.

Whether if the Doctor means by divine powers, powers

given by God (in the same sense as angelical powers are

divine powers) only in a higher degree than are given to

other beings ; it be not equivocating, and saying nothing :

nothing that can come up to the sense of those texts before

cited,' or to thesefollowing? 129

Applied to the one God.

Thou, even thou, art Lord

alone; thou hast made heaven,

the heaven of heavens, with all

their hosts, the earth, and all

things that are therein, &c. Neh.

ix. 6.

In the beginning God created

the heaven and the earth. Gen.

i. 1.

To God the Son.

All things were made by him,

John i. 3'. By him were all things

created : he is before all things,

and by him all things consist,

Coloss. i. 16, 17.

Thou, Lord, in the beginning

hast laid the foundation of the

earth; and the heavens are the

works of thine hands, Heb. i. 10.

Query XII.

Whether the Creator of all things was not himself un

created ; and therefore could not be e£ oox ovratv, made out

of nothing ? 138

Query XIII.

Whether there can be any middle between being made out

of nothing, and out of something ; that is, between being

» Script. Doctr. p. 298. t Query V. p. 63.



CONTENTS. xv

out of nothing, and out of the Father's substance; be

tween being essentially God, and being a creature ;

whether, consequently, the Son must not be either essen

tially God, or else a creature ? 144

Query XIV.

Whether Dr. Clarke, who every where denies the consub-

stantiality of the Son, as absurd and contradictory, does

not, of consequence, affirm the Son to be a creature i£ oox

tvTtov, and sofall under his own censure, and is self-con

demned? 151

Query XV.

Whether he also must not, of consequence, affirm of the Son,

that there was a time when he was not, since God must

exist before the creature ; and therefore is again self-con

demned, (see Prop. 16. Script. Doctr.) And whether he

does not equivocate in saying, ^elsewhere, that the second

Person has been always with the first ; and that there

has been no time, when he was not so : and lastly, whe

ther it be not a vain and weak attempt to pretend to any

middle way between the orthodox and the Arians ; or to

carry the Son's divinity the least higher than they did,

without taking in the consubstantiality ? 152

Divine worship due

To the one God.

Thou shalt have no other gods

before me, Exod. zz. 3.

Thou shalt worship the Lord

thy God, and him only shalt thou

serre, Matt. iv. 10. H ther, John v. 33

To Christ.

They worshipped him, Luke

ixiv. 59. Let all the angels of

God worship him, Heb. i. 6.

That all men should honour the

Son, even as they honour the Fa-

Query XVI.

Whether by these (of the first column) and the like texts,

.' Script. Doctr. p. 438. first ed.
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adoration and worship be not so appropriated to the one

God, as to belong to him only ? t6$

Query XVII.

Whether, notwithstanding, worship and adoration be not

equally due to Christ; and consequently, whether it must

notfollow, that he is the one God, and not (as the Arians

suppose) a distinct inferior Being? 179

Query XVIII.

Whether worship and adoration, bothfrom men and angels,

was not due to him, long before the commencing of his

mediatorial kingdom, as he was their Creator and Pre

server; (see Col. i. 16, 17.) and whether that be not the

same title to adoration which God the Father hath, as

Author and Governor of the universe, upon the Doctor's

own principles ? 189

Query XIX.

Whether the Doctor hath not given a very partial account

of John v. founding the honour due to the Son on

this only, that the Father hath committed all judgment

to the Son ; when the true reason assigned by our Sa

viour, and illustrated by several instances, is, that the

Son doth the same things that the Father doth, hath the

same power and authority of doing what he will; and

therefore has a title to as great honour, reverence, and

regard, as the Father himself hath ? and it is no objec

tion to this, that the Son is there said to do nothing of

himself, or to have all given him by the Father ; since it

is owned that the Father is the fountain of all, from

whom the Son derives, in an ineffable manner, his essence

and powers, so as to be one with him. 197

Query XX.

Whether the Doctor need have cited three hundred texts,
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cwide of the purpose, to prove what nobody denies,

namely, a subordination, in some sense, of the Son to

the Father; could he have found but one plain text

against his eternity or consubstantiality, the points in

question? 211

Query XXI.

Whether he be not forced to supply his want of Scripture-

proof by very strained and remote inferences, and very

uncertain reasonings from the nature of a thing con

fessedly obscure and above comprehension ; and yet not

more so than God's eternity, ubiquity, prescience, or

other attributes, which we are obliged to acknowledgefor

certain truths ? 2 14

Query XXII.

Whether his (the Doctor's) whole performance, whenever

he differsfrom us, be any thing more than a repetition of

this assertion, that being and person are the same, or

that there is no medium between Tritheism and Sabel-

lianism ? Which is removing the cause from Scripture to

natural reason, not very consistently with the title of his

book. 230

Query XXIII.

Whether the Doctor's notion of the Trinity be more clear

and intelligible than the other ?

The difficulty in the conception of the Trinity is, how three

Persons can be one God.

Does the Doctor deny that every one of the Persons, singly,

is God? No : Does he deny that God is one? No: How

then are three one ?

Does one and the same authority, exercised by all, make

them one, numerically or individually one and the same

God? That is hard to conceive how three distinct Beings,

• Clarke's Reply, p. 7.

VOL. 1. b
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according to the Doctor's scheme, can be individually one

God, that is, three Persons one Person.

If therefore one God necessarily signifies but one Person, the

consequence is irresistible ; either that the Father is that

one Person, and none else, which is downright Sabel-

lianism ; or that the three Persons are three Gods.

Thus the Doctor's scheme is liable to the same difficulties

with the other.

There is indeed one easy way of coming off, and that is, by

saying that the Son and Holy Spirit are neither of them

God, in the Scripture-sense of the word. But this is

cutting the knot, instead of untying it; and is in effect

to say, they are not set forth as divine Persons in Scrip

ture.

Does the communication of divine powers and attributes

from Father to Son and Holy Spirit, make them one

God, the divinity of the two latter being the Father's

divinity ? Yet the same difficulty recurs ; for either the

Son and Holy Ghost have distinct attributes, and a dis

tinct divinity of their own, or they have not : if they

have, they are (upon the Doctor's principle) distinct Gods

from the Father, and as much as finite from infinite,

creature from Creator; and then how are they one? If

they have not, then, since they have no other divinity, but

that individual divinity, and those attributes which are

inseparable from the Father's essence, they can have no

distinct essence from the Father's ; and so (according to

the Doctor) will be one and the same Person, that is, will

be names only.

Q. Whether this be not as unintelligible as the orthodox

notion of the Trinity, and liable to the like difficulties : a

communication of divine powers and attributes, without

the substance, being as hard to conceive, nay, much harder,

than a communication of both together ? 243

Query XXIV.

Whether Gal. iv. 8. may not be enough to determine the dis
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puie betwixt us ; since it obliged the Doctor to confess,

that Christ is fby nature truly God, as truly as man is

by nature truly man ?

He equivocates, indeed, there, as usual. For, he will have

it to signify that Christ is God by nature, only as having,

by that nature which he derives from the Father, true
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' Reply, p. 81. t Ibid. p. 92. h Answer to Dr. Wells, p. 28.
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DEFENCE OF SOME QUERIES

RELATING TO

DR. CLARKE'S

SCHEME OF THE HOLY TRINITY :

IN ANSWER TO

A CLERGYMAN IN THE COUNTRY.

Compare the following Texts.

I am the Lord, and there is

none else, there is no God beside

me, Isa. xlv. 5.

Is there a God besides me ? yea,

there is no God ; I know not any,

Isa. xliv. 8.

I am God, and there is none

like me; Isa. xlvi. 9. Before me

there was no God formed, neither

shall there be after me, Isa. xliii. 10.

■

The Word was God, John i. 1.

Thy throne, O God, Heb. i. 8.

Christ came, who is over all,

God blessed for ever, Rom. ix. 5.

Who, being in the form of God,

Phil. ii. 6.

Who being the brightness of his

glory, and the express image of his

person, Heb. i. 3.

Query I.

Whether all other beings, besides the one Supreme God, be

not excluded by the texts of Isaiah, (to which many more

might be added,) and consequently, whether Christ can

be God at all, unless he be the same with the Supreme

God?

The sum of your answer to this Query is, that " the

" texts cited from Isaiah, in the first column, are spoken

" of one Person only, (p. 34.) the Person of the Father,

vol. 1. a
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" P1 39-) And therefore all other persons, or beings, (which

" you make equivalent,) how divine soever, are necessarily

" excluded; and by consequence our Lord Jesus Christ is

" as much excluded from being the one Supreme God, as

" from being the Person of the Father." (p. 40.)

You spend some pages in endeavouring to show, that

the Person of the Father only is the Supreme God ; and

that the Person of the Son is not Supreme God. But what

does this signify, except it be to lead your reader off from

the point which it concerned you to speak to ? Instead of

answering the difficulty proposed, which was the part of

a respondent, you choose to slip it over, and endeavour

to put me upon the defensive; which is by no means

fair. Your business was to ward off the consequence

which I had pressed you with, namely, this : That if the

Son be at all excluded by those texts in the first column,

he is altogether excluded, and is no God at all. He

cannot, upon your principles, be the same God, because

he is not the same Person : he cannot be another God,

because excluded by those texts. If therefore he be nei

ther the same God, nor another God; it must follow,

that he is no God. This is the difficulty which I appre

hend to lie against your scheme ; and which you have not

sufficiently attended to.

I shall therefore charge it upon you once again, and

leave you to get clear of it at leisure.

I shall take it for granted, that the design and purport

of those texts, cited from Isaiah, was the same with that

of theirs/ Commandment; namely, to draw the people

off from placing any trust, hope, or reliance in any but

God, to direct them to the only proper object of worship,

in opposition to all things or persons, besides the one Su

preme God. " Neither Baal nor Ashtaroth, nor any

" that are esteemed Gods by the nations, are strictly and

" properly such. Neither princes nor magistrates, how-

« ever called Gods in a loose metaphorical sense, are

" strictly or properly such. No religious service, no

u worship, no sacrifice is due to any of them : I only am
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" God, in a just sense; and therefore I demand your ho-

" mage and adoration." Now, upon your hypothesis, we

must add ; that even the Son of God himself, however di

vine he may be thought, is really no God at all, in any just

and proper sense. He is no more than a nominal God,

and stands excluded with the rest : all worship of him,

and reliance upon him, will be idolatry, as much as the

worship of angels, or men, or of the Gods of the Heathen

would be. God the Father he is God, and he only, and

" him only shalt thou serve." This I take to be a clear

consequence from your principles, and unavoidable.

You do indeed attempt to evade it by supposing, that

when the Father saith, " there is no God besides me," the

meaning only is, that there is no Supreme God besides me.

But will you please to consider,

1. That you have not the least ground or reason for

putting this sense upon the text. It is not said, there is

no other Supreme God besides me; but absolutely, no

other.

2. If this were all the meaning, then Baal or Ashta-

roth, or any of the Gods of the nations, might be looked

upon as inferior deities, and be served with a subordinate

worship, notwithstanding any thing these texts say, with

out any peril of idolatry, or any breach of the first Com

mandment. Solomon might sacrifice to Ashtaroth and

Milcom, to Chemosh and Moloch, provided he did but

serve the God of Israel with sovereign worship, acknow

ledging him Supreme. And this might furnish the Sa

maritans with a very plausible excuse, even from the Law

itself, for serving their own Gods in subordination to the

one Supreme God ; since God had not forbidden it.

3. You may please to consider farther, that there was

never any great danger of either Jew or Gentile falling

into the belief of many Supreme Gods ; or into the wor

ship of more than one as Supreme. That is a notion too

• 1 Kings xi.

b 2
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silly to have ever prevailed much, even in the ignorant Pa

gan world. What was most to be guarded against was the

worship of inferior deities, besides, or in subordination to,

one Supreme. It cannot therefore reasonably be ima

gined, that those texts are to bear only such a sense, as

leaves room for the worship of inferior divinities.

The sum then is, that by the texts of the Old Testa

ment it is not meant only, that there is no other Supreme

God ; but absolutely no other : and therefore our blessed

Lord must either be included and comprehended in the

one Supreme God of Israel, or be entirely excluded with

the other pretended or nominal deities. I shall close

this argument with St. Austin's words to Maximin, the

Arian Bishop, who recurred to the same solution of the

difficulty which you hope to shelter yourself in.

" b Repeat it ever so often, that the Father is greater,

" the Son less. We shall answer you as often, that the

" greater and the less make two. And it is not said, Thy

" greater Lord God is one Lord ; but the words are, The

" Lord thy God is one Lord: Nor is it said, There is none

" other equal to me ; but the words are, There is none other

" besides me. Either therefore acknowledge that Father

" and Son are one Lord God ; or in plain terms deny

" that Christ is Lord God at all." This is the difficulty

which I want to see cleared. You produce texts to show

that the Father singly is the Supreme God, and that

Christ is excluded from being the Supreme God : but I

insist upon it, that you misunderstand those texts ; be

cause the interpretation you give of them is not recon-

cileable with other texts ; and because it leads to such

absurdities, as are too shocking even for yourself to admit.

b damn quantum vis, Pater est major, Films minor, respondetur tibi ;

duo talnca sunt major ct minor. Nec dictum est Dominus Dcus tuus major

Dominus unus est : sed dictum est Dominus Deus tuus Dominus umis est.

Neque dictum est, non est alius aqualis mihi, sed dictum est, non est alius

prater me. Aut ergo confiterc Patrem ct Filium unum esse Dominum Deum,

aut apcrte uega Dominum Deum esse Christum. August. 1. ii. c. 23. p. 727.
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In short, either you prove too much, or you prove no

thing.

Query II.

Whether the texts of the New Testament (in the second

column) do not show that he (Christ) is not excluded,

and therefore must be the same God?

THE texts cited, if well considered, taking in what

goes before or after, are enough to show that Christ is

not excluded among the nominal gods, who have no claim

or title to our service, homage, or adoration. He is

God before the world was, God over all, blessedfor ever,

Maker of the world, and worshipped by the angels ; and

therefore certainly he is not excluded among the nominal

Gods, whom to worship were idolatry. But since all are

excluded, as hath been before shown, except the one Su

preme God, it is very manifest, that he is the same with

the one Supreme God. Not the same Person with the Fa

ther, as you groundlessly object to us, but another Person

in the same Godhead ; and therefore the Supreme God is

more Persons than one. You argue, (p. 40.) that " if Christ

" be God at all, it unavoidably follows, that he cannot be

** the same individual God with the Supreme God, the Fa-

" ther." By individual God, you plainly mean the same in

dividual divine Person, which is only playing upon a word,

mistaking our sense, and fighting with your own shadow.

Who pretends that the Son is the same Person with the

Father? All we assert is, that he is the same Supreme

God; that is, partaker of the same undivided Godhead.

It will be proper here briefly to consider the texts, by

which you attempt to prove, that the Son is excluded

from being the one Supreme God : only let me remind

you, once again, that you forgot the part you was to

bear. Your business was not to oppose, but to respond;

not to raise objections against our scheme, but to answer

thofe which were brought against your own. You ob

serve cfrom John viii. 54. Matt. xxii. 31, 33. and Acts

t Page 34.

B3
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iii. 13. that God the Father was the God of the Jews, the

God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Very right. But

how does it appear that the Son was not? Could you

have brought ever a text to prove, that God the Son was

not God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, I must then have

owned that you had argued pertinently.

You next cite John xvii. 3. 1 Cor. viii. 6. Eph. iv. 6.

to prove, that the Father is sometimes styled the only true

God ; which is all that they prove. But you have not

shown that he is so called in opposition to the Son, or

exclusive of him. It may be meant in opposition to idols

only, as all antiquity has thought ; or it may signify, that

the Father is d primarily, not exclusively, the only true

God, as the first Person of the blessed Trinity, the Root

and Fountain of the other two. You observe e that " in

" these and many other places, the one God is the Person

" of the Father, in contradistinction to the Person of the

" Son." It is very certain, that the Person of the Father is

there distinguished from the Person of the Son; because

they are distinctly named : and you may make what use

you please of the observation against the Sabellians, who

make but one Person of two. But what other use you

can be able to make of it, I see not; unless you can

prove this negative proposition, that no sufficient reason

can be assigned for styling the Father the only God, with

out supposing that the Son is excluded. Novatian's re

mark upon one of your texts, John xvii. 3. ("Thee, the only

" true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent") may

deserve your notice. f He applies the title of the only true

God to both, since they are joined together in the same

sentence, and eternal life is made to depend upon the

knowing of one, as much as of the other. He did not see

Miat peculiar force of the exclusive term (only) which

a Vid. Tertull. cont. Prax. c. 18. ■ Page 34.

f Si noluisset se etiam Deum intelligi, cur addidit, et quem mi&isti Jesum

Christum, nisi quoniam et Deum accipi voluit. Novat. Trin. c. 24.

See the same argument illustrated and improved by the great Athanasius,

Oral. iii. p. 558. vol. i. edit. Bencd.
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you insist so much upon. He knew better; being well

acquainted with the language and the doctrine of the

Christian Church. His construction, to speak modestly,

js at least as plausible as yours. If you can find no

plainer or clearer texts against us, you will not be able to

help your cause. As to i Cor. viii. 6. all that can be

reasonably gathered from it, is, that the Father is there

emphatically styled one God; but without design to ex

clude the Son from being God also : as the Son is em

phatically styled one Lord ; but without design to exclude

the Father from being Lord also Reasons may be

assigned for the emphasis in both cases ; which are too

obvious to need reciting. One thing you may please to

observe ; that the discourse there, v. 4, 5. is about idols,

and nominal gods and lords, which have no claim or title

to religious worship. These the Father and Son are both

equally distinguished from : which may insinuate at least

to us, that the texts of the Old or New Testament, de

claring the unity and excluding others, do not exclude

the Son, " by whom are all things :" so that here again you

have unfortunately quoted a passage, which, instead of

making for you, seems rather against you. You have an

other, which is Eph. iv. 6. " One God and Father of all,

" who is above all, and through all, and in you all." A fa

mous passage, which has generally been understood by the

h ancients of the whole Trinity. Above all, as Father;

through all, by the Word; and in all, by the Holy Ghost.

However that be, this is certain, that the Father may be

reasonably called the one, or only God, without the least

diminution of the Son's real Divinity : a fuller account

of which matter you may please to see in Dr. Fiddes's

e Si enim, ut existimant Ariani, Deus Pater solus est Deus. eadem conse-

qnentia, solus erit Dominus Jesus Christus, et nee Pater erit Domious nee

Filius Deus. Sed absit, ut non sit, rcl in Dominatione Deltas, vel in Dei-

tate Dominatio. Unus est Dominus ct unus est Deus : quia Patris et Filii

Dominatio una Divinitas cat. IHervn. Comment. in Eplies. iv. 5.

* Irenseus 1. v. c. 18. p. 315. ed. Bened. Hippolytus contr. Noet. c. xiv.

p. 16. Fabric. ed. Athanasius Ep. ad Scrap. p. 676. Marius Victorin. B. P.

tom. iv. p. 258. Hieronym. tom. iv. p. 1. p. 362. ed. Bened.

B 4
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Body of Divinity, vol. i. p. 383, &c. As to the remain

ing texts cited by you, some are meant of Christ as Man,

or as Mediator : and those which certainly respect him

in a higher capacity, may be accounted for on this prin

ciple, that we reserve, with the ancients, a priority of

order to the Father, the first of the blessed Three.

This may serve for a general key to explain the texts

mentioned, or others of like import. I cannot, in this

place, descend to particulars, without running too far

into the defensive ; and leading the reader off from what

we began with. Had you pleased to observe the rules of

strict method in dispute, you should not here have

brought texts to balance mine ; but should have reserved

them for another place. All you had to do, was to ex

amine the texts I had set down in the second column;

and to give such a sense of them as might comport with

your own hypothesis, or might be unserviceable to mine.

You should have shown that John i. 1. Heb. i. 8. and

Rom. ix. 5. may fairly be understood of a nominal God

only ; one that stands excluded, by the texts of the first

column, from all pretence or title to religious homage

and adoration : for, as I have before observed, he must

either be entirely excluded, or not at all : and if he be

not excluded, he is comprehended in the one Supreme

God, and is one with him : or, at least, you should have

set before the reader your interpretation of those texts,

and have shown it to be consistent with the texts of

Isaiah. For example, take John i. 1.

" In the beginning was the Word, and the Word

" was with the one Supreme God, and the Word was

" another God inferior to him, a Creature of the .

" Great God : all things were created by this

" Creature," &c.

This interpretation, which is really yours, as shall be

shown in the sequel, is what you should have fairly

owned, and reconciled, if possible, with the texts of

Isaiah, (purposely designed to exclude all inferior, as well

as coordinate Gods,) and particularly with Isaiah xliii. 10.
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" Before me there was no God formed, neither shall there

" be after me:" words very full and expressive against

any Creature-Gods. But, instead of this, you tell us, God

could not be with himself, as if any of us said, or thought,

that was St. John's meaning. Thus you industriously

run from the point, misrepresent our sense, and artfully

conceal your own. In this slight manner, you pass over

the three first texts already mentioned; but you think

you have some advantage of the Querist, in respect of

Phil. ii. 6. and Heb. i. 3. and, not content to say, that

they come not up to the point, you are very positive,

that " they prove the direct contrary to that for which

" they are alleged;" and express your wonder, that "they

" should be offered." Whether you really wonder at a

thing, which no man who is at all acquainted with books

and learning can wonder at ; or whether onlyyou affect that

way of talking, I determine not ; but proceed to consider

what you have to offer against my sense of the two texts.

Upon Phil. ii. 6. you press me with the authority of

Novatian ; whom, I do assure you, I very much respect,

as I do all the primitive writers. As to Novatian's inter

pretation of Phil. ii. 6. it shall be considered presently ;

only, in the first place, let me observe to you, that, as to

the main of my argument, built upon that and other texts,

he was certainly on my side. He ' cites Isaiah xlv. 5. and

understands it of God the Father; not so as to exclude the

Son from being comprehended in the one God, but in op

position to false Gods only. He proves the divinity of

Christ from his receiving worship of the Church, and his

being every where present, k besides many other topics ;

' Ego Deus, et non est prater me. Qui per etmdem Pmphetam refert :

Quoniam majestatem meam non dabo alteri, ut omnes cum suis figmentis

ethnicos excludat et tuereticos. Cap. iii. p. 708. See also the citation above,

p. 6.

" Si homo tantummodo ChrUtus, quomodo adest ubique invocatus, cum

hsec hominis natura non sit, sed Dei, ut adesse omni loco possit ? Cap. xiv.

p. 715.
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and makes him 1 consubstantial with God the Father.

This is as much as I mean by his being one with the Su

preme God ; and therefore I have nothing to fear from

this writer, who agrees so well with me in the main, and

cannot be brought to bear evidence against me, unless, at

the same time, he be found to contradict himself. This

being premised, let us now see what he says to the text

above mentioned, Phil. ii. 6. " He saith of the Son, (I use

your own words, p. 35.) " that though he was in the form

" of God, yet he never compared himself with God his Fa-

" ther." You have translated the last words, as if they had

run thus ; Deo, Patri suo. The words are, " Nunquam se

" Deo Patri aut comparavit, aut contulit: Never compared

" himself with God the Father." The reason follows,

" Memor se esse ex suo Patre : Remembering he was from

" his Father;" that is, that he was begotten, and not unbe-

gotten. He never pretended to an equality with the Father,

in respect of his original, knowing himself to be second only

in order, not the first Person of the ever blessed Trinity.

You may see the like expressions in m Hilary and » Phoeba-

dius ; who can neither of them be suspected of Arianizing

in that point. You afterwards cite some other expressions

of Novatian, particularly this : " Duo equales inventi duos

" Deos merito reddidissent." Which you might have ren

dered thus : " Had they both been equal, (in respect of

" original, both unbegotten,) they had undoubtedly been

" two GodB."

See the 0 whole passage as it lies in the author himself,

I Umis Deus ostenditur vcrus et aeternus Pater, a quo solo hsec vis Divini-

tatia emissa etiam in Filium tradita et dirccta rursum per substantia cvm-

munivnem ad Patrem revolvitur. Father is here styled emphatically the one

God, but still comprehending, not excluding the Son, consubstantial with

him. Ch. xxxi. p. 730.

m Hilary Trin. 1. iii. c. 4. p. 810. cd. Bened.

■ Phcebad. p. 304.

* Si enim natus non fuisset, innatus comparatus cum eo qui essct innatus,

sequationc in utroque ostensa, duos facerct innatos, et ideo duos facerct

Deos. Si non genitus essct, collatus cum co (qui) gcuitus non essct ct
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and not maimed and mutilated as you quote it, from Dr.

Clarke. There is nothing more in it than this, that Fa

ther and Son are not two Gods, because they are not

both unoriginated : which is the common answer made

by the Catholics to the charge of Tritheism ; not only

before, but after the Nicene Council ; as might be made

appear by a cloud of witnesses, were it needful. What

you are pleased to call "a most strong testimony against an

" absolute coequality," (meaning this passage of Novatian,)

is, if rightly understood, and compared with' what goes

before and after, a most strong testimony of such a coe

quality as we contend for. And therefore Dr. Whitby,

having formerly cited the whole paragraph, as a full and

clear testimony of the Son's real divinity, concludes thus.

The author, says he, in this passage, " P does, in the

" plainest words imaginable, declare that Christ is God,

" equal to the Father in every respect, excepting only

. " that he is God of God." The doctor indeed has since

changed his mind ; and now talks as confidently the other

way, upon 'i this very passage. Whether he was more

likely to see clearly then, or since, I leave to others to

judge, who will be at the pains to compare his former

with some of his later writings.

You have given us the sum of the 31st chapter of No

vatian, " as it stands collected by the learned Dr. Clarke in

" his excellent answer to Mr. Nelson's friend." You may

next please to consult the no less excellent reply, by Mr.

Nelson's friend, p. 170, &c. where you may probably

meet with satisfaction.

But to return to our text, Phil. ii. 6. The words, ou%

aquales inventi, duos Dcos mcrito reddidissent non geniti ; atque ideo duos

Christus reddidisset Deos, si sine origine esset, ut Pater, inventus, et ipse

principium omnium, ut Pater, duo faciens principia, duos ostendisset nobis

ronsequenter et Deos. Cap. 31. Conf. Hilar. de Trin. p. 1040. Neqne ex innas-

cibilitate innascibili eoa>qualem, sed ex gcnerationc unigeniti non dispareni.

f Ubi verbis disertissimis ostendit (Novatianus) Christum esse Deum,

Patri aequalem paremque, eo tantummodo excepto, quod sit Deus de Deo.

Whit. Tract. de Ver. Chr. Deitate, p. 67.

' Whitby, Disquisitio Modest. p. 164.
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aptrayiiov tfftparo to tlvai 1o-a ©eeu, you translate ; " He did

" not affect, did not claim, did not assume, take upon him,

" or eagerly desire, to be honoured as God." Afterwards,

(p. 36.) " He never thought fit to claim to himself divi-

" nity," or more literally, you say, " he never thought the

" divinity a thing to be so catched at by him, as to equal

" himself with God his Father." This you give both as No-

vatian's sense, and as the true sense of the text. And you

endeavour to confirm it from the authorities of Grotius, Til-

lotson, Whitby, and Clarke; who, by the way, are very

different from each other in their interpretations of this

place, hardly two of them agreeing together. ' However,

not to stand upon niceties, I may yield to you your own in

terpretation of this passage, " did not affect to be honour-

" ed as God ;" for the stress of the cause does not seem so

much to lie in the interpretation of those words, as of the

words foregoing viz. oj Iv /xoppjj ©s5 wrap^tov. " Who being

" in theform of God," that is, " truly God, (which best an-

" swers to the antithesis following, the form of a servant

" fignifying as much as truly man,) and therefore might

" justly have assumed to appear as God, and to be always

" honoured as such, yet did not do it, at the time of hisin-

" carnation; but for a pattern of humility, chose rather

" to veil his glories, and, in appearance, to empty him-

" self of them, taking upon him human nature, and be-

" coming a servant of God in that capacity," &c. What

is there in this paraphrase or interpretation, either dis

agreeable to the scope of the place, or the context, or to

the sober sentiments of Catholic antiquity, not only after,

but before the Council of Nice ; as may appear from the

testimonies cited in the s margin ? Now if this be the sense

' I am persuaded that the words may very justly be translated ; he did not

insist upon his equality with God, but condescended, &c.

5 Tertullian's recital of this text, and comment upon it, are worth remark

ing. Plane de substantia Christi putant et hie Marcionitse suffragan Aposto-

lum sibi, quod phantasma carnis fuerit in Christo, quum dicit, Quod in effi-

gie Dei constitutus non rapinam existimavit pariari Deo, scd exhuusit

semetipsum accepla effigie servi, non veritate; et similitudinc hominis, non
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of it, which I might farther confirm by the authorities of

Athanasius, Jerom, Austin, Chrysostom, Theophylact,

OZcumenius, and others of the ancients, besides ' Bishop

Pearson and u Bishop Bull among the moderns, why

should you wonder to find it again cited in the same

cause, being so full and pertinent to the matter in hand ?

Next, we may proceed to the other text, which you as

groundlessly pretend to be directly contrary to that for

which it is alleged. It is Heb. i. 3. " Who being the

" brightness of his glory, and the express image of his per-

" son," 8cc. Here you are so obliging as to cite only one

passage out of Eusebius against me, I would say, for me.

Eusebius, writing against the Sabellians, presses them

with this text, and argues thus from it. " The image,

" and that whereof it is the image, cannot both be the

" same thing, (in the Sabellian sense,) but they are two

" substances, and two things, and two powers :" from

whence he rightly infers, or plainly means to do, that the

Father is not the Son, but that they are really distinct.

What is there in this at all repugnant to what the Querist

maintains ? The force of your objection lies, I suppose, in

this, that Father and Son are called lia iirleu, Suo rpayixara,

and Suo Suva/xsij, inconsistently, you imagine, with indivi

dual consubstantiality.

I will not be bound to vindicate every expression to be

met with in Eusebius : but, allowing for the time when

it was wrote, before the sense of those words was fixed

in homine; et Jtgitra inventus ul homo, non substantia, id est, non canie.

Numquid ergo et hie qua in effigie eum Dei coUocat ? ifiquc non erit Deus

Christus vere, si nec homo vere fuit in effigie hominis constitutus. Contr.

Marc. 1. v. c. 20. p. 486. Non sibi magni aliquid deputat quod ipse quidem

sequalis Deo, et unum cum Patre, est. Orig. in Epitt. ad Rom. 1. 5. ©i«

ftit tnwn iat,r« a« ri 7« 8i». Condi. Antioch. Labb. vol. i. p. 848.

'O futtyttti ri ©l! Xiynf, ©isf iwif%uv •z ©ii, «a■i•in■i \avrh aai rni a}•{■»

Ttlinit rafaa iftrir%trt. Hippolytus, vol. ii. p. 29. Fabric.

i. On the Creed, Article 2.

t Def. Rd. N. 49. 70. Prim. Trad. p. 38. Qui unus locus, si recte expen-

datur, ad omnes hsereses adversus Jesu Christi Domini uostri personam rc-

pellendas sufficit. Def. Fid. p. 37.
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and determined, as it has been since ; there may be no

thing in all this, which signifies more than what the Ca

tholic Church has always meant by two persons; and

what all must affirm, who believe a real Trinity. So

x Pierius called Father and Son e<rta; luo, meaning no

more than we do by two distinct Persons : and Alexander

Bishop of Alexandria, the first champion for the Catholic

cause against Arius, in his letter to Alexander Bishop of

Constantinople, scruples not to call Father and Son y Sua

irpa.yfj.xTcf, and Tertullian intimates that they are zduce

res, sed conjunctce ; and Methodius uses a Suo Sovafie»j,

meaning two Persons. These or the like strong expres

sions, occurring in the Catholic writers, were only to

guard the more carefully against Sabellianism, the pre

vailing heresy of those times. But after Arianism arose,

there was greater danger of the opposite extreme: and

therefore they began to soften this manner of expression,

lest any should be led to think, that the Persons of the

Trinity were so distinct as to be independent of, separate

from, and aliene to each other. Thus instead of Wo pwra,

which might be innocent before, and is used by b Origen,

they chose rather commonly to say, c pw; ex punt'; - yet

sometimes not scrupling the former way of expression d.

Rather than say, duce essentia;, which might be liable to

mistakes; they would say, Essentia de Essentia, as

Deus de Deo. The design of all which was, so to assert a

real distinction, as not to teach three absolute, indepen

dent, or separate substances ; so to maintain the distinc

tion of persons, as not to divide the substance. Three

real Persons is what I, what every Trinitarian, what all

sound Catholics assert. Now let us return to the text,

Heb. i. 3- Having shown you that Eusebius's comment is

not pertinent to our present dispute, nor at all affects the

cause that I maintain, which, I assure you, is not Sabel-

* See Phot. Cod. 119. p. 300. r Apud Theod. 1. i. c. 4.

z Contr. Prax. c. viii. p. 504. " phot. Cod. 235. p. 13' .

b Comment. in Job. p. 70. t See Athanss. vol. i. p. 553.

0 Vid. Cyril. Alex. Thess. p. 110.
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lianism : now let me proceed a little farther, to vindicate

my use of that text; which, you pretend, is strong

against me. Origen perhaps may be of some credit with

you j and the more for being admired by the Arians, and

much censured by many of the Catholics, but after his

own times. e His comment, upon a parallel text to this,

together with this also, is pretty remarkable. " If he

" (Christ) be the image of the invisible, the image itself

" must be invisible too. I will be bold to add, that since

" he is the resemblance of his Father, there could not

" have been a time when he was not." He goes on to

argue, that since God is light, and Christ the arauyao-fuz,

or shining forth of that light, quoting this text, that they

could never have been separate one from the other, but

must have been coeternal.

1 Dionysius of Alexandria, another ante-Nicene writer,

draws the very same inference from the same text. And

Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria, in his circular letter,

sextant in Athanasius, makes the like use of it. The

latter part ofthe text especially, the words, "express image

" of his person," were very frequently and triumphantly

urged by the Catholics against the Arians: by h Alexander

of Alexandria, t Athanasius, k Hilary, 1 Basil, m Gregory

Nyssen, " Gregory Nazianzen, 0 Cyril, and others.

This may satisfy you, that it was neither strange nor

new, to allege this text in favour of Christ's divinity.

When you have any thing farther to object, it shall be

fairly examined. In the mean while, let it stand, to sup

port the second query; which returns upon you, and ex

pects a fuller answer. That it may come to you recom-

' Apnd Athan. Deem. Syn. Nic. vol. i. p. 233.

t 'ATtutyf.vtJ.x Si wt Qurts itiltu, Titrwt xai aijrit it&tit trtt. ttrts yip itt rw

fwr«, KXu it if" iu ri iraoyarpa. Apud AthaTuu. de Sent. Dienys.

p. 253.

% nit irttunt rn brtf rv Tarps. i it uait rtXtMt xui iTuvyxrpia rv rarfts.

Apud Athanas. vol. i. p. 399.

t Epist. ad Alexand. Thcodor. p. 17. ' Orat. i. p. 424. de Syuod. p. 743.

* Dc Trim p. 975. 1085. 1159. 1 Contr. Eunom. p. 28. 89.

ra Ibid. p. 460. >> Orat. 36. • Dial. 5. de Trio.
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mended in the best manner, and in the best company, I

shall here subjoin the testimonies of the ante-Nicene

writers, all declaring that the Son is not excluded from

being the one God, but is included and comprehended there

in : that is, though the one God primarily denotes the Fa

ther, yet not exclusively, but comprehends the Son too.

Now, as often as the primitive writers speak of Father

and Son together, as the one God, in the singular, they

bear witness to this truth. See the testimonies of Ire-

naeus, Athenagoras, Tertullian, Clement ofAlexandria, and

Origen, collected in PDr. Fiddes's Body of Divinity; to

which may be added, 1 Hippolytus, r Lactantius, and even

Eusebius himself, who acknowledged 8 one God in three

Persons, as Socrates informs us.

I proceed next to other testimonies more expressly de

claring, that the Son is not excluded from being the one

Supreme God, by the several texts of Scripture, which

assert the unity ; but is always understood or implied, as

comprehended in the same one God. ' Irenaeus says, " that

" the Holy Scriptures declare the one and only God, ex

cluding all others, to have made all things by His

" Word." Others are excluded, but not his Word, that

is, his Son, by whom he made all things, as Irenaeus con

stantly understands it. At other times, he says, " God

" u made all things by himself; interpreting himself, by

" his Word and by his Wisdom ; that is, his Son, and the

p Vol. i. p. 387. &c.

1 OtxWtua rvttQmias rvtaytTm tit ua Gut, t7t yaf ifn i Qus. t yif xtXtimt

Tarh0. i ii vTaxim w'it, Tt ii Tvttrl^n uytu Tuitia. 'O uv Tttrhf tTj Ttitrmt, i

ii vtit hi Totrut, Tt ii iytu tntvtia it Ta*tt. "AXXws rt tta Btit utufm tih 3y-

tttytt9o., lit ttn Strus nrft, nm vlf xo.i iy'tu TvtvpMTt nrtwwmt>. Hippol.

contr. Noet. p. 15, 16. Fabric. edit.

' Lib. It. c. 29.

"Em 0tit it rftrtt irtrirtrt. Socr. E. H. 1. i. c. 23. p. 48.

' Universae Scriptura unum et solum Deum, ad cxcludendos alios,

prjedicent omnia fccisse per Verbum Suum, &c. 1. ii. c. 27. p. 155. Bened.

edit.

■ Fecit ea per semetipsum: hoc est per Verbum et Sapientiam suam.

Adest cnitn ci semper Verbum et Sapicntia, Filius et Spiritus, per quos, et in

quibus omnia libcre ct spontc fecit, lib. iv. cap. 20. p. 253.
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" Holy Spirit." Certainly, he could not think that God,

in his declarations of the unity, meant to exclude what

was so near to him, as to be justly (not in a Sabellian

sense) interpreted himself. Many more passages of the

like import might be cited from this primitive and excel

lent writer. I shall only add a T passage or two to show,

that he looked upon the Son as the only true God, as

well as the Father. He observes, that the Holy Scrip

tures never call any person absolutely God or Lord, be

sides the only true God; and yet presently after takes no

tice, that both Father and Son are by the same Scriptures

absolutely so called. See the place in the margin : for

though absolutely be not there expressed, yet it is neces

sarily implied, and is undoubtedly the author's meaning.

We may go on to Tertullian, who is so full and clear

to our purpose, that nothing can be more so. Out of

many passages which might be cited, I shall here content

myself with one out of his book against Praxeas. "* There

* Nunquam neque Prophetse neque Apostoli alium Deum nominareruut,

rel Dominum appellaverunt, prater verum et solum Deum. L. iii. c. 8. p. 182.

Neque igitur Dominus, neque Spiritus Sanctus neque Apostoli eum qui non

esset Deus, definitive et absolute Deum nominassent aliquando nisi esset

verc Deus. L. iii. c. 6.

Now see what follows.

Utrosque Dei appellatione signavit Spiritus et eum qui ungitur, Filium, et

eum qui ungit Patrem. L. iii. c. 6. p. 180.

This Father goes on. in the same chapter, to produce several other in

stances from the Holy Scripture, to prove that the Son is called (definitively

and absolutely) God. That is plainly his meaning, as any man may see by

looking into the chapter. I may add, that he applies the title of Solus Deus

to Christ. L. v. c. 17. p. 314.

* Igitur unus Deus Pater, ct alius absque eo non est : quod ipse inferens,

non Filium negat, sed alium Deum. L'setcrum alius a Patrc Filius non est.

Deuique, inspice sequentia hujusmodi pronuntiationum, ct invenias fere ad

idolorum factitores atque cultores defmitionem carum pcrtinere ; ut multitu-

dinem falsorum Deorum unio divinitatis expellat, habens tamen Filium

quanto individuum et inseparatum a Patre, tanto in Patrc reputandum, etsi

non nominatum. At quin si iiomhuisset illum, scparassct, ita dicens, Alius

prater me non est, nisi Filius meus. Alium enim etiam Filium fecisset,

quem de aliis excepisset. Puta solem dicere : Ego sol, et alius prater me non

est, ni radius meus; nonne denotasses vanitatem; quasi uon et radius in

VOL. 1. C
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" is therefore one God the Father, and there is none

" other besides him ; by which he does not mean to ex-

" elude the Son, but another God. Now the Son is not

" another from the Father. Furthermore, do but observe

" the drift and tendency of this kind of expressions, and

" you will find, for the most part, that they concern only

" the makers and worshippers of idols ; that the divine

" unity may exclude the multitude of false gods, while it

" includes the Son ; who, inasmuch as he is undivided

" and inseparable from the Father, is to be understood as

" implied in the Father, though he be not particularly

" named. Farther ; had he named the Son in this case,

" it had been tantamount to separating him from himself:

" suppose he had said, There is none other besides me,

" except my Son; he would in effect have declared him to

" be another, (or aliene,) by excepting him in that manner

" out of others. Suppose the sun to say, l am the sun,

" and there is not another besides me, except my own

" ray ; would not you have marked the impertinence ; as

" if the ray were not to be reckoned to the sun, as in-

" eluded in it?" Here you see plainly what Tertullian

means ; namely, that the Son is so much one with the

Father, that he cannot be supposed to be excluded among

other deities : he is not another, but the same God with

the Father : and yet this he asserts in a dispute against

Praxeas, one of the same principles, in the main, with

Noetus and Sabellius : so careful was he not to run things

into the opposite extreme. He takes care so to assert the

Son to be the same God with the Father, as not to make

him the same Person : and on the other hand, while he

maintains the distinction of Persons, he does not forget to

keep up the true Catholic doctrine of the unity of sub-1

stance.

I shall next cite Athenagoras : this learned and ju-

solc deputetur. Cap. xviii. p. 510. Compare Irenaeus, 1. iv. c. 6. p. 234, 235.

Non ergo alius erat qui cognoscebatur, et alius qui dicebat nemo eognoscit

Patrem, sed unus et idem, omnia subjiciente ei Patre, et ab omnibus accipi-

eus testimonium quoniam vere homo, et quoniam vert Deus .
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dicious writer, having proved at large that there is but

one God, the Father, and that the Christians acknow

ledged no other God; yet immediately adds, yvoa/xsv yap xal

uiov toO ©sou, cap. ix. p. 37. as much as to say, we compre

hend and include the Son in that one God; we are always

to be understood with this reserve, or 2 salvo, to the di

vinity of the Son ; as does clearly appear from what fol

lows in the same chapter, and in the next to it, where the

Son is called a the Mind and Word of the Father, and de

clared to be b uncreated and c eternal. And in u another

place he very plainly comprehends both in the one God.

To avoid prolixity, I shall content myself with e referring

only to the passages in others of the Ante-Nicene writers,

leaving you to consult them at your leisure, if you can

make any doubt of so clear a case. As to the Post-Nicene

Fathers, Athanasius, Basil, the Gregories, Jerom, Austin,

Chrysostom, &c. their sentiments are well known in

the present point; and how they do not only reject,

but abhor the principles which you are endeavouring to

revive. However, I shall transcribe one passage out of

Athanasius, part whereof has been given above, which

may serve as a comment upon the Catholics which went

before him, whose sentiments he was perfectly well ac

quainted with, and had thoroughly imbibed.

"fWhen the prophet, speaking of the creation, saith,

" Which alone spreadeth out the heavens," Job. ix. 8. and

when God says, " I alone stretch forth the heavens," Isa.

1 Parallel to which is that in Athanasius, Oral. iii. p. 558. N«7«u it rvt

rw fttty aal i uitf. And again : 'Er tw tv), kat ft-ity, aai wf»rii vwtof m?rat i

xiyt!. See Tertull. contr. Prax. c. 19.

* Salvo enim filio, rcctc unicum Deum potent determinasse cujus est Filius.

Tertull. adv. Prax. c. 18.

* N5* na' .-," ~* war^f. Cap. x. p. 39.

b Oii% *tf yfM/u»t. • 'Atiif.

d 0i0v ayttrn rif wunrnr rv3s rw watrit aai ttw irap airv x'tytt. P. 122.

Compare p. 40.

' Clemens Alexandr. p. 129. 135. 142. Origen. contr. Ccla. 1. viii. p. 38C.

et alibi. Hippolytus contr. Noet. passim. Novatian. c. 3. Dionysius Ko-

manus, apud Athanas. Dionysius Alexand. spud Athanasium, p. 254.

' Athanas. Orat. 3. contr. Arian. p. 558.

C 2
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" xliv. 24. it is very manifest to every man, that in himr

" who is said to be alone, the Word of that alone is also

" signified, in whom all things were made, and without

" whom nothing was made. If therefore the heavens

" were made by the Word, and yet God says, J alone ;

" and the Son, by whom the heavens were made, is un-

" derstood to have been with the alone God ; for the same

" reason also, if it be said, one God, and / alone, and / the

"first, we are undoubtedly to understand, that in the one,

" alone, and first, is comprehended the Word, as efful-

" gency, airauyacr/xa, is implied in light." Athanasius's

reasoning in this passage is so like s Tertullian's upon the

same head, that one might think he had borrowed it from

him. But indeed it is so entirely conformable to the true

and genuine sentiments of the Catholics before him, that

it may justly pass for the general sense of all.

To confirm what hath been said, I shall use one argu

ment more, before I pass on to another query ; such as,

if carefully considered, may be sufficient to silence all far

ther doubt or scruple, with regard to the sense of the

Ante-Nicene writers.

It is well known, that they ever looked upon the Son,

as the God of the Jews, the God of Abraham, Isaac, and

Jacob. Many particular testimonies may be cited in

proof of the fact, which, for brevity sake, I pass over ;

and proceed to a more general proof drawn from their

citing of texts out of the Old Testament, in which the

God of the Jews is certainly spoken of; and applying

them to the Person of Christ, the second Person of the

ever blessed Trinity.

" h They heard the voice of the Lord God walking in

" the garden And the Lord God called unto Adam,"

8cc. Gen. iii. 8, 9.

" t The Lord appeared to Abram, and said unto him, I

8 Tertull. contr. Prax. c. 19.

b Theophil. Antioch. p. 129. ed. Ox. Tamilian, adv. Prax. c. 16.

t Clem. Alex. Ptcdag. lib. i. c. 7. p. 131. Euseb. Demonstr. Ev. 1. v. c. 9.

Eccl. Hist. 1. i. c. 2.
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" am the Almighty God ; walk before me, and be thou

" perfect," Gen. xvii. i, 2.

" k And the Lord appeared unto him in the plains of

" Mamre. The Lord said unto Abraham," &c. Gen.

xviii. i, 13.

" 1 The Lord rained upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah

" brimstone and fire from the Lord out of heaven," Gen.

xix. 24.

" m And Abraham stood before the Lord," &c.

Gen. xix. 27.

" n And God said unto Abraham," &c. Gen. xxi. 12.

" 0 And, behold, the Lord stood above it, and said, I

" am the Lord God of Abraham thy Father, and the God

" of Isaac," Gen. xxviii. 13.

"Pi am the God of Bethel, where thou anointedst the

" pillar," &c. Gen. xxxi. 13.

" 1 And God said unto Jacob, Arise, go up to Bethel,

" and make there an altar- to God, that appeared

" unto thee," &c. Gen. xxxv. 1.

" r God called unto him out of the bush. He said,

" I am the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the

" God of Jacob," &c. Exod. iii. 4, 6.

" s And God said unto Moses, I am that I am.—

k Just. Mart. p. 213. Sylburg. ed. Novat. c. 26. Tertull. Prax. c. 16, 17.

Euseb. Dem. E. 1. v. c. 9. Epist. Synod. Antioch. Labb. tom. i. p. 845.

1 Just. Mart. p. 215. Irenssus, 1. iii. c. 6. p. 180. Tertull. Prax. c. 13. 16.

Euseb. Eccl. Hist. 1. i. c. 2. Novat. c. 21. 26.

ra Just. Mart. p. 216.

t Just. Mart. Dial. p. 162. ed. Jeb. Novat. c. 26.

0 Just. Mart. p. 218. Clem. Alex. Psed. 1. i. c. 7. p. 131.

P Just. Mart. 218. Clem. Alex. Pawl. 1. i. c. 7. p. 132. Novat. c.27. Euseb.

Demon. Ev. 1. v. c. 10. Epist. Synod. Antioch. Labb. tom. i. p. 848.

1 Just. Mart. 218. Cyprian. Test. 1. ii. c. 6. p. 35. ed. Oxon.

' Just. Mart. p. 220. Iremeus, 1. iii. c. 6. p. 180. 1. iv. c. 12. p. 241.

I. iv. c. 5. p. 232. Tertull. Prax. c. 16. Epist. Synod. Antioch. Labb. tom. i.

p. 348. Origen. in Job. p. 32.

• Irenseus, ubi supra. That is, he must of consequence understand this of

Christ as well as ver. 4. 8. 19. (See True Scripture Doctrine continued,

p. 159, 160.) Tertull. adv. Prax. c. 17. Just. Mart. Apol. i. p. 123. Ox. ed.

Euseb. contr. Marcel. 1. ii. c. 20, 21.

C3
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" The Lord God of your Fathers, the God of Abraham,

" of Isaac, and of Jacob, appeared," Exod. iii. 14, 16.

" ' I appeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and unto

" Jacob, by the name of God Almighty, but by my name

" Jehovah, was I not known unto them," Exod. vi. 3.

" u I am the Lord thy God, which brought thee out

" of the land of Egypt," Exod. xx. 2.

" 1 God of Israel," Exod. xxiv. 10.

" 7 The Lord strong and mighty, the Lord mighty in

" battle. The Lord of hosts, he is the King of glory,"

Psalm xxiv. 8, 10.

" z Be still, and know that I am God : I will be ex-

« alted," &c. Psal. xlvi. 10.

" a God is gone up with a shout, the Lord (Jehovah)"

&c. Psalm xlvii. 5.

" b The mighty God, even the Lord, hath spoken

" Our God shall come, and shall not keep silence," &c.

Psal. 1. 1, 3.

" c Let God arise, let his enemies," &c. " Sing unto

" God, sing praises," &c. Psalm lxviii. 1, 4.

" d In Judah is God known," &c. Psalm lxxvi. 1.

" e God standeth in the congregation of the mighty ;

" he judgeth among gods," Ps. lxxxii. 1.

" f The Lord reigneth," Psalm xcix. 1.

" B Behold, God is my salvation : I will trust, and not

t Just. Mart. p. 278. Sylbur. edit.

u Clem. Alex. Psedag. 1. i. c. 7. p. 131.

* Euseb. Demonstr. Ev. 1. v. c. 18.

y Just. Mart. Dial. p. 197. Cyprian. adv. Jud. 1. ii. c. 49. p. 49, 50. Orig.

in Mat. p. 438. Euseb. in loc.

z Cyprian. adv. Jud. 1. ii. c. 6. p. 35.

• Just. Martyr. Dial. p. 197. Euseb. in Psal. zxiii. p. 91.

b Iren. 1. iii. c. 6. p. 180. Cyprian. adv. Jud. 1. ii. c. 28. p. 48.—it. de

Bono Patient. p. 220. Euseb. in Psal. p. 209.

t Cyprian. adv. Jud. 1. ii. c. 6. c. 28. p. 35, 49.

ii Iremeus, 1. iii. c. 9. p. 184. 1. iv. c. 33. p. 273.

t Just. Mart. Dial. p. 277. Irenssus, 1. iii. c. 6. p. 180. Novat. de Trin.

c. 15. Cyprian. adr. Jud. 1. ii. c. 6. p. 35. Eus. in loc.

r Just. Mart. p. 224. Iren. 1. iv. c. 33. p. 274.

t Irenssus, 1. iii. c. 10. p. 186.
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" be afraid : for the Lord Jehovah is my strength," &c.

Isa. xii. 2.

" h Behold, your God will come with vengeance, even

" God with a recompence ; he will come and save you,"

Isa. xxxv. 4.

" ' That stretcheth out the heavens like a curtain," &c.

Isa. xl. 22.

" k Thus saith the Lord that created thee, O Jacob,

" and he that formed thee, O Israel," Isa. xliii. 1.

" 1 Thus saith the Lord the King of Israel, and his re-

" deemer the Lord of hosts; I am the first, and I am the

" last ; and beside me there is no God," Isa. xliv. 6.

" m I am the Lord that maketh all things ; that stretch-

" eth forth the heavens alone ; that spreadeth abroad the

" earth by myself," Isa. xliv. 24.

u n Surely God is in thee ; and there is none else, there

" is no God. Verily thou art a God," &c. Isa. xlv. 14, 15.

" 0 I will save them by the Lord their God, and will

" not save them by bow, nor by sword," Hosea i. 7.

" P The Lord also shall roar out of Zion, and utter his

" voice from Jerusalem," Joel iii. 16. Amos i. 2.

" 1 Who is a God like unto thee, that pardoneth ini-

" quity " Mic. vii. 18.

" r God came from Teman, and the Holy One from

" mount Ephraim," Habakkuk iii. 3.

b Iren«us, 1. c. 20. p. 214. Norat. c. 12. Epist. Synod. Aatioch. Labb.

tom. i. p. 845. Tertull. adv. Jud. c. 9, 14.

1 Hippolyt. contr. Noct. C. xviii. p. 19. irt!af is aafuiptt rit njai«.

« Eiuebius in loc.

l Lact. Inst. 1. iv. c. 9. p. 405.

m Euseb. in loc.

N. B. I cite Eusebius, only as agreeing with the rest, in his application of

such texts to God the Son : not determining any thing as to his other prin

ciples.

• Tertull. Prax. c. 13. Cyprian. ad. Jud. 1. ii. c. 6. p. 34. Euseb. Dem.

Ev. 1. T. c. 4. p. 224. Lactan. Epitom. c. xliv. p. 116. edit. Dav. Inst. p.

404. edit. Ox. Epist. Synod. Antioch. Labb. tom. i. p. 845.

0 Novat. Trin. c. 12.

P Irennus, I. iii. c. 20. p. 214. 1. iv. c. 33. p. 273.

1 Irenasus, 1. iii. c. 20. p. 214. Tertull. contr. Marc. 1. iv. c. 10.

' Irenaus, 1. iii. c. 20. p. 214. 1. xiv. c. 33. p. 273.

C4
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" s I am God, and not man," Hosea xi. 9.

" ' 1 will strengthen them in the Lord saith the

" Lord," Zech. x. 12.

" u This is our God, and there shall none other be

" accounted of in comparison of him," Baruch iii. 35.

These several texts, besides others of like nature, the

Ante-Nicene writers, in general, understood of Christ.

And therefore it is exceeding clear, that, according to the

doctrine of that time, the second Person of the Trinity is

the "Lord;" the "Lord God;" the " Almighty God ;"

the " Lord God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob;" the " Je-

" hovah," the " Lord of hosts ;" the " Mighty God ;" the

" Only God ; and besides whom there is no God ;" the

" God of Israel," &c. All this, I say, Christ is, according

to the doctrine of those early times: not exclusive of the

Father, any more than the Father is such, exclusive of the

Son; but together with the Father: that is, Father and Son

both are the one Supreme God : not one in Person, as you

frequently and groundlessly insinuate, but in substance,

power, and perfection. I know you have an evasion, by

which you hope to elude the force of all that has been

urged. But when I have shown you how weak and in

sufficient your pretence is, I hope I shall hear no more

of it.

1 In another part of your book, (p. 20.) you pretend

that Christ spake only in the Person of the Father ; and

that when he said, for instance, "lam the God of Bethel,"

(Gen. xxxi. 13.) the meaning is no more than this; Jeho

vah whom I represent and in whose name I speak, is the

God of Bethel. Had you given it only as your own in

terpretation of this and the like texts, it might be very

excusable : but having told us what you mean by speak

ing" in the Person of God the Father," you afterwards add,

■ Cypr. Testim. 1. ii. c. 6. p. 35. Euseb. Dem. Er. 1. v. c. 22. p. 249.

Epist. Synod. Antioch. Labb. tom. i. p. 845.

• Cyprian. Test. 1. ii. c. 6. p. 35. Eus. Dem. Ev. 1. v. c. 26. p. 251.

n Cyprian. Test. 1. ii. c. 6. p. 35. Lactant. Epit. p. 116. ed. DaT.

* See also Clarke's Scripture Doctrine, p. 102. alias p. 94.
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that it was the "unanimous opinion of all antiquity," that

Christ appeared and spake " in the person of God the Fa-

" ther," (p. 22.) leaving your English reader to believe, that

your novel explication was the current doctrine of all an

tiquity. The thing may be true in some sense, such as is

foreign to your purpose : but in your sense, it is noto

riously false, as all that have looked into antiquity very

well know. However, for the benefit of the common

reader, I will show that the good Fathers applied these

texts to Christ considered in his own Person, and not in

the Father's only. This shall be made clear, to a demon

stration, both from particular testimonies of the same Fa

thers; and from the general scope, drift, and design of

those writers, in quoting the texts before mentioned.

y Clement of Alexandria, citing Exod. xx. 2. " I am the

" Lord thy God," &c. and understanding it of Christ, ob

serves particularly, that Christ said this of himself, "in his

" own Person."

z Tertullian, interpreting Isa. i. 18. and Mic. vii. 18. of

Christ, makes the like remark.

a Irenaeus, having cited Exod. iii. 6. (" I am the God of

" Abraham, and the God of Isaac," &c.) which he under

stands as spoken by Christ, goes on thus. " From hence

" (Christ) made it plain, that he who spake to Moses out

" of the bush, and manifested himself to be the God of

" the Fathers, is the God of the living." And after a

deal more in that chapter to show that the Father and Son

are one and the same God, he concludes to this effect.

" Christ himself therefore, with the Father, is the God

Y IlaXtff 3ij #Tkt Xtyy hit ttZ ti'ttu fptfur-j. iavrtt tfttXtyii watiayttyir. lyii

Kv^ifs t Qlli fmt i irayayt*t tt ta yns A.yv-rm. Clem. Alex. Pud. 1. i. c. 7.

p. J31. edit. Oxon.

1 Ex ipsiua Domini persona &c. Tert. contr. Marc. 1. iv. c. 10.

• Per hsec utique manifestum fecit quoniam is qui de Rubo locutus est

Moysi, et manifestavit SE esse Deum Patrum, hie est viventium Deus

Ipse igitur Christus cum Patre vivorum est Dcus, qui locutus est Moysi, qui

et Patribus manifestatus est. Iren. 1. iv. c. 5. p. 232. See 1. iii. c. 6. 1. iv.

c. 12.
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" of the living, who spake to Moses, and was manifested

" to the Fathers."

Novatian, having observed that the angel which ap

peared to b Agar, Sarah's maid, was represented in Holy

Scripture as Lord and God, after some reasoning upon it,

suitable to the prevailing principles of his own times, as

well as of the times preceding, sums up the whole in this

manner. " c Wherefore if the present passage cannot suit

" with the Person of the Father, whom it would not be pro-

" per to call an angel, nor to the person of an angel, which

" it would not be proper to call God; but it may comport

" with the Person of Christ to be God, as the Son of

" God, and to be an angel too, as sent to reveal his Fa-

" ther's will: the heretics ought to consider that they

" run counter to the sacred writ, while they admit that

" Christ is an angel, and yet refuse to acknowledge that

" he is God also." Here you will observe, that, according

to Novatian, it was to the Person of Christ, not to the

Person of God the Father, that the title of God and Lord,

in this or the like instances, belonged ; and that therefore

they are given to him in his own Person, in his own right,

as God's Son, and consubstantial with him ; than which

nothing can be more diametrically opposite to yours, or

to Dr. Clarke's hypothesis. It is not said, God, only as

having true dominion and authority, but as God's Son ;

and that implies, with Novatian, substantice communio-

nem} real and essential divinity d.

b See Genesis xvi.

t Ergo si hie locus neque Periona Patris congruit ne angelus dictus sit,

neque Persona angeli, ne Deus pronuntiatus sit : Persona autem Christi

convenit, ut et Deus sit, quia Dei Filius est, ct angelus sit, quoniam patenue

dispositionis adnuntiator est; intclligere debeut contra Scripturas se agere

heretici, qui Christum quum dicant sc et angelum credere, nolint etiain illum

Deum pronuntiare . Naval. c. xxvi. p. 724.

'O 3s ayytXtf rtv war^it i vltf irif, avrif Kvpss kOu ©1« ut. Synod' Anti-

och. Ep.

* Cap. 31. compare chap. 11. Ut cnim prescripsit ipsa natura hominem

credendum esse, qui ex homiue sit : ita eadem natura pnescribit, et Deum

crcdendum esse, qui ex Deo sit.
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I shall next show you the same of Justin Martyr ; and

then beg your pardon for the impertinence of insisting so

long upon what none, one might think, that has ever seen

the ancients, could make the least question of. " Permit

" me," says he, " to show you also out of the book of

" Exodus, how the very same Person, who appeared to

" Abraham and Jacob, as an angel, and God, and Lord,

" and man, appeared to Moses in a flame of fire out of

" the bush, and talked with him." A little after, he

adds these remarkable words. " e You have seen, gen-

" tlemen, that the same Person whom Moses calls an

" angel, and who conversed with him in the flame of fire ;

"that very Person being God, signifies to Moses that

" himself is the God of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of

" Jacob." I will not so far distrust your judgment, as

to add any farther comment to so plain words. I need

but just hint to any who know Justin Martyr, that he, as

well as Novatian, resolves the divinity of Christ into his

f sonship; and sonship into B communication of the same

divine substance : which I remark chiefly against Dr.

Clarke, who seems to admit that those titles belonged to

the Person of Christ; which is more than I apprehend

you do. It were very easy to add particular passages to

the same purpose from other Fathers ; but it was, in a

manner, needless to have mentioned these. For the

general scope, drift, and design of the. primitive writers, in

this case, shows sufficiently what I contend for. Their

design was to prove Christ's Divinity; to show that there

was another Person, besides the Father, who was really

Lord and God; and that this Person was Christ. This

tTX1 atiftf, MFtt'naT| tn •i Xtyu M«0w ayytXtt, Ir arvfi QXvyif XtXMXn-

aimti avTf, wTtf airtt Qitf ut tnua'tiu tw VLwrii trt avrtf iftt i Stit 'AZ^aaft a«i

'Irwi nai 'Iat«C. Just. Mart. Dial. p. 220.

Compare Apol. i. p. 123. Ti It utyftim in (iirtu Mawiiiyu uftt i iv, i

Qitt 'A'faaft imu t Quf 'Iraia aai i Qtvs 'laaitC, aai i ©ltf rwr grarif«t rn-

flMmntt TOv kai Otwt'daVOVTOu ial/tOUf ft'llUV kOt dvTOv Tw XflfOv .

Sec my Answer to Dr. Whitby, p. 53.

' Page 183, 75, 278, 280, Sylb. ed. « Page 183, 373, ed. Jeb.
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is the avowed design clear through Justin's Dialogue ;

and the like maybe said of Novatian, Tertullian, Cyprian,

Irenaeus, and the rest, (except Eusebius, who sometimes

varied in this matter,) where they cite these texts, which

I have given you a list of.

The argument they used is this. There is a person

frequently styled God and Lord, Jehovah, Almighty, tec.

who conversed with Adam, appeared to the Patriarchs,

and all along headed and conducted the people of the Jews.

This Person could not be an angel only : such high titles

could never belong to any mere angel. He could not

be God the Father: his office was ministerial; he is called

an angel; he appeared; he condescended to take upon him

human shape, and other resemblances f. These things do

not suit with thefirst Person of the Trinity. Well then,

who could he be but God the Son ? who being really

God, might, in his own right, truly and justly assume

those high titles ; and yet being second only in the ever

blessed Trinity, and designing, in his own due time, to

take human nature upon him, might more suitably con

descend to act ministerially among men, (a proper prelude

to his incarnation, which should come after,) and so might

be, not only God, but an angel too. This is their argu

ment, as every one knows, that knows any thing of these

matters. Now, suppose that these good fathers had un

derstood, Gen. xxxi. 13. as you do; "I am the God of

" Bethel;" that is, My Father, whom I represent, is the

God of Bethel ; what a trifling argument would you

here put into their mouths ? " Christ declares that the

" Person whom he represents is God and Lord : tbere-

" fore Christ is God," &c. Or propose the argument

thus, upon your hypothesis : " The Lord God (the Fa-

h I do not find, that the pnre simplicity of the divine nature was ever

urged, in this case, as a reason why it could not be the Father : nor, that

the human affections and actions ascribed to this angel were understood

literally, or otherwise than by way of figure. Tertullian gives a very dif-

fercnt account of it, showing how all might be understood 9t«r;tmv. Omt.

Marc. 1. ii.
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" ther) called unto Adam, Gen. viii. 9. God said unto

" Abraham, &c. Gen. xxi. 1a. that is, God the Father

" spoke by his Son ; therefore the Son is called God, and

" is God." Can any thing be more ridiculous ? The

conclusion which Justin Martyr draws from the whole,

and which he triumphantly urges against Trypho, is this ;

that Christ is really Lord and God, s Qtof xaXsirai, x, ©so'j

iri xai 2rai. The other writers draw the same conclusion

from the same premises ; a conclusion without any thing

to support it, had they understood these texts, as you

pretend they did. In short, the very ground and founda

tion of all they say upon this article' is built upon a sup

position diametrically opposite to yours; so little counte

nance have you from antiquity. Farther, they all con

clude that the Person declaring himself to be God and

Lord, &c. could not be an angel; not a mere angel.

There is some sense in this ; if you suppose an angel de

claring, in his own person, that he is God and Lord. It

is blasphemous and absurd for any mere angel to make

such declaration. But, supposing it meant of the Person

of the Father, why might not any angel declare, what is

certainly true, that the Father is God, or deliver God's

errand in his own words? Had the Fathers thought as

you do, they must have argued thus, very weakly : It

could not be a mere angel that appeared, or that spoke

thus and thus. Why? Because the Person who sent

him, and who undoubtedly is the God of the universe, is

called God and Lord. Of all the silly things that igno

rance and malice have combined to throw upon the primi

tive martyrs and defenders of the faith of Christ, I have

not met with one comparable to this. I am therefore

willing to believe that you did not mean to charge them

with it, but only expressed yourself darkly and obscurely;

which yet should not have been done, by one who

would be careful not to mislead even an unwary reader.

1 Just. Dial. p. 176. ed. Jebb. See my Answer to Dr. Whitby, p. 52, Ac.
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I would here make one remark, and leave it with you ;

and that is, of the k strict sense wherein the ancients used

the word God, as applied to the Son. They argued that it

could not be an angel that appeared. Why ? Because the

Person appearing was called God. Thus Novatian, who

speaks the sense of all the rest. " Quomodo ergo Deus

" si angelus fuit ; cum non sit hoc nomen angelis unquam

" concessum 1 ? But how then is he God, if no more than

" angel, since angels never had the privilege of so high a

"title?" Novatian allows (ch. 15.) that angels have

been called Gods, meaning in the loose figurative sense :

but here he plainly signifies that the word God, when ap

plied to the Son, is to be understood in the strict and pro

per sense : and thus the ancients in general understood it.

Angels, the very highest order of creatures, were not by

them thought worthy of the name and title of God. It

would have been highly absurd, in their judgment, to

have given it them, in such a sense, and in such circum

stances, as they applied it to the Son. They knew no

thing of your relative sense of the word : they knew bet

ter. But this by the way : let us return to our subject.

You will ask me now , perhaps, what did some of the Fa

thers mean, those especially whom you have quoted in

the margin, (p. 22.) by the Son of God's appearing, and

speaking in the Person of God the Father ? I have shown

you what they certainly did 720/ mean : and if I could not

so readily account for the other, it is of less moment ; the

cause being little concerned in it. But I shall endeavour

to satisfy you in this point also.

You have but two quotations which are any thing to

the purpose; one out of Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch,

and the other from Tertullian. And they indeed, verbally,

may seem to countenance your notion; though, in reality,

they meant nothing like it. But what did they mean ;

k Other arguments of the strict sense of the word God, as used by the

Antc-Nicenc writers, and applied to the Son, may be seen in Dr. Fiddes,

p. 374, &c. > Cap. 26.
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one by, m lv n^irtlmo) tou ©sou, the other by, " auctorilate et

nomine (Patris?) Let it be considered, that the second

Person, in the texts above cited, is not represented under

his own personal distinguishing character, as a Son, or

second Person, or Messiah, or Mediator, as he has been

since. It is not said, that the Son of the Lord God, called

unto Adam ; but the " Lord God called," &c. 0 It is not,

I am the Son of the God of Bethel, &c. but " I am the

" God of Bethel;" and so in the rest. Christ therefore, in

these, or the like texts, is not represented under his own

peculiar character ; but under such a character as is com

mon to the Godhead, to the Father and him too. This

character, since the distinction of persons has been re

vealed to us, has been, in a more eminent and peculiar

manner, reserved to the Father. He is represented emi

nently now as God; and Christ, as Son of God, or Medi

ator, or Messiah. Christ having before took upon him

that part, character, or office, which since that time has

been reserved, in a peculiar manner, to the Father, may

be said to have acted in the Person of the Father, or in the

name of the Father ; that is, under the same character or

capacity which the Father now chiefly bears with respect

to men. This he might well do, being equally qualified for

either. As Son of God, he was really God; and as Son of

the Almighty, he was Almighty, in his own right, as P Ter-

tullian expresses it : and therefore might as justly bear the

style and title of " Lord God," " God of Abraham," &c.

while he acted in that capacity, as he did that of"Mediator,"

" Messiah," "Son of the Father," &c. after he condescend

ed to act in another, and to discover bis personal relation.

You cited these words of Tertullian : " Cujus aucto-

" ritate 1 et nomine ipse erat Deus, qui videbatur, Dei

" Filius." Which might have been rendered thus. "The

" Son of God who appeared, he was God (acting) in his

- Theoph. ad Autol. 1. ii. p. 229. Ox. ed.

• TertuU. adv. Marc. 1. ii. c. 27. • Gen. Hi. 9.

P Suo jure omnipotcns qua Filius Omnipotentis cum et Filius Om-

uipotentis bun omnipotcns sit, quam Dens Dei Filius. Prux. c. xvii. p. 520.

i Contr. Marc. 1. ii. c. 27. /
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" (the Father's) name, and with his authority." And had

you but cited the next immediate words, you might have

discovered the true meaning of that passage. " Sed et

" penes nos, Christus in persona Christi, quia et hoc

" modo noster est :" that is to say, But with us (Chris

tians) Christ is a.ho understood under the character or

Person of the Messiah ; because he is ours in this capa

city also ; that is, he is not only our God, but our Medi

ator and Redeemer ; and under that character we receive

him, as being more peculiar to him, beyond what he has

in common with the Father. Formerly he was received

and adored under the one common character of God,

Lord, and Jehovah ; not merely as representative of God

the Father, or as invested with his authority, but as

strictly and truly God, consubstantial with God the Fa

ther; according to the unanimous opinion of all the an

cients, and rof those in particular who speak of his acting

in the name or Person of the Father. But now, having

a new title to distinguish him by, we receive him in both

capacities : as God, by nature ; and as Messiah, or Medi

ator, by office.

The sum then of the case is this : when Christ appeared

to the Patriarchs, and claimed their obedience, homage,

and adoration, he did not do this under the name and

character which he has since discovered to be personal

and peculiar to him ; but under another, which is his too,

but in common with the Father; namely, that of "Lord

"God," "God Almighty," &c. and being since discovered

not to be the Father himself, but the Son; not unorigin-

ated, but God of God ; all that he did must be referred back

to the Father, the Head and Fountain of all ; whose au

thority he exercised, whose orders he executed, and

whose Person, Character, or Office, he (in some sense)

represented and sustained. Thus, under the 1 New Testa-

r See True Script. Doct. continued, p. 196.

• Vid. Tertull. contr. Prax. c. xxi. p. 512. Ego rent in Patrit met no

mine Adeo semper Filius erat in Dei et Resris et Domini, et Omnipotentis,

et Altissimi nomine.
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merit alio, he referred all that he did to the authority of

the Father, as the first original, and fountain of all power,

preeminence, dignity, &c. acting in his name, executing

his will, and representing his Person. (" I and my Fa-

" ther are one," John x. 30. " He that hath seen me,

" hath seen the Father," John xiv. 9. " I can of mine

" own self do nothing," John v. 30.) And yet whatever

is said of Christ is to be understood of him in his own

Person, and not of the Father only, whom he represented.

In fine, it is not necessary, that every one who acts in the

name, or by the authority, or in the person of another,

should usurp the style of that other, and speak in the first

person ; e. g. a viceroy, or an ambassador, speaks in the

king's name, and by his authority, and represents his

person : but does not personate the king, in the strictest

sense ; does not pretend to say, I am the king. And

therefore you can draw no certain conclusion from the

two passages of Theophilus and Tertullian. On the con

trary, I have shown you, from the whole drift, tenor, and

tendency, as well as from particular testimonies of the

primitive writings, that they are far from favouring your

pretences in this case, but are a perfect contradiction to

them. From what hath been said, these three things are

very plain and evident.

1. That, according to the mind of the ancients, the Son

was God, and so called in his own Person.

2. That he was God in his own Person, as being God's

Son. ,

3. That he was God's Son, as having the divine sub

stance communicated from the Father.

These three considerations entirely take off the force of

whatever either you or Dr. Clarke hath offered to perplex

and puzzle a very clear and manifest truth.

1 have insisted chiefly on the first particular, as was

proper in this place; though I have, in passing, hinted

enough of the two latter also ; especially considering that

they will often be glanced at again, in the process of our

dispute.

VOL. 1. D
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Thus, I hope, I have sufficiently vindicated the argu

ment of this second Query, having shown from plain

Scripture texts, that Christ is not excluded from being

the one Supreme God in conjunction with the Father;

and taken off your exceptions : and lest this should seem

insufficient, I have confirmed it farther, from the unani

mous consent of all antiquity, before the Council of Nice;

which is what yourself appeal to in the case. This article

indeed has hereby been drawn out into a disproportionate

length : but the importance of it is a sufficient apology.

Were you able satisfactorily to answer the following

queries, this one, while it stands unanswered, would be

enough for all. But I proceed.

Query III.

Whether the word (God) in Scripture can reasonably be

supposed to carry an ambiguous meaning, or to be used in

a different sense, when applied to the Father and Son, in

the same Scripture, and even in the same verse? See

John i. i.

HERE you make answer ; that " the word (God) in

" Scripture hath a relative signification, and is used in a

" supreme and a subordinate sense." And you appeal to

Exod. vii. i. "I have made thee a god to Pharaoh;"

and to Psalm Ixxxii. i. " God standeth in the assembly of

"gods; judgeth among gods;" and you desire that

John x. 34, 35. may be compared; " Is it not written in

" your law, I said ye are gods?" &c. You are impatient,

I perceive, to come to your distinction of supreme and

subordinate, which, you imagine, clears all difficulties;

and you will not stay to consider what ought to be said

first. The first and most general distinction of the senses

of the word God, should be into proper and improper;

after which it will be soon enough to come to your famed

distinction of supreme and subordinate. Dr. Clarke in

deed would persuade us, that the proper Scripture no

tion of God is dominion ; and that therefore any person
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having dominion, is, according to the Scripture notion,

truly and properly God. This shall be examined ; but

it will be convenient here to set down the Doctor's own

words. " The word ©soj, God, has in Scripture, and in

" all books of morality and religion, a relative significa-

" tion; and not, as in metaphysical books, an absolute

" one : as is evident from the relative terms, which in

" moral writings may always be joined with it. For in-

" stance, in the same manner as we say, my Father, my

" King, and the like; so it is proper also to say, my God,

" the God of Israel, the God of the universe, and the like:

" which words are expressive of dominion and govem-

" ment. But, in the metaphysical way, it cannot be said,

" my infinite substance, the infinite substance of Israel,

" or the like a." He repeats the observation, (p. 290) b;

and is very positive, that the word God, in Scripture, is

always a relative word of office, giving the same pretty

reason for it as before. This shall be carefully consi

dered ; and the manner of speaking accounted for, in the

sequel .

I shall only observe here, by the way, that the word

star is a relative word, for the same reason with that,

which the doctor gives for the other. For, the " star of

" your God Remphan," (Acts vii. 43.) is a proper ex

pression: but, in the metaphysical way, it cannot be said,

the luminous substance " of your God Remphan." So

again, water is a relative word ; for it is proper to say,

the water of Israel : but, in the metaphysical way, it can

not be said, the fluid substance of Israel; the expression

is c improper. By parity of reason, we may make rela-

• See Dr. Clarke's Reply, p. 284.

1, Compare also Script. Doctr. p. 296. alias 264.

' It is very obvious to perceive where the impropriety of such expressions

lies. The word substance, according to the common use of language, when

used in the singular number, is supposed to be intrinsic to the thing spoken

of, whose substance it is; and indeed, to be the thing itself. Alli substance

is myself: and the substance of Israel is Israel. And hence it comes to

be improper to join sttbstance with the relative terms, understanding it of

any thing extrinsic.

D 1
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tive words almost as many as we please. But to pro

ceed : I maintain that dominion is hot the full import of

the word God in Scripture ; that it is but a part of the

idea, and a small part too; and that, if any person be

called God, merely on account of dominion, he is called so

by way of figure and resemblance only ; and is not pro

perly God, according to the Scripture notion of it. We

may call any one a king, who lives free and independent,

subject to no man's will. He is a king so far, or in

some ^respect ; though in many other respects nothing

like one ; and therefore not properly a king. If by the

same figure of speech, by way of allusion and resem

blance, any thing be called God, because resembling God

in one or more particulars ; we are not to conclude, that

it is properly and truly God.

To enlarge something farther upon this head, and to

illustrate the case by a few instances. Part of the idea

which goes along with the word God is, that his habita

tion is sublime, and " his dwelling not with flesh," Dan.

ii. ii. This part of the idea is applicable to angels or to

saints, and therefore they may thus far be reputed Gods;

and are sometimes so styled in Scripture, or ecclesiastical

writings. Another part of the complex idea of God is giving

orders from above, and publishing commands from heaven.

This was in some sense applicable to Moses ; who is

therefore called " a God unto Pharaoh :" not as being

properly a God ; but instead of God, in that instance, or

that resembling circumstance. In the same respect, every

prophet, or apostle, or even a minister of a parish, might

be figuratively called God. Dominion goes along with the

idea of God, or is a part of it; and therefore kings,

princes, and magistrates, resembling God in that respect,

may, by the like figure of speech, be styled Gods: not

properly ; for then we might as properly say, God David,

God Solomon, or God Jeroboam, as King David, 8tc.

but by way of allusion, and in regard to some imperfect

resemblance which they bear to God in some particular

respects ; and that is all. It belongs to God, to receive
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worship, and sacrifice, and homage. Now, because the

heathen idols so far resembled God, as to be made the

objects of worship, &c. therefore they also, by the

same figure of speech, are by the Scripture denominated

Gods, though at the same time they are declared, in a

proper sense, to be no Gods. The belly is called the

God of the luxurious, (Phil. iii. 19.) because some are as

much devoted to the service of their bellies, as others are

to the service of God ; and because their lusts have got

the dominion over them. This way of speaking is in like

manner grounded on some imperfect resemblance, and is

easily understood. The prince of the devils is supposed,

by most interpreters, to be called the " God of this

" world," 2 Cor. iv. 4. If so, the reason may be, either

because the men of this world are entirely devoted to his

service, or that he has got the power and dominion over

them.

Thus we see how the word God, according to the

popular way of speaking, has been applied to angels, or

to men, or to things inanimate and insensible; because

some part of the idea belonging to God has been con

ceived to belong to them also. To argue from hence,

that any of then) is properly God, is making the whole of

a part ; and reasoning fallaciously, a dicto secundum quid,

as the schools speak, ad dictum simpliciter. If we inquire

carefully into the Scripture notion of the word, we shall

find, that neither dominion singly, nor all the other in

stances of resemblance, make up the idea, or are sufficient

to denominate any thing properly God. When the prince

of Tyre pretended to be God, (Ezek. xxviii. 2.) he

thought of something more than mere dominion to make

him so ; he thought of strength invincible, and power

irresistible : and God was pleased to convince him of his

folly and vanity, not by telling him how scanty his domi

nion was, or how low his office; but how weak, frail, and

perishing his nature was; that he was man only, and

" not God," ver. 2, 9. and should surely find so by the

D3
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event. When the Lycaonians, upon the sight of a miracle

wrought by St. Paul, (Acts xiv. 11.) took him and Bar

nabas for Gods, they did not think so much of dominion,

as of power and ability, beyond human : and when the

Apostles answered them, they did not tell them that

their dominion was only human, or that their office was

not divine, but that they had not a divine nature ; they

were weak, frail, and feeble men, of like infirmities with

the rest of their species, and therefore no Gods.

If we trace the Scripture notion of one that is truly

and properly God, we shall find it made up of these

several ideas ; infinite wisdom, power invincible, all-suf

ficiency, and the like. These are the ground and founda

tion of dominion; which is but a secondary notion, a con

sequence of the former : and it must be dominion su

preme, and none else, which will suit with the Scripture

notion of God. It is not that of a governor, a ruler, a

protector, a lord, or the like ; but a sovereign Ruler, an

almighty Protector, an omniscient and omnipresent Go

vernor, an eternal, immutable, all-sufficient Creator, Pre

server, and Protector. Whatever falls short of this is

not properly, in the Scripture notion, God; but is only

called so by way of figure ; as has before been explained.

Now, if you ask me why the relative terms may properly

be applied to the word God, the reason is plain ; because

there is something relative in the whole idea of God;

namely, the notion of Governor, Protector, &c. If you

ask why they cannot so properly be applied to the word

God in the metaphysical sense, beside the reason before

given, there is another as plain; because metaphysics

take in only part of the idea, consider the nature abstracted

from the relation, leaving the relative part out.

From what hath been said, it may appear how useless

and insignificant your distinction is, of a supreme and

a subordinate God. For, not to mention that this must

unavoidably run you into polytheism, and bring you to

assert more Gods than one, contrary to the whole tenor
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of holy Scripture ; which is an d insuperable objection to

your hypothesis ; I say, not to mention this at present,

your hypothesis is built upon a false ground, as if any

thing could be properly God that is not Supreme. Su

preme, in the strict sense, supposes for its ground all the

essential properties of one truly and properly God, as de

scribed in Scripture. Another God after this, is no God;

because Scripture makes but one ; besides that an c infe

rior God is only God improperly, and so called by way

of figure, or in some particular respect : so that at length

your famed distinction of a supreme and subordinate

God, resolves into a God and no God. The question

then between us is, whether Christ be God properly or

improperly so called ; that is, whether he be God, or no.

Your arguments to prove him a subordinate God only, I

shall look upon as so many arguments against his di

vinity, and as designed to prove that he is not God.

You cite John x. 35, 36. " If he called them gods,

" unto whom the word of God came, and the Scripture

" cannot be broken ; say ye of him, whom the Father

" hath sanctified, and sent into the world, Thou blas-

" phemest; because I said, I am the Son of God?" From

hence you endeavour to prove, that Christ is God in the

subordinate sense only ; that is, as I have said, not pro

perly or truly God. But I can see no manner of ground

for this inference from the words before us. Our blessed

Lord had insinuated that he was really and truly God ;

* See what Dr. Bennet has very well urged upon this head, Disc. of the

Holy Trinity, p. 178, &c.

' Neque enim proximi erimus opinionibus nationum, qua; si quando ro-

guntur Deum confiteri, tamen et alios infra illum volunt. Divinitas autcm

gradum non habet, utpote unica. Tertull. adv. Hermog. c. vii. p. 236. Deua

non erit dicendus, quia nec credendus, nisi summum magnum. Nega

Deum, quem dicis deteriorem. Tertull. contr. Marc. 1. i. c. 6.

Qui super se habet aliquem superiorem, et sub alterius potestate est ; hie

neque Deus, ncque magnus rex dici potest. Iren. 1. iv. a 2. p. 229.

Unus igitur omnium Dominus est Deus. Ncque enim ilia sublimitas

potest habere consortem, cum sola omnium tenent potestatem. Cypr. de

Idol. Van. p. 14. Ox. edit.

D 4
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but had not asserted it in plain and express terms : upon

this bare innuendo, the Jews charge him with direct blas

phemy : he to evade their malice, and to keep to the

truth, neither affirms nor denies that he meant it in the

sense which they apprehended. However, his discourse

being in general terms, and not explicit enough to found

a charge of blasphemy upon, he appeals to their Law, in

order to show, that it is not always blasphemy to make

one's self God, or to apply the title of God even to mor

tal men, and men inferior to himself, considered only as

man. This was answer sufficient to them ; who could

not from his own expressions clearly convict him of

meaning more, than that he was God in the improper

sense of the word, as it had been used, Psalm lxxxii. 6.

Nevertheless, he leaves the point of his divinity undecided ;

or rather, still goes on to insinuate, in words which they

could not directly lay hold on, the very thing which they

charged him with. This enraged them so much the more :

and therefore they again " sought to take him," ver. 39.

" But he escaped out of their hand." This interpretation

may suffice to take off the force of your argument. Yet

the words may admit of other, and perhaps better inter

pretations, consistent with the principles which I here

maintain f.

You proceed to cite Heb. i. 8, 9. and argue thus :

" He who being God, calls another his God, and is sanc-

" tified by him, must needs be God in a subordinate

" sense ;" that is, God improperly so called, or no God.

To an old objection, I might return an old answer, in the

words of Hilary, or words to the same effect. " S This

" may signify only his subordination, as a Son, or as God

" of God, without any inferiority of nature. The Father

" is his God, as he is God by being begotten of him."

This answer is direct and full, upon the supposition that

f See True Script. Doct. continued, p. 178. Bisterfield contr. Crell. p. 317.

Surenhus. in loc. p. 359.

6 Ad nativitatem refertur ; cteterum non pcrimit naturam ; et ideirco Deus

ejus est, quia cx co natua in Deum eit. Hit. de Trin. 1. iv. c. 35. p. 848.
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the text cited is meant of the divine nature of Christ, or

of Christ in his highest capacity. But if it be meant, as

h probably it may, of his human nature only, there is no

weight in the objection.

As to the Son's being sanctified, I should hardly have

thought it of any importance to the cause, had it not

been twice insisted on by you. May not the Father de

sign, appoint, consecrate his Son, considered in either ca

pacity, to the office of Mediator, without supposing him

of a different and inferior nature to him ? Or suppose the

sanctifying may be meant of the human nature, which the

Father has sanctified, by uniting it to the Ao'yoj, what

force will there remain in your objection ? Having an

swered your pleas and pretences for a subordinate God, I

proceed to show, that Christ is not called God in a subor

dinate or improper sense, but in the same sense, and in

as high a sense, as the Father himself is so styled.

1. Because he is called the Jehovah, which is a word of

absolute signification, and is the incommunicable name of

the one true God.

' He is, very probably, called Jehovah, Luke i. 16, 17.

" Many shall he" (viz. John the Baptist) " turn to the Lord

" their God, and he shall go before him." The Doctor

owns that, in strictness of construction, the words (the

Lord their God) must be understood of Christ. And

therefore Christ is Lord God, or Jehovah Eloim, which

comes to the same.

He is likewise called the " Lord God of the Prophets,"

as appears from Rev. xxii. 6. compared with ver. 16. of the

same chapter. This may be farther confirmed by com

paring the texts following.

k Thou, Lord, in the beginning

hast laid the foundation of the

earth, Heb. i. 10.

Of old hast thou laid the foun

dation of the earth, Ps. cii. 25. &c.

Addressed to the Jehovah.

* See Bennet's Discourse on the Trinity, p. 31. 33. &c.

1 See this text excellently defended and illustrated in True Scripture Doc

trine continued, p. 132, 133, &c. See also my Sermons, p. 203.

k Sec Surenhusii Conciliation. in loc. p. 600.
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1 Then was fultilled that which

was spoken, &c. Matth. xxvii. 9,

10.

Another Scripture saith, They

shall look on hint (Jesus Christ)

whom they have pierced, John xix.

37.

m The voice of one crying in the

wilderness, Prepare ye the way of

the Lord, Mark i. 3.

is born in the city of Da

vid a Saviour, which is Christ the

Lord, Luke ii. 11.

And the Lord (Jehovah) said

unto me, Cast it unto the potter :

a goodly price that I was prised at |

of them, Zech. xi. 13.

They shall look on me (Jehovah

speaking by the Prophet) whom |

they have pierced, Zech. xii. 10.

The voice of him that crieth in

the wilderness, Prepare ye the way

of the Lord, (Jehovah,) Is. xl. 3.

The Lord said—I will have mercy

on the house of Judah, and will

save them by the Lord (Jehovah)

their God, Hos. i. 6, 7.

I have produced the texts again, in order to take notice

of the very peculiar way which you have of evading. It

is your avowed principle, that Christ is not Jehovah in his

own Person, (p. 24. and elsewhere ;) and that the Person

called Jehovah is the Father only. What then must be

said to these texts, which are so very plain and express

to the contrary; insomuch that nDr. Clarke himself

owns, that the name " Jehovah is given to that visible

" Person (meaning Christ) who appeared as representing

" the Person of the invisible God?" He does not say, it

was given to the Person represented only, but to the Per

son representing also ; which you seem to deny. But

you confound yourself with your 0 own comment upon

Hos. i. 7. " (Jehovah would—save them by Jehovah their

"God;)" "that is," say you, "that Jehovah himself

" would save them, but not in his own Person." Well

then, it is by another Person, which Person the text ex

pressly calls Jehovah.

Upon Zech. xii. 10. compared with John xix. 37. you

comment thus, (p. 26.) " The sufferings of Christ might

1 Surenhus. in loc. p. 280.

™ Surenhus. in Matt. iii. 3. p. 207. I refer to this author, to obviate the

pretence, that these texts might be understood only by way of accommoda

tion.

t Reply, p. 163.

• Page 25.
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" well be called the sufferings of Jehovah, being pierced

" in effigy in his Son, who is the express image of his

" Person." What a fanciful turn is here, merely to elude

the force of plain Scripture. Say rather, that since Christ

is the effigies, the express image of the Father, he might

justly be called Jehovah, which indeed he is, as well as

the Father. I shall dwell no longer on so clear and indis

putable a point. What you hint, that the Father and

Son cannot both be Jehovah, or, as you express it, one

individual being, meaning one person, is hardly deserving

notice ; because it is nothing but playing with the word

individual, and disputing against nobody : either take

the word in our sense of it, or pretend not that you op

pose us. It has been observed above, that antiquity is

every where full and express in this matter ; never ques

tioning, but constantly asserting, that the Son is Jehovah ;

and so called, in Scripture, in his own Person, and in his

own right, as coessential Son of God. The next thing

which I have to observe, is, that Jehovah is a word of ab

solute .signification. The relative terms do not suit with

it, as with the other. We do not read, my Jehovah, or

your Jehovah, or the Jehovah of Israel, as is pertinently

remarked by a learned P gentleman ; and the same gen

tleman observes, that it is sometimes rendered by ©soj, or

God : from whence we may just take notice, by the way,

that the word ©eoj, or God, in Scripture, is not always,

perhaps very rarely, a mere relative word. That Jehovah

is a word of absolute signification, expressing God, as he

is, may be proved both from 'l Scripture itself and the

'authorities of the best critics in this case. What you

have to object against it shall be here examined with all

convenient brevity. s You make the import of the name

T The True Script. Doct. of the Trin. continued, p. 134.

« Sec this proved in the Appendix to the Considerations on Mr. Whistou's

History. Pref. p. 101.

i See the authorities cited in the second part of the Considerations, by the

same author, p. 2, 3. and referred to in True Scripture Doctrine con

tinued, p. 133, 134.

• Page 19.
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Jehovah to be, giving being to (i. e. performing) his pro

mises. For reasons best known to yourself, you slip over

Exod. iii. 14, 15. which might probably give us the most

light into the matter, and choose to found all your rea

sonings upon Exod. vi. 2, 3. &c. an obscure place, on

which you have made almost as obscure a comment. The

words are, " I am the Lord, (Jehovah :) and I appeared

" unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and unto Jacob, by the

" name of God Almighty, (El Shaddai,) but by my

" name Jehovah was I not known to them."

You do not, I presume, so understand this text, as if

this was the first time that God revealed himself by the

name Jehovah: that he had done before, Exod. iii. 14.

and even long before that, to Abram, Gen. xv. 7. and

Abram had addressed him, under that name, sooner, Gen.

xv. 2. nay, it may be run up yet higher, even to Adam

and Eve, Gen. iv. i.*

Your meaning therefore, I suppose, must be, that God

had given many instances of his power before, conform

able to his name El Shaddai : but now, he was to give

them instances of his veracity and constancy in perform

ing promises, conformable to his name Jehovah. This, I

think, either is or should be your sense of this obscure

passage. That it is not the true sense of the place is

next to be shown.

1. It appears to be a very strained and remote interpre

tation. The primary signification of Jehovah is Being,

by your own confession, and as all know, that know any

thing : and the most obvious reason of the name is, that

God is Being itself, necessarily existing, independent, im

mutable, always the same; according to that of Mai. iii.

6. " I am the Lord, (Jehovah,) I change not." After

■ M. Le Clerc thinks that all this may be solved by a prolepsis. Com. in

Exod. iii. 15. To which it is sufficient to answer, that it may be otherwise ;

and that it is highly improbable, that Moses, who was particularly careful

not to introduce the name of Abraham and Sarah before the proper time,

should not be as careful in respect of a more venerable name, the name of

God himself.
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this, in the natural order, he may be considered as the

fountain of being, or giving being to all other things : so

that this seems but a secondary notion of Jehovah. Yours

is more remote still : it is giving being, not to the world,

to angels, or to men, but to words and promises; that

is, fulfilling them. And this metaphorical sense, of giving

being, you would put upon us, for the proper and special

import of the name Jehovah, expressing Being. Who

does not see that this is strained and far-fetched ?

2. The reason which you assign for this interpretation,

is as lame as the interpretation itself. God, it seems, was

now coming to fulfil the promise made to Abraham ; and

therefore reminds his people of the name Jehovah, as im

porting one faithful and punctual to his word. But what

if Jehovah should import one eternal and immutable God,

the same yesterday, to-day, and for ever ; might not the

consideration thereof be very proper to raise in men's

minds the greatest confidence and assurance imaginable,

that he should never fail of his word ?

3. Besides, what account will you give of many other

places of Scripture, where God reminds his people, that

he is Jehovah, and where there is no reference at all to

promises or the like ?

Thus, in this very chapter, Exod. vi. 29. " I am the

" Lord, (Jehovah :) speak thou unto Pharaoh king of

"Egypt all that I say unto thee." Again; "Against

" all the gods of Egypt I will execute judgment : I am

" Jehovah," Exod. xii. 12. " None of you shall approach

" to any that is near of kin to him 1 am Jehovah,"

Lev. xviii. 6. " I am the Lord, (Jehovah :) that is my

" name ; and my glory will I not give to another, nei-

" ther my praise to graven images," Is. xlii. 8. u Many

more places of like nature might be cited ; but I choose

• Mods. Le Gere, upon the place, endeavours by quirk and subtilty to

turn several passages, wherein the Jehovah is mentioned, to one particular

sense, in favour of the Sabellians. But that author and his manner are

well known, and with what bias he writes. The very instances which he

brings are enough to confute him.
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to refer you to a concordance for them. What 1 intend

from them is this ; that if yours be the true account of

the special import of the name Jehovah, it will be hard to

find any sense or pertinency in those, or other frequent

repetitions of it. But understanding the word as it has

been generally understood by persons of the greatest

learning and judgment, all is clear, pertinent, and con

sistent.

But, you will say, why then does God so particularly

take notice, that by his name Jehovah he was not known

to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob? Exod. vi. 3. Did not

they know him, and worship him, as the true, eternal,

independent, immutable God, the Creator of all things ?

Yes, certainly they did, and under the name Jehovah too ;

and probably understood the import of it. The most

probable solution of the whole difficulty is this; that the

words, in the latter part of the text, ought to be under

stood by way of interrogation, thus : But by my name

Jehovah was I not also known unto them ? that great and

venerable name, which expresses more than El Shaddai,

or any other name, and which I have chosen for my me

morial to all generations ?

If you please to consult the critics, you will find this

interpretation supported by such reasons as will bear exa

mining. It has been observed by the learned, that some

of the Greek writers read the words, Kai to ovofia /nou,

Kvgto<, eS^Xaxra auroTj ; x that is, " My name, Jehovah, I

" made known unto them ;" which interpretation is like

wise favoured by the Arabic version. This at least we

may say ; that from a passage so obscure, and capable of

several constructions, no certain argument can be drawn,

for the special import of the word Jehovah, in opposition

to the best critics in the language, whether ancient or

modern. Now, to resume the thread of our argument,

since it appears that Christ is, in his own proper Person,

* Just. Martyr reads, Ti tvtud fttn wa lifaura avrt7s. Dial. p. 266. Jebb.

rid. Gen. xxxii. 29. comp. Pseud. Atbanas. tom. ii. p. 499, 503, 505.
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called Jehovah, a word of absolute signification, express

ing the Divine nature or essence, it must follow, that he

is God, strictly so called, and not in the relative or im

proper sense, as is pretended.

This will appear farther, if it be considered that Jeho

vah is the incommunicable name of the one true God.

This may be proved from 1 several texts, which I shall

only point to in the margin ; referring you to z a learned

author, who has abundantly made good the assertion.

I may remark, that this and the foregoing observation

serve to support and confirm each other : for if Jehovah

signify the eternal, immutable God, it is manifest that

the name is incommunicable, since there is but one God ;

and if the name be incommunicable, then Jehovah can

signify nothing but that one God to whom, and to whom

only, it is applied. And if both these parts be true, and

it be true likewise that this name is applied to Christ,

the consequence is irresistible, that Christ is the same

one God ; not the same Person with the Father, to whom

also the name Jehovah is attributed, but the same sub

stance, the same Being; in a word, the same Jehovah;

thus revealed to be more Persons than one. So much for

my first argument, to prove that the word God, when ap

plied to the Father and Son, in Scripture, does not bear

a double meaning, one proper, and the other improper ;

but is to be understood in one and the same true .and

proper sense in respect of both.

2. My second argument for it shall be from John i. i.

pursuant to the words of the Query. " In the beginning

" was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the

" Word was God," ver. i. " All things were made by

" him," &c. ver. 3. Here we find the Son expressly

called God ; and the only question is, whether in a proper

or improper sense. The circumstances of the place must

determine us in this inquiry. Here are three marks to

r Exod. iii. 14, 15. Dent. xxri. 17, 18. Psal. lxxxiii. 18. Is. xlii. 8.

Hoses xii. 5.

* Second Letter to the Author of the History of Monbinism, I,. 5. fte.
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direct us how to form a judgment. i. The word ©=oc,

God, is used in a proper sense in the very same verse.

2. The Word was God in the beginning, that is, before

the creation. 3. The work of creation is attributed to

him.

I say, first, the word ©soj, God, is once used, in a

proper sense, in the very same verse. I have before

shown, that the pretended relative sense is only an im

proper and figurative sense of the word God, according

to the Scripture notion of it; and therefore, certainly,

that cannot be the meaning of it here, being applied to

the Father, who, without dispute, is properly God. Be

sides, that since Qsof in the Septuagint is frequently the

rendering of Jehovah, as you may readily see by turning

to Trommius's Concordance ; and since St. John himself

follows that rendering, as you may observe by comparing

John vi. 45. with Is. liv. 13. we may reasonably think

that 6 ©soj, in the text, is of the same signification with

Jehovah : which is a farther proof, that it is to be under

stood absolutely, and not relatively, as you term it, or as

I, improperly. If therefore the word &io;, God, be once

used by St. John in the strict and proper sense, how can

we imagine, that immediately after, in the very same

verse, he should use the same word in a sense very dif

ferent from that of the former ? You remark, that " the

" article is prefixed before ©soj, in an absolute construc-

" tion, when spoken of the Father ; but omitted when

" predicated of the Aoyoj." But if the want of the article

be sufficient to prove that ©soj, God, when applied to the

Word, is of a different meaning ; by the same argument

you might prove that the same word, ©joj, without an

article, in no less than four places more of this chapter,

(ver. 6. 12. 13. 18.) is not to be understood of the one

true God. I cannot help thinking a remark trifling, which

signifies so little, as either to prove too much, or to prove

nothing. Could you show that @ebf, without the article,

was always taken in a relative or improper sense, you

would do something. All that you attempt to show is,



Qu. hi. OF SOME QUERIES. 49

that 6 ©wj is no where, in the New Testament, predicated

of the Word in an absolute construction. And what if it

is not ? then it is not : for that is all you can make of it.

0toj without the article, in many places, confessedly

means as much as Qfoj with the article; which is enough

for our purpose. Or, admitting that there is some reason

and significancy in it, that the Son is not styled 6 Gto; in

an absolute construction, but that the title is generally

reserved to the Father, as the title, 6 Utn^p ; all that it

signifies is, that the first Person of the Holy Trinity is

eminently distinguished by an article ; but not that the

addition, or the omission, of an article makes any altera

tion in the sense of the word ©so'f You say, that " three

" of the most learned Ante-Nicene Greek Fathers insist

" upon this remark about the article ; a Clemens of Alex

andria, b Origen, and cEusebius." But what do they

gather from it, or what do they mean by it? Do they

mean that the Son is not God in the proper sense ? No

thing like it. Do they mean that the article can never

be properly applied when the Son is spoken of, or that

the Scripture observes it as an invariable rule ? That does

not appear, but rather the contrary : for they understood

many texts of the Old Testament, where ©soj occurs with

the article, of Christ, as may appear, in some measure,

• Clem. Alex. Strom. ui. p. 558. ed. Ox. Clemens does not make his re

mark on John i. 1. nor does he mention, that the article is put to distinguish

the Father's supereminent dignity of nature above the son ; as your reader,

or perhaps yourself, might imagine. His design was only to prove, against

Tatian, that the true God (and not the Devil j was the author of conjugal

procreation ; for which he cites Gen. iv. 25. observing. that ©it; in that

place has the article t before it ; and therefore must be understood of the

true God, the nmi«in>(. By the very same rule, Christ must be true

God, in the same sense, according to Clemens. He is S ©i«. See p. 72,

132, 251, 273, 436, 832; and likewise • «»»it««•(, p. 277. See also p.

148, 647.

• In Joh. p. 4fi. Origen means no more than that the Father is A£r3tts,

God unoriginatcd ; the Son, God of God.

■ Eccl. Theol. 1. ii. c. 17. Eusebius makes no farther use of the observa

tion than to prove, against Marcellus, that the Aty« is a distinct real Per

son ; and not the Father himself.

VOL. 1. E
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from the texts before laid down ; and might be more

amply set forth by other evidence, were any needful in

so clear a case.

The truth of the whole matter is, the title of 6 ©eoj,

being understood in the same sense with AvrAcoj, was, as

it ought to be, generally reserved to the Father, as the

distinguishing personal character of the first Person of the

Holy Trinity. And this amounts to no more than the

acknowledgment of the Father's prerogative, as Father.

But as it might also signify any Person who is truly and

essentially God, it might properly be applied to the Son

too : and it is so applied sometimes, though not so often

as it is to the Father. However, it is hardly worth the

while to dispute this point. The sum and substance of

all is, that d the Father is absolutely and eminently styled

6 0soj, as the fountain of all; the Son, ©eoj, God of God;

which is sufficient to our purpose. You observe, (p. 42.)

that the LXXII have ©eoj without the article, wherever

mention is made of God, in what you call the subordinate

sense. The inference I should draw from thence is, that

when ©26j has the article prefixed, the supreme God is

meant thereby. By this rule, if the concurrent sense of

the Ante-Nicene writers be of any force or weight with

you, our dispute would be at an end. For they apply

innumerable texts, wherein &io; occurs with the article,

to our Saviour Christ. But if you slight their authori

ties, yet I presume you will be concluded by the inspired

writers, who apply some texts of the Old Testament,

which have ©soj with the article, to our blessed Lord.

Compare

Numb. xxi. 5, 6, 7. 1 Cor. x. 9.

Isa. xlv. 22, 23. eRom. xiv. 11. Phil. ii. 10.

I had almost forgot to take notice of one pretence

more you have, for the subordinate sense of 0esj, in John

d See this more fully explained and illustrated in Dr. Fiddes's Body of

Divinity, vol. i. p. 383, &c. and 397, &c.

' Vid. Surenhus. Conciliation. p. 511.
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i. 1. You word it thus, (p. 41.) " He who is God, and

" at the same time is with God who begat Him, must

" needs be God in a different meaning ; unless the same

" God could be with himself," &c. To this it is readily

answered, that being with God is the same as being with

the Father, (compare 1 John i. 2.) who is God, and

eminently so styled, as being first in order f. If he were

not always with him, and inseparable from him, he could

not be God in a proper sense. God and God, or God of

God, supposes two Persons; and therefore there is no

foundation for the objection of the Son's being with him

self. Having thus endeavoured to obviate your excep

tions, I now proceed in the proof of my position. The

Word is here (John i. 1.) said to have been God in the

beginning ; that is, before the creation ; from whence it is

farther probable, that he is God in the strict and proper

sense. This circumstance may at least be sufficient to

convince you, that the relative sense, which you contend

for, is not applicable. He could have no relation to the

creatures before they were made ; no dominion over them

when they were not : and therefore could not be God in

the sense of dominion or office. But what most of all de

monstrates the Word to be here called God in the proper

sense is, that the creation of all things is ascribed to him.

Creation is an indisputable mark of the one true God ;

the * distinguishing character by which he was to be

known, and for which he was to be reverenced above all

Gods ; and on h account of which he claims to himself all

homage, worship, and adoration. But of this I shall have

occasion to say more hereafter, and therefore shall dis-

' There is no inconsistency in admitting a priority of order, and yet de

nying the Son to be God in a subordinate or' improper sense. There was a

priority of order in respect of Adam and Seth ; and yet Seth was not man in

a subordinate sense, but in the same sense as Adam was. I use not the si

militude, as if it would answer in other respects; but it may serve so far to

illustrate my meaning ; which is sufficient. See Exposit. Fid. attributed to

Justin. Mart. p. 293. Sylb. ed.

» Jerem. z. 11. b Rev. iv. 10, 11.

E %
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miss it for the present. I must not forget to add, that,

besides what I have here urged, by virtue also of what

hath been proved under Query the first, I may come at

my conclusion. For no question can be made but that

the Word is called God, by St. John, in a higher sense

than any nominal God can pretend to. And therefore,

since he is not excluded with the nominal Gods, he is

included and comprehended in the one Supreme God;

and consequently is coeternal and coessential with the

Father. Enough hath been said in vindication of the

argument contained in this Query ; and so now I return

it upon you, standing in full force, and expecting a more

Complete and more satisfactory answer.

Query IV.

Whether, supposing the Scripture-notion of God to be no

more than that of the Author and Governor of the uni

verse, or whatever it be, the admitting of another to be

Author and Governor of the universe, be not admitting

another God, contrary to the texts before cited from

Isaiah, and also to Is. xlii. 8. xlviii. 1 1. where he declares,

he will not give his glory to another f

YOUR answer is, (p. 42.) "Supposing the revealed

" sense of the word God, to imply dominion, and that

" he is the Author and Governor of the universe, the ad-

** mining a second Person, distinct from the one supreme

" God, to be Author and Governor, doth by no means

" contradict the passages cited from Isaiah, or any other,

" or introduce two Gods, viz. two supreme Beings or

(t Persons." Give mc leave to produce the texts of Isaiah

once more, and to pliice others in an opposite column to

them, only mutatis mutandis, putting Author and Governor

of the universe instead of the word God; which, with

you, amounts to the same.

I am tbe Lord, and there is

none else, there is no Author and

Governor of the universe beside

me, Is. xlv. 5.

The Word was Author and Go*

vernorof the univcrse, John i. 1.
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Is there ttn Author and Governor

of the univertT beside me? yea,

there is no Author, &c. Isa. xliv.

8.

Chtist came, who is over all

Author and Governor of the uni-

verte, blessed for ever, Rom. ix. 5.

I hope you see plainly how the texts in the two oppo

site columns confront and contradict each other ; and that

two Authors and Governors of the universe, whom you

suppose two distinct separate Beings, are as plainly two

Gods, as if it were said so in terms. For indeed there is

no difference more than that of putting the definition for

the thing defined. But you have an evasion after, that

they are not two supreme Beings. And what if they are

not? Are they not still two Authors and Governors of the

universe t And is not every such Author and Governor, by

your own account, a God ? This pretence then comes too

late. Or admitting that supreme must he added to Au

thor and Governor, to make a true deftnition of God, then

Author and Governor of the universe, without supreme, is

not sufficient to denominate a person God ; and so you

ungod the second Person ; and what you gave with one

hand, you take away with the other.

What you should have said is, (for it is what you really

mean,) that there are two Gods; one supreme, and the

other subordinate : which being a proposition utterly re

pugnant to the texts of Isaiah, and to the whole tenor

of Scripture, and to all antiquity, you do not, I suppose,

care to speak it at length. I have before endeavoured to

expose this notion of two Gods, one supreme, and the

other inferior ; and have shown it to be unreasonable and

unscriptural. I may add, that if there really be two Gods

(supreme and inferior) in the proper scriptural sense of

the word, the good Fathers of the three first centuries

argued against the heathen Polytheism upon a very false

principle, and died martyrs for an error; the angel in the

Revelations may seem to have imposed upon St. John

with an erroneous maxim, Rev. xix. 10. our Saviour's

answer to the devil to have been defective, and not per

tinent, Luke iv. 8. and the many declarations of the

= 3
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Unity, scattered through the Old Testament, to be unin

telligible and insignificant. But this shall be more dis

tinctly explained when I come to the argument concern

ing worship.

Here let me only ask you, where does the Scripture

give you the least intimation of two true Gods ? Where

does it furnish you with any ground for the distinction

of a sovereign and an inferior Deity? What foundation

can you find for adding supreme wherever the Scripture

says absolutely there is but one God ? You are apt to

complain of us for adding to the text, and for pretending

to speak plainer than the Holy Spirit has dictated ; why

do you add here, without any warrant ? If the sacred

writers intended to limit the sense by supreme, why could

not they, in one place at least among many, have said

so, and have told it us as plainly as Dr. Clarke and you

do? I argue indeed here ad hominem only; and let it

have just as much force with you, as the same way of

arguing, when you take it up in your turn, ought to have

with us. But farther; what account can you give of

your leaving room for inferior Deities, when the reason

of the thing, the drift, scope, and design of the Scripture

seems plainly to have been to exclude not other Supremes

only, or other independent Deities, (which few have been

weak enough to suppose,) but other lesser, inferior, and

dependent Divinities ? Besides, God has declared that "he

" will not give his glory to another," Is. xlii. 8. xlviii. n.

This you say " has no difficulty." How so, I beseech

you ? It seems to me a very great difficulty in your

Scheme. You add, that " his glory is, his being the one

" supreme independent cause and original of all things or

" beings." Now I thought it was his peculiar glory to

be truly God, and to be acknowledged as such, exclusive

of other Gods. This, I am sure, is what the one God in

culcates and insists upon very particularly in the Old Tes

tament. He discovers himself to be a jealous God, and

looks upon it as the highest indignity to have any ad

mitted as partners and sharers with him. All acts of
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worship, all homage, service, adoration, and sacrifice, he

claims, he challenges as his due, and due to him only,

and that because he only is God. Now put the case of

another God, another Author and Governor of the universe;

that other will have a share, and divide, though unequally,

with him in glory. Was this then the meaning of Isaiah

xlii. 8. " I will not give all my glory to another?" I will

have the greater share in every thing? How consistent

might this be with the worship of inferior Deities, or with

the rankest Polytheism ? For many of the Ragans them

selves paid their highest veneration to the one supreme

God ; only they defiled his worship with a multitude of

inferior Deities ; they gave not God the sole glory, but

admitted others as sharers and partners with him. You

add, that " whatever divine honour is justly given to any

" other, redounds ultimately to the glory of him, who

" commanded it to be given."

But what if God, who best knows what redounds to

his glory, has already and beforehand engrossed all di

vine honour to himself, as being the only God, and the

sole Author and Governor of the universe ? then all others

are precluded from receiving any divine honour ; and there

is no more room left for God's commanding it, than there

is for his confronting and contradicting himself. But more

of this hereafter, under the head of worship. I shall close

this article with Grotius's comment upon the text which

we have been considering. The meaning of it is, says

he, ' " That God will take severe vengeance on those who

" give that name, which belongs to him, to Bel, Nebo,

" Merodach, and others, which by nature are no Gods."

Query V.

Whether Dr. Clarke's pretence, that the authority of Father

and Son being one, though they are two distinct Beings,

makes them not to be two Gods, as a king upon the

• Vult enim dicere, ae vindicaturum severe in cos qui nomen, quod ipsius

est, dant Belo, Neboai, Mrraducho, et aliis tui fth Qwu tin Bius.

E 4
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throne, and his son administering thefather's government,

are not two kings, be not trifling and inconsistent ? For

if the king's son be not a king, he cannot truly be called

king; if he is, then there are two kings. So if the Son

be not God in the Scripture-notion of God, he cannot

truly be called God; and then how is the Doctor con

sistent with Scripture, or with himself? But if the Son

be truly God, there are two Gods upon the Doctor's hy

pothesis, as plainly as that one and one are two : and so

all the texts of Isaiah cited above, besides others, stand

full and clear against the Doctor's notion.

YOU trust, it seems, that " upon a second considera-

" tion of this fifth Query, the objector himself will not

" think it very pertinent or conclusive." But I can see

no reason for your being so sanguine upon it. For as an

argument so plain and strong needs not so much as a

second consideration ; so if the objector were to consider

it ever so often, he could not but think it to be, as he

finds it, both very pertinent and very conclusive. You

add, that "he will not ask a second time, whether one

" divine Person exercising the authority of another, to

" whom he is subordinate, and by whom he is sent,

" proves that the two Persons are two Gods."

But let me intreat you, in a subject of this importance,

not to trifle at this rate ; talking backwards and forwards,

saying and unsaying, asserting and then recanting, and

contradicting yourself. What is Dr. Clarke's intention,

and what is yours, in insisting so much on the relative

sense of the word God, but to find a salvo for the divinity

of the Son, that he may be acknowledged, consistently

with your hypothesis, to be truly, really, properly God ?

Read but over again what you yourself have written,

(p. 113.) and then deny this if you can. Well then, if

the Son, a distinct separate Being, be truly and really

God, and if the Father be so too, what can be plainer

than that there are, upon your hypothesis, two Gods ?

But you say, one is supreme, the other subordinate. I



Qu. v. 57OF SOME QUERIES.

understand it ; I consider it : and do not you allow that

a subordinate being may be properly God ? Do not you

expressly plead and contend for it ? Is it not essential in

Dr. Clarke's Scheme, and yours too ? What mean you

then to deny that there are two Gods ? Can you deny it,

without recanting all that you had said before ; without

striking out every subordinate being from being truhj and

properly God ; without disowning the very principle upon

which you assert the Son to be God; in short, without

manifestly confronting and condemning yourself? I do

not charge you with asserting two supreme Gods ; but I

do charge you with holding two Gods, one supreme,

another inferior; two real and true Gods, according to

the Scripture- notion of the word God, as explained by

yourself. This you cannot truly and sincerely, you should

not otherwise, deny : and therefore, instead of shifting it

off, your business should be to maintain your assertion,

and to reconcile it, as far as possible, to Scripture, anti

quity, and reason. I am sensible something may be

pleaded, having seen what has been pleaded, for the no

tion of two Gods, as you understand it. But I think it

is upon such principles, as will leave you no pretence

from Scripture to object Tritheism to others ; nor any

just ground for insisting, as you generally do, upon the

strict force of the exclusive terms, in order to ungod the

Son. I will not however anticipate what you may have

to say farther on this head ; nor what may be pertinently

replied to it. Let me see first, how far you will in good

earnest espouse the notion of two Gods : in the interim

I may fairly leave you to consider of it. I shall be con

tent at present to follow you in the way that you are in,

endeavouring to clear yourself of the charge of asserting

two Gods, and yet, all the while, pleading for a subordi

nate God. To countenance your notion, you produce,

1 after the learned Doctor, the authority of Tertullian;

the same Tertullian whom I have quoted above b as de-

* Scrip. Doctr. p. 333. 1 See Qu. iii. p. 54.
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claring expressly against any such vain imagination as

that of a subordinate God, and throwing it off as a Pagan

dream ; the same that says, the Divinity has no degrees,

being one only. Will you bring him for a voucher, so

directly against himself? True, he uses the similitude of

a king upon a throne, and a son administering his father's

kingdom ; but to "a very different purpose from what you

would have it serve. The objection against more Persons

than one in the Godhead (as Tertullian resolves it) was,

that the authority would not be one; that there would

not be unicum imperium: see the place in the c margin.

The similitude is pertinent to show how the authority, or

government, may be one in the hands of several Persons.

But if you ask Tertullian how Father and Son can be

reputed one God, he tells you in the d chapter before, and

in that very passage which the Doctor quotes, that it is

by unity of substance, and original. Unity of authority,

c Monarchiam, inquiunt, tcnemus. Et ita sonum vocaliter exprimunt

Latini, etiam opici, ut putes illos tam bene intelUgere monarchiam, quam

enuntiant. Sed monarchiam sonarc student Latini; et ceconomiam intel

Ugere nolunt etiam Graeci. At ego, si quid utriusque linguae pnrrcrpsi, mo

narchiam nihil aliud significant scio, quam singulare et unicum imperium :

non tamen pra?scribere monarchiam, ideo quia unius sit, cum, cujus sit, aut

filium non habere, ant ipsum se sibi filium fecisse, aut monarchiam suam

non per quos velit administrare. Atquin, nullam dico dominationem ita

unius sui esse. ut non etiam per alias proximas personas administretur

Si vero ct filius fuerit ei, cujus monarchia sit, non statim dividi eam, et mo

narchiam esse desinere, si particeps ejus adsumatur ct filius. Contr. Prax.

c. iii. p. 502.

The sense of this passage is very clear : the Praxeans (I suppose taking

advantage of this, that the Church had always rejected tria principia, and

r(t7t iwtf^sn ) pleaded for themselves, and against a real Trinity ; putafxtxt

tenemus. Tertullian tells them, that they misunderstood timf^'a : (as it

might signify unum jrrmcipium, he had answered the objection before, c. 2.)

Here, he says, it signifies only one authority ; and he shows that, taken in

that sense, it was no just objection against a Trinity of Persons. Thus,

having maintained, first, unity of principle, and afterwards unity of autho

rity, he sufficiently guarded the doctrine of the Trinity against the cavils of

Praxeas.

4 Unus omnia, dum ex uno omnia, per substantia! scilicet unitatem, p.

501.

Filium non aliunde deduco, sed de substantia Patris, c. iv. p. 502.
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and unity of Godhead, are, with Tertullian, distinct things,

however you may please to confound them : God and

his angels have, according to him, one authority; but he

does not therefore say, that the angels are Gods ; or that

if they were, there would still be but one God.

c Athenagoras makes use of the same similitude for the

same purpose with Tertullian, to illustrate the unity of

authority and power common to Father and Son ; not the

unity of Godhead. It was the { government divine which

he undertook, in some measure, to illustrate by that com

parison of a king and his son, (which however would

argue an equality of nature, contrary to your tenets.) But

as to unity of Godhead, he resolves it into 8 other princi

ples, the same with Tertullian's ; namely, unity of' sub

stance and original, making the Holy Ghost (and the rea

son is the same for the Son) to be a substantial h emana

tion from the Father, as light from fire. The common

answer to the charge of Tritheism, or Ditheism, as well

of the Post-Nicene as Ante-Nicene Fathers, was, that

there is but one Head, Root, Fountain, Father of all ;

not in respect of authority only, but of substance also ; as

Tertullian before expresses it : " Non aliunde deduco, sed

" de substantia Patris." This was the concurrent sense

of ' all in general ; and into this chiefly they resolved the

unity of Godhead ; as they must needs do, since they

believed God to be a word denoting substance, not domi

nion only ; and one Divinity, Qeortn, was with them the

same thing as one Divine substance. The learned Doctor,

after his manner of citing, k produces, I think, thirteen

vouchers (ten ancient, three modern) for his notion of the

Unity. Tertullian, Athenagoras, and Novatian, (three of

them,) evidently resolve the Unity, as before observed,

• Legat. c. xv. p. 63.

8 Page 38, 39, 96.

h N*w, Xiyi, ".',' ~m TaTj9f , aai awiffsm, it Qig •«"• vfftr, rt mufta,

p. 96.

1 Some pretended exceptions will be considered in another place, Qu. 23.

* Script. Doctr. p. 334, 335, ttc. alias p. 301, &c.
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into communion of substance. Justin, Athanasius, Hilary,

Basil, Pearson, Bull, Payne, (seven more,) most of them,

in the very passages which the Doctor cites ; all of them,

somewhere or other, are known to resolve it into Sonship,

or unity of principle ; either of which comes to the same

with the former. None of these authors so understood

the Father to be one God, as to exclude the Son from

being one God with him in nature, substance, and per

fection : nor would they have scrupled to call Father and

Son together one God ; most of them doing it expressly,

all implicitly.

Origen, another of the Doctor's authors, resolves the

Unity into communion of Godhead, in the 'passage cited.

©eoVtjj is the word he uses ; m generally, if not constantly,

signifying substance in that very comment from whence

the citation is taken ; agreeably to the most usual sense

of ©eoj, in the Ante-Nicene writers ; and of Divinitas, in

Tertullian ; and of ©eo'njj, in other n authors.

Lactantius, the twelfth of the number, would have

spoken fully to our purpose, in the very 0chapter referred

to, if the Doctor would have suffered him. He would

have told us, (however unhappy he may otherwise be in

his explications of that mystery,) that Father and Son are

one substance, and one God; so far, at least, contrary to

what the learned Doctor cites him for. There remains

only Eusebius, whose expressions are bold and free ; and

so far favourable to the Doctor, as they are different from

those of the Catholics of his own time, or of the times

1 Comm. in Joh. p. 46.

■t See ibid. p. 35, 133, 154, 228, 262.

» Epist. Synod. Antioch. Labb. tom. i. p. 847. Eusebius Comm. in Psalm.

p. 323, 592. et in Isa. p. 375, 382, 551. Athanas. passim. Epipban. Ha

res. lxiv. c. 8.

• Una utrique mens, unus Spiritus, una substantia est ; sed ille qnasi

exuberans fons est ; hie tanquam defluens ex co riras : ille tanquam sol ;

hie quasi radius a sole porrectus. Ad utramque Personam referens intu-

lit, et prater me non est Dens ; cum possit dicere, prater nos; sed fas non

erat plurali numero separationem tantae necessitudinis fieri. Lib. iv. c. 29.

p. 403, 404.
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before, and after. If they are really to be understood, so

as to exclude the Son from being one God with the Fa

ther, they ungod the Son, and contain plain Arianism.

But perhaps they may admit of such a favourable excuse

as, PGelasius tells us, Eusebius, in effect, made for him

self, in respect of any uncautious expressions, which, in

the warmth of dispute, or out of his great zeal against

Sabellianism, had dropped from him : " That he did not

" intend them in the impious sense, (of Arius,) but had

" only been too careless and negligent in his expressions."

One may be the more inclined to believe it, since he ad

mitted, at other times, (as I have observed above,) one

God in three Persons: and elsewhere 1 speaks very or-

thodoxly of the holy undivided Trinity, illustrating the

equality of the Persons by a very handsome similitude.

But to return to the learned Doctor. In the 'close of

this article he has a peculiar turn, which should be taken

notice of. " The Scholastic writers," says he, " in later

" ages. have put this matter" (meaning the Unity of the

Godhead) " upon another foot :" that is, different from

what himself, and perhaps Eusebius in those passages,

had put it upon. They have not, it seems, put it upon

a real, proper numerical individuality, as the learned Doc

tor would have had them do. They do not make the

Godhead fiovowgoVtoTOj, one single hypostasis ; which, in

the main, is all one with the Sabellian singularity.

The reader should be told, that those Scholastic writers

are as old as Tertullian, Irenaeus, or Athenagoras; which

brings it up almost to the middle of the second century.

So early, at least, Father and Son together have been

called, and all along believed to be one God. Let but the

P Qv ftnt *ara Tnt irtZn Iauw itv«at, aXX' awt^t't^yw a^r^irnrts. Gelas.

l. 2. de Syn. Nic. c. i. p. 11.

zai i.ytttn7iu Qvvtuf li^T^iwi, TJtr rut ytitnTtit ututtxv tvftaf ra ttt!^;.a. aaj

n'm Xjytut, nai rif atV/at, iwttXnQu Orat. de Laud. Constant. p. 511. ed.

Vales.

t Script. Doctr. p. 349.
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reader understand, and take along with him, what I have

now observed, and I shall not differ with you about

names. Scholastic may stand for Catholic, as I perceive

it often does with you also, if you think the Catholic

faith may, under that borrowed name, be more safely

or more successfully attacked. The Scholastic notion

then, which has prevailed for fifteen centuries at least, is,

that Father and Son are one God: yours, on the other

hand, is, that the Father is one God, and the Son another

God : and I am to convince you, if I can, that one God,

and another God, make two Gods. You ask me seri

ously, 5 " whether Herod the Great was not king of Ju-

" dea, though the Jews" (that is, when the Jews) " had

" no king but Caesar ?" I answer, he was not : for Herod

the Great had been dead above thirty years before ; and

the Jews had really no king but Caesar when they said

so. However, if there had been one king under another

king, there would have been two kings. The same I say

for one God under another God ; they make two Gods.

You ask, next, " whether there were more kings of Persia

" than one, though the King of Persia was king of

" kings ?" I shall not dispute whether king of kings was

titular only to the kings of Persia, or whether they had

other kings under them. I shall only say thus : either

the supposed kings of Persia were kings of Persia, or

they were not : if they were, then there were more kings

of Persia than one : if they were not kings of Persia, they

should not be so called. To apply this to our present

purpose ; either there are two Authors and Governors of

the universe, that is, two Gods; or there are not: if there

are, why do you deny it of either ? If there are not, why

do you affirm it of both ?

After all, please to take notice, that I do not dispute

against the notion of one king under another; a petty

king under a supreme. There is no difficulty at all in the

conception of it. But what I insist upon is this : that a

■ Page 45.
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great king and a little king make two kings ; or else one

of them is no king, contrary to the supposition. The

same I say of a supreme and a subordinate God, that they

make two Gods ; or else one of them is no God, contrary

to the supposition.

Texts proving an unity of divine attributes in Father

and Son ; applied

To the one God.

Thou, even thou only, know est

the hearts of all the children of

men, 1 Kings viii. 39.

I the Lord search the hearts, I

try the reins, Jer. xvii. 10.

I am the first, and I am the

last; and beside me there is no

God, Isa. xliv. 6.

I am Alpha and Omega, the be

ginning and the end, Rev. i. 8.

King of kings, and Lord of lords,

1 Tim. vi. 15.

The mighty God, Is. x. 81.

Lord over all, Rom. x. 18.

To the Son.

He knew all men, &c. John ii.

24. Thou knowest all things, John

xvi. 30. Which knowest the hearts

of all men, Acts i. 34.

I am he that searcheth the reins

and the heart, Rev. ii. 33.

I am the first, and I am the

last, Rev. i. 17.

I am Alpha and Omega, the be

ginning and the end, Rev. xxii. 13.

Lord of lords, and King of kings,

Rev. xvii. 14. xix. 16.

The mighty God, Is. ix. 6.

He is Lord of all, Acts x. 36.

Over all, God blessed, &c. Rom.

ix. 9.

Query VI.

Whether the same characteristics, especially such eminent

ones, can reasonably be understood of two distinct Beings,

and of one infinite and independent, the other dependent

andfinite ?

IN this sixth Query (for so I choose to make it, think

ing that method most convenient, on several accounts)

are couched two arguments for the Son's being the one

true God, as well as the Father.

The first is; That the characteristics, applied to the

one true God, are applied likewise to the Son : which

consideration alone is of great force.

The second is ; That the attributes here applied to the
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Son, are such eminent ones, that we might safely con

clude they belong to no creature, but to God only.

How shall we know who or what the one God is, or

what honour, and to whom, due; but by such marks,

notes, and distinguishing characters as are given us of

him in Scripture ? If those are equally applied to two or

more Persons, the honour must go along with the attri

butes ; and the attributes infer an equality of nature and

substance to support them. In a word ; if divine attri

butes belong to each Person, each Person must be God ;

and if God, since God is one, the same God. This is the

sum of the argument : now let us see what answer you

give to it.

You admit that the attributes, specified in the texts,

belong to both : only you observe, that " all powers and

" attributes are said to be the Father's only, because they

" belong to him primarily, or originally, as the self-ex-

" istent a cause." This I can readily admit, as well as

you, provided only the word cause be interpreted to a

just, sober, and catholic sense, (as the Greek writers espe

cially have understood it,) and self-existent be interpreted,

as it should be, negatively. You add, " Our Lord Jesus

" Christ, having all communicable divine powers derived

" to him, with his being, from the Father, is said to do

" the same things which the Father doth, and to be, in

" a subordinate sense, what the Father is."

Here are many things in this answer liable to just ex

ception. First, your using the word divine in an improper

sense. Angelical powers are such as are peculiar to

angels ; and divine powers such as are proper to God

only : but here you understand it in the same sense as

one might call any kingly power or authority divine, be

cause derived from God; and so any thing that comes

from God is, in your sense, divine. In the next place,

you clog it farther with the term communicable, telling

us, that all communicable divine powers are derived to

Page 46.
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Christ Jesus : whereas I contend, that the attributes in

the text are strictly divine ; and therefore incommunicable

to any creature. Next, you speak of a subordinate sense,

in which those attributes belong to Christ ; which is the

same as to say, (because you mean so,) that they belong

not at all to him. For, I suppose, omniscience, or eter

nity, &c. in your subordinate sense, are very different

from the other; and therefore are not the same attributes.

It were better to deny roundly, that the same attributes

belong to both; and then we should clearly apprehend

each other. Lastly, I observe to you, that you under

stand the word subordinate, very differently from what

catholic writers do in this controversy, and therefore, in

stead of it, should rather have said, in a restrained, limited

sense ; which is your meaning, otherwise you contradict

not me.

Now then I must ask you, what ground or warrant you

have from Scripture, or right reason, for putting restric

tions and limitations upon the texts applied to Christ

Jesus, more than to those applied to the one God ? The

expressions are equally general, and, seemingly at least,

equally extensive. You are so sensible that you can give

no solid proof of a restrained and limited sense, that you

do not so much as offer at it ; but only covertly insinuate

your meaning, under dark and obscure terms. You

speak of subordination, and quote Fathers for it, who un

derstood it in the sober and orthodox sense : if you agree

with those Fathers, you agree with me. But do not use

their venerable names as a cover for what they never

meant, but would have greatly abhorred b. I allow the

seeond Person to be subordinately wise, good, powerful,

&c. That is not the question between us : he is sapientia

de sapientia; as lumen de famine, and Deus de Deo.

What I contend for farther is, that his attributes are

b The testimonies which you have cited from Dr. Clarke, I take no no

tice of; because they have been already considered by a learned Gentleman,

and shown to be foreign to your purpose. True Script. Doctr. continued,

p. 11.

VOL. 1. F
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strictly divine, and his perfections infinite. I prove it from

hence ; because the attributes which belong to the one

God, and are therefore undoubtedly infinite, belong to

him also ; from whence it follows, that the Godhead be

longs to him too ; and that there are more Persons than

one in the one God. Whatever I can find in your answer

tending in the least to invalidate this reasoning, I shall

take notice of; though you have been pleased to be very

sparing in this article. You observe, that " the exercise

" of these attributes being finite, they do not necessarily

" infer an infinite subject." I understand not what you

mean by the exercise of eternity and omniscience, which

are two of those attributes ; nor how it can be finite,

without an express contradiction ; nor how either of them

can be exercised, whatever you mean by it, but by an in

finite subject. As little do I understand how infinite

power, which, I presume, is what you chiefly allude to,

must be finite in the exercise of it ; as if there could not

be an act of infinite power, or as if God could not do

something which should infinitely exceed any finite power.

These things very much want explaining ; and so I leave

them to your farther thoughts.

The clearest expression you have under this article is

this : " When Christ is styled Lord of all, see it explained,

" Matt. xxviii. 18. and Ephes. i. 22. where Christ is said to

" have all power given him." Here, I think, I do understand

your meaning ; and am sorry to find that it falls so low.

Would your c predecessors in this controversy, the an

cient Arians> or Eunomians, have ever scrupled to ac

knowledge that our blessed Saviour was Lord over all,

long before his resurrection, or even his incarnation ? That

he was "Lord of all" before his resurrection, is very plain

from the Scriptures, which carry in them irrefragable

t Anteqnam faceret universa, omnium futurorum Deus et Dominus, Rex

et Creator erat constitutus. Voluutate et pracepto (Dei et Patris sui)

catlcstia et terrestria, visibilia et invUibilia, corpora et npiritus, ex nullis

exstantibus, ut essent, sua rirtute fecit. Serm. Arianor. apud August.

tom. riii. p. 622.



Qu. vi. OF SOME QUERIES. 67

proofs of it. "By him were all things created, that are in

" heaven, and that are in earth, visible, and invisible,

" whether they be thrones, or dominions, 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," Col. i. 16, 17. " Thou, Lord, in the begin-

" ning hast laid the foundation of the earth ; and the

" heavens are the works of thine hands," d Heb. i. 10.

Can you imagine that the Son could be Creator and

Preserver of all things from the beginning, and yet not be

Lord over all till after his resurrection ? If this does not

' It is Dot without good reason that we understand Heb. i. 10. of Christ.

1 . The context itself favours it. The verse begins with aa't ri, which pro

perly refers to the same who was spoken of immediately before, in the se-.

cond Person. The ftD preceding and rti following, answer to each other. A

change of person, while the same way of speaking is pursued, must appear

unnatural.

2. The scope and intent of the author was to set forth the honour and

dignity of the Son above the angels; and no circumstance could be more

proper than that of his creating the world.

3. If he had omitted it, he had said less than himself had done before, in

verse the 2d, of which this seems to be explanatory ; and as be had brought

proofs from the Old Testament for several other articles, nothing could be

more proper or more pertinent, than to bring a proof from thence of this

alio.

4. Declaring him to be Jehovah, and Creator of the universe, might be

very proper to show that he was no ministering spirit, but t*t3j«m ; to sit

at the right hand of God, which immediately follows.

5. To introduce a passage here about God's immutability or stability, must

appear very abrupt, and not pertinent; because the angels also, in their

order aud degree, reap the benefit of God's stability and immutability. And

the question was not about the duration and continuance, but about the

sublimity and excellency of their respective natures and dignities.

6. I may add, that this sense is very consonant to antiquity; which every

where speaks of the Son as Creator, and in as high and strong terms : such

S9 these, ti vw'tnf, infttapyis, ir»ifrnf : ai^»tw», ayyiXuv, T«t wiiruv, rStt

?X«i, vti airfuu, and the like; testimonies whereof will occur hereafter.

Barnabas, speaking of the sun in the heavens, calls it ifyt, v«;«t ait«i,

meaning Christ; though there is some dispute about the reading: of which

see Grab. Not. in Bull. D. F. p. 23.

These considerations seem sufficient to overthrow the pretences of a late

writer, Examin. of Dr. Bennet on Trin. p. 40. As to former exceptions to

this verse, they are considered and confuted by Bishop Bull, ilud. EccJ.

p. 43. See also Surenhus. in loc. p. 600.

f a
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satisfy you, return to John i. i. He was ©soj before the

world was, by your own acknowledgment ; which being

a word of office, and implying dominion, he was certainly

Lord, as soon as ever there was any thing for him to be

Lord over. And when he came into the world, the world

that was made by him, (John i. 10.) he came unto his

own, (John i. n.) Surely then he was Lord over all long

before his resurrection.

You will ask, it may be, what then is the meaning of

those texts which you have quoted ? How was all power

given him, according to Matt. xxviii. 18 ? Or how were

all things then put under his feet, according to Ephes. i.

22 ? Nothing is more easy than to answer you this.

The Aoyoj, or Word, was from the beginning, Lord over

all ; but the God incarnate, the ©savfyawoj, or God-Man,

was not so, till after the resurrection. Then he received,

in that capacity, what he had ever enjoyed in another.

Then did he receive that full power in both natures,

which he had heretofore possessed in one only. This is

very handsomely represented by Hermas, in his fifth Si

militude : where the e Son of God is introduced under a

double capacity, as a son and as a servant, in respect of

his two natures, divine and human.

" f The father calling his son and heir . whom he

" loved, and such friends as he was wont to have in

" council, he tells them what commands he had laid upon

" his servant, and moreover what the servant had done ;

" and they immediately congratulated that servant, for

" that he had received so full a testimony from his

" lord." (Afterwards the father adds,) " I will make

" him my heir together with my son. This design of

•See Bull. D. Fid.N. p. 38.

r (Pater) adhibito filio quem carum et lueredem habebat, et amicis quos in

cousilio advocabat; indicat eis quse servo suo facienda mandasset, quae prse-

terea ille fecisset. At illi protinus gratulati sunt servo illi, quod tam plenum

testimonium domini assecutus fuisset volo eum filio meo facere cohie-

redem. Hoc consilium domini, et Alius, et amici ejus comprobaveruBt,

ut fieret scilicet hie servus cohajres filio. Herm. Past. Sim. v. c. 2. p. 104.

Cot. edit.
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" the lord both his son and his friends approved, namely,

" that this servant should be heir together with his

" son."

It is much to the same purpose that Origen says to

Celsus ; " s Let those our accusers (who object to us,

" our making a God of a mortal man) know, that (this '

" Jesus) whom we believe to have been God, and the

" Son of God from the beginning, is no other than the

" Word itself, Truth itself, and Wisdom itself : but we

" say farther that his mortal body, and the human soul

" that was therein, by means of their most intimate con-

" nection to, and union with the Word, received the

" greatest dignity imaginable, and, participating of his

" divinity, were taken into God." It is difficult to ex

press the full force of this passage in English : but you

may see the original in the margin.

From hence you may perceive, how easy it is to account

for our Lord's having all power given him, after his resur

rection ; given him in respect of his human nature, which

was never so high exalted, nor assumed into such power

and privilege, till that time ; having before been under a

state of affliction and humiliation. There is a notable

fragment of Hippolytus, which Fabricius has lately given

us in the second volume ; and which is so full to our pur

pose, that I cannot forbear adding it to the former.

Speaking of that famous passage in the Epistle to the

Philippians, chap. ii. and particularly upon these words ;

"Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him," ver. 9. he

comments upon it thus. " h He is said to be exalted, as

" having wanted it before ; but in respect only of his

* "litfat ti tyxaXtvv-ts 0T1 St titt ripi^ttut xat TfrtifptSx afgttdtr ittat 0t0v

M? vlit ©t5, WT« i alrtXtyt; iftt jtm n tujTtftQtxt xat h ahrtaXriSua' Tt il

tuutntf aX/.i mt ivufu xat araxfaru, To. tiiytfa $nutr rpruXnftMuj mJ ~~ t

{*•/»* Suirtmt xtxtnunxtTn tlt ©t» tuTxtttnxu«. Orig. contr. Cels. 1. iii.

p. 136, &c.

b Hippolytus, vol. ii. p. 29. Fabric. edit. See a parallel place in Origen,

Com. in Job. p. 413.

* 3
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" humanity ; and he has a name given him, as it were a

" matter of favour, which is above every name, as the

" blessed (Apostle) Paul expresses it. But in truth and

" reality, this was not the giving him any thing, which

" he naturally had not from the beginning : so far from

" it, that we are rather to esteem it his returning to what

" he had in the beginning 'essentially and unalterably; on

" which account it is, that he having condescended, oixovo-

" /xijuij, to put on the humble garb of humanity, said, Fa-

" ther, glorify me with the glory which I had, &c. For

" he was always invested with divine glory, having been

" coexistent with his Father before all ages, and before all

" time, and the foundation of the world k."

I hope this may suffice to convince you how much you

mistake ; and how contrary your sentiments are, both to

Scripture and catholic antiquity, if you imagine that the

Ao'yoj, or Word, then first began to be Lord over all, when

that honour was conferred on the Man Christ Jesus.

Query VII.

Whether the Father's omniscience and eternity are not one,

and the same with the Son's, being alike described, and in

the same phrases? See the text above, p. 63.

YOUR answer, 'with respect to the Son's omniscience,

is, " that he hath a relative omniscience communicated to

" him from the Father ; that he knows all things relating

" to the creation and government of the universe; and that

" he is ignorant of the day ofjudgment."

k I may add a passage of Xoratian. Ac si de ccclo descendit Verbum

hoc, tanquam sponsus ad carnem, ut per carnis adsumptiooem Filius Ho-

minit illuc posset ascendere, unde Dei Filius, Verbum, descenderat: merito,

dum per connexionem mutuant, ct caro Verbum Dei gerit, et Filius Dei

fragilitatem carnis adsumit ; cum sponsa came conscendens illuc unde sine

carne descenderat, recipit jam claritatem illam, quam dum ante mundi con-

stitutionem habuisse ostenditur, Dcus manifestissime comprobatur. Novat.

c. 13.

' Page 48. s
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The Son then, it seems, knows all things, excepting

that he is ignorant of many things ; and is omniscient in

such a sense, as to know infinitely less, than one who is

really omniscient. Were it not better to say plainly, that

he is not omniscient, than to speak of a relative om

niscience, which is really no omniscience; unless an angel

be omniscient, or a man omniscient, because he knows

all things which he knows ? What ground do you find

in Scripture or antiquity for your distinction of absolute

and relative omniscience? Where is it said, that he

knows all things relating to his office, and no more ? Or

how can he be so much as omniscient, in this low sense,

if he knows not, or knew not, the precise time of the day

of judgment ; a thing which, one would imagine, should

belong to his office as much as any ? Matt. xxiv. 36. as

well as Mark xiii. 32. is plainly meant only of the human

nature; and is to the same effect with Luke ii. 52. " That

" he increased in wisdom," which cannot be literally un

derstood of the Ao'yoj with any tolerable consistency, even

upon the Arian hypothesis m. You tell us farther, that

" all the Ante-Nicene writers understand by these two

" texts, that our Lord as the Aoyof, or Son of God, did

" not then know the day ofjudgment," (p. 49.) This is

very new indeed ; if you have read the Ante-Nicene

■ A late writer acquaints us, in the name of Dr. Clarke and the Arians,

:1 presume, without their leave,) " that the Word really emptied itself, and

" became like the rational soul of another man, which is limited by the

"bodily organs; and is, in a manner, dormant in infancy; and that the

't Word may be deprived of its former extraordinary abilities in reality

" and grow in wisdom, as others do." This is making the Kiym, that

greatest and best of beings, (upon the Arian scheme,) next to God himself,

become a child in understanding ; though once wise enough to frame and

govern the whole universe. The author calls it, (I think very profanely,) " the

" true and great mystery of godliness, God manifest in flesh." One would

think, instead of manifest, it should have been, confined, locked up in flesh ;

which is the author's own interpretation of this mystery, (p. 16.) What de

sign he could have in all this, I know not; unless he considered what turn

Arianism took, soon after its revival at the Reformation. See Exam. of

Dr. Bennet on the Trin. p. 15, 16.

F 4
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writers, you must know better: if you have not, how un

accountable a thing is it to talk thus confidently without

book? If what you say was true, we should, without delay,

give you up all these writers to a man ; and never more

pretend to quote any Ante-Nicene Father, in favour of the

present orthodoxy. But as the point is of great moment,

we must require some proofs of it : for writing of history

by invention is really romancing. You cite Irenaeus

from " Dr. Clarke, who could find no other : or else we

should have heard of it from the first hand. And yet

you cry out, all; which is more than the learned Doctor

pretended to say ; who had his thoughts about him, and

would not have let slip any fair advantage to the cause

which he espouses.

But has the Doctor really proved that Irenaeus meant so ?

Perhaps not : and then your all, which was but one, is

reduced to none. Two things the Doctor, or you, should

have proved : first, that Irenaus understood those texts

of the Ao'yoj, or Word, in that capacity. and secondly,

that he supposed him literally ignorant of the day of

judgment. The Doctor knew full well what solutions

had been given of the difficulty arising from this passage.

Yet he barely recites Irenaeus's words ; and neither at

tempts to prove that such was his sense, nor to disprove

it. You indeed do observe, from some learned person,

that this passage of Irenaeus "will admit of no evasion.

" For he evidently speaks not of the Son of man, but of

" the Sow of God; even of that Son with whom, as it

" follows, in omnibus Pater communicat." Let this have

its due weight : the argument may look so far plausible

on that side : but let the other side be heard also, before

we determine. 0 Bishop Bull has given some reasons,

and weighty ones too, to show, that if Irenaeus attributed

any ignorance to Christ, he did it in respect of his human

nature only. His reasons are,

■ Script. Doctr. p. 146. alias 132.

• Dcf. F. N. p. 82. Comp. Brev. Animadv. in G. CI. p. 1056.
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1. Because Irenaeus, in the very same chapter, e ascribes

absolute omniscience to the divine nature of Christ.

2. Because he everywhere else speaks of the Son, as

of one perfectly acquainted with the nature and will of

the Father.

3. Because the same f Irenaeus upbraids. the Gnostics

for their folly, in ascribing any degree of ignorance to

their pretended Sophia, or wisdom. How then coidd he

imagine that the true Sophia, wisdom itself, could be ig

norant of any thing ?

4. Because the same Irenaeus s uses an argument against

the Valentinians, who pretended to know all things, which

plainly supposes that Christ is omniscient. The argument

is this. You are not eternal and uncreated, as the Son ofGod

is ; and therefore cannot pretend to be omniscient, as he is.

It might have concerned you to answer these reasons,

and to make the good Father, at least, consistent with

himself, before you lay claim to his authority for your

side of the question. However, I am persuaded, that as

Bishop Bull is very right in determining that Irenaeus

could not mean to ascribe any degree of ignorance to the

A^yoj, or divine nature of Christ ; so you are right so far

in the other point, that Irenaeus is to be understood of the

A»yoj, in what he says. And now the question will be,

whether he really ascribes ignorance to him, or only

seems to do so, to an unattentive reader.

* Spiritus Salvatoris. qui in eo est, scrutatur omnia, ct altitudines Dei.

L. iL c. 28. p. 158.

' See 1. ii. c. 18. p. 140. lien. Quomodo autem non vanum est, quod

ctiam Sophiam ejus dicunt in ignorantia fuisse ? H»c enim alicna

sunt a Sophia, et contraria ubi enim est improridentia ct ignorautia

utilitatis, ibi Sophia non est.

( Iren. 1. ii. c. 25. p. 152. ed. Bened. In quantum minor est, ab eo qui

factus non est et qui semper idem est, ille qui bodie factus est et initium

facturse accepit : in tantum, secundum scientiam et ad investigandum cau

sae omnium, minorem esse eo qui fecit. Non enim iufectus es, O homo,

neque semper coexistebas Deo, sicut proprium ejus Verbum : sed propter

eminentem bonitatem ejus, nunc initium facturse accipiens, sensim discis a

Verbo dispositiones Dei, qui te fecit. The whole passage is fuller to the

point.
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Irenaeus's words, I conceive, will most naturally bear

this following interpretation, or paraphrase. h" If any

" one inquires on what account the Father, who commu-

" nicates in all things with the Son, (and consequently in

" all knowledge, and particularly in that of the day of

"judgment,) is yet here set forth as the only Person

" knowing that day and hour, he cannot, so far as I at

" present apprehend, find any fitter or more decent, or

" indeed any other safe answer than this, (considering

" that our Lord is a teacher of truth, and must mean

" something by it,) that it was to instruct us, as from

" himself, that the Father is above all, according to what

" he says elsewhere, * for the Father is greater than I.'

" And therefore the Father is declared to have the prio-

" rity and preference in respect of knowledge, by our

" Lord himself, for an example to us ; that we also,

" while we live and converse here below, may learn to

" refer the perfection of knowledge, and all intricate

" questions to God."

The design of Irenaeus was to check the vain presump

tion and arrogance of the Gnostics, pretending to search

into the deep things of God. And the argument he had

used was this ; that our Lord himself was pleased to refer

the knowledge of the day of judgment to the Father only,

as it were on purpose to teach us, that while we converse

h Si qais exquirat causam, propter quam in omnibus Pater communicans

Filio, solus scire et horam et diem a Domino manifestatus est ; neque apta-

bilem magis, neque decentiorem, nec sine periculo alteram quam banc inve-

niat, in prsesenti. (quoniam enim solus vcrax magister est Dominus,) ut

discamus per ipsum super omnia esse Patrem. Etenim Pater, ait, major me

eat. Et secundum aguitionem itaque propositus esse Pater annuntiatus est

a Domino nostra ; ad hoc, ut et nos, in quantum in figura bujus mundi su-

mus, perfectam scientiam, et tales qurostiones concedamus Deo : et ne forte

qusrentes, &c. Iren. 1. ii. c. 28. p. 158, 159.

He had aaid before ;

Dominus, ipse Filius Dei, ipsum judicii diem ct horam concessit scire

solum Patrem, manifeste dicens : " De die autem illo et hora nemo scit, ne-

" que Filius, nisi Pater solus." Si igitur scientiam die! illius, Filius non eru-

buit referre ad Patrem, sed dixit quod verum est ; neque nos embescamus,

qua; sunt in qusestionibus majors secundum nos, reservare Deo, p. 158.
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here below, it becomes us not to pretend to high things ;

but to leave the deep things of God, to God alone. This

is his argument, and a very good one it is. But the good

Father apprehending that what he had said of our blessed

Saviour might be liable to exception, and be misunder

stood, comes afterwards to explain his sense more at

large. He is sensible of the danger of ascribing any

thing like ignorance to our blessed Lord, on one hand,

and as sensible of the danger of contradicting the text, on

the other. " Qjuoniam enim solus verax magister est Do-

" minus ;" inasmuch as what Christ has said must be

true, in some sense or other. Dr. Clarke slipped over

these words in his translation of the passage, I suppose

by inadvertency ; but they may serve to give light to the

rest ; for the difficulty lay here : how can it be true that

the Father communicates in all things, and consequently

in the knowledge of the day of judgment, to the Son,

and yet our Saviour say true, in ascribing that particular

knowledge to the Father only ? His answer is, that we

are thereby taught to refer every thing to the Father, as

the original of all things. To him knowledge ought to

be principally, and in the first place, ascribed: our Sa

viour therefore himself yields to him the preference, as

became him, especially here on earth : not as if he knew

less, but because what he knew, he knew by communi

cation from the Father; to whom therefore he refers

such secrets as it was not proper to reveal, nor fit for

men to inquire after.

That this is all that Irenaeus meant, may reasonably

be thought ; not only because otherwise it would be ut

terly inconsistent with many other parts of his writings,

as has been before observed; but also because several ex

pressions in this very passage lead to it. Had he really

believed the divine Ao'yoj, or Word, to be literally igno

rant, why should he be so apprehensive of the difficulty

of those texts ? Why so concerned about the fitness and

decency of his interpretation ; and that it might be sine
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peiiculo? The danger was, in interpreting seemingly

against the text, to find a salvo for the Son's omni

science. For this reason, he does not ask, why the Father

only knew, (not, cur Pater solus scivit,) but why, or on

what account (solus scire manifestatus est) he was repre

sented as alone knowing ; or, he only was said to know.

He does not say, as the Doctor's translation insinuates,

that the Father is more knowing than the Son, but pro

positus only; which signifies set before, having the pre

ference, or the like; which may be conceived, though

he be equally knowing : and, for the greater caution, it

is not said absolutely, prcepositus est; but propositus esse

annuntiatus est: he is declared to have the preference.

So that the question, with Irenseus, is not why the Father

is superior in knowledge ; but why, since Father and

Son are equally knowing, our Saviour makes such a de

claration as gave the preference to the Father. And the

reasons which he assigns are very much to the purpose.

1. To instruct us, that the Father is the fountain and

original, even of the Son himself.

2. Because, in his then present state of condescension,

it became him to refer all to the Father.

3. Because it may be an useful example of humility

and modesty to us, that we, much rather, while we are

here below, may not pretend to high things.

Upon the whole, it may appear, that Irenseus's solu

tion of the difficulty is the very same with that which the

' Doctor quotes from St. Basil, who had learned it from a

child : namely this, " That our Lord meant to ascribe to

" the Father the first (i. e. the primary, original) know-

" ledge of things present and future ; and to declare to

" the world, that he is in all things the first k cause."

As the Son is God of God, and Light of Light ; so it is

proper to say, Omniscience of Omniscience, &c. the attri-

1 Script. Doctr. p. 147, 148. alias 134, 135.

k Basil. ad Amphiloch. Ep. 391. Coof. Gregor. Nazianz. Orat. xxxvi.

p. 584.
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butes being derivative in the same sense as the essence

is : which is St. Basil's meaning ; and, I think, Ire-

naeus's.

This defence may be fairly and justly made for Irenaeus,

supposing that what he said was meant of the Aoyof,

or divine nature, as such : to which opinion I incline.

Nevertheless, I should not affect to be dogmatical in that

point, since learned and judicious men have been of both

sides of the question. Petavius 1 observes, that the sense

is ambiguous; and that there are not certain grounds to

determine us either way. If he understood it of the hu

man nature only, then the difficulty is nothing: if of

both, I have shown how fair an account may be given of

it. Having thus got over Irenaeus, I have at once taken

from you all your Ante-Nicene writers. You will ob

serve, that the texts might be understood of the Aayoj,

or divine nature, as Basil understands them, in the place

above cited ; and yet that they, who so understood them,

might be far from thinking that the Aifyoj, or Word, was

ever ignorant of any thing. m Dr. Clarke, to do him jus

tice, is, in the main, so very fair and reasonable in his

account of those two texts, that we have no occasion at

all to differ with him. I wish, as you have in most other

matters, so you had here also copied after him.

I will not leave this article, without giving you a spe

cimen of the sense of the Ante-Nicene writers in regard

to the Son's omniscience, that you may have a better

opinion of those good and great men. We may begin

with Ignatius. n " There is nothing hid from the Lord :

" but our very secret things are nigh unto him. Let us

1 Irenapus, libra secundo capite 29, ambigue loquitur; ut nescias insci-

tiam illius Diei Christo, saltem qua est homo, tribuat, an non ac possit ad

utramque deflecti sententiara.

■ Reply to Mr. Nelson's Friend, p. 171.

n Ou3it AatdafU Tti Ku6ttvt iXXa kai rtt a^wxr'a hftiv lyyvt avri Irrtf. Ignat.

Ep. ad Ephes. c. xv. p. 17. Ox. ed. That Kifm is meant of Christ, is very

highly probable from the use of the word in this author, and from the con

text.
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" therefore do all things, as having him dwelling in us ;

" that we may be his temples, and he our God in us."

I proceed to Clement of Alexandria, who says thus :

" 0 The Son of God never goes off from his watch-tower :

" never parted, never separated, nor moving from place

" to place ; but is always everywhere, and contained no-

" where : all mind, all light, all eye of his Father, be-

" holding all things, hearing all things, knowing all

" things."

P In another place : " Ignorance (in any degree) cannot

" affect God, him that was the Father's counsellor before

" the foundation of the world."

1 0rigen is pretty large upon the very texts whereof we

have been speaking. He gives several interpretations :

but it is observable, that he studiously endeavours to find

some solution, which may acquit the Ao'yoj from the im

putation of being literally ignorant of the day of judg

ment. What Origen's opinion was of Christ's omniscience,

you may also see telsewhere. To confirm what hath been

said, one general remark I will leave with you.

* Oy yat Ttrt Ttis aurtv TutnjTtit * vtit rtti Qttv' tv fitttt£tutvtt, tix

irtrttultittts , i titrxSxittn \x rirw us TtTtv, Tatrn 3i uv muT0rt, xai priiattn

rtftt^ttutt;t tXtt Q*t, lturzwt; tj.o; iQSaXtilt, Tatra

ixtim, ti3*< rarTa Clem. Altx. Strom. 1. vii. c. 2. p. 831. See also

p. 113, 611, 832. .

t "Aytux yt\t i% a rrtrat rty Qttv, rtv Tvt xara'tXns xtffittv rvttStCXtv ytrt-

ti'wu rtit Harps. P. 832.

N. B. The Doctor's criticisms (Script. Doctr. p. 326, alias 294.) upon

Clemens are very slight. I need only hint, that inTwpraj is applied to

the Son at least twice, (p. 148, 277 ;) and Tayxfint once (p. 647.) by Cle

mens ; and that Tttrn;a7w< may as well signify omni-tenens, as omnipotenT;

and that omni-tenente voluntate is not improper, but agreeable to Clemens's

philosophy: (see the Notes to Clemens, p. 431. ed. Ox.) and that therefore

Christ might be supposed naluraUy omniscient, by Clemens, notwithstand

ing the Doctor's pretences: besides that the passages themselves referred to,

if well considered, can bear no other sense. See my Sermons, p. 266.

i Hom. 30. in Mat.

t Comm. in Joh. p. 28. Huet. cd. He puts the very question, whether the

Son knows all that the Father knows, and determines in the affirmative .

blaming those who, under pretence of magnifying the Father, presumed to

deny it. The passage is rather too long to be here inserted.
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The Sabellian controversy began early, and lasted long

in the Church. The dispute was, whether Father and

Son were one and the same hypostasis, or Person. Had

the Catholics interpreted these two texts, as you pretend

they did, there could not have been any thing more deci

sive against the Sabellians. Tertullian, you know, en

countered them in a pretty large book, his book against

Praxeas ; Hippolytus entered the lists against Noetus ;

and his book is still extant; Eusebius's famed piece,

against Marcellus, is to the same purport ; several frag

ments besides, of other authors, remain. Please to look

them over; and see if syou can find any one of them

combating the Sabellians with these texts : and if you

cannot, either be content to own, that it was a very

strange and unaccountable omission in those writers ; or

else that they had quite other notions of things, than you

have hitherto imagined. The Arians you find afterwards,

perpetually almost, teasing the Catholics with those texts :

strange they should never have been insisted on against

the Sabellians, being so full to the purpose; especially

if, as you suppose, the Ante-Nicene writers were them

selves of that persuasion, which was afterwards called

Arian. It is evident that the Sabellians must have under

stood the texts, if they are to be taken literally, of the

Man Christ Jesus only : otherwise there had been a ma

nifest repugnancy, in the words, " not the Son, but the

" Father;" since they supposed Father and Son one and the

same hypostasis. It is as plain, that they must have

thought that the Catholics agreed with them in that ex

position ; otherwise they would have charged them, not

only with Tritheism, but with the denial of the Son's es

sential Divinity. It does not appear that those texts ever

came into controversy betwixt them, or were ever urged

by the Catholics; so that both seem to have agreed in

• Tertullian indeed cites the text, in passing ; not drawing any such argu

ment, as I mean, from it. What he meant will be shown hereafter, under

Query 26th.
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the same interpretation. So much for the point of om

niscience.

I come next to consider what you have to object to my

argument for the Son's eternity. I had put it upon this ;

that it is described in the same phrases with God the Fa

ther's ; which, one would think, should be high enough.

You tell me that " the Son's metaphysical eternity is no

" where expressly revealed." What the fine word, meta

physical, signifies here, I know not. If his eternity is re

vealed, it is enough for me. That I understand to be

revealed, in these two texts, Rev. i. 17. xxii. 13. " I am

" the first, and I am the last." " I am Alpha and Omega,

" the beginning and the end." That these and the like

phrases respect duration, appears from Isa. xliii. 10. com

pared with Isa. xliv. 6. In the latter, the words are;

" I am the first, and I am the last ; and besides me there

" is no ' God." The former, expressing the same thought,

runs thus : " Before me was there no God formed, neither

"shall there be after me." The phrase of "Alpha and

" Omega, first and last," is, in like manner, explained Rev.

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 phrase then respects dura

tion; and it is applied to our blessed Saviour, as hath

been shown, Rev. i. 17. xxii. 13. Therefore there was

no God before him : therefore he is, in the strictest sense,

eternal. You say, " the objector hath not brought one

" text of Scripture that at all proveth it." I did not pro

duce all the texts proper upon that head: I designed

brevity. Besides, I had a mind to remove the cause,

from criticism upon words, to one plain and affecting ar

gument; viz. that the proof of the Son's eternity stands

upon the same foot, in Scripture, with the proof of the

Father's ; and is expressed in as strong words. And for

this I appeal, as to the texts above cited, so also to Prov.

■ Compare also Isa. xlviii. 12. Sec my Sermons, p. 233.



Qu. vii. OF SOME QUERIES. 81

viii. 22, &c. which you allow to be spoken of the Messias.

The original word, which we translate, "from everlast-

" ing," is the very same with what we meet with in Psal.

xc. 2. where also we find a parallel description of eternity,

applied to the one God. See also Psal. xciii. 2. 1 allow

your observation, that the Hebrew word may, and some

times does, signify a limited, as well as it does, at other

times, an vnlimited duration. And therefore I do not lay

all the stress of my argument upon the critical meaning

of the word; but upon that, and other circumstances

taken together : particularly this circumstance ; that the

eternity of the Father is described in the same manner,

and in the same phrases, with the other; as by "com

paring Psal. xc. 2. with Prov. viii. 22, he. and Rev. i. 8.

(supposing that text to be meant of the Father) with Rev.

xxii. 13. may fully appear. I do not argue from a single

phrase, or the particular force of it ; but from several ;

and these equally applied to both : as it were on purpose

to intimate, that though these phrases singly might bear

a limited sense ; yet considering that God had made

choice of them, as most significant to express his own

duration ; and again made choice of the very same, out

of many others, to express his Son's duration too, we

might from thence be taught to believe that the Son is

coeternal with him.

You are sensible of the objection lying against you;

namely, that there is no certain proof, according to your

ftray of reasoning, of the eternity of the Father, in the

Old Testament : and so resolute you are in this matter,

that, rather than admit the Son to be eternal too, you are

content to leave ub in the dark, so far as the Old Testa-

• Before the mountains were

brought forth, or ever thou hailst

formed the earth and the world,

even from everlasting to everlast

ing, thou art God, Ps. xc. 2.

The Lord possessed me in the be

ginning of his way, before his works

of old. I was set up from everlast

ing, from the beginning, or ever the

earth was —Before the moun

tains were settled, before the hills

was I brought forth, Prov. viii. 22,

4c.

VOL. 1. O
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ment goes, about the other. But, for a salvo to the Fa

ther's eternity, you observe, that it is emphatically ex

pressed in the New Testament, (Rom. i. 20.) forgetting

that the word ai&ioj occurs but * once more, in the New

Testament ; and then signifies eternal in a limited sense

only, or a parte post, as the schools speak. Well then,

for any thing I see to the contrary, we must contentedly

go away, without any Scripture proof of the eternity of

the Father, for fear it should oblige us to take in the

Son's also. And this, indeed, is what you are before

hand apprehensive of, and prepared for ; and therefore it

is that you tell us, that "there appears no necessity

" at all, that the attribute of eternity should be dis-

" tinctly revealed with respect to the Father; whose

" eternity our reason infallibly assures us of," (p. 5°-)

Infallibly assures: so you say; and, I believe, in my

own way, I might be able to maintain your assertion.

But I profess to you, that I do not, at present, apprehend

how, upon your principles, you will be able to make any

complete demonstration of it. It would be ridiculous to

talk of proving from reason only, without revelation, that

the Person whom we call the Father, the God of Jews

and Christians, is the eternal God. I will therefore pre

sume that you mean by reason, reason and revelation

both together; and if you effectually prove your point

from both, it shall suffice. You can demonstrate that

there must be some eternal God, in the metaphysical

sense, as you call it, of these words : but since the Fa

ther, the God of Jews and Christians, has not declared,

either that he is eternal, or God, in the metaphysical

sense, it does not appear how he is at all concerned in

it. He has said, indeed, that there is no God besides

him ; but as he did not mean it in the metaphysical sense,

there may be another, in that sense, besides him, not

withstanding : nay, it is certain there are and have been

other Gods ; even in the same sense : for Moses was a

t Jude 6.
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God unto Pharaoh ; and Christ is God; and therefore this

cannot be literally true. It can only mean, that he is

emphatically God, in some respect or other; perhaps as

being God of our system ; or God of the Jews and Chris

tians, his peculium. It is true, he has called himself Je

hovah; which if it signified necessary existence and inde

pendence, it would be an irrefragable proof of his being

the eternal God. But it unfortunately happens that Je

hovah signifies no more than a person of honour and in

tegrity, who is true to his word, and performs his pro

mises, (p. 19.) He has farther declared himself to be

Creator of the world : but this " exercise of creating,

" being finite, does not necessarily infer an infinite sub

ject," (p. 48.) Besides " that this office and character,

" relative to us, presupposes not, nor is at all more per-

u fect for, the eternal past duration of his being," (see

p. 50.) What shall I think of next ? I must ingenuously

own, I am utterly nonplused ; and therefore must desire

you, whenever you favour me with a reply, to make out

your demonstration. But let us proceed.

Having given us a reason, why it was not necessary

that the supposed eternity of the Father should be re

vealed, you go on to acquaint us, why it was not needful

to declare the supposed eternity of the Son. And here

you give either two reasons, or one; I hardly know

whether. " His office and character," you say, " relative

" to us, does not presuppose it." I know that very wise

and judicious men have thought, that it does presuppose

it. Bishop Bull, for instance, has spoke admirably well

upon that head : but the passage being too long to tran

scribe, I shall only refer to y it. How you come to take

for granted a thing which you know nothing of, and

which it is impossible either for you or any man else

to prove, I know not. It is very manifest that, unless

you have a full idea of the whole work of redemption,

and can tell as well what belongs to a Redeemer, and a

1 Judic. Eccl. p. 12.
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Judge of the whole universe, as you can what belongs to

a rector of a parish, you can pass no certain judgment.

No man can certainly define the utmost of what was

needful in the case; because no man can dive into the

utmost depth of it. There may be more than you, or I,

or perhaps angels, can see in that mysterious dispensa

tion; and therefore it is the height of presumption to

pronounce, that any power, less than infinite, might be

equal to it. I do not say that the argument for Christ's

Divinity, drawn from the greatness of the work of Re

demption, and the honours consequent upon it, amounts

to a perfect demonstration : but this I say, and am very

clear in what I say, that it is much surer arguing for the

affirmative, from what we know ; than for the negative,

from what we know not. It is possible our proof may

not be sufficient : but it is, a priori, impossible that yours

should. Whether we can maintain our point may per

haps be a question : but it is out of all question, that you

cannot maintain yours.

Having answered this your first reason, why it was not

necessary to reveal the Son's eternity, I proceed to the

remaining words; which if I perfectly understood, I

might know whether they are a distinct reason, or only

an appendage to the former. They are these : " Nor is

" it" (Christ's office and character) "at all more perfect

" for the eternal past duration of his being," (p. 50.) I

have been considering why that word past was inserted,

and what it can mean, in that place. It seems to be op

posed either to present, or else to, to come, tacitly under

stood. At first, I thought thus : that it might be put

in to prevent our imagining that Christ's office might not

be at all more perfect for the eternal duration of his

being to come. But considering again, that if he does

but continue till the office is completed and perfected, it

is all one, in respect of that office, whether his duration

hold longer or no, I thought, that could not be the

meaning. Reflecting again, I conceived that past might

possibly have relation to the office considered as present,
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or commencing at such a time ; suppose six thousand

years ago : and you might think, what could it signify

to date his being higher ? If he did but exist soon enough

for the office, it is sufficient. All the time run out before

is of no consideration, having no relation to an office which

was to commence after, and would still be but the self

same temporal office, commencing -at such a time. If I

have hit your thought at length, I assure you it has cost

me some pains ; and I wish you would express yourself

more clearly hereafter.

Now then let us apply this manner of reasoning to

another purpose : by parity of reason we may argue, that

the office of God the Father, commencing at the creation;

I say, the office of sustaining, preserving, and governing

the world, has no relation to the time past, being but just

what it is, whether a longer or a shorter, or no time at

all be allowed for any prior existence; nor is it at all

more perfect for the eternal past duration of his being.

But does not this argument suppose that the office is

such as may be discharged by a finite creature, or one

that began in time ? Certainly. And is not that the very

thing in question in this, and in the other case too ? Un

doubtedly. How then comes it to be taken for granted ?

Besides, is not a person of unlimited, that is, eternal

powers and perfections, more capable of discharging an

office, than any creature ? Well then, by necessary con

sequence, the past duration of the person is of great mo

ment in the case ; and the office must be thought as

much more perfect, for the eternal past duration of his

being, as God's perfections excel those of his creatures ;

and that is infinitely.

Query VIII.

Whether eternity does not imply necessary existence of the

Son; which is inconsistent with the Doctor's Scheme?

And whether the ^Doctor hath not made an elusive, equi-

' Reply, p. 227.

°3
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vacating answer to the objection, since the Son may be a

necessary emanation from the Father, by the will and

power of the Father, without any contradiction ? Will is

one thing, and arbitrary will another.

TO the former part of the Query you answer, that

" simple and absolute eternity is the same with necessary or

" self-existence ; which is no where supposed of the Son,

" by Dr. Clarke." Here are several mistakes : for, first, the

idea of simple eternity is not the same with that of neces

sary existence. Nor, secondly, is it the same with both

necessary existence and self-existence, supposing it were

the same with the former ; because these two are not the

same. The idea of eternity is neither more nor less than

duration without beginning, and without end. Some have

supposed it possible for God to have created the world

from all eternity; and they use this argument for it; that

whatever he could once do, he could always do. Not

that I think there is much weight in the argument ; but

it is sufficient to show, that the ideas are distinct; and

that, though eternity may, in sound reasoning, infer or

imply necessary existence, as is intimated in the Query;

yet the ideas are not the same : for if they were, it would

be nonsense to talk of one inferring or implying the other.

Then for the second point ; it is very manifest that the

ideas of necessary existence and self-existence (however

they may be imagined with or without reason to imply

each other) are not the same ideas. b Aristotle and the

later Platonists supposed the world and all the inferior

Gods (as Plato and the Pythagoreans, some supramun-

dane deities) to proceed, by way of emanation, without

any temporary production, from a superior cause : that

is, they believed them to be necessary, but not self-exist

ent. Something like this has been constantly believed by

the Christian Church, in respect of the Ao'yoj : which

shows, at least, that the ideas are different : and not only

* See Cudwortb. Intellect. System, p. 250, Ac.
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so, but that, in the opinion of a great part of mankind,

they do not so much as infer and imply each other ; one

may be conceived without the other. However, that is

not the point I insist on now. All that I affirm at pre

sent is, that the ideas are distinct ; and not the very same.

After you had laboured to confound these things toge

ther, you proceed to argue against the Son's being eter

nal. But what is that to the Query? I supposed Dr.

Clarke (Reply, p. 227.) to understand the word eternal,

as I or any other man should ; and objected the incon

sistency of acknowledging the eternity of the Son, and

yet denying his necessary existence; which, eternity, I

thought, inferred and implied. You admit my reasoning

to be just, if the Doctor meant the same, by eternal, as I

do. But if he meant by eternal, temporary, then my ar

gument fails ; as most certainly it must. But why are

we thus imposed on with so manifest an abuse of words ?

What occasion is there for putting the epithets of simple,

absolute, or metaphysical to the word eternal; which every

one, that knows English, understands better without?

Unless you suppose that there is an unlimited and a li

mited eternity, which is, in reality, an eternity, and no

eternity. You proceed to dispute against the eternity of

the Son ; which though it be something foreign to the

purport of the Query, yet being pertinent to the cause in

hand, I shall here consider it. You argue that, if the Son

be eternal, he is necessarily existing ; which I allow : and

if necessarily existing, then self-existent ; which I c deny ;

4 'AAXa ftn rts, ri ttt\, wttf vwtiuzt aywnrw XuftCatim, is tlttrat tt ra ypv-

OAf^nrnwa vrtwnf*ftttti' turt yan tt iv, turl ri iu, tvrt ri wtl atutuv, rau-

ritlri rf iyttiwry. Alex. Ep. apud Theod. 1. i. c. W. p. 17. This was said in

opposition to the Arians, who were willing to confound the idea of eternity

and of necessary existence with self-existence. The learned Doctor cites

this passage directly against himself. (Script. Doctr. p. 283. alias 250.) It

was intended, and is diametrically opposite to the Doctor's leading princi

ple, or rather fallacy, which runs through his performance, viz. That the Son

cannot be strictly and essentially Cod, unless he be self-existent, or unori-

ginale in every sense.

G4



88 A DEFENCE Qv. vm.

and you cannot prove. You go on to a new considera

tion ; which, put into syllogism, stands thus.

Whatever has a principium is not eternal : the Son has

a principium, the Father being principium Filii—There

fore, &c.

The middle term, principium, is equivocal, and bears

two senses ; wherefore the syllogism consists of four

terms. If principium be understood in respect of time,

the minor is not true : if it be taken in any other sense,

the major is not true : so that both cannot be true. You

might, in the same way, argue that the sun's light is not

coeval with the sun ; nor thought coeval with the mind,

supposing the mind to think always. For in both cases

a principium is admitted ; but no priority in respect of

time. You add, that there is a reasonable sense in which

the Son may be said to be eternal. I hope there is : but

not your sense; which is just as reasonable as to say, an

angel is eternal, only because you determine not the time

when he came into being. I should think it most rea

sonable to use words according to their obvious and pro

per signification ; and not to fix new ideas to old words,

without any warrant for it. In this way of going on with

the abuse of words, we shall hardly have any left full and

express enough to distinguish the catholic doctrine by.

It was once sufficient, before the rise of Arianism, to say,

the Son is God: but by a novel sense put upon it, the

word God was made ambiguous. To that were added,

truly and really ; to be more expressive : but the dArians

found out a sense for these terms too ; and could gravely

say, that the Son was truly, really God. God by nature,

one might think, is full and strong enough : but you are

stealing away the sense of that expression from us. We

can add no more, but eternally and substantially God;

and yet, I perceive, unless we put in simply, absolutely,

metaphysically, or the like, even these words also may

■1 See Socr. E. Hist. 1. ii. c. 19. p. 82. Theod. 1. i. c. 28.
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lose their force and significancy. But to what purpose is

all this ? Might you not better say plainly, that the Son

is not eternal ; not by nature ; nor truly God ; in a word,

not God? No; but Scripture reclaims; and the whole

Catholic Church reclaims ; and Christian ears would not

bear it. So then, it seems, it is highly necessary to speak

orthodoxly, whatever we think ; to strip the words of

their sense, and to retain the sound. But to proceed.

As to the latter part of the Query, I am to expect no

clear or distinct answer : because " what is meant by a

" necessary emanation by the will of the Father, you un-

" derstand not ; nor what again by the difference of will,

"and arbitrary will," p. 52. Had you but retained in

mind what you must have observed when you read the

ancients, you could not have been at a loss to apprehend

my meaning. You may please to remember, that one of

the principal arguments made use of by the e Arians

against the Catholics was this :

" 'Either the Father begat the Son with his consent

" and will, or against his will and consent." If the for

mer, then that act of the will was antecedent to the Son's

existence ; and therefore he was not eternal : the latter

was plainly too absurd for any Christian to own.

The Catholics took two ways of answering the dilem

ma. One, which was the best and safest, was, by 8 re

torting upon the Arians the dilemma, thus : " Was God

"the Father God, with or against his will?" By this

short question, that so famous objection of the Arians

was h effectually silenced.

e See Athanas. Orat. contr. Arian. 2, 3, 4. Hilary, p. 1184. Greg. Nyas.

p. 625. Petav. de Trin. p. 128.

f Interrogant (Ariani) utrum Pater Filium volens an nolens gcnuerit ; ut

si responsum fuerit quod volens genuerit, dicant, privr est ergo voluntas Pa-

tris ; quod autem nolens genuerit, quis potest diccre ? August. contr. Serm.

Arian. 1. i. p. 626. Bened. ed.

8 Athanas. Orat. iii. p. 611. Bened. ed. Greg. Nazianz. Orat. zxxr. p. 565.

August. de Trin. 1. xv. c 80. p. 994.

h Vicissim qusesivit ab eo, utrum Deus Pater volens an nolens ait Deus :

ut si responderet, nolens, sequerctur ilia miseria quam de Deo credere magna
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But besides this answer, they had also another. They

admitted that the generation of the Son was with the will

and consent of his Father; in the same sense that he is

wise, good, just, &c. necessarily, and yet not against his

will. Some thought it reasonable to say, that the Father

might eternally will the generation of the Son, and that

he could not but will so, as being eternally good. 'See

Petavius. This way of reasoning k Bishop Bull mentions,

hardly approving it : and one would almost think that

1 Dr. Clarke was once inclinable to subscribe to it, under

standing eternal, as we do. But he thought fit m after

wards to explain himself offinto another meaning. There

was another notion which n some of the primitive writers

had ; namely, this : " That since the will of God is God

" himself, as much as the wisdom, &c. of God is God

" himself; whatever is the fruit and product of God, is

" the fruit and product of his will, wisdom, &c. and so

" the Son, being the perfect image of the Father, is sub-

" stance of substance, wisdom of wisdom, will of will, as

" he is light of light, and God of God :" which is St. Aus

tin's doctrine, in the 0 place cited in the margin.

By this time, I presume, you may understand what I

meant by the latter part of the Query. There is a sober,

Catholic sense, in which the Son may be acknowledged

to be by, or from, the will of the Father, and yet may be

a necessary emanation also. And therefore Dr. Clarke

did not do well in opposing those two, one to the other ;

as if they were inconsistent : especially considering that

insania est; si autem diceret, miens, responderctur ei, ergo et ipse Deus est,

sua voluntate, non natura. Quid ergo restabat, nisi ut obmutesceret, et sua

intcrrogationc obligatum insolubili vinculo sc videret. August. ibid.

See this farther explained in the Postscript.

l Pag. 591, 592. k D. F. N. p. 222.

1 Script. Doctr. p. 280, &c. Reply, p. 113. Paper given in to the Bishops.

■ Clarke's Lett. N. 8.

■ See the testimonies collected by Cotelcrius, in his Notes upon the Re

cognitions of Clem. p. 492. and by Petavius, 1. vi. c. 8. 1. vii. c. 12. See espe

cially, Athanas. Orat. iii. p. 613. Bencd. ed. Epiphao. Hseres. 74. p. 895.

• De Trin. I. xv. c. 8.
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he produces several authorities to prove the generation to

be by a Ppower of will, in opposition to necessity of na

ture, from writers who asserted both; and deiued only

such a supposed necessity as might be against, and a force

upon the Father's will. This is manifest of his citations

from the i Council of Sirmium, Marius Victorinus, Basil,

and Gregory Nyssen; and hath been clearly (hown by

his learned t antagonist. The sum of all is, that the ge

neration of the Son may be by necessity of nature, without

excluding the concurrence or approbation of the will.

And therefore will (i. e. consent, approbation, acquies

cence) is one thing ; and arbitrary will (that is, free choice

of what might otherwise not be) is another. You endea

vour to prove, that the Son derives his being from the

will of the Father, in this latter sense ; which is the same

thing with the making him a creature. You recite some

scraps of quotations, as collected by Dr. Clarke and Dr.

Whitby, in your Notes, p. 51. Not one of the citations

is to your purpose, or comes up to your point. For in

stance ; Ignatius says, s " Christ is the Son of God, ac-

" cording to the will and power of God." Supposing this

not to be meant of his ' miraculous conception and incar-

r Script. Doctr. p. 231, &c. alias, 247, &c.

1 Script. Doctr. p. 285, 286. alias, 252, 253.

t True Script. Doctr. continued, p. 119, &c.

N. B. The Doctor manifestly perverts the sense of the Council of Sirmium,

and of Hilary's comment upon it, by mistranslating them ; putting without

his will, instead of against his will. See the Preface to my Sermons, p. 20.

' 'AXt&wt tWa ix yUutt AjL£j3 xxrk tafxa, vlit Ot5 xara SiXntta xai iutapu

Btt. Ignat. Ep. ad Smyrn. c. i. p. 1.

' I can by no means think that the Son is here called utls ©t5, iu respect

of Ids incarnation ; which was really his nativity xartt rafxat to which this

other is opposed, and which must therefore be understood of gome higher

sonship. The phrase of xari rifxa has been constantly so interpreted by

the ancients; Irena;us, Tcrtullian, Origen, Novatian, the Synod of Antioch

in the case of Paul of Samosata, Hippolytus, Eusebius, Lactantius, all ex

plaining Christ's being the Son of David according to theflesh, by his birth

of the blessed Virgin ; and the phrase xara »f» as opposed to a prior Son-

ship, in his divine nature before the world was : in which respect he was

Son of God before he became Son of man. That Ignatius intended the
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nation, (which the context has been thought to favour,

and which Bishop Pearson inclined to, in his Notes,) yet

see how many several interpretations it may bear, besides

what you would fix upon it.

1. Thefruit a1id offspring of the will and power of God :

signifying no more than God of God, in the sense inti

mated above. P. 90.

2. By the eternal will and power of God, in a sense

likewise before intimated, and owned by some of the Post-

Nicene Writers.

3. With the approbation and acquiescence of God, in

the same sense that he is pleased with, and acquiesces in,

his own wisdom, goodness, and other perfections.

4. The passage may relate, not to the Son's generation

in the highest sense; but to his manifestation, or com

ingforth, in order to create the world ; which is a kind

of xfiliation mentioned by Justin Martyr, Athenagoras,

Theophilus, Tertullian, Tatian, Novatian, and Hippoly-

tus, and supposed as voluntary a thing as the incarnation

afterwards; though the same authors asserted the eternity

and consubstantiality of the Aoyoc, or Divine nature of

Christ ; of which more hereafter.

From these four particulars, you may perceive how

little you can be able to prove from that passage in Igna

tius. As to Justin Martyr, I have already hinted in what

sense he made the generation voluntary. But why you

should choose to do that good Father a double injury,

first in curtailing his words, and next in misrepresenting

his sense, you can best account. The whole passage is

same is highly probable, not to say evident, from his own words elsewhere.

Uft aiatm irtzvd wat^i nt. Magnes. c. 6. Titv t5 ©|5, t; irir alirtv Xiytf Hitf.

Ibid. c. 8. X^.s'tv rtf v'ttv ©iv th ytvtvttt/i, iv £rif», it rrr'tfftarts AaC.'S. Rom.

c. vii. Compare Jpostcl. Cvnstil. 1. viii. c. 1. Eiiu/a ©i5 i ir;i aliimr ftmyt-

. \f *Ottfa iz -aa^'tttv ytytttnrtu.

■ Clement of Alexandria seems to intend the same, (p. 654. ed. Ox.) ex

pressing it by the word ir;iix3«f. And it is extremely probable that Ignatius

had the very same thought. Aiytf iihtg tiia awi nynt ir^#iA3wt. ad Magnet.

Cap. 8. "Em 'Inrtvt Xftrtt, rtv itif weTft* x'ttt?.S0tra, aai tU tta Stra aai

£wftrtM,r«. Ibid. cap. 7.



Qu. viii. OF SOME QUERIES.

this, literally translated : " x Who, according to his (the

" Father's) good pleasure, is God, being his Son ; and an

" angel too, as ministering to his Father's will." The

meaning is not, as you represent it, " that Christ is God,

" by the will of the Father," (though even that might

bear a good sense according to what has been observed

above;) but that it was the Father's good pleasure that he

should not only be God, as he always was, being God's

Son; but that he should take upon him besides, the

office of an angel. That he was God, was a Y necessary

thing, as he was God's Son, of the same nature with him:

but that he should be both ; i. e. God and an angel too ;

this was entirely owing to God's good pleasure. How

ever, you have been something civiller to this ancient Father

than Dr. Whitby has been, in his " Modest Disquisitions;"

who, to serve a bad cause, uses a worse art ; z cuts the

quotation short at uibv avrov ; and then, to make his own

sense out of that passage, inserts (et) in his translation,

rendering it thus : " Qui ex voluntatc ipsius et Deus est,

" et Filius;" leaving out " et angelus," to which the

former et referred. Strange that any should be so reso

lutely eager to ungod their Saviour, as not to permit the

cause to have a fair hearing. It were pious, at least, to

let the reader know what has, or what can be said on the

other side of the question ; and to give it its due weight

and force. This is reasonable in any the most trifling

* Ttr aarit favXttt Titt iatlttv aai Sltt Stra, uilt aiiTtu, aai iyytX*v, tn rtu

irnfiTitt ri yyuur avnti. P. 280. Sylb. Jebb. 370. Parallel to which is that

of Novatian. Personse autem Christi convenit ut et Deus sit, quia Dei

Film* ; et angelus sit, quoniam paternae dispositionis adnuntiator est.

Naval. c. 26.

r For, though he was God, as being God's Son, and a Son aari fauXn;

according to Justin, and other writers before mentioned; yet they did not

think that he was God, fitvXm. But because he came forth, as a Son,

from the Father ; and was not produced ij tla Struv, (as all creatures are ;)

therefore he was God, having ever existed, before his comingforth, in and

with the Father. Hie ergo quando Pater voluit. processit ex Patrc : et qui

in Patre fuit, processit ex Patre. Xovat. c. 26.

• Whitby's Disq. Modest. p. 32.
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matter, that can come before us : but certainly much

more so, where his honour is concerned, whom all men

are commanded to "honour, even as they honour the

" Father," John v. 23. For my own part, I declare once

for all ; I desire only to have things fairly represented, as

they really are ; no evidence smothered or stifled on

either side. Let every reader see plainly what may be

justly pleaded here or there, and no more ; and then let

it be left to his impartial judgment, after a full view of

the case : misquotations and misrepresentations will do a

good cause harm ; and will not long be of service to a

bad one. But to return. The second citation which you

bring from Justin, you give such an account of, as must

make one think, either that you never saw the book you

mention ; or else—but see the passage in the a margin.

Your words are, " He hath all these titles (before-men-

" tioned, viz. that of Son, Wisdom, Angel, God, Lord,

" and Word) from his being begotten of the Father by

" his will ;" directly contrary to the whole tenor of the

dialogue, and the very immediate words preceding those

you cite. In your third quotation, you are pleased for

the sake of English readers, to mistranslate *poi\$oyra,

"produced," instead of, "coming forth," or "proceeding."

Your next citation is from Clement of Alexandria : in

which I find no fault but your referring to Strom. 5. in

stead of Strom. 7. and bringing a passage not certainly

pertinent to the point in question. If you please to look

into the b author himself, you will find it at least doubtful,

whether he be speaking of the generation of the Son; or

only showing how he, by the Father's good pleasure,

xm ix rtZ aTO rtv Tarftt dtAwru ytywnr^at. Dial. p. 183. Jeb. It is not

from his being begotten of the Father that he hath all these titles ; but from

that, and his administering to his Father's will. Both together (not cither

singly) will account for all these titles.

b Clem. Alex. Strom. vii. p. 833. Ox. edit. 'A-rirtm T£t iyx3£t, 9an-

part rtu Tatrtxfdrtfts Tarfl;, mrus i viit *adjVaTat, Tp>rtvpyit xtrnftm, ivw-

tttt xXnrrts tut-Snrw & yaf 11 m, Ttvrt £$§n vtTs %wptftu fmt iuvapttut ita r>n
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was at the head of affairs, and administered his Father's

kingdom. Your next author is cTertullian, who is in

deed speaking of the generation, that is, manifestation, or

coming forth, of the Son : and here you render protulit,

" produced," meaning " into being," or " into a state of

" existence;" which is not Tertullian's sense, nor of any

of the Fathers who speak of that matter. Tertullian ex

pressly d excepts against it : so does e Tatian, the next

author which you name: and so likewise f Athenagoras,

and S Hippolytus, whom you have not named : but I

choose to mention them, as being useful to explain the

former. h Eusebius may reasonably be interpreted by

those that went before him ; or by the emperor Constan-

tine's explication of this matter, which shall be cited

hereafter ; or by his own account of the holy undivided

Trinity, before mentioned : if not, his authority against

the Catholics before and after him, and against himself,

must appear of small weight. The rest of your autho

rities I have already spoke to ; and you may perceive by

this time, I presume, that none of them speak home to

the purpose for which they were cited. However, for

the sake of such who, being little acquainted with these

matters, may be liable to be imposed upon by a few

specious pretences, I shall now go a little deeper into the

point before us, and endeavour to set it in a true light.

The distinction of a ' threefold generation of the Son, is

well known among the learned, and is thus explained.

i. The first and most proper filiation and generation, is

his eternally existing in and of the Father; the eternal

Aayoj, of the eternal mind. In respect of this, chiefly,

t Tunc cum Deus voluit, ipsum primum protulit Sermonem. TtrtuU.

contr. Prttx. c. 6.

d Contr. Prax. c. 5.

■ Tatian. tcct. vii. p. 20. Ox. edit.

f Legat. sect. x. p. 39. Ox. edit.

I Contr. Noct. sect. x. p. 13. vol. ii. ed. Fabric

b See True Script. Doctr. continued, p. 123.

1 Bull. D. F. p. 232. Brer. Animadv. in Gil. Clcrke, p. 1054. Fabric.

Not. in Hippol. vol. i. p. 242.
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he is the only begotten, and a distinct Person from the

Father. His other generations were rather condescen

sions, first to creatures in general, next to men in par

ticular.

2. His second generation was his condescension, mani

festation, comingforth, as it were, from the Father (though

never separated or divided from him) to create the world :

this was in time, and a voluntary thing ; and in this re

spect properly he may be thought to be irgturoVoxot irao-ijt

xTiVewj, first-born of every creature; or before all crea

tures.

3. His third generation, or filiation, was when he con

descended to be born of a Virgin, and to become man.

These things I here suppose or premise only, for the more

distinct apprehension of what is to follow ; not expecting

to be believed farther than the proofs can justify. We

may now proceed to speak of the doctrine of the an

cients.

It is observable, that the Ante-Nicene writers are more

sparing than those that came after, in speaking of the

first, the eternal generation ; sparing, I mean, as to the

term, or phrase; not as to the thing itself. The eternity

of the Word, or Ao'yoj, and the distinction of Persons,

they all held; together with the consubstantiality, and

unity of principle; which together are as much as can be

meant by eternal-generation.

Irenaeus is a k frequent and constant asserter of the

eternity of the Word ; but eternal generation we do not

read in express terms. Yet we find what amounts to it,

by necessary implication. In one particular place 1 he

censures those who pretended to ascribe any beginning to

k Pag. 153, 163, 209, 253. cd. Bened. We do not pretend to argue merely

from the force of the word semper, or it), but from that and other cirtum

stances: as when infectus goes along with it, or the like, p. 153. And as

" temper aderat generi humano," p. 209. intimates that he was with men,

as soon as any men existed ; so, " existens semper apud Patrem," intimates

his being coeval with the Father.

' Prolntionis initium donantes. L. ii. c. 14. p. 132.
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the nativity of the Word ; which is in effect asserting an

eternal prolation, or generation; for he makes these words

m equivalent.

Origen, commenting upon the words of the second

Psalm ; " Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten

" thee ;" proceeds thus : " n They are spoken to him by

" God, with whom it is always to-day : for, I conceive,

" there is no evening nor morning with him ; but the

" time coextended, if I may so speak, with his unbe-

" gotten and eternal life is the to-day in which the Son

" is begotten ; there being no beginning found of his

" generation, any more than of the to-day." This is far

ther confirmed by what 0 Athanasius quotes from him,

where Origen calls it presumption " P to ascribe any be-

" ginning to the Son ;" and speaks of the only begotten,

as being 1 always with the Father.

To Origen I may subjoin r Novatian, who says, the Son

must have always existed in the Father, or else (which he

takes to be absurd) the Father would not have been al

ways Father. This, I think, can bear no sense, unless al

ways be understood strictly. And it is very manifest that

s Novatian supposes the Son to have existed before that

procession, coming forth, or nativity, which he speaks of

in that chapter. Some indeed have thought, that Nova

tian understands not the word semper there, in the strict

sense of unlimited duration ; wherein I humbly conceive

- L. ii. c. 28. p. 158.

11 Atytrtu wftr aiirtt tjrrt Ttv Qtw, Z iu Ifi ri fr,vtMv, tla lm yit^ iffwt^a Qitv.

iyii ii hytuftOtt trt tw3i wguia' aXX' « fvftwa^tZTu'wv T» &ytvvnry aai ai'iia a'v-

rw Zwkt i' «uras n9Tat %t"tt, avrt} fnfupv, Ir n ytytmrat t wts,

afX$f ytttflat aurtu wrtis i% tvpt-at/uttns, at iiii Tns ilftlfas. Com. in Joh.

p. 31. Compare with this, the citation from Origen, in Pamphilus's Apo

logy.

° Dc Decrct. Synod. Nic. p. 233. ed. Bencd.

P"Ito rtXftnrat ns 2« tTtat w'5 rprt^tt tia 0,Tts.

1 Tw ai' futttrts aidTtJ Xty«v fttitytws.

' Semper enim in Patre, ne Pater non semper Pater. C. 31.

• Et qui in Patre fuit, processit ex Patre : et qui in Patre fuit, quia ex

Patre fuit, cum Patre postmodum fuit, quia ex Patre processit. C. 31.

VOL. 1. H



98 A DEFENCE Qu. vm.

they are mistaken. I have transcribed the ' passage into

the margin, and shall proceed to explain its meaning.

After the author had said, " semper est in Patre," he im

mediately adds a sentence which shows that he under

stood semper, as we say, a parte ante. But withal there

is a seeming restriction : " Sic dico, ut non innatum, sed

" natum probem." There might be some then, as well

as now, who knew not how to distinguish between eter

nity and seLf-existence. The Sabellians in parti

cular might pretend that the Son, being eternal, must be

the self-existent Father himself. It was therefore neces

sary for the author to guard, in the manner he does,

against any such mistake or misconstruction. So Alexan

der, Bishop of Alexandria, while he maintains the strict

eternity of the Son, to guard against the invidious miscon

struction of the Arians, inserts the like caution u. " Let no

" man," says he, "mistake eternal, as if it were the same

" with self-existent, as the Arians, having their minds

" blinded, are wont to do." This may serve for a good

comment upon Novatian. To proceed: Novatian adds,

" Qui ante omne tempus est, semper in patre fuisse dicen-

" dus est." Here he explains semper by, ante omne tem

pus. Now this is the very same with him, as if he had

said of the Son, " quod non aliquando casperit;" as may

appear by the x account he gives of the eternity of the

t Hie ergo cum sit genitus a Patre, semper est in Patre. Semper autem

sic dico, ut non innatum, sed natum probem ; sed qui ante vmne tempus

est, semper in Patre fuisse dicendus est: nec enim tempus illi assignari

potest, qui ante tempus est. Semper enim in Patre, ne Pater non semper

sit Pater; quia et Pater ilium ctiam praeedit, quod necesse est prior sit qua

Pater sit : quoniam antecedat necesse est eum, qui habet originem, ille qui

originem nescit.

■ Seep. 87. Vid. etiam Hilar. p. 1166, 1354. Prudent. Apoth. p. 172.

1 Nisi forte (quod absit) aliquando esse cteperit, ncc super omnia sit, sed

dum post aliquid esse (aeperit, intra (leg. infra) id sit quod ante ipsum

fuerit, minor inventus potestate, dum posterior denotatur etiam ipso tem

pore. Novat. c. 2. Mark the force of the words, etiam ipso; intimating

that posteriority iu time is a low degree of posteriority, and that a tiling

might be said to be posterior in a higher sense than that; viz. in order ofna

ture, as we term it.
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Father ; explaining it by his not being posterior to time :

and his having no time before, is the very same with hav

ing nothing y preceding. Wherefore, when Novatian

speaks afterwards of the Father's being precedent to the

Son, he can mean it only in order of nature, not in respect

of duration. And this I take to have been the meaning

of the Catholic writers, before and after the rise of Arian-

lsm, by the phrases ante tempus, nph alwvw, wpo zavrtev

alwvtuv, or the like, as applied to God the Son. So 2 Hi

lary, in the name of the generality of the Christians of his

time, interprets it: so a Alexander of Alexandria, in his

letter extant in Theodoret ; the b Sardican Fathers in their

synodical epistle ; and the c Catholic bishops upon the

opening of the council of Ariminum. Thus also we are

to understand, -xfo vxvrstn rmv alaivtuv, in the Constantino-

politan creed. The dArians indeed, equivocating upon

the words time and ages, eluded the Catholic sense, still

retaining the Catholic expression : but the Ante-Nicene

Catholics were sincere, plain, honest men; and do not

seem to have known any thing of those subtle distinctions.

They understood those phrases as they would be com

monly understood by the people ; otherwise they would

not have used them, without greater caution and reserve.

e Sisinnius of the Novatian sect long ago observed, (which

confirms what I have been mentioning,) that the ancients

never would attribute any beginning to the Son of God,

believing him to have been coeternal with the Father.

The inquisitive reader may observe the use of those

r Id quod sine origine est, pnecedi a uullo potest, dum non habet tempus.

Ibid. Tempus here manifestly signifies duration, in the largest sense ; not

time, in the restrained sense, as the Arians afterwards understood it.

• Audiunt ante tempera : putant id ipsum, ante tempora, esse quod sem

per est. Omtr. Aux. p. 1266. Comp. Trin. 1. xii. p. 1 129, 1 136.

• Eccl. Hist. 1. i. c. 4. p. 13. &c.

t, Apud Theod. E. H. I. ii. c. 8. p. 80, 81.

■ Hilar. Fragm. p. 1343. ed. Bened.

d See Athanas. vol. i. p. 418. Hilar. 1129. Epiphan. User. lxxiv. p. 887.

• Socrat. E. H. 1. v. c. 10.

H 2
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phrases, in the places referred to in the 1 margin; all of

them admitting, most of them requiring, the sense I con

tend for. I mention not the interpolator of Ignatius's

Epistles, an Arian, probably, of the fourth century, or

later. To return to Novatian : when he adds, " tempus

" illi assignari non potest;" he does not mean only, that

no particular time of the Son's existence is assignable;

but, that it was before all time, as himself expounds it,

" ante tempus est," i. e. strictly eternal; s which agrees

with what follows, and makes it sense : " Semper enim

" in Patre, ne Pater non semper sit Pater." What can

be more express for the eternity of the Son, than to de

clare that the Father was never without him ? He plainly

supposes it absurd to say, that the Father was ever no

Father, or, which comes to the same, that ever the Son

was not. What follows therefore, in that chapter, of the

Father, " prsecedit," and " antecedat necesse est," &c.

can only be understood of a priority of nature, n not of

time, or duration; and in this all Catholics agreed. Yon

will excuse my dwelling so long upon Novatian : it was

necessary, to clear his sense, and to obviate some ' specious

pretences, not only against Novatian, but other Catholic

writers of whose meaning there is less dispute. From

hence may be understood in what sense all the oriental

bishops (if the fact be true, relying only on the doubtful

credit of k Arius) might teach, ispwitkpyt» tou viou rlv Qitv

1 Ignatius ad Magnes. c. vi. p. 22. Justin. Fragm. in Grab. Spic. vol. u.

p. 199. Melito in C'av. H. L. vol. ii. p. 33. Origen. in Pamph. Apolog.

Hippolytus Fragm. Fabric. vol. ii. p. 29. Concil. Antiock. contr. Paul. Sam.

Lab. tom. 1. Dionys. Alexandr. Resp. contr. Paul. Q. 4. Lncian. Symb.

apud Socr. 1. ii. c. 10. Apost. Constit. 1. viii. c. 5. Vid. etiam Suicer. Tbe-

saur. in voce Ait!f.

s Hilary's words may serve as a comment upon Novatian's. Quod ante

tempus natum est, semper est natum. Quia id quod est ante seternum tem

pus, hoc semper est. Quod autem semper est natum, non admittit ne ali-

quando non fuerit: quia aliquando non fuissc, jam non est semper esse.

Hilar. de Trin. p. 1 127.

b Vid. Origen. apud Pamph. Apolog. p. 230. Zen. Vcron. in Exod. Serm. 9.

1 Whitby, Modest Bisq. Pref. p. 29, 30. Proem. p. 5. lib. p. 16«.

* Apud Thcodorit. E. lib. i. c. 5. p. 21.
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oaafx,»;. That it could not be meant in Anus's sense, is

sufficiently evident from the determination of the Nicene

Fathers, which has infinitely more weight in it than his

single testimony, and shows the sense of the whole

Church, in a manner, at that time. But enough of this :

I shall only remark, before I part with Novatian, that he

is an evidence both for the first and second nativity, or

generation, of the Son. As he supposes the Son existing

before the procession, (which is the voluntary nativity he

speaks of,) and preexisting as a 1 Sow, he cannot be under

stood otherwise. See this more fully explained in m Bishop

Bull. If any other writers, who expressly held an eternal

generation, any where speak also of a temporal procession,

or nativity, the same may be true of them also. I only

give this hint by the way, and pass on.

n Dionysius of Alexandria, who lived about the same

time with Novatian, asserts the same doctrine ; viz. That

the Father was always Father, and never was without

his Son; which is the same as to maintain eternal gene

ration, which he afterwards asserts in terms.

0 Dionysius, Bishop of Rome, contemporary with the

other, declares that " the Son is eternal, and that there

" never was a time when the Son was not;" adding in

confirmation of it, that "he is the Word, the Wisdom,

1 Sive dum verbum est, sive dum virtus est, sive dam sapientia est, sive

dum lux est, sive dum Filius est ; non ex se est, quia uec innatus est. That

is, he is natus, considered under any capacity ; whether as >-iyu, tCta/m. or

tti.a, or Qit, or v'lis, whether before the procession, or after. This seems to

be the most probable construction of the passage ; and most consonant to

what be had said before. Corny. Athanus. vol. i. p. 222.

- Def. Fid. p. 222.

t Oif ya^ nr tn 0 6u; tifk nr rr. - 1 . v - tr, rwrw# aytut v,v t 0its, ttra

tnuSwTwqrar*. aluvut Vjttattrat atu ruvitiw aira, tt a^ravyafua atattt aai

iUytus. Atitan. vol. i. p. 253.

• Ei yij ytytut vlift iv JVi wa nr' att ii nr ii yt it r'* war^'t ir", *ti aurtf

Qttrt, na' li **i naJ ivtnfut i Xfirts. <fpud Athanas. Decret.Syn.

JV. 232. Ei rtttvv y'tytttt t v!ift SVi #tn nt rttura' r]t apa nat##ff «rt %^t't

rtuTuv nt i &.-l. urtwurarti Xi rtivrt. Ibid. This and Novatian' 8 testimony,

both of the same age, may serve to illustrate each other.

« 3
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" and the Power of God." This, though it be express

for the eternity of the Son, yet is not full for eternal gene

ration; unless it had been said, " eternal, as a Son."

He might be supposed eternal, as the Ao'yoj, and his son-

ship commence afterwards. And therefore I do not put

this among the clear unexceptionable authorities for eter

nal generation; though hardly any reasonable doubt can

be made of it, since he supposed the Father, the Head,

Root, Origin, of the Ao'yoj.

P Methodius speaks more close and home to the point.

For, upon the words of the Psalmist; "Thou art my

" Son, this day have I begotten thee ;" he comments

thus. " It is observable that his being a Son, is here in-

" definitely expressed without any limitation of time. For

" he said, Thou art, not Thou becamest my Son ; signifying

" that he did not acquire any new filiation, nor should

" ever have an end of his existence, but that he is always

" the same." He 'i goes on to speak of his ahzrfiliation,

intimated in the words, " This day have I begotten

" thee ;" and observes, that it was more properly a mani

festation of him, consonant to what he had said before,

that he could not have a new filiation. This may relate

either to what I before called his second, or to his third

generation : the words are ambiguous, and capable of ei

ther sense.

To Methodius I may subjoin Pamphilus, who, while

he delivers Origen's sense, in his Apology, does undoubt

edly speak his own too. He is very ' clear and full for

the eternal generation, if we may rely on the translator.

P ntfaTq^n'ntt yaf tti Tt fi.ii u'itt avTtt utat atf'trui awtpytTi, ait

u yif utis, a'vTy Sf^n, aai it yiyttas' ytfa/vwt, ftjrt rrp'ttQurtf aiiTn rtru%naivat

tt.s u'&tr'titfi ^nn av wftvrd^atTA r'tXtf ir%naittUf aXV lira uu rit avrir.

Jpud Phot. Cod. 237. p. 960. Comp. Athanas. Frngm. in Psalm. p. 76.

Cyril. Catcches. iii. p. 46. Bened.

.i n^u'tra %$n a-f# Tuv aluvtiv ii rtig i^avivs, iCtvXi'&nt *at Tf attfty ytttnrwtl,

S tn ifi, rrp#Stt uytttufiuitt yw^iVat. Ibid.

' Inter Op. Orig. ed. Basil. p. 877.
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Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria, 5 reckons it among

the singularities of Arius, that he would not own the Fa

ther to have been always so; but pretended that God

was once no Father, and that the Awyoj was produced in

time. I observe, that these two things are here joined

together, as being explanatory one of the other, according

to the reasoning of that age at least. And if the same

reasoning held before, as may be probably inferred from

' other passages of the ancients, then it will follow that

as many as asserted the eternity of the Aoyof, or Word,

which were all without exception, did implicitly maintain

the eternal generation. It appears to have been a maxim

in the Church at this time, that is, about the year 315,

ten years before the Council of Nice, that the Father was

always Father. The same we have seen, about sixty

years before, from what has been cited out of Dionysius

of Alexandria, and Novatian. The testimony of "Origen,

cited by Pamphilus, with others mentioned, carry it up

forty years higher, to about the year 210. Irenaeus above

thirty years higher, to about 173, within less than four

score years of St. John. Tertullian, betwixt the two last

named, seems to have understood this matter differently :

for he says plainly, that " x there was a time when the

"Son was not;" meaning, as a Son; and that "God

" was not always Father." And this is agreeable to his

principles, who always speaks of the generation as a vo-

* Ou* alt i Qtif warhp it. AXX' % t trt i Qttf warnQ tva. it. tva. iii it t rtZ Qtw

Xiyt, iiJi' l£ tm Struv yiyttlf. AUxand. Ep. apud Socr. E. H. 1. i. c. 6.

p. 10. 'ArsCifwrtfr tZt Qaturns rns i% vn Strttt vt&'tviaf, itaynn rtt rrartpa

aii iThu nrifa. Alexand. Ep. apud Thcod. 1. i. c. 4. p. 13.

' The charge brought against Dionysius of Alexandria, and which he

cleared himself of, was this: Ota it) it i ei« rarif. iz a■i it viit, axx' • fut

Qii* it xttpf **v >-'tynli. aifrit 11 i uiig tin it w#tt yiVmSjf, aXiS it Ttn tn ia

St. Athan. Ep. de Sentent. Dionys. p. 253.

■ Non enim Dens, cum prius non esset Pater, postca Pater esse csepit, &c.

Pamphil. Apol. p. 877. Comp. Orig. in Joh. p. 44, 45.

* Pater Deus est, et Judex Deus est, non tamen ideo Pater et Judex sem

per, quia Deus semper. Nam nec Pater esse potuit ante Filium, nec Judex

ante delictum. Fuit autem tempus cum et delictum et Filius non fuit.

Tertull. eontr. Hermog. c. 3.

H 4
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luntary thing, and brought about in time ; as do several

other writers. From hence a question may arise, whe

ther there was any difference of doctrine between those

writers, or a difference in words only. This is a point

which will deserve a most strict and careful inquiry.

The authors who make the generation temporary, and

speak not expressly of any other, are these following:

Justin, Athenagoras, Theophilus, Tatian, Tertullian, and

Hippolytus. Novatian I mention not with them, be

cause he asserted both. Let us then carefully examine

what their doctrine was : and that it may be done the

more distinctly, let us reduce it to particulars.

i. They asserted the coeternity of the Aoyoj, or Word,

though not considered precisely under the formality of a

Son. This, I presume, is so clear a point, that I need

not burden my margin with quotations for it. It shall

suffice only to refer to the y places, if any should doubt

of it. It was a maxim with them, that God was always

AoytKoj-, never "Ahoyo; ; that is, never without his Word or

Wisdom. So far they agreed perfectly with the other

writers, either before, or after, or in their own time. The

ancients, supposing the relation of the Aoyo; to the Father

to be as close and intimate as that of thought to a mind,

and that this was insinuated in the very name, rightly con

cluded that the Father could not be "AAoyoj, or without

the Ao'yoj, any more than an eternal Mind could be with

out eternal thought2. Some have pretended that the

Ante-Nicene writers, who used that kind of reasoning,

meant only an attribute, by the Aoyo;, and not a real Per

son. But there is no ground or colour for this pretence,

as shall be shown presently. I shall only note here, that

the a later writers, who, undoubtedly and confessedly,

y Justin. Martyr. Apol. i. p. 122. Ox. ed. Athenag. Legat. c. x. p. 39.

cd. Ox. Theophilus Antioch. p. 82, 129. ed. Ox. Tatian. p. 20, 22. ed. Ox.

Vid. Bull. D. F. p. 209. Tertull. contr. Prax. c. v. p. 503. c. 27. Vid. Bull.

D. F. p. 245. Hippolyt. contr. Noet. c. 10. p. 13. edit. Fabric.

' See Bull. D. F. p. 206". See this farther explained, serm. vii. p. 243, &c.

* Alex. Epist. Eucyc. Ath. Op. vol. i. p. 399. Athanas. vol. i. p. 221, 424,
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took the Aoyoj to be a Person, a real, eternal Person; yet

make use of the same maxim, and the very same way of

reasoning.

2. They did not mean by the Aoyo;, or Word, any at

tribute, power, virtue, or operation of the Father ; but a

real, subsisting Person : whom they believed to have been

always in and with the Father, and distinct from him,

before the temporary generation they speak of. If this

be well proved, other matters, as we shall see presently,

will be easily adjusted.

The learned and judicious b Bishop Bull has sufficiently

shown of every author singly, (except Justin, whom he

reckons not with them,) that he must be understood to

have believed the real and distinct personality of the Son;

before the temporary procession, or generation mentioned.

His reasonings upon that head, have not been answered,

and, I am persuaded, cannot : so that I might very well

spare myself the labour of adding any thing farther. But

for the sake of such as will not be at the pains to read

or consider what he has said at large, I shall endeavour

to throw the substance of it into a smaller compass, in

the following particulars ; only premising this, that since

all these authors went, in the main, upon the same hypo

thesis, they are the best commentators one upon another;

and whatever explication we meet with in any one, two,

or three, may reasonably stand for the sense of all ; if

they have nothing contradictory to it. Now to proceed.

1. c Before the procession, or generation, of which they

500, 619. et alibi. Greg. Nazianz. Orat. xxxv. p. 574. Greg. Nyss. Cat.

Orat. c. 1. Cyrill. I. iv. in Job. c. 48. Thenar. p. 12, 23. Damase. 1. i.

Mare. Diadoch. p. 115.

b Defens. F. N. aect. iii. c. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10.

c MtMf • Qiisf aat it aiTii i }Jtyu. Hieoph. p. 130. Airtf Si ftittf Xt

wvXiv nv, wts yif aX*ytft wri afvQts, tvn aiviarttt tvrt aStvXtvrts if. All

which words correspond to the several names of the Son or Holy Spirit; xiyti,

ttQia, iinw/us, /Siti/U, (ttS warfis) and mean the same thing. Hippolyt. p. 13.

emtr. Noet. Comp. Greg. Nazianz. Orat. xxxv. p. 574.

Solas autem, quia nihil extrinsecui prater illum, csetcrum nc tunc quidem
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speak, they suppose the Father not to have been alone;

which it is hard to make sense of, if they only meant that

he was with his own attributes, powers, or perfections :

as much as to say, he was wise, and great, and powerful

by himself; therefore he was not alone. Alone, indeed,

they own him to have been, with respect to any thing ad

extra; but with respect to what was in himself, he was

not alone ; not single, but consisting of a plurality, having

the Ao'yoj always with him.

a. The same Ao'yoj, or Word, was always d with him ;

conversed with him ; was, as it were, assisting in council,

according to those writers ; and therefore, certainly, a

distinct Person. It would be very improper to say that

God was e in, or with. one of his attributes, or consulted

with it : all such expressions must denote a distinct per

sonality.

3. The same individual Ao'yoj, who after the procession

was undoubtedly a Person, is supposed to have existed

before. f Novatian is express. " He who was in the

" Father, proceeded from the Father." It is the same

individual Ao'yoj, according to BTheophilus, who is Swt-

7ravTo?, always, both before and after his procession, with

the Father ; and therefore, if he was a real Person after,

solus. Habebat enim secum, quam habebat in semetipso, rationem snara

scilicet. Tertull. contr. Prtx. c. v. p. 503.

d 2yt airy ^ta Xtytxw ivtxtittttt tun-it xat 0 Xtytt, is nt tt ait-ti, itTtr-

rm. Tatittn. c. vii. p. 20. 'O &u ruprxfitt air*. Theoph. p. 82. Tit Stra

uhaStm it xafi'ta Qttv. Id. p. 129. A little after, T0ijT0v

rv(iStvXtt, Utvrtv t0vt xa) tpfttnrtt Stra Xiyf avrtv itaTxtrit ituXtvt.

Idem. p. 29.

Si necessaria est Deo materia ad opera mundi, ut Hermogenes existima-

vit; habuit Deus materiam longe digniorem Sophiam suam scilicet.

Sophia autem Spiritus : haec illi consiliaritu fuit. Tert. contr. Hermog.

• Gut nt it afxr.' 3t nfxm X0ytw iuvxptt TafuXnQxtiu . Tat. p. 19.

' Qui in Patre fuit, processit ex Patre. P. 31. Zeno Veronensis, of the

following century, expresses it thus: " Procedit in nativitatom. qui erat an-

" tequam nasceretur, in Patre." Which I add for illustration. Vid. ctiaut

Pseud. Ambros. de Fid. c. ii. p. 349. Prudent. Hymn. xi. p. 44.

• Page 129.
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which is not disputed, he must have been so before.

That hvery Ao'yoj, or Word, which had been from all

eternity IvSiaderoj, fy xapBi'a ©so5, becomes afterwards npt-

^optxo'j. If therefore he was ever a Person, he must have

been so always. So again : the A'fyoj that spake to the

Prophets, and who was undoubtedly a Person, is the

' very same individual Ao'yoj, which was always with the

Father; i it) 'rufi.iragwv airop. Tcrtullian, who distin

guishes between ratio, and sermo, and asserts the former

to be eternal, and the latter to be a person ; yet k connects

both in one; and makes them, in substance, the very

same ; the self-same person both : only supposed under

different capacities and different names, before and after

the procession. It was one and the same hypostasis;

once ratio, (according to this writer,) and as such, eternal ;

afterwards sermo, and as such, 1 a Son. The seeming dif

ference between the ancient Fathers upon this point is

easily reconciled, says a m very worthy and learned Pre

late of our Church. " One saith, God was not sermonalis

" a principio, or his Word did not exist till the creation ;

" others say, Christ is Ao'yoj iihof, the eternal Word of

" the Father. They may all be understood in a sound

" sense, with the help of this distinction. The Word, as

" he is inward speech formed from the eternal Mind, was

" for ever with God : but as God's agent to display and

" sound forth the wisdom of God in external works,

" 05 such, he existed not till the creation—the creation

h Tirtt rtt Xtytt lylttnit wptQspatt. Tkeoph. p. 129. ®*f iz Qarlt yuruv,

T»»iiaf v tt kt'tvu *v^ttv, Tit Tiut tit alrtf ftittt fTftTlf*V ipaTtt vwa^%ttra. HippoL.

c. x."p. 13. N«, if rpSas it atrft* IhUtvrt rratg @uv. C. xi. p. 14. Compare

Theoph. p. 129. before cited.

■ Theoph. p. 81, 82.

k In usu est nostrorum—sermonem dicere ill primordio apud Deum fuissc,

cum magia ratumem competat antiquiorem haberi ; quia non sermonalis a

principio. &cd rationalb Deus etiam ante principium, et quia ipse quoque

sermo ratione consistent, priorem eam ut subslantiam suam ostendat. Contr.

Prax. c. 5. Comp. Orijjen. in Joh. p. 43, 44.

1 See Bull, sect. iii. c. 10.

™ Bishop of Lichfield and Coventry, Serm. p. 13, 14.
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" being, as it were, a verbal explication of what reason had

" first silently thought, disposed, and resolved within it-

" self."

4. If there still remains any doubt of this matter, there

is a farther argument to be urged, which may be justly

looked upon as clear, full, and decisive in the case. Had

these Fathers believed that the Aoyoj, or Word, was an

attribute only, or power, &c. before the procession, or ge

neration, which they speak of ; then it would follow, that

the Son began first to be, and was properly a creature, i£

oix Huron, in their opinion; and that procession was but

another word for being created. But these writers do ex

pressly guard against any such notion. n Novatian very

clearly distinguishes between procession and creation. A-

thenagoras is still more express to the same purpose; 0 de

claring that the Son was not then made, but had existed

in the Father, as the Ao'yoj, or Word, from all eternity.

Justin Martyr is the first and the most considerable of

those writers ; and therefore it will be proper to examine

his sentiments with a more particular care and exactness.

I have selected the most material passages I could find,

which may help to give us a just idea of his doctrine ; and

have placed them in distinct columns in the P margin. It

" Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo dicit, " Ego ex Deo prodii,"

Joh. xvi. cum constat, hominem a Deo factum esse, non ex Deo proces-

sisse ? c. xxiii.

• Oiy al yttOfttttt' \\ Otf%^f * w™, i'ii■l i"t "X" avT#f it tavTt} Ttt

Xtytt it i'tttt Xtytatf At. c. X. p. 39.

P 1. 'O ftXt yaj MuvfXs, i »r, lQn" t

2i TlXartttf tt St. iatirtftt 3f r£t

fitttttt tw t\u Strt Qty wptnattt ipat'tt-

rtu' aurif yai, ifi fttttf t au tit yittrtt

it fth t%ut tifnrtfttt yi^ aiirit—

rtt ftit iy'ttrnrtt itittt utai Xtyttra'

rtlif il ytttnrtut J! 3iy*«i<*ytTtvc—ytu~

ftitas aai iwiXXvftttVf . Parttn. p. 90,

91. Ox.

2. "Ofa yaf ifi ftlri rtt Qtit n Ivtu

«.•«, rttvTk Qvflt QBafrit i%tlv, aai

tua rt ■xtntlnvni f) ftn liNM in. Iti

ttf yaf ayittnrtf aai abatrtf Ottft

atii hi ttvt* Qt'tf Wl. Dial. p. 21.

Jebb.

3. 'Eyit yif, Qnf'i, ttftt i tit. itrl-

itaftXX*t lur« inXtttrt 0 tit Tttt ftM

•Int. Parent. p. 87.

4. "Ottfta rti rru.trttt wai-^i Sitmt,

iytttnry Strt, uk tftt. a yif it k) iti~

ftart zsrttfaytttvnrtti. wftrCvrtftt t'%*t

rtt Sifttttt tt Sttfta. ri it Tlarnf, aai

Qtit, 5 Krirns, $ Kiftts, f) Atrwirnf,

tiia itiftari irtt iXX' ia rit tinrmuv
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would signify little to translate them, because the argu

ments arising from them are proper only to scholars. I

have distinguished the several citations by figures, for the

more convenient referring to them.

1. I observe, first, (see notes i, 2.) that he joins aye'vvr,-

roj with apSapro; and afStoj ; opposing them to pdagroj, yt-

vifuwi, Sijfuoopyijroj, and airoXAu/xsvoj : here therefore 1 iysv-

njroj is not considered as the personal character of the

Father, and as signifying unbegotten ; but as it belongs to

the to deTov, and denotes eternal, uncreated, immutable ex

istence. Either Justin must have believed that ayevvijroj,

in this latter sense, is applicable to the Son ; or else he

must have supposed him not only ysvnjro'j, but yniyuew;,

oSjfuoupyijroj, and pdaproj also, which must appear highly

absurd to any one who has ever considered Justin's writ

ings. ^ .

2. I observe (see note 2.) that God's being ayt'wijroj and

5 w ityuv r^trptrtts. Apol. ii. p. 13.

Gin Si tvTi i r;Sfif IttftM, VfwwnfX1r,

Srt aiirtl IcvTtv ittfta£ui tvn^in 3i7f. Uf

k fti'u irif^uv. Parrn. p. 87.

5. 'Utiaft vt nynfm uli u alt rtr «-

.r'tta T«t 9 Kttt XtXaXtta'ttat rt* MwriT,

tv XaXwutrtf airtZ itrtf vl* t5 Qi*uf

tf k iyytXif a) uTttiXtt aiaXnTtu, 3i-

aaun: iX.ty%ttrttt aat ita rv rrp$nriaw

Wivfturtff k it Otur*v ri \.,,- .v;

usTl r*t zra7iva tCri rit ultt tywrat

-- -St aeti Xtytt Wf«rtVtk0f JSt tw

Bau, atu Biif un^tt. Apol. i. p.

Compare the citations before given

in p. 27.

6. 'O Si :.. . . t Xtyifuff

avt'tuif vltft i Xiytf t^i TMtytariuf

Kn rvttvv, aa) yttriufuvtf i'n rqV

V curtv .taitu. ianrt k iatV^nrt, X0i-

ril uu aara Tt i -t . rr-'i aai *-fv}ttu

Ta .rv-.ra wt avrtv riw Qttv, > -> ir.ti.

tvtv.ll 5 btttt wi^tt%#v £yt*rtt rafta-

fisrv tt Tvitit atu ts zrgtfayt-

f.vv-t tfa Sv0ftOt gftt, u> >.cc 'TP-ty va rcf

ivfflfyynT* iV.ti r.. Tn fv'rM T«t ntifw-

w«t vfpo/. ii. p. 14. Ox.

122, 123.

1 I need but hint that the words aylw« and ayitnrtf, with double or

single f, have been used very promiscuously in authors; and hardly came to

be accurately distinguished, till the Arian controversy gave occasion for it.

See Suicer's Thesaurus, upon the ecclesiastical use of these words ; and

Cudworth for profane writers, p. 253, 254. and Montfaucon admon. in

Ativan. Decret. Syn. N. p. 207. The Son is properly iyUnrtt, as well as the

Father ; so Ignatius, so [renseus, so Origen expressly styles him ; and Athe-

nagoras's * ytttfwtf is to the same effect. The similitude of the word and

sound was, very probably, the chief reason why the title of aytnrtf was not

oftener applied to the Son ; which omission however is compensated by

other equivalent expressions.
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ap^apTOi is supposed, as it were, the very ground and foun

dation of his being God; on account of which he is ©soj;

and without which, consequently, he could not be ©soj.

If therefore the Ao'yoj be not, in this sense, ayivwrroj and

aipdagToj, he is not ©soj, according to Justin Martyr : and

yet no man is more express than Justin, every where, in

making the Son ©soj, and insisting very much upon it.

3. Justin makes 6 tuv to answer to the Platonists' to ov.

(see note 1.) And either of them equivalent to mi itv, and

that to yivsirtv pri r^tuv, uncreated, immutable, necessarily-

existing. Now compare note 5. and two more citations

given above, p. 27. and from thence it is manifest that

Justin makes the Aoyoj to be 6 tSv, in his own proper per

son. And he gives the reason here why, or on what ac

count, he might justly style himself &tbf ; (and the same

must hold for 6 eSv ;) it is because he is ©eoj, as God's Son ;

wptoTOToxof tov toS ©eou, % ©soj wra^ei r.

4. Justin Martyr, having taken notice that the Father

had properly no name, (see not. 4, 6.) as having nothing

antecedent or preexistent, does immediately after repeat

the observation of having no name, and applies it to the

Son ; observing that neither he, properly, has any name,

but only some titles or appellations given him, from what

he did in time; particularly from his coming forth to

create and put into beautiful order the whole system of

things. This seems to insinuate his coeternity with the

Father ; and the more so, because Justin observes, at the

same time, that he is emphatically Son of the Father, (0

jua'voj Xsyojxevoj xvpla>; uioj,) and coexistent (a-ovtoy) with his

Father before the world ; though begotten, or sent forth,

in time, to create the universe. These considerations con

vince me, that Justin as well as Athenagoras taught the

• Compare Dial. p. 364, 183, 371, 184. cd. Jcbb. I add for illustration

these words of Cyril. "Owij av \\ iytfnrtv £ afSa'fnr ytyutntatf t5t# isratrus

S^3ttjT«, j iy'ttr-tt. Cyril. Alex. Thesaur. p. 34. Much to the same pur

pose is that of Philo before Justin. "Of ™ iil'tiu Xiytf £r, t£ ixyrii j aunt

ttu SQBafTn. Phil. de Conf. Lingu. p. 326.
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strict coeternity of the Son; which is equally true of all

the other writers.

Besides this, the several s similitudes, which these au

thors used to illustrate the nature of that procession, such

as the sun and its rays, the fountain and its streams, the

root and its branches, one fire lighting another, and the

like, manifestly show that they never dreamed of the

Son's being created. Then, the care they took lest any

one should imagine there was any division of the Father's

substance, and their inculcating that he was prolatus, non

separatus, brought forth, but not separated from the Fa

ther, demonstrate their meaning to be, that here was no

production of a new substance, but an emanation, mani

festation, or procession of what was before. Farther, their

declaring that, though he proceeded from the Father, he

was still in the Father, (taken together with the ' maxim,

that *i nothing is in God but what is God,") sets the mat

ter beyond all reasonable scruple. In a word ; as they all

held the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father,

which is as clear as the light, in their writings; they

must have been the most inconsistent men in the world,

had they thought that the procession, or generation, of the

Son was a creation, or new production, of him ; or had they

not firmly believed that he existed, the living and substan

tial Word, from all eternity.

Justin Martyr seems to have spoke the sense of all, in

saying, " That the Aoyof coexisted with the Father before

" the creatures ; and was then begotten, when the Father

" at first created and put into beautiful order the frame of

"things." See the passage above u. The emperor Con-

• Justin. M. Dial. p. 183, 373. Jebb. Athenagoras, p. 40, 96. Ox. ed. Ta-

tian, c. viii. p. 2! , 22. Ox. ed. Tertull. Apol. c. 21. adv. Prax. c. 8. Hippo-

lytus contr. Noet. c. xi. p. 13. contr. Jud. p. 4. Fabric. vol. 2.

N . B. Athenagoras' s words arc, in strictness, meant of the Holy Ghost

only, in both places. But the reason being the same for one as the other,

they arc equally applicable to cither ; and it is thus only I would be under

stood, wherever I apply cither of the passages to the Son.

• Vid. Bull. D. F. N. p. 198.

■ P. 109. Note 6.
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stantine afterwards expresses the same thought something

more fully and distinctly, thus. " *The Son, who was

" always in the Father, was begotten, or rather proceeded

"forth, for the orderly and ornamental methodising of

" the creation." I choose to follow the sense, rather

than the strict letter. Whether those writers went upon

any solid reasons, in assigning such or such parts, in the

work of creation, to Father, Son, or Holy Ghost, is not

very material. It is manifest they supposed the whole

Trinity to be concerned in it ; and to create, as it were, in

concert. Their ascribing the orderly adjustment and beau

tifying part to the Son, seems to have been in allusion to

his names of Ao'yoj, and oofla., and <pcoj. In respect of the

last of them, Hippolytus supposes the generation to be

posterior to the creation, upon God's saying, " Let there

" be light." Then did the Son proceed fw; ex pa/ro'j. yTer-

tullian seems to have had the same thought; and perhaps

z Origen. Athenagoras likewise supposes the procession

to be after the creating of the unformed mass of things.

And yet nothing is plainer than that a all these writers be

lieved the prior existence of the Son; and that things

were at first created by him, as well as afterwards adorned

and regulated. In short, whatever the Father is supposed

to have done, was by his Son and Holy Spirit ; therefore

frequently styled manus Patris : but the avSevrict, the de

signing part, was thought most properly to be reserved to

the Father, as the first Person. These are things not to

» 'Eynwt9u, ttZXX0v Tt z?fniKSu avrit, 5 vritrtrt it t£ rartU wt, irj rht T£t

wr' avrS yvytmttMuv hnxafpnrn. Apud Gelas. Act. Syn. Nic. part. iii. p. 58.

1 Contr. Prax. c. vii. 12.

* Vid. Huet. Origenian. p. 41.

t As to Athenagoras, vid. supra. Tertullian says : Deum immutabilem et

informabilem credi necesse est, ut nternum ; quodeunque transfiguratur in

aliud, desinit esse quod fuerat, et inripit esse quod non erat. Deus autem

neque desinit esse, neque aliud potest esse ; Sermo autem Deus, &c. Contr.

Prax. c. 27. Hippolytus hath these words : noTfi itnatlut, adv. Jud. p. 4.

T/« iTt'nttrt contr. Noet. p. 16. 'Au yuf »t h Vt\n Sttrprt7, r0■ fwwaf.

ytnfotp Wfi vro.VTts at*vts, xai x&*t £ T?t ri xtfp* MtraStXns. Fabric.

vol. ii. p. 29. Origen we have seen before.
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be too curiously inquired into, or too rigorously interpret

ed ; but to be understood dEOwgMraJj . In the whole they

have a very good meaning, and were founded in the be

lief of a coessential and coeternal Trinity.

From what hath been said, I presume it is evident that

there was no difference at all, in the main of the doctrine,

between these and the other Catholic writers ; but a dif

ferent manner only of expressing the same things. The

question was not whether the hypostasis, or Person, of the

Son was from all eternity, coeval with the Father, and

consubstantial with him ; in that they all perfectly agreed.

Nor was there any difference about the procession : for the

b latter writers acknowledged it, as well as those before

them ; and made it temporary and voluntary, as those did.

But the question was, whether the Son's eternal coexistence

(I should rather say the coeternal existence of the Ao'yoj)

should be deemed sonship and filiation or no ; or whether

the procession might not more properly be so styled. Ter-

tullian (and perhaps others) was of opinion that this latter

was cperfecta nativitas Sermonis, the perfect nativity or

birth of the Word ; who had been, as it were, quiescent

and unoperating from all eternity, till he came forth to

create the world. And d Hippolytus carried this notion

so far, as to think the filiation not completed till he had

run through the last sort of sonship, in becoming man.

All this is true, in some sense, and when rightly ex

plained. But other Fathers, thinking this way of speak

ing liable to abuse and misconstruction ; and considering,

probably, that the Ao'yoj, or Word, might e properly be

b Vid. Bull. Def. F. N. sect. iii. c. 9.

t Contr. Prax. c. 8.

* Contr. Noet. c. xv. p. 17. Oirt yif ittafati niti \avrit i yiytf rtXin

rit vtts, nai tw riXtttf Xtytf ii ftmyuns. It is remarkable, that he makes the

Son perfectly fwtymt, though not perfectly «'«, before the incarnation-

Others might perhaps reason, in like manner, with reir.ird to the 3rjtiXn»-if ;

thinking him to have been xiyts, or ftntytni, before it, but not viis.

■ Omnis origo parens est ; omne quod ex originc profcrtur. progenies est.

Tirtull. contra Prax. c. 8. Sec Novat. above, p. 100.

VOL. 1. I r"'f
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called Son, in respect of that eternal existence which he

ever enjoyed in and from the Father, as the head, root,

fountain, and cause of all; they chose to give that the

name of generation : and to call the other two * condescen

sions, manifestations, proceedingforth, or the like. So we

have seen it in Methodius, before cited for the eternal

generation : and he very probably had the notion from

5 Justin Martyr ; who, in like manner, interprets genera

tion, in the secondary sense, by manifestation. And even

h Hippolytus, as before observed, explains the procession,

or generation of the Son, a little after the creation, by

manifestation of him.

After Arius arose, the Catholics found it highly neces

sary to insist much on the eternal generation. For, the

Arians, taking advantage of it, that the temporary conde

scension of the Son, to create the world, had been often

called his generation, were for looking no higher; but

artfully insinuated that this was the first production of

him ; and that it was absurd to talk of the Son's existing

before he was begotten : in opposition to which pretence

we find theNicene Fathers anathematising such as should

say, that the " ' Son existed not before he was begotten ;"

Tlttf ftU i, k. i HXilt rnt alynt. Em. Eccl. Th. I. i. c. 12. p. 73.

Tt fa rtt6s iif&£xftt viu, it '.'.*, ■£ " 5 dtkan. Orat. iv. p. 628.

' It is observable that Justin Martyr applies the word rf■SaXXu to the lat

ter of them, as well as to the former. Dial. 228. Jebb.

And, in like manner, Clement of Alexandria uses xr;lixSi. of both, p. 654.

and Hippolytus, of the latter. Contr. Noet. c. 17.

i On the words " Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee," he

comments thus : TtTl yittttt aurtu ).tyuv y'm&at Tt7; fi yiii-

fis airi fuiXXi y'mtSat. Dial. p. 270. cd. Jebb.

(<r« ««, ifarit ruu. C. x. p. 13. A little before he had said, T»t !■ ytuftitat

if%nytt itai v&ftZvXtt Kat i^yarnt iyitta Xtytv, tt Xty0r i^wi iv ikvtZ aifarit rt

tWa, r£ a-iXtvlvy attftu, iparti vwu, w^tr'tfat Quvht QSiyyifuws, mat Qif in

Quttf yuiut.

The words of Zeno Veronensis may be added, as a good comment upon

the former. Cujus (Patris) ex ore, ut rerum natura, quso non erat, finge-

rctur, prodivit unigenitus Filius, cordis ejus nobilis inquilinus : exinde viri-

btiis eScctus, quia humanum genus visitaturus erat, &c.

1 THi ^rtn trt ivn iv, m) *.«t ymt&Httu m it.
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meaning in the sense now explained. However, the Ari-

ans might have known that the eternal existence of the

Ao'yoj was universally taught, and even by those who as

serted a temporal generation. Nor indeed were they ig

norant of it ; but k they contrived, for a salvo, to main

tain, that the Aoyof, or Word, which was held to be eter

nal, was not the same with the Aoyoj, or Word, begot

ten ; the former being only the Father's own proper

Word, and no substantial thing ; the latter a created sub

stance, directly contrary to all antiquity, which has no

thing to countenance any such notion of a twofold A&yot.

Upon this it became necessary to explain in what sense

any temporal generation had been asserted ; and to keep

up the true Catholic doctrine, which had obtained from

the beginning ; namely, of the eternal Ao'yoj distinct from

the Father ; Son of the Father, as partaking of the same

divine substance from all eternity ; 1 going out from the

Father to create the world ; and, lastly, condescending

to become man : Son, in all these respects, but primarily

and chiefly in respect of the first. From the whole we

may remark, that an explicit profession of eternal genera

tion might have been dispensed with ; provided only that

the eternal existence of the Ao'yoj, as a real subsisting per

son, in, and of m ihe Father, which comes to the same

thing, might be secured. This was the point ; and this

was all. In this all sound Catholics agreed ; and to dis

pute it was accounted heresy and blasphemy. If any

one, disliking the name or the phrase of eternal genera

tion, thinks it better to assert an eternal Word, instead of

an eternal Son, (meaning thereby a distinct person, and

consubstantial with God, whose Word he is,) and refers

k See Bull. Def. F. p. 198. Athan. Orat. ii. p. 507.

1 This is well expressed by the Antiochian Fathers, against Paul of Samo-

sata ; aod by Clement of Alexandria ; T<Sr» wirtitfttt »»t «rarj) iiii itra,

, i-rlwXr^*uat tt nrfiaif fiaXnfta, 'r#tf rnt *ririr riv tXut. JLobb. Cone. tom. i.

p. 845. Tlaw ayri ytnrttt, aa\ kXttptift0ft £nrtf iwi nta £lriTt/at \irstZOa wtft-

wtfttw, Itt ftiydXns ttatttfttas, 5 aMa>.6ytaf TV wttv^ff it tv aj ra Qart^tl «) rt\

iQatH t* tit-ftn itinfuifynrai. Clem. Alex. Quis Viv. p. 955. Ox.

" Vid. Athan. vol. i. p. 222, 619, 628.

i 2
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the generation to his first and last manifestation, at

the creation and incarnation ; there seems to be no farther

harm in it, than what lies in the words, and their liableness

to be misconstrued, or to give offence. Here therefore

every man is left to his own discretion and prudence : only

the safer way seems to be, to follow the most general

and most approved manner of expression, together with

the ancient faith ; being, in all probability, the surest

means to preserve both. I designedly said, first and

last, not first or last. For such as interpret the genera

tion of the last only, stand, I think, n clearly condemned

by Scripture ; many places whereof can never fairly be

accounted for by the miraculous conception solely : besides

that from Barnabas and Clemens Romanus, down to the

Council of Nice, all the Christian writers speak unani

mously of a higher, antecedent sonship ; and, generally,

even found worship upon it.

1 shall just observe to you, in the close of this article,

that, from what hath been said, you may know what

judgment to make of an assertion of 0Dr. Clarke's, viz.

" That the learnedest of the most orthodox Fathers, who

" asserted the eternal generation of the Son, did yet never-

" theless assert it to be an act of the Father's eternal

" power and will." By which the Doctor seems to insi

nuate, that the good Fathers did not understand eternal

in the strict sense. If the learned Doctor can show, that

those who maintained only the voluntary and temporary

procession of the Son, believed that the Aiyof was eter

nally preexisting in the Father, by an act of his will ; or

that those who expressly asserted an eternal generation,

believed also that it was an arbitrary thing, and might

D Sane in ista ex Maria Virgine nativitate, suprema et singularis i£<^n at-

quc exccllentia filiationis Domini nostri adeo non consistit, ut ea ipsa nativi-

tas ad ejus stupendam rvyaariSafu omnino referenda sit. Hoc nos satis

aperte doccnt, si modo a Spiritu Sancto edoceri velimus, multia in locis, S.

literse. Ita semper crcdidit inde ab ipsis Apostolis Catholica Christi

Ecclesia. Bull. J. p. 39. See also Dr. FUUe$, vol. i. b. iv. ch. 2.

• Script. Doctr. p. 280. alias 247.
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have been otherwise, (which I suppose is the Doctor's

sense of an "act of the will,") then he will do something.

But as none of his authorities prove any thing like it, it

would have been a prudent part, at least, not to have pro

duced them to so little purpose. But enough of this

matter : I have, I hope, sufficiently explained myself upon

this head ; and have therefore the more reason to expect

a distinct answer from you, whenever you think proper

to reconsider this subject.

Query IX.

Whether the divine attributes, Omniscience, Ubiquity, &c.

those individual attributes, can be communicated without

the divine essence, from which they are inseparable?

THE intent of this Query was to prevent equivoca

tions, and to make the next clearer. You agree with

me, that the individual divine attributes cannot be com

municated without the individual nature in which they sub

sist. You add, that " Dr.. Clarke, in the 230th page of

" his Replies, hath plainly shown, that individual attri-

" butes, divine or not divine, cannot possibly be commu-

" nicated at all." Well then ; we know what the Doc

tor means by " all divine powers," in his Scripture Doc

trine, (p. 298.) which is one point gained: for when

words are stripped of their ambiguity, we may be able

to deal the better with them. As to the Doctor's apho

rism laid down, (p. 230.) I may have leave to doubt of it ;

notwithstanding that it is set forth to us with the utmost

assurance. It is not unusual with the Doctor to lay

down maxims, in relation to this controversy, which him

self would not allow at another time, or in another sub

ject. For instance ; " a necessary agents are no causes,"

t Whatever proceeds from any being, otherwise than by the will of that

being, doth not in truth proceed from that being; but from some other cause

or necessity extrinsic and independent of that being. Necessary agents arc

no rousts, but always instruments only in the hand of some other power.

Reply, page 227. Compare p. 113.
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that is, they do not so properly act, as are acted upon.

This is very true of all finite necessary agents ; for all

their necessary or natural acts proceed not so properly

from them, as from God the author of their natures. But

does it therefore follow, that if God acts by a necessity

of nature in some instances, he is therein acted upon like

wise ? or that all the acts of the divine nature are volun

tary and free ; none natural and necessary ? This should

not be said by one who, elsewhere, speaks so much of

God's being " infinitely wise," and " infinitely good,

" infinitely happy," &c. by an " absolute necessity of

" nature ;" unless he could be certain that knowing,

loving, contemplating, and enjoying himself, do not im

ply perpetual acting, or that an infinitely active being

can ever cease to act. I shall not scruple to assert, that

by the same absolute necessity of nature that the Father

exists, he exists as a Father ; and coexists with his coes-

sential Son proceeding from him. If you say, this sup

poses the Son self-existent, or unoriginate; I desire it

may not be said only, but proved. b In the interim, I

take leave to suppose, that unbegotten and begotten, un

originate and proceeding, are different ideas. Again,

(p. 228.) c he finds fault with " the author of some

" Considerations," for supposing that " the Son is some-

" thing more than a mere name, and yet not a real dis-

" tinct being:" and upon this lays down another aphorism;

that there is no medium between a being, and not a being:

which indeed is a very true one, if being, and being,

are taken in the same sense, but not otherwise. For let

me mention almost a parallel case. Upon the Doctor's

hypothesis, that God's substance is extended every where;

b Ovn iiit aytvtnTti, im ivt fittttytttTs, aXX1 itf lti warnp ayJtt*rtf {iyimtTtf

yiti trir 0 tktI^tl txu') u' l', 'f utis, iiVmt in irar/jtf ytyutnftMs. Cyril.

Catech.x.p. 141. Ox.

t To avoid this consequence, he is forced to suppose (p. 29.) that the Son

is something more than a mere name, and yet not a real distinct being; that

is to say, that he is something between a being, and not a being. CI. Reply,

S.22Z.



Qo. ix. OF SOME QUERIES. 119

and that the same is the substratum of space; we may

imagine two substrata, one pervading the sun, and the

other the moon, which are both distinct and distant.

Will you please to tell us, whether these two are real dis

tinct beings, or no? If they are, you may leave it to

others to prove them intelligent beings, that is, persons :

and, perhaps, the very next consequence will make then*

two Gods, upon the Doctor's own principles. If they

are not real distinct beings, then here is something ad

mitted "between a being and not a being;" contrary to

the Doctor's maxim : unless he makes them nothing; and

supposes two spaces, without any substratum at all ; two

extensions, without any thing extended.

But let us consider, whether something may not be

thought on, to help both the learned Doctor and us out

of these difficulties. The truth of this matter, so far as I

apprehend, is, that being may signify, either simply what

exists, or what exists separately. This distinction seems

to be just and necessary; and such as you will the more

readily come into, having occasion for it, as well as we.

I hope none are so weak, as to deny the Persons to exist

in reality. The very schoolmen themselves never scru

ple to call them Ires res, tres entes, or the like, in that

sense; though at the same time, in the other sense of

being, they are all but one being, una summa res, and una

res numero; which comes much to the same with Ter-

tullian's una (indivisa) substantia in tribus cohcerent'tbus,

(only setting aside his particular manner of explication,)

and is the sense of all antiquity. Upon the foot of this

distinction, you may readily apprehend those words of

Gregory Nazianzen, spoken of the three Persons. Ztuaj

xoti ^airiv, Qairx xai 'pa>;, ayada xa) aya^ov, So'£at xai £o'£ay—

©eov exafov, olv detopijTai /xo'vov, tou vou p£eop/|ovTO{ ra aywfisa. •

By the same distinction, you may probably understand a

very noted Creed, which seems to have cost the learned

* Orat. xiii. p. 211. Paris. cd.
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Doctor some pains in explaining. To return to our in

stance of the two substrata. I suppose the Doctor, or

yourself, will be content to allow, that this is substance,

and that substance; and yet not substances, but one sub

stance. In like manner also, this is being, and that being;

and yet not two beings, but one being : this eternal, and

that eternal; and yet 'not two eternals, but one eternal.

I might go on almost the length of an Athanasian Creed.

This must be your manner of speaking, if you come to

particulars ; and that because the substrata are supposed

to have no separate existence independent on each other,

but to be united by some common ligaments, which per

haps you will call personal attributes. And why then

should you be severe upon us, for using the like language,

and upon better reasons ? We believe the three Persons

to have no separate existence independent on each other ;

we suppose them more united in some respects, than the

substrata are supposed in your Scheme, because equally

present every where : we admit some common ties or

bands of union, which we call essential attributes and

perfections. Either therefore allow us our way of speak

ing, which we think decent and proper ; suitable to the

idea we have, and to the circumstances of the case;

founded in the very nature and reason of things : or else

find out a better for your own, that we may, at length,

learn from you how we ought to speak in this matter.

You will say, it may be, that the instance I have

chosen is not exactly parallel in every circumstance.

No ; God forbid it should. But it agrees so far as is

sufficient for my purpose. There is this manifest differ

ence, that you suppose the several substrata so many

parts of God ; though every one of them infinitely wise,

infinitely good, infinitely powerful, infinitely every thing,

but extended. We, more consistently, suppose three

Persons equal, in all respects ; none of them singly part

of God; but every one perfect God.

A second difference is, that you suppose all thefinite
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parts, making one infinite, to be one being, one God, and

one Person; by continuity, I presume, and a personal

union of the parts. We suppose three Persons to be one

God, by their inseparability and the essential union of the

Persons : which, I humbly conceive, we are as able to

explain, as you are to explain the other; and, I hope,

more able to prove it.

A third difference permit me to mention, that you suffer

your imaginations to wander, where you can find no

footing ; we are content to understand only, and that im

perfectly, without imagining at all.

In fine, you have philosophized so far in these high

and deep matters, that you really want all the same fa

vourable allowances, which we are thought to do. Others

may object several things to us, which would bear

equally hard upon us both. The simplicity of the divine

nature, for instance, is one of the strongest and most

popular objections : but the learned Doctor has broke

through it ; and has contrived a solution, a very good

one, both for himself and us e. I have often thought no

hands so proper to be employed against the doctrine of

the blessed Trinity, as those which are good only at

pulling down, and not at building up. If once you come

to settling and determining points of a mysterious nature,

there will be as fair a plea for this also : and I doubt not,

but the same thread of reasoning, which first brought

you to question it, will, when carefully pursued, and as

soon as you perceive the like difficulties almost in every

thing, bring you to make less scruple of it. But lest

others should imagine, from what hath been said, that

they may have some advantage over us, let me add these

few considerations farther.

1. That what hath been urged is not purely arguing

ad hominem ; but it is appealing to what good sense and

impartial reason dictates equally to you or us, on such

or such suppositions.

2. That if we come to reason minutely on any other

t Answer to the Sixth Letter, p. 39, 40.
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matter, alike incomprehensible as this of the holy Trinity,

we may soon lose ourselves in inextricable mazes.

3. That if they please to take any other hypothesis of

the omnipresence, they may meet with difficulties there

also, perhaps not inferior to the former.

4. That if they choose to rest in generals, without any

hypothesis at all, and without descending to the modus

and minutice of it : this is the very thing which we desire

and contend for, in regard to the blessed Trinity, (which

ought certainly to be equally dealt with,) and then we

may soon come to a good agreement.

By pursuing this point, I had almost neglected the

learned Doctor's third aphorism ; " That nothing indi-

" vidual can be communicated." Here is as great a fal

lacy and ambiguity in the word individual, as before in

the word being. I shall make this plain to you. That

particular substance, which is supposed to pervade, and

to be commensurate to the sun, is an individual being, in

some sense; unless there be a medium between a being

and not a being, which the learned Doctor admits not :

the whole substance likewise is one individual being, and

Person too, upon the Doctor's hypothesis : and we say

farther, that three Persons maybe one individual being;

having, we think, a very good meaning in it. So here

are plainly three senses of the word individual ; and till

you can fix a certain principle of individuation, (a thing

much wanted, and by which you might oblige the learned

world,) any one of these senses appears as just and rea

sonable as another. Now the Doctor's maxim, rightly

understood, may be true, in all these senses. For, in re

spect of the first, what is peculiar and proper to one part,

is not communicated or common to other parts : in respect

of the second, what is proper to one Person, is not com

mon to other persons: and so, in respect of the third, what

is proper to one essence or substance, is not common to

other essences or substances. All this is very true : but to

what purpose is it, or whom does the learned Doctor

contradict ? This is only telling us, that sofar, or in such
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respect, as any thing is supposed individual or incommuni

cable, it is supposed individual or incommunicable; which

nobody doubts of. But whether this or that be commu

nicable, or how far, or in what manner (which is all the

difficulty) remains a question as much as ever; and the

Doctor's maxim will not help us at all in it. It may be

the safest way, first to try the strength and the use of it

upon the Doctor's own hypothesis. Let it be asked,

whether the wisdom, &c. residing in that part which per

vades the sun, (for it seems that it must be intelligent, and

infinitely so ; unless one infinite intelligent be made up of

unintelligents, orfinite intelligents;) I say, let it be asked,

whether that be the very individual wisdom which resides

in another part, at any given distance. I presume, to

this question you must answer, yes: and then we are to

observe, that here is but one individual infinite wisdom,

which is entirely in the whole, and entirely in every part ;

proper, in some sense, to each single part, (since it can

have only such attributes as inhere in it,) and yet common

to all ; diffused through extended substance, yet not co-

extended; nor multiplied, because but one. If you admit

thus far, as I think you must, we shall have nothing to

apprehend, in point of reason, (which nevertheless is what

you chiefly trust to,) against the doctrine of the Trinity.

The communication of essential attributes, which we speak

of, is at least as intelligible as what I have been men

tioning; and every whit as consistent with the Doctor's

maxim, that nothing which is individual can be communi

cated. Only you have your sense of individual, and we

have ours; and you can account no better for so many

and infinitely distant parts making one Person, than we

for three Persons making one substance, or one God. Let

us therefore be content to stop where it becomes us ; and

frankly confess our ignorance of these things : for by

pretending farther, we shall not discover less ignorance than

before, but much greater vanity. I would not have pre

sumed to discourse thus freely of the tremendous sub

stance of the eternal God, (infinitely surpassing human
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comprehension,) were it not, in a manner, necessary, in

order to expose the folly and the presumption of doing it.

If the doctrine of the blessed Trinity is to stand or fall by

this kind of reasoning, it was very proper to make some

trial of it first, where it might be done more safely, to 6ee

how it would answer. You, I presume, cannot complain

of me, for treating you in your own way, and turning

upon you your own artillery. But to proceed. You are

positive in it, " that the Son of God hath not the indi-

" vidual attributes of God the Father ; for then," say

you, " he must be the Father." On the contrary, I

affirm, that he hath the individual attributes of God the

Father, as much as he has the individual essence: for

otherwise he must be a creature only : and therefore the

question between you and me in plain terms is, whether

the Son be God, or a creature ?

Query X.

Whether if they (the attributes belonging to the Son) be not

individually the same, they can be any thing more than

faint resemblances of them, differingfrom them as finite

from infinite; and then in what sense, or with what

truth, can the Doctor pretend, that " a all divine powers,

" except absolute supremacy and independency," are com

municated to the Son ? And whether every being, besides

the one supreme Being, must not necessarily be a crea

ture, and finite ; and whether " all divine powers" can

be communicated to a creature, infinite perfection to a

finite being.

I HAVE put under one Query what before made two,

because the substance of them is nearly the same, and

contains but one argument. I have two things upon my

hands at once ; first to clear and fix your sense, which is

industriously disguised; and next to confute it. The

present Query relates chiefly to the former, to draw you

• Script. Doctr. p. 298.
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out of general and ambiguous terms, that so we may

come up the closer, and fall directly to the point in ques

tion. You tell me, in answer to the former part, that

the divine " attributes of the Son are not individually the

" same with those of the Father b." By which you

mean, that they are not divine: and so here you have dis

covered, that the Doctor does not understand divine, as

others do in this controversy ; and as a candid and in

genuous reader might be apt to understand him. You

add, that " they (the attributes of the Son) are notwith-

" standing, more than faint resemblances ; the Son being

" the brightness of his Father's glory, and the express

" image of his Person." I allow that this text does set

forth a great deal more than a " faint resemblance :"

but you have not shown that your hypothesis supposes

so much ; and therefore the quoting of this text is only

arguing against yourself. The inference we draw from

this text, consonant to all antiquity, is, that. the resem

blance between Father and Son is complete and perfect ;

and that therefore they do not differ as finite and infinite,

since that supposition would set them at an infinite dis

tance from any such perfect and complete resemblance.

You observe farther, that there can be but one " intelli-

" gent being" (the same with you, as person) "absolutely

" infinite in all respects," (p. 55.) which, though an asser

tion of great importance, you are pleased barely to lay

down, without the least tittle of proof, or so much as pre

tence to it. Nay, you admit in your c Notes, that there

may be two infinite beings, in the sense of immense; that

is, two beings omnipresent, or infinitely extended. And

why not as well two Persons infinitely perfect in all other

b Page 64.

• One infinite, in the sense of immense, does not (by taking up all space)

exclude (necessarily) another immense, any more than it excludes anyfinite.

For if a finite being doth not exclude (God) from afinite place, it is plain

that an infinite, that is, an immense being, cannot exclude him from infinite,

that is, from immense place. So that perhaps it is no such absolute impossi

bility, as some have thought it, to suppose two distinct immense beings.

Note, p. 56.
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respects, as well as presence ? For, to use your own way

of arguing in that very place, if finite power, wisdom,

goodness, &c. do not exclude infinite ; it is plain that in

finite power, wisdom, goodness, &c. of one, do not ex

clude the infinite power, goodness,' &c. of another. Be

sides, that two, infinite in all respects, are as easily con

ceived as two, infinite in any : and therefore here you

seem, by your too liberal concessions, to have unsaid

what you had said before ; and to have unravelled your

own objection. You are aware, that an adversary may

take advantage of what you say ; and endeavour, lamely,

to prevent it, by telling us, (p. 56.) that though it be pos

sible to suppose two distinct immense beings, yet it is

impossible there should be two immense beings of the

same individual nature; for so, they must coincide, and be

but one Person. But what if those who assert the same

individual nature, in more persons than one, understand

the words in a larger sense than you here take them in?

It is very certain they do not understand the phrase of

the same individual nature, as you, who make it equivalent

to the same Person, understand it : for they assert more

persons than one to have the same individual nature. In

the mean while, what a wonderful discovery is this,

which you have laid such a stress on ; that two persons

cannot be one person, without coinciding and making one

person. This is all that you have really said ; and very

true it is ; only I am at a loss to find out the pertinency

of it. To conclude this head : as to infinite, in the sense

of extension, (into length, breadth, and height,) you will

give me leave to suspend my judgment. I do not find

either that it is asserted in Scripture, or generally main

tained by the Fathers ; but that it is liable to many diffi

culties, in point of reason, more than I am, at present, able

to answer. See what a d late thoughtful writer has said,

and what eCudworth had before collected on that sub-

J Impartial Inquiry into the Existence and Nature of God, by S. C. part ii.

c. I, 2, 3.

• Intellectual System, p. 328—834.



Qu. x. OF SOME QUERIES.

ject. In my humble opinion, such intricate questions are

too high for us, and are what our faculties were not

made for. However that be, you and I need not differ.

For if you can admit the possibility of two infinite ex

tended beings, you can have nothing considerable to ob

ject against the one infinity of three infinite Persons,

which I assert, and without determining the modus of it.

You proceed to observe, that " the Son's office and

" character doth not require infinite powers :" to which

I shall only say, that it may, for any thing you know; so

that this is only guessing in the dark. Last of all, you

come to interpret Dr. Clarke; supposing him to mean

by divine powers f, all divine powers relating to the Son's

character. If he meant so, he might easily have said so :

and yet if he had, he had still left us in uncertainties as

much as ever; to muse upon a distinction which he has

no ground for ; and which, when admitted, will make no

man wiser. You " hope the Querist is so good a phi-

" losopher as to perceive, (though he doth not consider

" it,) that absolute infinite perfections include and infer

" supremacy and independency. And therefore, when

" Dr. Clarke excepted supremacy and independency, he

" plainly, in reason and consequence, excepted absolute

" infinite powers."

Now I am persuaded, that Dr. Clarke would have

thought it hard measure to have been charged by his ad

versaries with this so plain consequence, which you here

so freely lay upon him. The Querist was aware that the

Doctor's words might bear an orthodox sense; namely,

that to the Son are communicated all things belonging to

the Father, excepting only what is personal; that is, ex

cepting that he is not the first in order; not supreme, in

that sense, nor unoriginate. The Doctor well knew th&t

his words might bear this construction; and perhaps would

not have took it well of any, but a friend, that should

have tied down a loose and general expression to a strict

particular meaning ; and then have loaded it with conse-

' Script. Doctr. p. 298.
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quences too shocking to be admitted in plain and express

terms. But to proceed. You seem to be much offended

at the Querist for asking, " whether all divine powers can

" be communicated to a creature, infinite perfection to a

" finite being?" This, you say, is "an evident contra-

" diction, which ought not to have been put by one scho-

" lar upon another." But, after this rebuke, you will

please to hearken to the reason of the case. The diffi

culty, you know, with the Querist was, how to come at

the Doctor's real sense, couched under general and am

biguous expressions ; that so the controversy might be

brought to a point ; and it might be seen plainly what

was the true state of the question : which, as appears

now, is only this ; whether God the Son be a creature or

no. The Doctor talked of the Son's having divine powers,

and all divine powers. It was very proper to ask you, whe

ther he hereby meant Infinite powers or no ; and withal

to show, if you should not answer directly, that he could

not mean it, consistently with the Arian hypothesis ;

which he seemed, in other parts of his performance, to

espouse. You will not yet say directly, that the Son's

perfections are finite, nor deny them to be infinite: so

hard a thing it is to draw you out of your ambiguous

terms, or to make you speak plainly what you mean.

All you are pleased to say is, that the powers or perfec

tions of the Son are not absolutely infinite : as if infinity

were of two sorts, absolute and limited; or might be

rightly divided into infinity, and not infinity. Instead of

this, I could wish that words may be used in their true

and proper meaning. If you do not think the perfec

tions of the Son are infinite, and yet are unwilling to

limit them; let them be called indefinite, which is the

proper word to express your meaning; and then every

reader may be able to understand us, and may see where

we differ. We are both agreed that the Doctor, by divine

powers, did not mean infinite powers. Now let us pro

ceed to the next Query.
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Query XI.

Whether if the Doctor means by divine powers, powers

given by God Q.n the same sense as angelical powers are

divine powers) only in a higher degree than are given to

other beings ; it be not equivocating, and saying nothing:

nothing that can come up to the sense of those texts before

cited, a or to thesefollowing?

Applied to the one God.

Thou, even ihou, art Lord

alone; thou hast made heaven,

the heaven of heavens, with all

their hosts, the earth, and all

things that are therein, &c. Neh.

ix. 6.

In the beginning God created

the heaven and the earth. Gen.

i. 1.

To God the Son.

All things were made by him,

John i. 3. By him were all things

created : he is before all things,

and by him all things consist,

Coloss. i. 16, 17.

Thou, Lord, in the beginning

hast laid the foundation of the

earth ; and the heavens are the

works of thine hands, Heb. i. 10.

IF the Doctor means, by divine powers, no more than

is intimated in this Query, I must blame him first for

equivocating and playing with an ambiguous word ; and

next for restraining and limiting the powers of the Son of

God ; not only without, but against Scripture ; and con

sequently for giving us, not the " Scripture Doctrine of

" the Trinity," but his own. That there is no ground,

from the texts themselves, for any such limitation as is

now supposed, is tacitly implied in the Doctor's own con

fession, that the Son is excluded from nothing but abso

lute supremacy and independency : " So naturally does

" truth sometimes prevail, by its own native clearness

" and evidence, against the strongest and. most settled

" prejudices." Indeed the thing is very clear from the

texts themselves cited above ; especially when strength

ened with those now produced under this Query. That

the Son was and is endowed with creative powers, is.

plain from these texts, and others which might be added ;

voL. 1.

* Query V. p. 63.

K
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and is confirmed by the unanimous suffrage of Catholic

antiquity. And that the title of Creator is the distin

guishing character of the one supreme God, is so clear

from b Scripture, that he who runs may read it. Now let

us consider what you have to except, in order to elude the

force of this argument.

" The Son of God," you say, " is manifestly the Fa-

" ther's agent in the creation of the universe ;" referring

to Ephes. iii. 9. and to Heb. i. a. from whence you infer,

that he is " subordinate in nature and powers to him."

This you have, (p. 58.) and in your Notes (p. 55.) you

insist much upon the distinction between S7 avr5 and (nr'

otvrS, explaining the former of an instrumental, and the

latter of an efficient cause; of which more in due time

and place. As to the Son's being agent with, or assistant

to the Father, in the work of creation, we readily admit

it ; and even contend for it. The Father is primarily, and

the Son secondarily, or immediately, Author of the world ;

which is so far from proving that he is inferior, in nature

or powers, to the Father, that it is rather a convincing

argument that he is equal in both. A subordination of

order, but none of nature, is thereby intimated. c Euse-

bius, whom you quote (p. 55.) out of Dr. Clarke, and

d mistranslate to serve your purpose, does not deny the

proper efficiency of the Son in the work of creation. All

he asserts is, that the creation is primarily and eminently

attributed to the Father, because of his avdevrla, his pre

rogative, authority, supremacy, as Father, or first Person ;

not denying the Son's proper efficiency, but only (if I may

so call it) e original efficiency ; that is, making him the

Nehem.ix. 6. Isa.xl. 12, 13, 18, 19, 20, 21, 4c. Isa. zlii. 5, 8. Isa.

xliii. 1, 10. Jer. x. 10, 11, 12. See Serm. iii. p. 94, &c.

' See Euseb. contr. Marcel. 1. i. c. 20. p. 84.

* The learned Doctor, and, after him, you construe, ir airS, and it' xiri,

)>y efficient and ministering cause. As if a ministering cause might not be

efficient, or must necessarily be opposed to it.

• This is excellently illustrated by the elder Cyril. narf« /StAndurw ri

rttltTa xarxfxtvxrSatt Ty T5 «'*rftt nvpart t vits Tk W0twa iintuVfynrtt' tta ri

ptt nZtia TnfS rf )Tarf) Tnt xiSttrwnt i^Hflxt, xai i vlit I1 rntXo J^j i|»n'a> r£t
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second and not theirs* Person ; not Father, but Son. In

deed, the f general opinion of the ancients centered in

this; that the Father, as supreme, issued Out orders for

the creation of the universe, and the Son executed them.

And this was asserted, not only by the Ante-Nicene

writers, but s Post-Nicene too ; and such as strenuously

defended the Catholic faith against the Arians. I have

before observed, that the ancients had a very good mean

ing and intent in assigning (as it were) to the three Per

sons their several parts or provinces in the work of crea

tion : and let no man be offended, if, in this way of con

sidering it, the Son be sometimes said wijgsrsTv, or uwoup-

ysTv, or the likeh. This need not be thought any greater

disparagement to the dignity of the Son, than it is, on

the other hand, a disparagement to the dignity of the

Father to be represented as having the counsel and assist

ance of two other Persons ; or as leaving every thing to

be wisely ordered, regulated, and perfected by the Son

and Holy Spirit. These things are not to be strictly and

rigorously interpreted according to the letter ; but oixovo-

/xixtSj, and Seowgsnaif. The design of all was ; 1 . To keep

up a more lively sense of a real distinction of Persons.

2. To teach us the indivisible unity and coessentiality of

all Three, as of one ' Creator. 3. To signify wherein that

unity consists, or into what it ultimately resolves, viz.

into unity of principle, one 'Apxri, Head, Root, Fountain

of all. As to the distinction between It avrs and vtf axni,

per quern and ex quo, or the like, it can be of very little

■vr«7. Catech- xi. p. 160. ed. Bened.

' See Irenssus, p. 85. Tertullian. contr. Prut. c. 12. Hippolyt. contr.

Noet. c. 14.

* See Pctavius de Trin. 1. ii. c. 7. Bull. D. F. p. 80, 111.

b Vid. Cotelerii Not. ad Herm. Mandat. v. p. 91, et ad Apost. Const. 1. r.

c. 20. p. 326.

1 So Origcn, who makes the Father Inftmfyis, and the Son inffn;yt;, contr.

Cels. p. 317. yet, in the very same treatise, denies that the world could have

more Creators than one. ivtaftitw inrt wtXAar infutv^yHt yiytivati p. 18.

K %
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service to your cause. The preposition ha, with a geni

tive after it, is frequently used, as well in Scripture, as in

ecclesiastical writers, to express the efficient cause, as

much as into, or ex, or irpb;, or any other. So that the

argument drawn from the use of the prepositions is very

poor and trifling, as was long since observed by k Basil the

Great, who very handsomely exposes its author and in

ventor, Aetius, for it. Please but to account clearly for

one text, out of many, (Rom. xi. 36.) "Of him, and

" through him, (S1' aire,) and to him, are all things : to

" whom be glory for ever." If you understand this of

the Father ; then, by your argument from the phrase S1'

aire, you make him also no more than an instrumental

cause : if you understand it of more persons, here is an

illustrious proof of a Trinity in Unity. If it be pretended,

which is the 'Doctor's last resort, that although the use

of those prepositions singly be not sufficient, yet when

they are used " in express contradistinction to each other,"

they are of more significancy ; I answer, first, that I desire

to know of what significancy they are in Rom. xi. 36.

where they seem to be used in express contradistinction to

each other ; and secondly, admitting that they are of sig.

nificancy, they may signify only a real distinction of Per

sons, as m St. Basil well observes ; or some priority of

order proper to the first Person: this is all the use which

any Catholic writer ever pretended to make of the dis

tinction. However, to countenance the distinction be

tween the Father as the efficient, and the Son as the in

strumental cause, you are pleased to say farther, (p. 56.)

fC it is remarkable, that (according to the sense of the

" foregoing distinction) though Christ is frequently styled

" by the ancients Ts^vmjj and Aijfuppyoj, yet I7oi,]t% twv

" oXtoi/ is (to the best of my remembrance) always con-

" fined by them to the Father only."

Had your remark been true and just, yet it would not

k De Spir. Sanct. p. 145, &c. 1 Sec Scriptr. Doctr. p. 90.

» De Spir. Sanct. p. 148.
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be easy to shew that Ts^n'njj, or however S^mpyoe, may

not signify as much as n ttoiijtijj . But your memory has

much deceived you in this matter; and you should be

cautious how you make your readers rely upon it. Those

words (especially the two last of them) seem to have been

used by the ancients promiscuously; and to have been

applied indifferently to Father or Son, as they had occa

sion to mention either. If they are oftener applied to the

Father, it is only because he is the first Person; and is

therefore primarily and eminently tt^v/t,jj, Sij/xittgyoj, or

BroHjTijj; not that the Son is not strictly, properly, and

completely Creator also, according to the fullest sense and

import of any, or of all those words. They were intended

to signify that the Son is the immediate and efficient cause

of all things ; had 0 creative powers ; and was, with the

Father, Creator of men, of angels, of the whole universe.

A late P writer is pleased to express himself, upon this

head, in such a manner as may deceive ignorant and un

wary readers. " I know not" (says he) "that either Arians,

" or any primitive Christian writers, ever adventured to

" give the character of great Architect of the universe to

" Jesus Christ ; choosing rather, with the sacred writings,

" to say, in softer language, that through him God created

" all, and reserving the absolute title of Creator of the uni-

" verse to another."

If he knows not these things, he might forbear to speak

of them. What he says, even of the sacred writings, is

misrepresentation : for they do not constantly follow that

n See Origen. contr. Ceb. p. 317. where the Son is said *.ti?«i rh t»-«.-.

and the Father to be wtt'tT»i, that is, primarily, or eminently, 1iifutiifyts. If

signified more than infuu^yiv, Origen spoke very unaccurately.

Cyril of Alexandria supposes God the Father to have been in reality n%-

wfin from arcrlasting; Inftuufyif in power and intention only. Thesaur.

an. iv. p. 34. Yet Athanasius makes ir«nrnr to signify more than nggnVw.

Orat. contr. Arian. ii. p. 489. Authors do not always observe a critical ex

actness in the use of words.

• The Arians themselves would Bay, sua virtute fecit, meaning it of the

Son. See the citation above, p. 66.

r Mr. Emlyn, Exam. of Dr. Bennet, p. 12. first edit.

*3
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soft language, which he so much approves of. They do

it not in John i. 3, 10. Coloss. i. 16. Hebr. i. 10. Neither

can that construction be ascertained, in any one of these

texts, from any necessary force of the preposition S1a. As

to antiquity, which this gentleman pretends to, he may

know, hereafter, that the character of " 1 great Architect

" of the universe," is expressly given to Jesus Christ, by

Eusebius ; who was never suspected of carrying ortho

doxy too high. A man must be a very stranger to the

ancients, who can make any question whether they attri

buted the work of creation to the Son, as much as to the

Father. They ascribed it equally to both ; only with this

difference, as before observed, that, for the greater ma

jesty and dignity of the Father, as the first Person, they

supposed him to ' issue out orders, or to give his fiat, for

the creation, and the Son to execute. From hence we

may easily understand in what sense the title of Creator

was * primarily or eminently attributed to the Father;

and yet, as to any real power or efficiency, the Son is as

truly and properly Creator ; and is frequently so styled,

by the primitive writers, in the 'fullest and strongest

4 'O ftiyttf r«t tXttt infutupyis Xtyts. Euseb. E. H. 1. X. c. 4. pag. 316.

r Ttv ftit war^tf liiitaitrts aat *iMvttrtf, t5 ii uli wtirattrtf aai infuuipyih-

rtfi nu 3i wuvftartf rfiQtrTti aai au\ttTts» Iren. p. 285. cd. Bcned.

Tlurhf t&iXnrtv, uiis 'iwtlnnv, wttufta ipatitwrtt. Jlippol. contr. Noet. p. 16.

• nj«T»f infutvfyit. Orig. contr. Celt. p. 317.

* Ilftf kvti yif aai ii airi watra iytttrv, ltsf ivrtf rv nTfif u) t5 utm.

Athenag. p. 38. ed. Oxon. Observe wtis airi, as well as li uiri.

Auris \aur« rhv vXnt inftitvfyaffas. 'AyytKttt infMv^yts. Tatian. p. 22, 26.

ed. Ox.

Tirir fttrtyttnt r*rtt srtitrttt w«wttf. Iren. p. 44. ed. Bencd. T5tm atwfttu

winrnr tit rtt Hta iX*fXi&#ra. Ibid. Ttt rit watrttt anrnv, u) infwf-

ytt, aat rrtinTn:. Xtytt t5 ©ur, p. 79. Hit atritrttt ri%tirns Xtytsf p. 190.

Fabricator omnium, p. 219. Fabricator uuiversorum, p. 307. Mundi factor,

p. 315.

'0.1 ta «ita Itlnfuipynrai. Clem. Alexundr. p. 7. edit. Oxon. 'Suftwtitrtit

Oiv. ita fttttv In/uttv#yit tutt it wart\, p. 142. Tlatrtt i Xtytf wttu

rtt tagt iiyuwtyu r* attfttu aoi rtu i&tatrtv infutvfytf, p. 310. 'H

rit SXttt p. 669. 'O Xtyt infuttrylas airus, p. 654. Xlimtt >tp»j>i,

p. 768. Tit
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terms. You may see some testimonies, in the margin,

from Athenagoras, Tatian, Irenaeus, Clement of Alexan

dria, and Origen. It would be easy to add more, from

Hippolytus, Gregory of Neocaesarea, Novatian, and in

deed from the generality of the Church writers down

from Barnabas to the Council of Nice. I must observe

to you, that even your admired "Eusebius, (whom you

before quoted in your favour, mistaking him very widely,)

he applies the title of «roiijTijt t'JSv oXtov, (the highest which

you think the Father himself can have,) to the Son, no

less than thrice; as Irenaeus had done, thrice also, before,

in words equivalent ; and Origen, probably, once ; as also

x Hippolytus : not to mention that all the Fathers, by in

terpreting Gen. i. 26. (wonjo-tuptsv avdganrov, &c.) of Father

and Son jointly, have implicitly and consequentially,

though not expressly, said the same thing. To proceed.

You have an argument to prove that crealing does not

imply infinite power. " For," you say, " was the extent

" of those powers then exercised, infinite, it is evident,

" the world must be infinite also," (p. 58.) This indeed

is doing the business at once : for, if this reasoning be

just, the Father himself, as well as the Son, is effectually

excluded from ever giving any sensible proof, or from ex

erting any act, of infinite power. St. Paul's argument

from the creation, for the eternal potver and Godhead of

the Creator, is rendered inconclusive : for it will be easy

T#V Xiytt wmtinttui ntra, Sra i warn# ait* iurttXart. Orig. COntr. Celt.

p. 63. Comp. Athanas. de Decret. S. N. p. 216.

bnfutvtytt TtfV nmtt, ariflfv, wtimnv, T1S1 ft'atr»t. Origen. apud Iluet.

Origenian. p. 38.

N. B. This last citation, from a catena, is of less authority ; hut the cita

tions from his other certainly genuine works are, in sense, equivalent.

■ Euseb. in Psalm. p. 125. de Laud. Const. c. 14. in Ps. p. 630. See also

in Psalm. 631. in the first of the three places the words arc remarkably full

and strong. 'o 3tyutufytf xtyts, 6 wunrnt twV ZXm. The other two are equi

valent in sense. 'Awatr»» awn}f, and t ntnrKt aiir£v : where is under

stood.

* Contr. Beron. et Hel. p. 226. Comp. contr. Noet. p. 16.

The genuineness of the first is somewhat doubtful ; but the last is not ques
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to reply, in contradiction to the Apostle's reasoning, that

the things which are made arefinite, and therefore cannot

prove the maker of them to be infinite: so that atheists

and unbelievers were not so entirely without excuse, as

the good Apostle imagined. If you think there is some

difference between infinite power, and eternal power and

Godhead; and therefore that the Apostle's argument is

not pertinent to the point in hand ; I shall be content, if

creating be allowed a sufficient proof of the Son's eternal

power and Godhead; since it brings me directly to the

point I aim at : besides, that infinite power will come in

of course afterwards, by necessary inference and implica

tion. I had almost forgot to take notice of your way of

wording your argument, which looks not very fair. You

say, " was the extent of those powers infinite ;" as if any

one said it was, in the sense wherein you understand the

word extent. For reasons best known to yourself, you

do not distinguish between extent of power ad intra, in

respect of degree; and extent of power ad extra, in re

spect of the exercise of it. It may require an infinite de

gree of power to create a grain of sand ; though the ex

tent of that outward act reaches no farther than the thing

created. Now, you know, our dispute is only about in

finite extent of power in the first sense. Let us therefore

put the argument into plain words, and see how it will

bear.

" Was the power exercised in the creation infinite in

" degree, or exceeding any finite power, then it is evident-

" that the world must be infinite." Make this out, with

any tolerable sense, or connection, and you will do some

thing. Next let us put the argument in the other light.

"If the power exercised in the creation extended to an

" infinite compass, or to an infinite number of things, then

" it is evident that the world must be infinite." Right : if

the creation had been infinite in extent, the creation must

have been infinite in extent. But who is it that you are

disputing against ? Or whom do you oblige by these dis

coveries ? The question is, whether the creating, that is,
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producing out of nothing, any one single thing, however

small in extent, be not an act proper to God only ; ex

ceeding any finite power; incommunicable to any crea

ture. It is sufficient for you, to put us upon the proof of

the affirmative: no considering man would ever attempt

to prove the negative. As to the affirmative, there are

many very probable presumptive proofs, such as ought to

have great weight with us : particularly, creation every

where in Scripture looked on as a divine act; not so

much as a grain of sand, or a particle of matter, said

to be created by an angel, or archangel, or any creature

whatever ; reasonable to suppose that nothing can come

into being by any power less than his, who is the Author

and Fountain of all being. To this agrees the general

sense of the more sober and thinking part of mankind.

This was the doctrine of the v Ante-Nicene Catholic

writers, so far as appears, as well as of those that came

after. Wherefore the Arians, in ascribing creation to a

creature, z innovated in the faith of Christ, copied after

the Gnostics, a and exposed their cause. Since they re

solved to make a creature only, of the Son of God, they

should not have allowed him any power of creating; but

should have interpreted all those texts which speak in

favour of it, as the Socinians have done since, of a meta

phorical creation. That indeed had been novel, and strained

enough ; but accompanied with less absurdity than the

other. However, this use we may make of what the

Arians so generally granted ; first, to observe, that Scrip

ture and tradition must have appeared to run very strong,

at that time, for it : and it may farther shew, " how easy

' Hoc Dens ab hominc differt, quoniam Dcus quidem facit, homo autem

fit : et quidem qui facit, semper idem est. Iren. p. 240. ed. Bened.

Nihil enim in totum Diabolus invenitur fecisse, videlicet cum et ipse crea-

tura sit Dei, quemadmodum et reliqui angeli. Iren. p. 228.

; See also Bull. D. F. Epilog. p. 291, 292.

z OifSi yaf Hi ayytXu htfutupyui iurirtvTat, ar'trfuira Svnt atd avrti, nit

OucAjvriVts, kai Mafat'«v, ti) BafffAl/2qr rt<atjra Qftmri, aa'i iuu: ialnwt £qA«ra4

Tuyxaivri. Athan. Oral. ii. p. 489.

* See Serm. iii. p. 99, &c.
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" and natural that notion must be allowed to be, which

" so many could not forbear expressing clearly and dis-

" tinctly ; even frequently when, at the same time, they

" were about to affirm, and endeavouring to prove, some-

" thing not very consistent with it." But we shall have

more of this matter in the following Queries.

Query XII.

IVIiether the Creator of all things was not himself un

created; and therefore could not be e£ oux Svrwv, made out

of nothing ?

THIS and the four following Queries, " are," you say,

" all, at most, but arguments, ad ignorantiam, or verecun-

" diam, (p. 59.) to put us upon determining things, on

" either side, not clearly revealed." To say the truth,

you seem here to be very much perplexed ; and therefore

have reason to complain : and I am not to expect any

very clear and distinct answers. You admit (p. 60.) that

" the Creator of all things must be himself uncreated."

Well then ; the Son is Creator of all things ; therefore he

is uncreated. The premises are both your own ; the con

clusion mine : and, one might think, it should be yours

too. But you are, it seems, very loth to come into it ;

and discover a strong inclination to elude and evade it,

if it were any way possible for you to do it. Let us see

what you can say; "If the Scripture-sense be the true

" and only proper sense of the word creature, (to wit, the

" visible and invisible worlds brought into being by the

" power of the Aoyoj, or Son of God, in subordination to

" the will and power of the Father,) then it is manifest

" that the Ao'yoj, who thus created them, must (whatever

" is the nature of his own production or generation) be,

" in this way of speaking, uncreated." This is some

thing mysterious. It is however very plain that you are

straining hard for some odd, peculiar sense of the word

creature, or created; which is to be called the Scripture-

sense; and if this does not relieve you, all is lost.

1
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You give us the " Scripture Doctrine" of the creation;

expressing both the creation itself, and the Person by

whom it was wrought: and that whole doctrine, though

set forth in many words, you call the " Scripture-sense"

of that one word, creature, or created. As if I should say,

the Scripture-account of the ark. is, that it was made by

Noah ; therefore the "Scripture-sense" of the word ark,

implies the making of it by Noah. Or, the Scripture-

account of the temple is, that it was built by Solomon ;

therefore the Scripture- sense of the word temple, sup

poses it to be something made by Solomon : and if there

were ever so many temples besides that one, yet they

could not properly be called temples, unless built by

Solomon. This is just as good as your pretence, that

creating does not signify simply creating; but creating

by the Ao'yoj. Give me leave to ask, whether the Jews,

who kept their Sabbath in memory of the creation, and

undoubtedly took their notion of it from Scripture, under

stood the word constantly in your sense, as created by

the Ao'yoj ? If they did, that is a point I may make some

use of another time : if they did not, then the " Scrip-

" ture-sense" of the word creature, before the coming of

the Messiah, was something different from what you have

given us. I shall only add, that your pretended sense of

the word creature, or created, does not seem to have pre

vailed so early as St. John's time. He tells us, all things

were made by him, that is, by the Aoyoj ; and " without

" him was not any thing made that was made." Might

he not better have said, in short, all things were created,

neither was there any thing but what was created? It

was perfectly needless, if your pretence be true, to insert,

by him; because, in the "Scripture-sense" of the word,

it was implied, and the. addition of it only renders it tau

tology.

You go on to say, " it is, I think, for this reason, that

" the Scriptures never say that he is created." Ingenu

ously confessed ; and therefore I hope you will not pre

sume, either to say, or to believe, that he is created. As
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to the reason you assign for it, it is mere fancy and fic

tion : I hope, out of pure reverence to the sacred Writ,

you will bethink yourself of some better. You add, on

the other hand, that the Scriptures " never say that he is

" uncreated forgetting what you had acknowledged,

in the same page, viz. " that the Creator of all things

" must be himself uncreated, is an unavoidable conse-

" quence in reason :" and that the Aoyof had created all

things you admit, immediately after, as delivered in Scrip

ture. Wherefore, if Scripture, by unavoidable consequence,

does say, that he is uncreated; I hope Scripture does say

it. The Scriptures, every where, carefully keep up the

distinction between Creator and creature; and never con

found both in one. They tell us not of any creature of

the Father's, which is not a creature of the Son's also.

They say, that "all things were made by him;" and to

be more expressive and emphatical, " without him was

" not any thing made that was made." How can this

be, if he himself was made ? " Si ipse factus est, non per

" ilium sunt omnia facta, sed ccetera;" saith St. Austin.

As to the sense of the Ante-Nicene writers, in this par

ticular, it is well known that they do implicitly and conse

quentially, almost every where, declare the Son to be

uncreated. You may see some a testimonies referred to

in the margin, where they do it also directly, and in ex

press words. I scruple not to put Origen amongst them :

his orthodoxy has been effectually defended by the in

comparable Bishop Bull, in the opinion of the ablest and

most impartial judges. The learned Doctor, notwith

standing, has been pleased to revive the dispute about

Origen's sentiments : with what success, shall be here

examined, as briefly as may be. The words of Origen,

• Athenaaroras. Legat. p. 39. ed. Ox. Jgnat. ad Ephes. c. vii. p. 14. ed.

Ox. Irenmus, 1. ii. c. 25. p. 153. ed. Bened. Orig. contr. Cels. 1. vi. p. 287.

Dionys. Rom. apud Athanas. de Decret. Syn. N. p. 232. Dionysius Alex-

andr. apud Eund. 230, 253, 257. Theognostus apud Eund. 230.

Methodius apud Phot. p. 960. Hippolytus (probably) de Theol. et Incarn.

p. 228.
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which b he lays hold on, are these. c HpicrGvTarov .minrmv

Ttov ?jjjxioop7oj/xartov, applied to the Son. Bishop Bull, like

a skilful and a candid man, who did not care to set one

ambiguous sentence against many plain ones, nor to make

an author manifestly inconsistent, without as manifest a

necessity, rendered the words, very rightly, "ancienter

" than all creatures." The Doctor himself is forced to

d admit that the words might bear this construction : and

yet e afterwards says, that " Origen expressly reckoned the

" Son among the Sij/xioupyij/xaTa." But how expressly ?

This can never be proved merely from the force of mpic-

S&raror, as a superlative: unless fEusebius expressly reck

oned the Son among times and ages; or s Justin Martyr

expressly reckoned the Pentateuch among profane histo

ries; or the same ll Justin expressly reckoned Moses and

the Prophets among the wise men of Greece : which is

ridiculous. The superlative, we see, hath been used some

times comparatively ; and why not by Origen ? He may

only appear to say what he really does not. There is

certainly a wide difference between verbally seeming to

assert, and expressly asserting ; as much as between being

barely capable of such a sense, and being capable of no

other sense. How then will the learned Doctor be able

to make good his pretensions ? He 1 alleges the " whole

" tenor of Origen's opinion ;" in which he greatly mis

takes : for the whole tenor of Origen, especially in that

b Script. Doctr. p. 184, 278, 282, alias 164 , 245, 249.

» Orig. contr. Cels. 1. v. p. 257.

* Script. Doctr. p. 184, alias 164.

• Script. Doctr. p. 282, alias 249.

' nntTsf xt■"" ^'"Ta" muSiirarts. De Laud. Constant. c. i.

p. 501. Vales. 'H aai aiirut amrur Ifi tt£wt* aai xfitw tratris rt WftfSvTartt.

Cyril. AUx. Dial. ii. de Trin. p. 446. Vid. contr. Jul. 1. i. p. 18. Et Theod.

ad Grsec. tom. iv. p. 462, 493.

s 'A(%*i*Tarni Tafuv tui 'Irtft«t rnf Wuuriat 'lrt(/ar. Partm. c. xii.

p. 70. ed. Oxon.

h Xl^irZiirartf hlu'vrnf aai tt Xtiwti rr^tQqrat ytyttatt watruv rtti ta^ vfuv

rt$«,. Parttn. c. xxxv. p. 1 18. M«riff watrm fuv 'EXX«twt wprCvrarts.

Euseb. Prop. Evang. 1. xiv. c. 3.

' Script. Doctr. p. 184, alias 164.
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treatise from whence the passage is taken, is altogether

contrary ; as the learned well know, and Bishop Bull hath

clearly shown. But the Doctor has a farther plea from

a passage in k Athanasius, which he seems to be much

pleased with ; referring to it, once, and again, in his

" Scripture Doctrine." The principal words are these :

Toy xai Tijj xti'<tetoj xupiov, xai 7ra'rijj wro'TTu'rewf Sjj/Aioupyo'y.

The Doctor thinks he has here discovered a 1 contradis

tinction between t% xti'o-ttoj (he neglects xugiov) and ira'n;j

ufl-ocrao-Etoj S,jp.ioupyov. We are to suppose watnjj irKO'na'rtoi$

of larger extent and signification than wao-ijj xTiVstoj would

have been : and, because Sijfuoupyov goes along with it, we

are to suppose that S,jfuougyT]/xa was understood, by Atha

nasius, in a larger sense than xtiVij : lastly, we are to

suppose that Athanasius is, in this instance, the best in

terpreter of Origen ; though it does not appear from Ori-

gen's own writings, that he knew any thing of this pe

culiar sense of Sijfuoupy,i/xa, but the contrary. The bare

recital of so many suppositions, advanced without proof,

or any shadow of it, might suffice for an answer. But

we may observe,

1. That if Athanasius, being then a young man and an

orator, intended only to vary his phrase, either to be more

emphatical, or to give the better turn and cadence to a

period, (and this might be all, for any thing that appears

to the contrary,) then the Doctor's criticism falls to the

ground.

2. If any contradistinction was intended, it should seem,

that the same must hold with respect to xugioy and Stjpag-

yov : the consequence whereof is, that God the Father is

not xogiof so far and wide as he is Sij/xioupyoj. It will be

some satisfaction to us, that if the Son be Sijjxioupy,j/x«, he

has no Lord over him.

3. The constant use of Sij/xiot/pyijp.a and Sijfuoupyofc in

* Tvr« ft'wi t%at Gilt aXn$,t, rtv atu rns itrtnat nufw, attl wartts uwtfanttt

irfutvfyit. rtf in Sw Irtt *vf aA.X' n t wnviyw aai tHripwiauiu want ytmrnf

At'utt, i rii Xfiri wartif. Orat. contr. Gent. p. 39. cd. Bened.

1 Scxiptr. Doctr. p. 184, alias 164.
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other authors, and even in mAthanasius himself, and in

this very "treatise, is another strong presumption against

the Doctor's criticism.

4. The consequences following from the supposition of

such a sense, as the Doctor would impose upon Athana-

sius, may be demonstrably confuted from the same trea

tise; nay, from the very same page where that remark

able passage is 0.

For, you must know, that, if the Doctor understands

him right, Athanasius included the Son under itk^ (mo-

'rri'riui;, whereof the Father is Sijfuoupyo'j : and so the Son

must be l^tadpymfiM according to Athanasius. Not only

so, but he must also come under nourn; yevirrijj ouula; ;

which, for the purpose, the learned Doctor took care to

render " all derivative being," answering to his rendering

of Sti/xioupyii/xa P afterwards. This might look fair and plau

sible, had we only that single sentence of Athanasius to

form a judgment by : but it stands in a pretty large trea

tise ; wherein we find that Athanasius is so far from sup

posing the Son to be Sij/xiowpyij/*a, that he makes him

1*oi,jt^5 of all the invisible powers; nay, and ' IrifLiovgyi; toD

iravroj, which, I think, comes to as much as b\iuoupyot

Tourr.f inroaTairtw; ; and that therefore the learned Doctor

may almost as reasonably bring the Father in, among the

h^ioupyrifuxTo. of the Son, as vice versa. To conclude;

Athanasius, within a few lines of that passage which the

Doctor makes use of, exempts the Son, clearly and ex-

" See Athanas. de Decret. Syn. Nic. pag. 235. where he expressly plead?

that the Father cannot be said to be Inftmifyis, in respect of the Son.

■ Ta ftt) tira iSttT»Wat, rn arlru 9a*h rtv arlratra Xarfivttrtf wtayfta

waf%ttnf ititirtt zai WriCfs. "Ofttttt yif it ns Ti tfya t5 rt%f'frtv Sav-

ftufttlf aa'i rtt it rtt wtXu ittfuutpyifiiaTtt aaraVXayul Ttt Tir«r infututytt zarx-

wanin, p. 46. The words infumfynftaTa and Inuuupyit answer, in the simili

tude and analogy, to arlru and ar'traira, going before. Wherefore, I con

ceive, that, according to Athanasius, the two former, when understood with

relation to God, arc equivalent to the two latter.

* Script. Doetr. p. 4, alias p. 5.

t Script. Doctr. p. 278, alias 245.

1 Page 43. ' Page 29.
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pressly, from the rank of such derivative beings, as the

Doctor would place him with : s 'AAAoj jtie'v i'rri ram yin\-

.nwv, xa) irairri; rijj xr'nrvof. So much for Athanasius, and

the Doctor's criticisms upon him. Now, if you please,

let Origen be ours again, till you can better make out

your title to him. I do not know that the Doctor has

said any thing considerable to weaken the evidence of any

other of the authors, referred to in the margin. So we

may leave them as they are, and proceed to another

Query.

Ouery XIII.
IV

Whether there can be any middle between being made out

of nothing, and out of something; that is, between being

out of nothing, and out of the Father's substaiwe; be

tween being essentially God, and being a creature ;

whether, consequently, the Son must not be either essen

tially God, or else a creature ?

HERE, again, I have run two Queries into one, (being

nearly allied to each other,) for the conveniency of me

thod. Questions of this kind you like not : " It is," you

say, pressing you to "determine things not clearly re-

" vealed :" as if you had not determined already upon the

points in question, or were at all afraid of doing it.

Permit me to say, you have determined : but because the

conclusion is too shocking to appear in broad terms, and

too weak to bear ; therefore you keep it under cover, and

lay colours upon it, the better to deceive and draw in an

unwary reader : this is what I complain of. Let every

reader be apprised, that the only question between us is,

whether his Creator and Redeemer be a creature, or no :

and then the cause will be brought to a short issue ; and

it will soon be seen where the truth lies. It is not that

I desire to draw you into danger of censure, of which you

are apprehensive ; I could not have a thought so mean :

■ Page 39.
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besides that I intended, and desired, for the greater free

dom of debate, to be private : and you, perhaps, may be

so still, if you please. It concerns every honest man to

have the cause fairly laid open. While you are endea

vouring to expose the received opinion, as much as you

are able, let your own be shown in its true colours, and

then set against it ; that so we may the more easily

judge, which has the advantage upon the comparison.

You are very sensible, I doubt not, that the arguments

against the Son's being a creature bear upon you with

such strength, force, and full light, that you had rather

have the pinch of the question concealed from the reader,

or disguised under other terms. The ancient Arians, the

immediate successors of Arius, found it absolutely neces

sary to refine upon their leader , to refine, I mean, in lan

guage; for their faith was the same. When the world

was in a manner their own ; and when they were so far

from fearing censure themselves, that they employed the

secular power to a plunder, persecute, and destroy as

many as opposed them ; even then, those men durst not

say directly, that the Son of God was a a creature. We

have creed after creed drawn up by them ; and Arius's

positions b expressly disclaimed by some of them;

though, at the same time, they meant the same things.

And what was the meaning of this wary proceeding;

this walking in disguise, while they had nothing to fear

from the powers in being ? The reason is plain : their

doctrine was new, and c shocking to Christian ears. It

was not fit to appear in d clear and plain words. It was

to be insinuated only in remote hints, and dark inuendos.

People were to be decoyed, and gradually drawn into a

new faith ; which if they had fully understood, and seen

• See Athanas. vol. i. p. 110 , 317, 321, 345, 362, 386. Hilar. p. 1291.

Basil. Ep. 70, 71, 282. Greg. Naz. Orat. 20, 23, 25, 32.

b Athanas. vol. i. p. 176, 275. vol. ii. p. 735. Socrat. 1. ii. c. 10. Sozom.

E. Hist. 1. iii. c. 5. Epiphan. Hteres. lxxiii. p. 845.

» Athanas. vol. i. p. 234, 283. Alexand. Epist. Theod. H. p. 26, 30.

d See Athanas. vol. i. p. 288.

VOl. I. l
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what it led to, they would immediately have detested.

See to this purpose a f passage of Hilary worth remark

ing ; which I have thrown into the margin.

The Arians, or Semi-Arians, (for both come to one at

last,) were so sensible that their tenets would not bear

the light, that they were forced to disguise and conceal

them under Catholic forms of speech, with all imaginable

art and subtlety ; as was much complained of by the Ca

tholics, K who abhorred such artifices. The mystery of

these disguises has been already intimated. Had they

ventured to speak out, they could not have deceived any

great numbers. The greater part of their deluded fol

lowers were blinded and hood-winked ; and hardly knew

what their leaders intended, or whither they were driving.

These were the arts by which Arianism prevailed ; and yet

hardly prevailed above forty years. Whether these or the

like prudential reasons determine some now to proceed with

the like caution, and to avoid declaring, in terms, that the

Son of God is a creature, I know not. But this I know,

that every careful reader ought to be well apprised of the

tendency of your main doctrine. It should be told, that you

assert, though not directly and plainly, yet tacitly and con

sequentially, that the Maker, Redeemer, and Judge of

the whole world, is no more than a creature ; is mutable,

and corruptible ; depends entirely upon the favour and good

pleasure of God ; has a precarious existence, and depen

dent powers, finite and limited ; and is neither so perfect

in his nature, nor so exalted in privileges, but that it is in

the Father's power, according to his own good pleasure,

t Hujus quidem usque atlintc impietatis fraude perficitur, ut jam sub anti

christ! sacerdotibus Christi populus nou occidnt, dum hoc putant 11 1 i Jittei

esse quod vocis est. Audiunt Denm Christum; putant esse quod dicitur.

Audiunt Filium Dei; putant in Dei Nativitate inesse Dei veritatem. Au-

diuut ante tempera, putant id ipsum ante tempora, esse quod semper est.

Sanetiores aures plcbis quam corda sacerdotum. Hilar. p. 1266. See also

Sozom. E. H. 1. iii. c. 5.

K Athanas. p. 235, 224, 895. Thcod. E. H. p. 27. Socrat. E. H. L U.

c. 45. Sozom. E. H. 1. iv. c. 29. Epiphan. Hares. lxxiii. p. 845. Grcgor-

Nazianx. Orat. 21. p. 387.
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to create another equal, or even superior to him. These

are your tenets, if you please to speak out ; and these, in

the main, are what Arius, being a plain, open, and con

sistent man at the beginning, very frankly professed.

But if these positions appear so harsh and shocking, that

you yourselves, who admit them, do not care to own

them in plain terms; it may be very excusable in others

to contradict them ; and to assert, upon so great evidences

of truth from Scripture and antiquity, that God the Son

is infinitely removed from the condition of a creature ; is

really, truly, and essentially God.

You have, perhaps, some few specious difficulties to

urge against a "Trinity and unity, eternal generation,"

or the like; points too sublime for men, or, it may be,

angels to comprehend. But why must these be thought

to weigh down the many and unanswerable objections

against your own scheme; or be esteemed sufficient to

bear up against the united voice of Scripture and Catholic

antiquity, nowhere asserting that the Son of God is a

creature; but every where intimating, inculcating, pro

claiming, that he is the Creator, Preserver, and Sustainer

of all things ; very and eternal God ? You will pardon me

this excursion, necessary to give the common reader a

just idea of the dispute betwixt us, and of the true state

of the question. A stranger in this controversy, finding

how near we come to each other in expression, might be

apt to wonder wherein we differ, or what it is that we

dispute about ; not being aware of the artifice you make

use of, in giving an uncatholic meaning to catholic ex

pressions. We say, the Son is not self-existent, meaning

that he is not unoriginate : you do not only say the same,

but contend for it; meaning, not necessarily-existing. We

say, not unoriginate, meaning that he is not the head or

fountain, not thefirst Person of the Trinity : you take up

the very same word, and zealously contend that the Son

is not unoriginate ; understanding it in respect of time, or

duration. We say, the Son is subordinate, meaning it of a

subordination of order, as is just and proper : you also lay

l %
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hold of the word subordinate, and seem wonderfully

pleased with it ; but understanding by it, an inferiority of

nature. We say, that the Son is not absolutely supreme

nor independent; intimating thereby that he is second in

order as a Son, and has no separate, independent existence

from the Father, being coessentially and coeternally one

with him : you also take up the same words, interpret

them to a low sense, and make the Son an inferior depen

dent Being ; depending at first on the will of the Father

for his existence, and afterwards for the continuance of it.

This is the way you choose to insinuate your heterodoxy

into weak readers. In the mean while, notwithstanding

our seeming or verbal agreement, there is as wide a dif

ference between what you teach, and we, as between

finite and infinite, mutable and immutable, a dependent

creature and the eternal God. From what hath been said,

you may perceive what the " concessions of Catholics,"

which the Doctor often boasts of, amount to. The Ca

tholics have used some phrases in a good sense, which

artful men have perverted to a bad one : that is all the

case. But I return.

You was to find a medium between being essentially

God, and being a creature: or else to declare in plain

terms, that the Son is a creature. A medium you find

not, nor indeed can there be any: and yet, instead of

frankly acknowledging so plain and manifest a truth, you

are pleased to shift, double, and wind about, in a manner

unbecoming a grave disputant, or a sincere and ingenuous

writer. In the first place, you put on an air of courage,

and give me one caution, viz. " not to say or attempt to

" prove, that every being that is derived must be, for

" that reason, a creature," for fear of making my " own

" notion," which supposes the Son generated, that is,

derived, to favour the Arians: but, admitting the Son

to be derived, as it may be understood in a Catholic sense,

yet what is that to your purpose ? Does not my argu

ment turn upon the words, out of nothing ? Point me out

any being so derived, a being which now is, and once was
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not ; and deny him to be a creature, if you can. But you

go on ; " As to what is said in the Queries, that either

" the Son of God must be the individual substance of the

" Father, or else e£ oux oWav, with the Arians ; I answer,

" if both Scripture and reason clearly demonstrate that

" the Son is not the individual substance of the Father,

" who must look to that consequence, if it be one?"

Here, at a strait, (as usual,) the word individual comes

in ; a word capable of several meanings, and so necessary

to help invention, that you would often be at a loss what

to say, if you wanted that poor pretence for equivocation.

It is evident, that you all along use the word in a Sabel-

lian sense, different from what either the Schoolmen, or

more ancient Catholics intended by it. The thing which

I assert is this ; that you must either own the Son to be

of the same undivided substance with the Father ; or else

declare him a creature. If you deny the former, you

must, of consequence, admit the latter; and you really

do so. The consequence you axe. to look to, as necessarily

flowing from your premises ; which you pretend to found

on Scripture and reason, without any ground or warrant

from either. You are resolved, it seems, to disown the

" certainty of the disjunction," (p. 61.) so afraid you are

of determining the Son to be a creature ££ oux oVrtov. Let

us hear what a disputant may have to plead against a

thing as clear and evident as any axiom in geometry.

You say, "hThe Nicene Fathers thought the Son to be

" neither the owrla too Harpof, the substance of the Father,

" nor I£ oux ovtoiv, but Ix rf^ ovalaf tou Harpof, from the

" substance of the Father." The Nicene Fathers explain

their meaning, both in the Creed itself, and in the anathe

mas annexed to it; determining the Son to be no creature,

nor a different God from the Father ; but of the same un

divided substance with him, " God of God, Light ofLight,"

consubstantial with him, and a distinct Person from him.

Next, you say, " you dare not determine that God pro-

* See Dr. Clarke's Reply to the Convocation, p. 29.

*3
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" duced all things, or any thing, (strictly and metaphysi-

" cally speaking,) out of nothing." Extreme modesty !

That you dare not determine whether God has properly

created any thing ; or whether all things were not necessa

rily-existing. Matter itself may have been coeval and

coeternal with God the Father ; any thing, it seems, but

his own beloved and only-begotten Son : or else why are

you so shy, at other times, of acknowledging his eternity?

Or why so resolute in disputing against it? An eternal

Son, methinks, is much better sense than an eternal sub

stance, not divine, and a Son made out of it; which is

what you must mean, or mean nothing. But to proceed.

You add, " how God brings beings into real existence we

. " know not, because we know not their essences."

Therefore, I suppose, we know not, whether he brings

them into existence at all ; or whether they had a being

before they were created. That is the consequence you

intend, if any thing to the purpose. You go on : " or

" whether it be a contradiction to predicate existence of

" them before their coming into that state which they

" now are in, and which we call their creation, we know

" not."' Very ignorant! And yet you can be positive in

things, which you know a great deal less of; presuming

to make the generation of the Son of God temporal; and

determining it ' a contradiction to predicate existence of

him before his generation. Such things as these carry

their own confutation with them ; and only show that

truth is too stubborn to bend. Let it be said then plainly,

and without disguise, that the Son of God is either con-

substantial with God the Father, or else a creature.

There is no medium, neither can there be any, consistent

with Scripture, and with the truth and reason of things.

This being settled, our dispute may be brought into a

narrower compass ; and we may hereafter dismiss doubt

ful and ambiguous terms.

' Page 51, 63.
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Query XIV.

Whether Dr. Clarke, who every where denies the consttb-

stantiality of the Son, as absurd and contradictory, does

not, of consequence, affirm the Son to be a creature e£

oux air-toy, and so fall under his own censure, and is self-

condemned?

IT hath been questioned by some, whether Dr. Clarke

has really given into the Arian scheme, or no. From

what he saith, in some places of his Scripture Doctrine,

(particularly a Prop. 14. and 16.) one might imagine that

he stood neuter, neither determining for nor against the

Catholic faith in that Article: but, from his declaring.

b expressly against the consubstantiality of the Son, whe

ther"specific or individual, (between which he allows no

medium,) and from his reckoning the Son among the dt^t-

oupyriitara, (though he gives an artificial gloss to it;) as

also from his excluding the Son out of the one Godhead ;

from these considerations, to mention no more, it is ex

ceeding clear, that he has determined against the Church,

and declared for Arianism. He has, by necessary conse

quence, asserted the Son to be I£ oix. ovrwv, which is the

very essence and characteristic of Arianism. By so doing,

he is self-condemned, (see Prop. 14.) unless affirming a

thing expressly be highly blameable; and affirming the

same thing, implicitly and consequentially, be just and

good. It is unaccountable to me, how there comes to be

such a charm in words, that a man should be blameable

for saying a thing of this nature, plainly and directly,

which he may affirm indirectly and consequentially, with

out any fault at all. Doth the offence lie only in sounds

or syllables ? Or was Arius more culpable for saying, the

Son was a creature, and from nothing, than another who

says, he is not consubstantial with the Father, nor one God

with him, or the like; when it is so very manifest, and

hath been proved above, that they are only different ex-

' Script. Doctr. p. 276, 279. b Sec Script. Doctr. p. 465. first cd.

M
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pressions of the same thing? I can think but of three

reasons (I speak not of particular views, or motives) why

any man should condemn Arius for declaring the Son to

be e£ ouk ovtmt. Either because the proposition is false;

or because it is dubious; or because it is not, in express

words, contained in Scripture.

If the Doctor believed it false, he could not, consist

ently, disown the consubstantiality and coeternity ; if he

thought it dubious, he must have observed a neutrality in

this controversy ; which he has not done : the third rea

son would bear too hard upon many of the Doctor's fifty-

five Propositions. The conclusion, which I draw from

these premises, pursuant to the Query laid down, is, that

- the learned Doctor, in condemning Arius, has implicitly

condemned himself. It was as necessary to take notice

of this, as it is to take off disguises, and to prevent a

reader's being misled byfair pretences. Let things ap

pear what they really are, without art or colouring ; and

then, if you can make any advantage of them, in God's

name, do so; and, if your cause be just, it will thrive the

better for it.

Query XV.

Whether he also must not, of consequence, affirm of the Son,

that there was a time when he was not, since God must

exist before the creature; and therefore is again self-con

demned, (see Prop. 16. Script. Doctr.) And whether he

does not equivocate in saying, a elsewhere, that the second

Person has been always with the first ; and that there

has been no time, when he was not so : and lastly, whe

ther it be not a vain and weak attempt to pretend to any

middle way between the orthodox and the Arians; or to

carry the Son's divinity the least higher than they did,

without taking in the consubstantiality f

1 COULD have been willing to have had this, and other

the like Queries, relating more to the Doctor himself,

• Script. Doctr. p. 438. first cd.
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than to the cause, dropped. But since you have thought

fit to publish them, presuming yourself able to defend the

Doctor in every thing ; you have brought a kind of ne

cessity upon me, of showing how little ground you have

for your assurance in this particular ; and that the Doctor

will still want some better advocate.

He condemns, in his b Scripture Doctrine, those " who

" pretending to be wise above what is written, and in-

" trading into things which they have not seen, have pre-

" sumed to affirm, that there was a time when the

" Son was not." Who would think, after this, that

he should be the man who should presume to do it ? Yet

nothing is more evident than that he denies the eternity of

the Son ; which is the very same as to affirm, that " there

" was a time when the Son was not." He denies it, by

plain consequence, in supposing the Son to be e£ oux omev,

as was shown under the last Query ; and besides, he ex

pressly says, in his c comments on the Athanasian Creed,

(which contain what himself subscribes to,) that " there

" are not three eternal Persons." It must indeed be

owned, that in his paper laid before the Bishops, July 2,

1714- he professes that the Son was " eternally begotten

" by the eternal will and power of the Father." But,

after a friend of his had discovered some uneasiness at that

passage, as looking like a retractation of his former opi

nion, and as admitting the Son's eternity, he "took

care to explain it away, and to signify that, though he

had said the Son was eternally begotten, he did not mean

it in the strict and proper sense. " My intention," says

he, " was not to assert any thing different from what I

" had before written ; but only to show that I did not in

" any of my books teach (as had by many been industri-

" ously reported) the doctrine of Arius, (viz. that the Son

" of God was a creature made out of nothing, just before

" the beginning of the world,) but that he was begotten

» Prop. vi. p. 279. alias 246.

t Script. Doctr. p. 429. This part is left out in his second edition.

4 Letters, Numb. 8.
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" eternally, that is, without any limitation of time, (&xpi-

" viof, nrpo y^ivan aiiovltov, .atpoattovlaig, tspo uravTiov aituyecv,)

" in the incomprehensible duration of the Father's eter-

" nity." This is too plain to need any comment.

I shall only observe to the reader, how the Doctor sin

gles out one particular point, wherein he differs from A-

rius ; whereas it is justly questionable whether that was

Arius's settled opinion or no. Any one that will be at

the pains to read over Arius's Letters, extant in eTheodo-

rit and fAthanasius, will easily see, that the principal

thing which stuck with him was the to iftiov, or o-uvatStoy,

the strict eternity or coeternity of the Son. As to other

lesser matters, he would easily have compounded with the

Catholics ; and would never have scrupled in the least to

carry the point as high as the Doctor does. He was con

tent, for the most part, to say, " There was a time when

" the Son was not," without defining the precise time of

his generation, or creation. To make it the more clearly

appear that he was perfectly of the Doctor's sentiments,

in this particular, it is observable, that he uses nearly the

very same words which the Doctor does : (s&xpovtDi, h»po

yjpivm X) itph ctlaivuiv, ' crpo wavTtov Tuiv ttltavtov) words, though

not exactly the same, yet full as high and strong as those

which the Doctor explains his own sense of eternity by.

So that the Doctor has no reason to disclaim Arius ; or

to endeavour to persuade the world that he differs from

him in any thing material relating to this controversy.

But to return. The words eternal, always, or the like, are

plain English words, and should either not be used in this

case at all, or used in their true and proper sense. You

apologize for it, as far as the matter will bear; but it would

be wiser, and better, and more ingenuous, to give that

point up. Let us hear, however, what you have to say.

t E. H. lib. i. cap. 5. f Dc Synod. Arim. p. 729.

» Epiat. apud Athauas. p. 730.

h Athanas. ibid. Theod. cap. v. p. 21.

' Confess. Arii ct Euz. apud Sozom. 1. ii. c. 27. p. 395.
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" God could eternally act ; that is, could in any point

" of duration of his own existence exercise his eternal

" power and will in producing beings and therefore

" beings distinct from the one supreme God may be said

" to be eternal, as far as we are able to reason about eter-

" nity, (I mean as it is a negative idea,) so that we can-

" not conceive time when they were not." (P. 61.) What

a number of words are here, only to tell us, in a round

about way, that the Son is 720/ eternal. What is this ne

gative eternity, but no eternity ? And why are not angels

or archangels called eternal, since we know not precisely

when they were made, nor in what time they began to

exist ; which is all the meaning of this new sort of eter

nity. Besides, is not every creature produced in some

" point of duration," in which God exercises his "eternal

" power and will" upon them ? Are they therefore eter

nal? As to your intimating of the Son, that " we cannot

" conceive \ime when he was not," it is not true, upon

your principles. We can conceive it as well of him as of

any other creature, angel, or archangel ; if he was made

in time, that is, if he was made at all. We can conceive,

and must conceive, that there were millions and millions

of ages backwards ; an eternity, a parte ante, before he

came into being. I hope you intended not any equivo

cation in the word time : but if you did, it is only putting

duration in the room of it, and then all will be right.

The Arians would have been content to have had but one

moment of time admitted for the Father to be prior, and

to will the existence of the Son. This would have been

enough to make the generation of the Son sit easy upon

their minds. But the misfortune was, that one moment's

priority of time must infer an infinite priority. The Arians

saw it, and submitted to it : the Catholics abhorred the

thought, and could not bear the impiety of making the

Son of God a creature.

You endeavour to show that Dr. Clarke takes a middle

way between the orthodox and the Arians ; by which you
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only happen to show how little you have been acquainted

with the forms, creeds, and confessions of the ancient

Arians. The first k instance you give of the Doctor's mid

dle way is, that he does not plainly and directly say that

the Son was created; he denies him to be e£ oux ovtwv.

But herein he only copies after many of the ancient Ari

ans ; who, when accused by the Catholics of making the

Son a creature, rejected the charge with great disdain ;

having this reserve, 1 not a creature, like other creatures

which are created mediately by the Ao'yoj ; the same eva

sion, which you are pleased to adopt for your own, (p. 60.)

And it was m frequent with the Arians to deny the Son

to be f£ oux ovtojv, or even to anathematise those that

should affirm it. A second instance you give, of the Doc

tor's refining upon the Arians, is in the point of the Son's

eternity, (p. 61.) But I have shown you that he does

not so much as go beyond Arms himself in that point :

besides that the n ancient Arians condemned those that

should presume to say, that " there was a time when the

" Son was not," equivocating upon the word time. Both

your instances, you see, fail you, being neither of them

sufficient to the purpose.

But, to set this matter in a somewhat clearer light, it

may not be improper, in this place, to exhibit a draught

or representation of the Arian tenets or principles ; by

which it will appear what Arianism really is, when pur

sued in its remotest consequences ; and what the differ

ence is between those who only admit some part of it,

(as the Doctor and yourself,) and those who receive the

whole.

k Pag. 60.

1 Sec Socrat. E. H. 1. ii. c. 10. p. 73. Hieron. Dial. contr. Lucif. p. 300.

™ See Arian Creeds. Athanas. p. 738. Socrat. 1. ii. c. 8, 19, 30. Soma.

1.iii. c. 11.

t See Arian Creeds. Athanas. p. 738. Socrat. 1. ii. c. 18, 19. Sozom. 1. iii.

e. 11.
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0 Positions of some or other of the Arians in respect of

the Son.

1 . Not P consubstantial with God the Father.

2. Not 1 coeternal, however begotten before all ages, or

without any known limitation of time.

3. Of a distinct inferior nature, however otherwise per

fectly like the Father.

4. Not strictly and essentially God, but partaking of the

Father's divinity.

5. A creature of the Father's, however unlike to the

rest of the creatures, or superior to them.

6. 'Not like the Father; but in nature and substance

like other creatures.

7. 'Made in time ; there having been a time when he

was not, made from nothing.

8. ' Far inferior to the Father in knowledge, power, and

perfections.

9. Mutable in his nature, as a creature, though un

changeable by decree.

10. Dependent on the good pleasure of the Father, for

his past, present, and future being.

11. Not knowing the Father perfectly, nor himself: his

knowledge being that of a creature, and thereforefinite.

12. Made a little before the world was made ; and for

the sake of those that should be after him.

These are the Arian principles brought down as low as

they can well go. Arius, the author and founder of the

sect, seems to have gone through all those steps at the

first : and indeed all of them, except the last, hang to

gether ; and are but the necessary consequences of each

• Athanas. p. 282, 398, 728. Sozom. 1. i. c. 15. Theod. Haret. Fab. 1. iv.

P This was agreed to unanimously.

' This point disputed by the Psathyrians. Theod. Haeret. Fab. 1. iv. c. 4.

p. 238.

' This denied by all but those called Anomseans.

• Tbii denied, in words, by many.

' Few bold enough to maintain expressly this or any of the following

propositions.
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other. Those that stopped in the midway, or sooner,

might be more pious and modest, but less consistent men.

A little experience convinced, as well Arius himself as his

followers, that those positions, all together, were too

grating upon, and too shocking to every pious Christian

at that time. And therefore (without considering how

one depended on another, or how a principle could be

maintained, and yet its plain, necessary consequences

disowned) they immediately went to work, to cut off

what should appear most offensive, and retain only what

might sound tolerably ; especially when worded in ambi

guous or Catholic terms.

The nine last particulars were for some time, and by

the Arians in general, waved, dropped, not insisted on,

(as being too gross to take,) or else artfully insinuated

only, under specious and plausible expressions. The first

they all owned, and insisted the most upon ; having many

pretences to urge against consubstantiality, either name or

thing. The second and thirdthcy divided upon, as to the

way of expression; some speaking their minds plainly,

others with more reserve ; not so much denying the co-

eternity, as forbearing to affirm it. This was the method

which the Arians took to propagate their heresy. We

need not wonder if they were often forced to make use

of collusions, equivocations, and double entendres. For,

being obliged, for fear of offence, to use Catholic words,

though without a Cutholic meaning ; and to maintain

their main principle, without seeming to maintain its ne

cessary consequences ; (nay, seeming to deny and reject

them ;) it could not be otherwise. And not only the Ca

tholics frequently complain of those smooth gentlemen,

but some even of their u own party could not endure such

shuffling; thinking it became honest and sincere men,

either to speak out, or to say nothing. Of this kind were

Aetius and Eunomius, with their followers, called Ano-

maeans, and Exoucontii ; being indeed no other, in respect

" See Epiphan. Hares. lxxvi. p. 916.
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to the Son's divinity, than such as Arius was at first ; and

speaking almost as plainly and bluntly as he did. After

the disguises, and softenings, and colourings had been

carried on so long, till all men of sense saw plainly that

it was high time to leave off trifling, and to come from

words to things; and that there was no medium, but

either to settle into orthodoxy, or to sit down with the

pure Arians and Anomaeans, (if they would determine

any thing, and be sincere and consistent men,) some chose

the former, and some the latter, according as they more

inclined to one way, or the other. There is certainly

no medium betwixt orthodoxy and Arianism, (for x Semi-

Arianism, if so understood, is perfect nonsense and con

tradiction,) there being no medium between God and

creature, between unmade and made. Men may conceal

their sentiments, suppress consequences, and speak their

minds but by halves; and so one Arian may be more

cautious or more artful than another : but, in truth and

reality, every man that disowns the consubstantiality,

rightly understood, is as much an Arian as Eunomius or

Aetius, or any of the ancient Arians were; or even as

Arius himself, excepting only some few particulars, which

were not his standing and settled opinions.

In fine, there is but one middle way to take between

the orthodox and the Arians, and that is, to avoid deter

mining on either side ; to leave the point in medio, and to

suspend assent to either; to believe as much, and as high,

as any of the Arians did; and as to the rest, neither to

believe nor disbelieve it. But this is not the case, either

with the Doctor or yourself. You have declared against

the consubstantiality, and the proper divinity of Christ, as

well as coeternity : and are therefore so far from refining

upon, that you really come short of many of the ancient

Arians ; though, to do you justice, you are the more con

sistent with yourselves for it. I have now sufficiently

t Semi-Arianus, et Scmi-Deus, ct Semi-crcatura pcrinde monstrn ct por

tent* sunt, quie sani ct pii oiunes mcrito eihnrmit. Bull. V. F. p. 2H4.

»
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vindicated every part of the Query ; having shown, that

the equivocation, in respect of the Son's eternity, is justly

chargeable upon the Doctor; and that he has not ob

served a neutrality in this dispute; nor carried the point

higher than the ancient Arians ; but has really and fully

given into their sentiments, and therein determined against

the Catholic Church. The use which I make of this, at

present, is to observe to the reader ;

i. That the Doctor has not invented any new or more

excellent scheme than was thought of, considered, and

condemned, near fourteen hundred years ago, by a very

wise, numerous, and unbiassed council. 2. That he can

not justly cite any Catholic, Post-Nicene writer, (nor

perhaps Ante-Nicene,) as certainly favouring his main

doctrine. 3. That his attempt to reconcile the Nicene

and Athanasian Creeds to Arianism, formed in direct op

position to it, is endeavouring to bring light and darkness,

and the most irreconcileable inconsistencies to meet toge

ther. This for the present : the future use I shall make

of it is to come directly to the point in question: for

when it is certainly known what the drift, design, and

meaning of an author is, much pains may be spared, and

a dispute shortened.

I hardly know whether strict method would permit me

to take notice of the latter part of your Reply, (contained

in pages 62, 63, 64.) it is so wide and foreign. You must

haye had a great mind to say something of eternal gene

ration ; otherwise you would never have introduced it in

a place so improper. The pretence is, that we equivocate

in talking of eternal generation ; and therefore it is proper

to retort it upon us, in answer to a charge of equivocation.

But wherein do we equivocate, or do any thing like it ?

Is it in the word eternal ? But we undoubtedly mean it in

the strict and proper sense. Is it in the word generation?

That is a word of latitude, capable of more senses than

one. We use it in the sense which has prevailed in the

Church fifteen hundred years ; and in a proper sense, ac

cording to the rule of Tertullian, Omnis origo parens est.

:
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And where then is the impropriety or equivocation in the

word generation, as used by us ? True, it is not the same

with human generation. But who will pretend that human

is to be the measure and standard of all generation ? Ge

neration, you say, implies beginning ; and yet we call it

7 eternal. Admit that it did so; yet, till that can be

made appear, we may be very sincere in calling it eternal,

intending no equivocation : you have not proved that all

generation implies beginning ; and what is more, cannot.

You endeavour to make the notion of it absurd; but, un

less you can demonstrate the absurdity of it, how will

you charge us with equivocation ; which was the point ?

All you have to say turns only upon your misconstruc

tion of, I should say equivocation in, the word individual ;

which, you must needs know, we understand not in your

sense of it ; unless we are weak enough to suppose Fa

ther and Son to be one Person. You make another argu

ment, by equivocating in the word production; which if

we use at all, we always take care to explain to a good

sense ; and never once imagine, that the eternal genera

tion is a temporal production. You are very unhappy, to

equivocate all the way, while you are retorting the charge

of equivocation ; besides that, could you have retorted it

in a handsomer manner, it would not have been pertinent,

because it comes out of place. For your proper part

here is, not so much to object against our scheme, as to

defend your own : please to clear your own hypothesis

first ; and then we may hear what you can say against

ours. The Church of Christ has been in possession of

the present prevailing doctrines, at least, for fourteen hun

dred years : it concerns us, before we part with them, to

see that we may have something better in their stead.

What if the Catholic doctrine has some difficulties ? Has

J Mh %DMtznx TiZ u'uZ auras'i^t; ritts Xtytmft uXXa a£j»« y't-

r» -s:,- }t*attrvrns wtraft6o, rw fiwtytttZt * warh^, t ytttafas air». iutS«f uZir

airis ftitu. Cyril. Catech. xi. p. 145.



A DEFENCE Qu. xv.

Arianism none ? Or must we change the former for the

latter ? No ; let us first consider whether Arianism has

not more and greater ; and then perhaps we may see rea

son enough to keep as we are.

It is an usual thing with many, (moralists may account

for it,) when they meet with a difficulty which they can

not readily answer, immediately to conclude that the

doctrine is false, and to run directly into the opposite

persuasion : not considering that they may meet with

much more weighty objections there than before ; or that

they may have reason sufficient to maintain and believe

many things in philosophy or divinity, though they can

not answer every question which may be started, or every

difficulty which may be raised against them. As to the

point we are upon ; while some are considering only the

objections against the doctrine of the Blessed Trinity,

(how three can be one ; how the Son could be generated ;

how person and being can be different; and the like;)

they imagine presently, that the world, in a manner, has

been hitherto miserably mistaken ; and that they are the

happy men, who see clearly how, and why. Let but the

very same men have patience awhile, and not embark in

the opposite cause, till they are able to find out a truer

and a juster scheme, and to clear it of all considerable

difficulties ; I say, let them but do thus, and then, I am

persuaded, they will be much less sanguine in their pur

suit of novelties. In the present controversy there are

three schemes, which I may call Catholic, Sabellian, and

Arian : one of the three must, in the main, be true. The

way to know which, is to weigh and consider the diffi

culties attending each respectively; and to balance them

one against another. The advocates of the two latter

have performed reasonably well, in the offensive part;

and especially against each other: but have neither of

them yet been able to defend tolerably their respective

schemes ; nor, I suppose, ever will be. But I proceed.
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Divine w

To the one God.

Thou shalt have no other gods

before me, Exod. xx. 3.

Thou shale worship the Lord

thy God, and him only shalt thou

serve, Matt. iv. 10.

ship due

To Christ.

They worshipped him, Luhe

xxiv. 52. Let all the angels of

God worship him, Heb. i. 6.

That all men should honour

the Son, even as they honour the

Father, John v. 23.

Query XVI.

Whether by these (of the first column) and the like texts,

adoration and worship be not so appropriated to the one

God, as to belong to him only ?

THIS is a very material inquiry, relating to the object

of religious worship; than which nothing can be of

greater concernment. Here, therefore, if any where, we

might expect and demand of you a very full, clear, and

satisfactory answer. I shall examine your answer, in due

time and place. But, first, it will be proper to show

what reasons we have to think that all religions worship

is appropriated to God only. I shall inquire into the

sense of Scripture, in this article; and next proceed to

the judgment and practice of the ancient Church, the best

comment upon Scripture.

Exod. xx. ver. 3. hath been already produced. The words'

are, " Thou shalt have no other gods before (or besides)

" me." Which is farther explained, ver. 5. (the reason be

ing the same, both with respect to images and false gods,)

" Thou shalt not bow down to them, nor serve them z."

All acts of religious worship are forbidden to be otTered to

any other being, besides the one supreme God : to him they

are appropriated, to him only. So Deut. vi. 13. " Thou shalt

" fear the Lord thy God, and serve him:" and again, Deut.

x. 20. " Thou shalt fear the Lord thy God; him shalt thou

" serve." Which is quoted and explained by our blessed

■ Set also Exod. xxii. 20. xxxiv. 14. Dan. iil. 28.

m 2
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Lord himself, in these words : " Thou shalt worship the

" Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve," Matth. iv.

10. This was said in answer to Satan, who did not pretend

to be supreme, nor desire to be acknowledged as such : (see

Luke iv. 6.) all he required was, that a solemn outward

act of adoration and worship should be paid him: and

the reason given for refusing it is not that he was a bad

spirit, an enemy to God ; or that God had not commanded

that he should be worshipped ; but the reason is general,

that none are to be worshipped, but God only. And

that these and the like texts were intended to exclude all

beings, beside the one supreme God, from being wor

shipped, either at that time, or at any time after, appears,

not only from the reason of the thing, but from plain

Scripture. " Before me was there no God formed, neither

" shall there be after me," Isa. xliii. 10. " If there arise

" among you a prophet, or a dreamer of dreams, and giveth

" thee a sign or wonder, and the sign or wonder come to

" pass, whereof he spake unto thee, saying, Let us go after

" other gods, (which thou hast not known,) and let us serve

" them; thou shalt not hearken," 8cc. Deut. xiii. 1, a, 3.

The worship of the same one God, exclusive of all others, is

by this for ever made unchangeable: miracles could not be

sufficient to give credit to any one who should pretend to

introduce another object of worship, or to set up another

god, beside the one supreme God. All creatures what

ever are hereby effectually precluded from receiving any

religious homage and adoration. This is confirmed by

St. Paul, (Rom.i. 21.) &c. who censures those that "knew

" God," (that is, acknowledged one supreme God,) " and

" yet glorified him not as God," because " they served the

" creature more than (or besides) the Creator, who is bless-

" edforever." Wherein the Apostle plainly intimates, that

the Creator only is to be served; and that the idolatry of the

heathens lay in their worshipping of the creature. He does

not blame them for giving sovereign or absolute worship

to the creatures, (they could hardly be so silly as to ima

gine there could be more than one supreme God,) but for
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giving any worship at all, sovereign or inferior, absolute

or relative, to any thing but the creature. To the same

purpose, Gal. iv. 8. he condemns those who " did service

" unto them, which by nature were no gods:" which text

I shall take care to explain particularly in another place.

All this is confirmed and illustrated by the angel, (Rev. xix.

1O. xxii. 9.) who refused to receive so much as the out

ward act of adoration ; giving this rule and maxim upon

it, " Worship God :" intimating thereby, that God only is

to be worshipped ; that all acts of religious worship are ap

propriated to God only. He does not say, Worship God,

and whom God shall appoint to be worshipped ; as if he

had appointed any besides God : nor, Worship God with

sovereign worship ; as if any inferior sort of worship was

permitted to be paid to creatures : but simply, plainly,

and briefly, Worship God. To this I may add, that the

reasons which God insists upon and inculcates, in the Old

Testament, why he, and he alone, in opposition to all

others, is to be worshipped, are such as exclude all crea

tures. His being Jehovah, a Creator, Sustainer, Preserver

of all things, having no God before him nor after him,

and the like.

This is the Scripture-account of the object of worship :

there is neither rule nor example in it for the worshipping

any creature whatever ; but all the texts relating to this

matter are full, strong, and clear for the worship of God

only. Now, whatever reasons human wisdom may in

vent for the worshipping of creatures, besides the Creator,

(as Celsus and Porphyry of old, and the Romanists of

later times have pretended,) those are never to be set

against a clear and plain law ; or opposed to the unerring

wisdom of God, who best knows to whom worship is

proper to be paid, and to whom not.

I shall not here argue the point from the nature of the

thing itself. I will suppose (without granting) that crea

tures may be wise enough to know, ready enough to

Sec Isa. xl. xlr. 5, 6, 7. 2 Kings xix. 15. Jet. x. 10, 11, 12.

M 3
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hear, and able to relieve our wants, at any distance. I

will suppose also, that one creature may be appointed to

bear rule, and to have dominion over many ; as some

have thought particular angels to preside over such and

such kingdoms or countries. I will suppose likewise,

that it may seem to human wisdom very fit and proper,

that such creatures as can assist, or have the charge of

others, should be respected, worshipped, and adored by

them. I will suppose also, that we may be so ignorant

as not to perceive any great harm in these suppositions,

from the nature of the thing, barely and singly considered.

But God's " thoughts are not our thoughts:" he has been

pleased to enter an express caveat and prohibition in the

case; and has, no doubt, good reason for it. Possibly

he may apprehend it to be more for his own glory, and

more for our good, that our whole worship and service

be paid to him, than a part only. Possibly he may know,

(such is human infirmity,) that if any part, or kind, or de

gree of religious worship was permitted to be given to

creatures, it might insensibly alienate our minds from the

Creator; or eat out all our reverence and respect for God.

Or, it may be, that while our acknowledgments are or

dered to be paid to him, and to him alone, we may thereby

be induced to live more in dependence on him ; become

more immediately united to him ; and have the greater

love and esteem for him. He will not, perhaps, leave his

favours in the hands, or in the disposal of his creatures,

lest we should forget whom we are principally obliged

to ; or lest we should imagine that he is not always every

where present, to hear all our petitions, and to answer

them, according to his own good pleasure. These, or a

thousand better reasons, infinite Wisdom may have, for

appropriating all acts of religious worship to God. It is

sufficient for us to know that he has done it : and of this

holy Scripture has given abundant proof, as we have be

fore seen.

Now I come to consider what you have to except

against so clear a truth. All is comprised in one short
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sentence ; one remarkable distinction. " Absolute su-

" preme honour is plainly appropriated to the person of

" the Father only, (by Exod. xx. 3. Matt. iv. 10.) as the

" absolute supreme Being, or the one God." (P. 94.)

From which I am to infer, that relative inferior worship

may be paid to the creatures, notwithstanding what has

been urged, from the whole tenor of Scripture and anti

quity, to the contrary. This is the famed distinction,

pleaded by the heathens of old, for Pagan, by the Ro

manists of late, for Popish, and by you, for Arian idola

try. I shall endeavour to convince you how little there

is, either of truth or probability, in this so celebrated dis

tinction; and then put an end to the argument of this

Ouery.

You set out unfortunately under a mistake, as if we

were inquiring about respect and esteem, when the ques

tion is entirely about acts of religious worship. My words

were worship and adoration : instead thereof you put ho

nour, an ambiguous word ; and so slip over the difficulty,

which you was pinched with ; and insensibly lead your

reader off from the point it concerned you to speak to.

Please to remember that we are disputing about acts of

worship, religious worship. Let us keep to the terms we

began with ; lest, by the changing of words, we make a

change of ideas, and alter the very state of the question.

This being premised, now I come directly to the point in

hand. Your pretence is, that ultimate, absolute, supreme,

sovereign worship is due to the Father only ; mediate, re

lative, inferior, petty worship may be paid to creatures :

the outward acts and circumstances supposed alike in

both, so far as to make them religious, not civil worship.

Your considering the Father as supreme, and your intend

ing him the highest respect imaginable, are to make his

worship become supreme, absolute, sovereign worship : but

your considering another being as inferior, dependent, and

a creature only, and your intending him no more than a

proportionate respect, arc to make the worship of him be

come inferior, relative, petty worship. Worship therefore

M 4
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is to take its quality from the esteem and intention of the

worshipper, and is to be supposed higher and lower ac

cordingly. This, I think, is your real and full meaning,

in as few and as plain words as I am capable of expressing

it. In answer to it, I observe as follows.

1. I can meet with nothing in Scripture to countenance

those fine-spun notions. Prayer we often read of ; but

there is not a syllable about absolute and relative, supreme

and inferior prayer. We are commanded to pray fer

vently and incessantly ; but never sovereignly or absolute

ly, that I know of. We have no rules left us about rais

ing or lowering our intentions, in proportion to the dignity

of the objects. Some instructions to this purpose might

have been highly useful ; and it is very strange, that, in a

matter of so great importance, no directions should be

given, either in Scripture, or at least in antiquity, how to

regulate our intentions and 7neanings, with metaphysical

exactness ; so as to make our worship either high, higher,

or highest of all, as occasion should require.

2. But a greater objection against this doctrine is, that

the whole tenor of Scripture runs counter to it. This

may be understood, in part, from what I have observed

above. To make it yet plainer, I shall take into consi

deration such acts and instances of worship, as I find laid

down in Scripture ; whether under the old or new dispen

sation.

Sacrifice was one instance of worship required under

the Law; and it is said, " He that sacrificeth unto any god,

" save unto the Lord only, he shall be utterly destroyed."

Exod. xxii. 20. Now suppose any person, considering

with himself that only absolute and sovereign sacrifice was

appropriated to God, by this law, should have gone and

sacrificed to other gods, and have been convicted of it be

fore the judges; the apology he must have made for it,

I suppose, must have run thus : " Gentlemen, though I

" have sacrificed to other gods, yet I hope you will ob-

" serve, that I did it not absolutely : I meant not any ab-

" solute or supreme sacrifice, (which is all that the Law
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" forbids,) but relative and inferior only. I regulated my

" intentions with all imaginable care, and my esteem with

" the most critical exactness : I considered the other gods,

" whom I sacrificed to, as inferior only, and infinitely so ;

" reserving all sovereign sacrifice to the supreme God of

" Israel." This or the like apology must, I presume,

have brought off the criminal with some applause for his

acuteness, if your principles be true. Either you must

allow this, or you must be content to say, that not only

absolute supreme sacrifice, (if there be any sense in that

phrase,) but all sacrifice was, by the Law, appropriate to

God only.

Another instance of worship is making of vows, reli

gious vows. We find as little appearance of your famed

distinction here, as in the former case. We read nothing

of sovereign and inferior, absolute and relative vows ; that

we should imagine supreme vows to be appropriate to

God, inferior permitted to angels, or idols, or to any crea

ture.

Swearing is another instance much of the same kind

with the foregoing. Swearing by God's name is a plain

thing, and well understood : but if you tell us of sove

reign and inferior swearing, according to the inward re

spect or intention you have, in proportion to the dignity

of the person by whose name you swear, it must sound

perfectly new to us. All swearing which comes short in

its respects, or falls below sovereign, will, I am afraid, be

little better than profaneness.

Such being the case in respect of the acts of religious

worship already mentioned, I am now to ask you, what

is there so peculiar in the case of invocation and adora

tion, that they should not be thought of the same kind

with the other? Why should not absolute and relative

prayer and prostration appear as absurd as absolute and

relative sacrifice, vows, oaths, or the like ? They are acts

and instances of religions worship, like the other; appro

priated to God in the same manner, and by the same

laws, and upon the same grounds and reasons. Well
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then, will you please to consider, whether you have not

begun at the wrong end, and committed an uj-egov wpoVepov

in your way of thinking ? You imagine that acts of reli

gious worship are to derive their signification and quality

from the intention and meaning of the worshippers ;

whereas the very reverse of it is the truth. Their mean

ing and signification is fixed and determined by God him

self; and therefore we are never to use them with any

other meaning, under peril of prol'aneness or idolatry.

God has not left us at liberty to fix what sense we please

upon religious worship, to render it high or low, absolute

or relative, at discretion ; supreme when offered to God,

and if to others inferior; as when to angels, or saints, or

images, in suitable proportion. No ; religion was not

made for metaphysical heads only ; such as might nicely

distinguish the several degrees and elevations of respect

and honour among many objects. The short and plain

way, which (in pity to human infirmity, and to prevent

confusion) it has pleased God to take with us, is to make

all religious worship his own; and so it is sovereign of

course. This I take to be the true scriptural, as well as

only reasonable account of the object of worship. We

need not concern ourselves (it is but vain to pretend to it)

about determining the sense and meaning of religious

worship. God himself has took care of it ; and it is al

ready fixed and determined to our hands. It means,

whether we will or no, it means, by divine institution

and appointment, the divinity, the supremacy, the sove

reignty of its object. To misapply those marks of dig

nity, those appropriate ensigns of divine majesty ; to com

pliment any creature with them, and thereby to make

common what God has made proper, is to deify the works

of God's hands, and to serve the creature instead of the

Creator, God blessed for ever. We have no occasion to

talk of sovereign, absolute, ultimate prayers, and such

other odd fancies : prayer is an address to God, and does

not admit of those novel distinctions. In short, then,

here is no room left for your distinguishing between sove
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reign and inferior adoration. You must first prove, what

you have hitherto presumed only and taken for granted,

that you are at liberty to fix what meaning and significa

tion you please to the acts of religious worship ; to make

them high or low at discretion. This you will find a very

difficult undertaking. Scripture is beforehand with you ;

and, to fix it more, the concurring judgment of the ear

liest and best Christian writers. All religious worship is

hereby determined to be what you call absolute and sove

reign. Inferior or relative worship appears now to be

contradiction in sense, as it is novel in sound ; like an in

ferior or relative God. To what hath been said I may

add a few farther considerations from Scripture. The

Apostles Barnabas and Paul, when the bLycaonians would

have done sacrifice unto them, did not tell them that sa

crifice was of equivocal meaning; and that they might

proceed in it, provided only that they would rectify their

intentions, and consider them as apostles only ; but they

forbade them to sacrifice to them at all. The angel, in

the Revelations, did not direct St. John to consider him

only as an angel, and then to go innocently on in his

uorship of him ; but he ordered him to worship God.

Our blessed Lord did not tell the Devil that all external

worship was equivocal, and might be offered to angels or

men, provided the intention was regulated, and respect

proportioned ; but he told him plainly that all religious

worship was appropriate to God. In fine, nothing is more

evident, than that the design, both of the Law and the

Gospel, was to establish this great truth, and to root out

creature-worship. " And this was," as Dr. Cudworth

rightly observes, " the grand reason why the ancient Fa-

" thers so zealously opposed Arianism ; because that

" Christianity, which was intended by God Almighty for

" a means to extirpate Pagan idolatry, was thereby itself

"paganized and idolatrized; and made highly guilty of

" that very thing which is so much condemned in the

1 Acts xiv.
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" Pagans, that is, creature-worship. This might be proved

" by sundry testimonies of Athanasius, Basil, Gregory

" Nyssen, Gregory Nazianzen, Epiphanius, Chrysostom,

" Hilary, Ambrose, Austin, Faustinus, and Cyril of Alex-

" andria ; all of them charging the Arians, as guilty of

" the very same idolatry with the Gentiles, or Pagans, in

" giving religious worship, even to the Word and Son of

" God himself, (and consequently to our Saviour Christ,)

" as he was supposed by them to be a creature0."

But in answer, perhaps, to this, it may be said, by such

as run things off in a confused manner, and do not stay to

distinguish, that certainly there is a wide and great dif

ference between giving honour to heathen idols, and do

ing it to our Saviour Christ, though a creature only. No

doubt but there is; and God forbid that any Christian

should say or think otherwise. But that is not the point.

The worship even of saints and angels is much preferable

to Pagan worship. But still they are both equally, though

not equally culpable, idolatry ; and are breaches of the

first Commandment. Whatever love, respect, gratitude,

&c. may be due for what our Lord and Saviour has

wrought for us, if he be still a creature, all cannot come

up to worship, which is appropriate to God alone. Well,

but it may be farther pleaded, that here is God's command

in the case, which makes it widely different from any of

the former. Very true ; there is so ; and we shall make

a proper use of that hereafter : but the question is, what

is the fundamental rule of religious worship ? Is it to wor

ship God only ? Or is it to worship God, and whomsoever

besides, God shall appoint to be worshipped? They who

pretend the latter must show some foundation, if they

can, in Scripture for it. Where is it intimated, either in

the Old or New Testament, that worship should be paid

to any besides God ? Neither the Law nor the Prophets,

neither Christ nor his Apostles ever intimated any thing

like it. Our Saviour did not say, Worship God, and

" Cudw. Intcll. Syst. p. 628.
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whomsoever God shall order to be worshipped ; nor did the

angel, in the Revelations, insinuate any such thing:

St. Paul never told us of serving the Creator, and whom

the Creator should nominate besides; but Creator only.

The like may be observed upon other occasions, where

this might have been properly intimated, but is constantly

omitted. Nothing therefore can be plainer, than that the

fundamental rule for worship is, that God only is to be

worshipped. All worship, inconsistent with this primary

and perpetual law, must, of consequence, appear idola

trous, either in the practice or the principle : and it is

thus that the Arians, following a Scripture-command, but

not upon Scripture-principles, and practising a Christian

duty upon a Pagan foundation of creature-worship, and

polytheism, stand charged with idolatry.

2. To confirm us farther in the truth of the principles

here asserted, I shall subjoin a second consideration, drawn

from the practice of the primitive martyrs ; who may be

presumed to have understood the principles of that religion,

for which they cheerfully laid down their lives. It is well

known, that they readily submitted to all kinds of tor

ment, and to death itself, rather than offer adoration, in

cense, or sacrifice, to the heathen deities. Now, if sovereign

worship be all that is appropriated to God; and if no

worship be sovereign, but what the inward intention, and

secret esteem of the worshipper make so ; how thought

less were they, to resist even unto blood, for fear of com

mitting a sin, which it was not possible for them to have

been guilty of? They could never have blundered so egre-

giously, as to have considered the heathen deities (which

they heartily despised) as supreme gods ; or to have in

tended them sovereign worship; and therefore could not

have been guilty of giving them that worship which is

appropriate to God. They had so mean and despicable

an opinion of the Pagan deities, that if the quality of the

worship is to be estimated from the secret esteem and in

tention of the worshipper, such acts of worship must have

dwindled into no worship in reality; hardly amounting to
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so much as an empty ceremonious compliment. Where

then was the harm of sacrificing to idols ? What law had

condemned it, if your principles be true? The outward

act being equivocal, this could not be interpreted sacrifice,

such as God had forbid to be offered to any but himself.

But those primitive saints were unacquainted with your

refined subtilties, having learned their logic from Scrip

ture, and the plain common sense and reason of mankind.

They knew that the signification of worship and sacrifice

depended not on their arbitrary esteem, or secret inten

tion ; but had been before fixed and determined by God.

To offer sacrifice to the heathen deities, was, by construc

tion and implication, declaring them to be immutable,

eternal, supreme, and strictly divine. They could not be

guilty of such a solemn lie, or commit such barefaced

profaneness and idolatry. They would not prostitute the

marks and characters of divinity to those who were by

nature no Gods; nor give that to idols, which was appro

priated to God only. This was their manner of reason

ing ; and this was right : for, indeed, upon the other

hypothesis, there is nothing so mean or low, but what a

man might pay religious worship to. For instance; pray

to angels, but consider them as angels, with proportionate

respect, and there will be no harm in it. Worship saints

departed, but intend them only such respect as is due to

saints, and all is right. Fall down before a crucifix with

humble prostration, but consider it as a crucifix, and intend

little or nothing by it, and all is well. These seem to me

the unavoidable consequences of this famed distinction,

and these are the uses which have actually been made of

it, since men have learned to be subtle, instead of wise;

and have departed from the fundamental maxim of re

vealed religion, that God alone is to be worshipped with re

ligious worship. The sum of what hath been said, on this

important article, may be comprised in the following par

ticulars.

l . That, under the Old Testament, all religious worship

was declared to belong to God only ; and upon such rea
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sons as exclude all creature-worship; namely, because he

is God, Jehovah, Eternal, Immutable, Creator, Preserver,

Sustainer, and Governor of all things.

2. That our blessed Lord made no alteration in this

law, but explained and confirmed it : his Apostles, after

him, inculcated the same thing, long after our Saviour's

exaltation and ascension; and an angel from heaven re

inforced it, thereby proclaiming its perpetual obligation.

No distinction of worship, mediate and ultimate, was ever

intimated ; nor of inferior and sovereign : but all religious

worship supposed to have one meaning, one significancy,

one object, viz. the divine nature; whether subsisting in

one Person, or more.

3. Such being the rule and standing law for religious

worship, none can have any right, title, or claim to wor

ship, but in conformity to the same rule.

4. If the Son of God be very God, Jehovah, Creator,

Sustainer, and Preserver of all things ; then he both may,

and ought to be worshipped, in conformity to the Scrip

ture-rule, and upon Scripture-principles : but if he be a

creature only, the worship of him is not consistent with

the fundamental rule both of the Law and the Gospel. In

a word; if the Son of God is to be worshipped, he is not a

creature : if a creature, he is not to be worshipped.

It remains now only to inquire, whether the primitive

Church, which had the same Scriptures that we have, and

better opportunities of knowing and understanding them,

made the same or the like conclusions from them. It is

an argument of no small importance; and therefore I

shall think it worth the while, to give you a brief sum

mary of the sentiments of the earliest Christian writers;

and in their own words, that every impartial reader may

be able to judge for himself.

Justin Martyr, giving account of the Christian worship,

saysplainly, " c We worship God alone;" and, "None but

" God ought to be worshipped."

• ©l« ftit fuitt w^uatutufut. Apohff.'y. C. 23. Tit Qtit ftittt iu ^ptravtur.

c.21.
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d Athenagoras, in like manner, speaks to this effect:

" We are not to worship the world, but the Maker of it;

" we worship not the powers of God, but their Creator

" and Governor."

Theophilus says, " I will honour the king, but I will

" not worship him. e I will worship God, the real and

" true God : no onie ought to be worshipped but God

" alone."

f Tatian, to the same purpose, though not so fully, says;

" The works of God, made for our sakes, I will not wor-

" ship."

sTertullian says, " What we worship is one God, who

" made the whole mass of things purely from nothing.

" I am commanded not to call any other, God, nor to

" adore, or in anywise worship any other besides that

" one."

h Clement of Alexandria has more to this purpose :

" Angels and men" (says he) " are the works of God's

" hands : let none of you worship the sun, but let him set

" his heart upon the sun's Creator : neither let him deify

" the world, but to the Maker of the world let his desires

" be. I seek after God, the Creator of the world, him

" that 1/ghted up the sun, and not after the creatures (Igya)

" which God hath made. The Gentiles ought to learn,

' Ov rturtt, t\XXa rit rt%virnv aurtu witffavvnritt, p. 55. Oi rt\i ivvd/uuf (rv

Qttv) Tftrtttrtf Sitawtutpttv, aWa rtv wttnrnv uiruv *a\ 2trvrtrnvt p. 56.

e ©l» 3t re/ ttrtit ©1w aai aX'iSi7 wuff*vvet——tia aXXa t%tt Xari vttvau-

Vi7rSat aXX' v) ft'tttt p. 30, 33.

f Anftiwiyiav rhv vir' aiirtv ytyttnftivqv nptit wptatuuv tl SiXw, p. 18.

Vid. et p. 79.

S Quod colimus, Deus unus est; qui totam molcm istam—de nihilo ex-

prcsait. Apol. c. 17.

Prascribitur mihi ue quem alium Veum dicam, uc quem alium ado-

rem, aut quoquo modo venerer, prater unicum illum qui ita mandat. Scorp.

c. iv. p. 4!i0. Rigalt.

h "AyytXti aa] &v§^ttwtt tvya Tttv tuarvXttt aurtu rtt HXitt rtf iiftiv

vrttravttiru, tlXXa rtv fiXiw wttnrht iwHrtSt'tr*. fttiii rtv atffttt iaSua^ir*, aXXa

rtv atfffitvv Infutttytt i6ri£qrnt'arti, p. 53. cd. Ox. Ttt attfttu infiutttytt, rtt nX'tw

Qttrttywytt Qttt iwi^nTtvt tt rt\ tfya ri Qitt, p. 59. Tttt "EAAtitaf %th 2ia V6ftwt

aai vrttQnrttt iaftavStLvnv tta fttttt r'tCuv ©ltt rtv ttrui ttra wavrtataTt^at p. 825.

Tt 3' iffi Stievaivut rt Stitt iic rns ttrui iiaattffutttl ttyuv n aat yvufius, p. 778.
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" from the Law and the Prophets, to worship the one

" only God, the necessarily-existing Almighty. This it

" is to worship the divine Being in true righteousness of

" practice and knowledge."

' Irenaeus expresses himself thus : " You ought to wor-

" ship the Lord your God, and to serve him alone, and to

" give no credit to him who deceitfully promised things

" which were not his own, saying; ' All these things will

" I give thee, if thou wilt fall down and worship me'

" The system of creatures is not under his dominion, since

" he himself is one of the creatures."

k Origen has a great deal to our purpose, in his book

against Celsus. I shall select a few passages : he blames

the Gentiles, " who from the stupendous greatness of the

" things in the world, and the beautiful order of creatures,

" (SiyuoupyiiaaTtov,) could not look up and consider that

" they ought to admire, worship, and adore him only that

" made them." In another place he says, " To worship the

" sun and the creatures of God (Qsou Sij/iiougy^aTa) is for-

" bidden us, who are taught, not to serve the creature

" besides the Creator." He observes, a little after that ;

" We ought not to honour those in the place of God, or

" of the Son of God." Which I take notice of here par

ticularly, that you may see how clearly Origen distin

guishes the Son from the S,jfwoupy,jjxaTa ©sou: as, indeed,

he does every where. In another place, he observes that

■ Dominum Deum tuum adorare oportet, et ipsi soli servire, et non credere

ei qui (also promisit ea, quse non sunt sua, dicens : Htre omnia tibi dabo, si

procidens adoraveru me.——Neque enim conditio sub ejus potestate est,

quandoquidem et ipse unus de ct eaturi* est, p. 320. cd. Bened.

k Oi ia rtv rnXtamrtv fwy&tut rii it r« a'irftu aai rtv KaWttt r£r infnUfya-

ftarm fth iutaftttti ataCXiipai aai Stapirai, trt wptavtuv aai Saufta^ut aai ACttt

xim rtt ravra wiw*tnatrat p. 158. rtZttt at rtt qAih, aai ra rtti &ttv

inuiWpyflftara vrt^ hfiut tt^rnytttvrat t^avatftuitis fth i.zttw.v rn ar'ttu wa^a

rtt kTifatrat p. 375.

I shall add another passage.

Olilut yij fi?Awav rtis rns ^"%lf tQSaXfttii rttwa ri'Clj ri Uutt raja rtt

uwtiuatitra itttit ati rt} rw watrtt iafiutvfyi, aai waiat lu%nt ataQttut Iai/mt,

p. 367.
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Cliristians are bred up to thoughts elevated far 1 above all

creatures, and might very justly disdain to worship any of

them. The like he remarks of the Jews, " that they

" were taught to m ascend up to the uncreated nature of

" God; to fix their eyes upon him only; and on him alone

" to rest all their hopes and expectations."

I might add many more testimonies, to the same effect,

from the Ante-Nicene writers ; but these are sufficient to

give us a just idea of their principles, in relation to the

object of worship. This we shall find run through them

all, that God alone is to be worshipped ; the Creator, in

opposition to all creatures whatever ; the to ©jiov, (as Cle

ment of Alexandria and Origen sometimes accurately ex

press it,) which also Tertullian seems to intimate, in the

words, quod colimus, above cited. The sum then of the

case is this : if the Son could be included, as being un

created, and very God ; as Creator, Sustainer, Preserver of

all things, and one with the Father; then he might be

worshipped upon their principles, but otherwise could

not. What their practice was, shall be considered in its

proper place. For the present, let it be a rule and maxim

with us, fixed, as far as Scripture and the concurring

judgment of antiquity can fix it, (besides what might be

justly pleaded from the reason of the thing,) that no kind

or degree of religious worship is due, or can be lawfully

paid, to any creature. The conclusion from all is ; if our

blessed Lord is a creature, n he is not to be worshipped ;

if he is to be worshipped, he is not a creature. Now we

may pass on.

1 TtSt 2$a%3itraf fittyaXsQuui wrt^ataSatnif watra vit inftttupyttfurra, Stc.

p. 237.
m 'AtaZk'tflif Iwt Tnr tiy'uartf 'rw Quu aiauv« fMt« Itt#ur, aat rif iw

avrtv ft*'im IXwiias tmtt^w. p. 189.

Compare p. 160. where Origen insists upon the necessity of elevating our .

thoughts and devotions above and beyond all created being, i, nrmiu ym-

riv, in one place, tratr« yttrrtS in the other. See also Clem. Alex. p. 809,

816. Ox. cd.

n KriVilut av'trpMrt tu Ttwaviu, dWa ituXtf itnrtrnv, aai arifffitti €>:tr.

Ath. Oral. ii. p. 491.
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Query XVII.

IVIiether, notwithstanding, worship and adoration be not

equally due to Christ; and consequently, whether it must

notfollow, that he is the one God, and not (as the Arians

suppose) a distinct inferior Being ?

YOU answer, that " equality of divine honour is never

" attributed in Scripture to the Son with the Father;"

and then, in proof of a matter of fact, you assign a reason

of your own devising ; " for then the Son would be abso-

" lutely equal with the Father, which is contrary to

" Scripture and reason," (p. 94.) But why do you not

keep close to the words of the Query, and to the point in

question? Worship and adoration are my words; not di

vine honour, which is ambiguous, and leads us off from

the argument in hand. Suppose it had been said sacri

fice: would you answer thus ? Equality of divine sacrifice

is never attributed, &c. Do not you see the impropriety ?

Well, but, as it is, you must say, equality of divine wor

ship is never attributed, &c. And then, pray tell me,

what you mean by equality or inequality of worship;

whether you mean longer or shorter prayers, more or less

frequent addresses, or any thing else. Be that as it will,

worship, religious worship, greater or smaller, longer or

shorter, has the same import and significancy; and speaks

the Person addressed to, to be divine: just as sacrifice,

whether offered once a year only or once a day, or whe

ther it were a lamb or only two young pigeons, carried the

same acknowledgment with it of the divinity, sovereignty,

and supremacy of the person to whom it was offered.

Now, worship being, as hath been said, an acknowledg

ment of the true God, in opposition to all creatures what

ever, which are by nature no gods ; and being offered to

the Father, not for the recognizing his personal properties,

as he stands distinguished from the Son and Holy Spirit,

but his essential perfections, common to all, and by which

he is distinguished from the creatures ; it is very manifest,

that if the Son is to be worshipped too, he is equally God,

N 3
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and true God, with the Father ; has all the same essen

tial excellencies and perfections which the Father hath,

and is at as great a distance from the creatures ; in oppo

sition to whom, and as a mark of his superior and in

finitely transcendent excellency, he is worshipped. If then

honour consists in the acknowledgment of his essential

perfections, equality of divine honour is attributed in

Scripture to the Son with the Father; because wor

ship is attributed to both, and is always of the same im

port and significancy, by God's own order and appoint

ment. But then you will say, the Son will be absolutely

equal with the Father; which you think inconsistent with

Scripture and reason. If you mean by absolutely equal,

that the Son must be the first Person, as well as the Fa

ther, I deny your inference : if any thing else, I allow it

to be true. The Son will be equal in all those respects,

for which worship is due to the Father himself. He will

be equally divine, equally eternal, immutable, wise, power

ful, &c. in a word, equally God and Lord. As to the

subordination of Persons in the same Godhead, that is of

distinct consideration ; and we may never be able per

fectly to comprehend the relations of the three Persons,

ad intra, amongst themselves; the ineffable order and

economy of the ever blessed coeternal Trinity. You

have many things to say, in hopes to lessen the honour

and worship attributed to the Son in holy Scripture. But

unless you could prove that no worship at all is to be

paid him, you prove nothing. However, that I may not

seem to pass any thing slightly over, I shall take the

pains to examine your exceptions.

As to what you say, to weaken the force of Joh. v. 23.

the answer to it will properly fall under a distinct Query ;

which is entirely upon it. You acite Phil. ii. 11. Joh. xiv.

13. against the Querist; as if it was any question betwixt

us, whether God was glorified in his Son; or whether the

honour of either did not redound to both. " It was," you

• Page 90.
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say, " the prayer of Christ to glorify his Father, and the

" Father only." But read that part of the prayer again,

and believe your own eyes, Joh. xvii. i. " Father, the

" hour is come, glorify thy Son, that thy Son also may

" glorify thee." How familiar, how equally concerned, as

well for his own, as his Father's glory. So again, a little

after ; " I have glorified thee on the earth : I have finished

" the work which thou gavest me to do. And now, O Fa-

" ther, glorify thou me with thine own self, with the glory

" which I had with thee, before the world was," Joh.

xvii. 4, 5. See also Joh. xiii. 31, 32. and then tell me

whether it was Christ's design, or desire, that his Father

only might be glorified. How could you miss such plain

things? You go on ; " The Father is the object, to which

" he commands us to direct our prayers." What ! Will

you dispute whether Christ is to be worshipped, or invo-

cated? Consider, I beseech you, Joh. v. 23. mentioned

above; recollect with yourself, that he is sometimes dis

tinctly and personally 0 invocated. Grace, mercy, and peace,

or grace and peace, or grace only, are frequently, in twenty

places of the New Testament c, implored of him, together

with the Father. He is to be worshipped and adored, as

well as the Father, by men, by d angels, by the e whole

creation. Glory and dominion for ever and ever are f as

cribed to him, as well as to the Father. This is the sense

of Scripture: I need not add, it being a thing so welf

known, the sense also of the earliest and best Christian

writers, who unanimously declare for the worship of

Christ ; and their practice was conformable thereto. And

now, that you may see how consistent those good men

were (suitably to their strict sincerity) with Scripture,

with themselves, and with each other ; I shall step a lit

tle aside, to show you upon what principles they might,

and did give religious worship to Christ.

b Acts v'li. 59. 1 Thess. iii. U. Rom. x. 13. 1 Cor. i. 2.

t See Clarke's Script. Doctr. ch. ii. sect. 4.

i< Hebr. i. 6. i= Rev. v. 8.

' 2 Pet. iii. 18. Rev. v. 13. Sec also Rev. vii. 10.

N 3
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We have heard Justin Martyr, before, declaring that

" God alone is to be worshipped." Very true: but then he

constantly teaches us that the Son is God ; and therefore

might consistently say, that the Son is to be f worshipped,

and, in the name of the whole Church, " we £ worship

" Father, Son, and the prophetic Spirit."

Athenagoras has before intimated that nothing less

than the h Creator of the world is to be worshipped. But

then he tells us too, that all things were ' created by the

Son: and therefore no wonder if, giving account, to the

emperor, of the God whom the Christians worshipped,

he kjoins the Son with the Father.

Theophilus declares, as before seen, for the worship of

God only; and says, the king is not to be worshipped,

because he is not God. But then, as to the Son, he 'owns

him to be God ; and therefore of consequence must sup

pose worship due to him.

Tatian teaches that God only is to be worshipped; not

m man, not the elements, not the creatures, Sij/xmpy/a. Very

good : but the Son who n created matter, and is ayyeXwv

fyfitovpyh;, might be worshipped notwithstanding.

Tertullian is so scrupulous, that he says, he will not so

much as call any other, God, but the God whom he wor

shipped, and to whom alone he pronounces all worship

due. But he must certainly include the Son in that only

God ; as every one knows who ever looked into his writ

ings : and accordingly he ° admits the worship of him.

Clement of Alexandria, as we have observed above,

P protests against the worship of creatures; and allows no

worship but to the Maker and Governor of all things.

f njt«vvnrtV, Apol. i. p. 94. Apol. ii. 35. Ox. Dial. pag. 191, 209, 231,

365. Jebb.

8 'E«T»f tv, Ktu t« wiz^ avrtv visv fXSfitro wttvfita ti ri VftQnrtait nCff-

fi.t-'tt *ai wftramtvfttt. Apol. i. p. 11.

a See the passage above, p. 176. 1 See above, p. 134.

k ©i« ayttrtf t« wwatJiV rtuil rtu ratirts atit ™ waf kuttv Xiytv, p. 122.

1 Pag. 130. °, Pag. 17, 18, 79. n See above, p. 134.

0 Apol. c. 21. Ad Uxor. 1. ii. c. 6. Adv. Jud. c. 7.

? Pag. 176.
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But then no man more 1 express than he, for the wor

shipping of God the Son. The reason is plain : the Son

is 'Maker and Governor of the world, and even Trotrroxpu-

Ta>p, according to this excellent writer.

Irenaeus likewise, as above cited, gives his testimony

for the worship of God only ; and against the worship of

any creature. But the same Irenaeus as constantly sup

poses the Son to be truly God, and one God with the

Father, and expressly s exempts him from the number of

creatures ; and therefore no wonder if he admits the Son

to be ' invocated, as well as the Father.

I shall observe the like of Origen, and then have done ;

referring the reader, for the rest, to the complete collec

tion of testimonies lately made by the learned u Mr. Bing

ham, with very judicious reflections upon them.

Origen, as we have seen above, declares for the wor

ship of the one God, in opposition to all creatures, Sij/xisp-

yij/xara, every thing created, ysvtiTov. But the good Father

had his thoughts about him : he clearly distinguishes the

Son from the S)]{xioupy^ara, or creatures; and, besides, ex

pressly makes him * ayenproj, uncreated, immutable, &c.

According to Origen, the Creator of the universe, and he

only, is to be worshipped/, pag. 367. Very well; and

look but back to page 308, and there the Son is * Creator

of the universe. So, in a another place, he tells us, we are

to worship him only who made (all) these things; and if

we inquire farther we shall find, in the same author, that

God the Son bmade all things, the very words. It is

therefore a very clear case, that Origen thought the Son

to have the fullest right and title to religious worship, the

same that the Father himself had, as being eternal, im

mutable, Creator and Governor of all things. And there-

* Vid. p. 31 1, 851. ed. Ox. ' Sec above, p. 134, 49.

• Vid. p. 153, 243. ed. Bened. t Pag. 166, 232.

■ Origin. Eccl. B. xiii. c. 2. t Contra Ccls. p. 287, 169, 170.

y T|5 watrtf tnfttiutyi l . * Anftttu^yi t rtvbi Ttv watrts.

■ TOiCut xpn ftnvtv rtf ravra wfrtina'trat p. 158.

b T« Xiytt rriw0inKittu wiirtv, *fa t watqj adt« ivim'Xar*, p. 63.

N4
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fore he speaks of his being c worshipped as God, by the

Magi; and calls it ti<reSeta, the very same word which

he uses, d speaking of the worship due to the Father. In

c another place, he speaks of the worshipping Father and

Son jointly as one God, and 'elsewhere mentions the

worship of the Son, in his distinct personal capacity. The

sum then of Origen's doctrine, as it lies in his book against

Celsus, (the most valuable of all his works, and almost

the only one to be entirely depended on, as giving the

true sense of Origen, or of the Church in his time,) is

contained in these particulars.

I . That God the Son, if a creature, or not Creator, or

not truly God, should not be worshipped at all.

a. That being truly God, and Creator, &c. he may be

worshipped; eitherjointly with the Father, as one to 0e7ov,

or distinctly, as one Person of the Godhead.

3. That though he be God, and Creator, yet the Father

is so primarily and eminently as Father, and first Person ;

and therefore the distinct worship of the Son, considered

as a Son, redounds to the Father, as the Head and Foun

tain of all. Hence it is, that, as the Father is primarily

and eminently God, Creator, and object of worship; so

also all worship is primarily and eminently the Father's :

and thus it is that I understand Origen, in a ^certain place

which has been often misinterpreted.

4. That the worship of the Son, considered as a Son, is

not an inferior worship, nor any other than proper divine

worship; being an acknowledgment of the same divine

c Pag. 46. Tnt us rtv r£t tXwv intittvpyit tvflGuat, p. 160.

p "Eta St ©rtp, w; aTt3t0w*aptt, Tm Tarifa xat Tm ulit Stfxrtvttitt, p. 386.

' Ev^tf&v Tw Xtytu rtv QuZ, ivvatiuf avrn taeturSat, p. 236. T» itxatw

UvTm Xtytv Ttv Gt0y <rftfxvnfrt/ctt, p. 239.

N. B. Here the translator (as it is usual with him to misrepresent such

passages as relate to the Son) renders Jjaxttn airit, ejus ministntm. The

sense is, dispenser of them, i. e. prophecies, just before mentioned.

S Amrtyttda it xat aljrtZ Ttv Xiytvt xat imt^ituSa , t^A^tfnfVt

xat Tfnru%tp&x il ixv ivt*p&a xaraxtvtm Tn; Ttfj Tpftv^t xufttXtfyas xat

xarazpttt>t, p. 233.

Vtd. Bull. D. F. p. 121. Bingham, Origin. Eccl. 1. xiii. c. 2. p. 45, &c.
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excellencies, and essential perfections communicated from

Father to Son : and hence it is, that there is still but one

worship, and one object of worship ; as one God, one Crea

tor, &c. by reason of the most intimate and ineffable union

of the two Persons ; which Origen himself h endeavours

to express in the fullest and strongest words he could

think on.

From what hath been said, we may know what judg

ment to make of the ancient doxologies. They ought cer

tainly to be understood according to the prevailing doc

trine of the primitive Church. They were different in

form, but had all one meaning; the same which I have

shown you from the primitive writers. The Arians were

the first who interpreted some of them to such a sense, as

either favoured creature-worship, or excluded the Son and

Holy Ghost from proper divi?ie worship. It was low

artifice to value one sort of doxology above another, only

because more equivocal; and to contend for ancient words,

in opposition to the ancient faith. The Catholics under

stood the subtilty of those men, and very easily defeated

it: first, by asserting the only true and just sense of

those doxologies, which the Arians had wrested to an

heretical meaning ; and next, by using, chiefly, doxologies

of another form ; which had been also of long standing in

the Church ; and which, being less equivocal, were less

liable to be perverted. But the subject of doxologies being

already in better hands, I shall here dismiss it, and pro

ceed.

You observe, that " it was the constant practice of the

" Apostles to pray and give thanks to God, through Je-

" sus Christ," (p. 91.) And so it is the constant practice

of the Church at this day. What can you infer from

h 'AmCiCiai ii rit it! waft ©i», 0 ar%traf aai Hiatfir*s, zti afu^irut

evro rlC*ti S.a ttw wpriyttvtf Iaiitw w'ir, rtv Qttv Xtyw ttat rtQias, &C. p. 382.

The same thought is thus expressed by Cyril.

M nrl J*a T■ rtfitar vit waTita v0fi'tCi'v, tV n T*r ittfutu^ynfui'rt#r vir vtit uwt-

wnuVwptv, aXX' us tatnj 3/ ttis ulm Tftrz#MiVSe, aki ftn fuifi£ir3« h rttravtn^

'it. Qfril. Catech. xi. p. 143. Oxon.
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thence ? That the Father and Son are not equal, or are

not to be equally honoured ? Nothing less : but, as the

Son stands to us under the particular character of Media

tor, besides what he is in common with the Father, our

prayers, 1 generally, are to be offered rather through him,

than to him : yet not forgetting or omitting, for fear of

misapprehension and gross mistakes, to offer prayers di

rectly to him, and to join him with the Father, in doxolo-

gies; as the ancient Church did, and as our own, God be

thanked, and other churches of Christendom still continue

to do. You add, that " whatever honour is paid to the

" Son, is commanded, on account of his ineffable relation

" to God, as the only begotten Son," &c. But this inef

fable relation is not that of a creature to his Creator; but

of a Son to a Father, of the same nature with him. This

may be styled ineffable : the other cannot, in any true or

just sense. If the Son is to be worshipped, as you seem

here to allow, it can be on no other account, but such as

is consistent with the Scriptures ; on the account of his

being one with the Father, to whom worship belongs;

and to whom it is appropriated in opposition to creatures,

not in opposition to him who is of the same nature with,

coessential to, and inseparable from him. The " wor-

" ship," you say, " terminates not in the Son." How

this is to be understood, and in what sense admitted, I

have explained above. Strictly speaking, no honour is

paid to either, but what redounds to the glory of both ;

because of their intimate union; and because both are but

one God. " But," you say, " the Father begat him :"

very well ; so long as he did not create him, all is safe :

the eternity, the perfections, the glory of both are one.

" And," you say, " gave him dominion over us." That

is more than you can prove ; unless you understand it of

Christ, considered as God-man, or Mediator.

In some sense every thing must be referred to the Fa

ther, as the first Person, the Head and Fountain of all.

' Sec Bull, D. F. p. 121. Fulgent. Fragm. p. 629, 633, 638, 642, &c.

•
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But this does not make two worships, supreme and in

ferior; being all but one acknowledgment of one and the

same essential excellency and perfection, considered pri

marily in the Father, and derivatively in the Son ; who,

though personally distinguished, are in substance undi

vided, and essentially one. All your arguments, on this

head, amount only to a petitio principii, taking the main

thing for granted; that a distinction of persons is the same

with a difference of nature ; and that a subordination of

the Son, as a Son, to the Father, implies an essential dis

parity and inequality betwixt them ; which you can never

make out. Instead of proving the Son to be a creature,

and that he is to be worshipped notwithstanding, (which

are the points you undertake,) all that you really prove is,

that the Son is not the Father, or first Person, nor consi

dered as the first Person in our worship of him ; which is

very true, but very wide of the purpose. What follows

in your reply, (p. 91, 92, 93.) does not need any farther

answer ; being either barely repetition, or comments on

your own mistake of the meaning of the word individual;

of which enough hath been said before. You are pleased

(pag. 94.) to make a wonder of it, that I should quote

Heb. i. 6. in favour of my hypothesis. But if you consi

der that the angels are there ordered to worship the Son ;

and that that text is a proof of the Son's being Jehovah

(see Psal. xcvii.) and that worship is appropriated to God

only, by many texts of Scripture, and the concurring sense

of antiquity, as I have shown above ; there will be little

farther occasion for wondering, in so clear a case. In that

very chapter (Heb. i.) it is sufficiently intimated what it

was that made the Son capable of receiving worship and

adoration. He is declared to have " made the worlds ;"

to be the "kshining-forth of his Father's glory, and the

" express image of his Person ;" and to " uphold all things

" by the word of his power," (ver. 2, 3.) Strong and lively

expressions of his divine, eternal, uncreated nature ; such

as might give him the justest claim to the worship and

adoration of men and angels. In the close, you have a
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remark about the error of Arius ; which, you say, " did

" not consist in making the Son distinct from, and really

" subordinate to the Father, (for that was always the

" Christian doctrine.") Here you come upon us with

general terms, and equivocal expressions ; leaving the reader

to apprehend that the Christian Church believed the Son

to be a distinct, separate, inferior being; in short, a crea

ture, as Arius plainly, and you covertly assert : whereas

there is not an author of reputation, among all the an

cients, before Arius, that taught or maintained any such

thing. A subordination, in some sense, they held; and

that is all ; not in Arius's sense, not in yours. Well, but

you proceed to tell us wherein his error consisted, viz.

" in presuming to affirm, upon the principles of his own

** uncertain philosophy, and without warrant from Scrip-

" ture, that the Son was e£ oux ovttdv, and that wots ore

" hx ijv." Arius had so much philosophy, or rather common

sense, as to think, and so much frankness and ingenuity,

as to confess, that there neither is nor can be any medium

between God and creature. He was not so ridiculous as

to imagine that God first made a substance, and then out

of that preexisting created substance made the Son; be

sides that, even this way, the Son had been, in the last

result, f£ oux orrwv : nor was he weak enough to believe

that any thing, ad extra, had been coeval or coeternal

with God himself. If he had, he need not have scrupled

to have allowed the like privilege to the Son; the first and

best of all Beings, except God himself, in his opinion.

But since you think your own philosophy so much bet

ter than Arius's, will you be so kind as to tell us plainly,

whether the Son be of the same divine substance with the

Father; or of some extraneous substance which eternally

preexisted; or from nothing? Thefirst you deny directly,

as well as Arius ; and the second also, by plain necessary

consequence : and why then should you differ upon the

third, which is the only one left, and must be true, if both

the other be false? If Arius was rash in affirming this, he

was equally rash in denying the Son's coeternity with the
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Father, and again in denying his consubstantiality ; and so

your censure of him recoils inevitably upon yourself.

Then, for the other error of Arius, in asserting that the

Son once was not; as having been produced, or created,

by the Father; in your way, you correct it thusk: True,

the Son was produced, brought into existence, had a be

ginning, and was not, metaphysically, eternal; but yet,

for all that, it was an error, in philosophy, for Arius to

say, that he once was not. Unhappy Arius ! detested by

his adversaries, and traduced by his own friends, from

whom he might reasonably have expected kinder usage.

Let me intreat you, hereafter, to be more consistent:

either value and respect the man, as the great reviver and

restorer of primitive Christianity ; or renounce his princi

ples, and declare him a heretic, as we do.

Query XVIII.

Whether worship and adoration, both from men and angels,

was not due to him, long before the commencing of his

mediatorial kingdom, as he was their Creator and Pre

server ; (see Col. i. 16, 17.) and whether that be not the

same title to adoration which God the Father hath, as

Author and Governor of the universe, upon the Doctor's

own principles ?

YOU answer, that " though the world was created by

" the Son, yet no adoration was due to him upon that

" account, either from angels or from men ; because it

" was no act of dominion, and he did it merely ministe-

" rially, (p. 94.) just as no adoration is now due from us

" to angels, for the benefits they convey to us ; because

" they do it merely instrumentally." This is plain deal

ing ; and however I may dislike the thing, I commend

the frankness of it. You are very right, upon these prin

ciples, in your parallel from angels : had the ancients

thought the office of the Son ministerial, in your low

k Pag. 51,63.
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sense, they would have paid him no more respect than

they paid to angels; and would certainly never have wor

shipped him. But I pass on : " Creation," you say, " is

" no act of dominion;" and therefore is not a sufficient

foundation for worship. The same reason will hold with

respect to the Father also ; for creating is one thing, and

ruling another. Yet you will find that Scripture makes

creation the ground and reason of worship, in so particu

lar and distinguishing a manner, that no person what

ever, that had not a hand in creating, has any right or

title to worship; upon Scripture-principles ; to which

Catholic antiquity is entirely consonant, as we have ob

served above. 1 did not found his right of worship on

creation only, but preservation too ; referring to Coloss. i.

17. " By him all things consist;" to which may be add

ed, Heb. i. 3. " Upholding all things by the word of his

" power." The titles of Creator, Preserver, Sustainer of

all things, sound very high; and express his superemi-

nent greatness and majesty, as well as our dependence ;

and therefore may seem to give him a full right and title

to religious worship; especially if it be considered, that

they imply dominion, and cannot be understood without

it. Besides that Creator, as hath been shown, is the

mark, or characteristic of the true God to whom all ho

nour and worship is due. Add to this, that by Joh. i. 1.

the Son was Osoj before the foundation of the world ;

which implies, at least, dominion, upon your own princi

ples : and when he came into the world, " a He came unto

" his own," (Joh. i. 11.) having been their Creator, vcr. :o.

■ Uuus Dcus Pater super omnes, et unum Verbum Dei quod per omncs

per quctn omuia facta suut, et quoniam hie mundus proprius ipsius, «t per

ipsum factus est voluntate Putris, eic.—Mundi enim factor vere Verbum

Dei est. Iren. p. 315.

Verbum autem hoc illud est, quod in sua venit, et sui cum non rerepc-

raut. Mundus cnim per cum factus est, et mundus eum non cognovit.

Novvl. c. xiii. p. 714.

Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo veniens in hunc mundum in sua

venit, cum homo nullum fecerit mundum? Novat. p. 715. Vid. et Hippolyt.

contr. Noct. c. xii. p. 14.
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and, as is now explained, Governor from the first. Where

fore, certainly, he had a just claim and title to adoration

and worship from the foundation of the world, even upon

your own hypothesis. As to his creating ministerially

only, I have said enough to that point, under the eleventh

Query, whither I refer you.

From what hath been observed, it may appear suffici

ently, that the divine Ao'yoj was our King and our God

long before ; that he had the same claim and title to reli

gious worship that the Father himself had ; only not so

distinctly revealed ; and that his enthronization, after his

resurrection, was nothing more than declaring the dig

nity of his person more solemnly, and investing him as

b God-man, in his whole person, with the same power

and authority, which, as God, he always had ; and now

was to hold in a different capacity, and with the addition

of a new and special title, that of Redeemer. cThey

therefore who endeavour to found the Son's title to wor

ship, only upon the powers and authority of the Medi

ator, or God-man, after the resurrection, (alleging John

v. 22. Phil. ii. 10. Heb. i. 6. and the like,) give us but a

very lean and poor account of this matter; neither con

sistent with truth, nor indeed with their own hypot/iesis.

You quote Phil. ii. 6. in favour of your notion; and say,

that Christ " was from the beginning in the form of

" God ; yet he did not assume to himself to be honoured

" like unto God, till after his humiliation." But this po

sition can never be made out from that text. Allowing

you your interpretation, about assuming to be honoured,

yet this can mean only, that he did not assume during

his humiliation, without any reference to what he had

done before. It is very clear from John xvii. 5. that our

blessed Saviour was to have no greater glory after his ex

altation and ascension, than he had " before the world

k Ei ii i-i tZr^-ai xiymu,'uu) ir ri\u xaf'ff"■Tt! T■ "r't *ra, ltx"9a'f

tit lniTn iaXtttn fttri rafatf i«MtyiTai, us Swtf ti «w i'*%a Cyril.

Ales. Thet. p. 130.

t Clarke's Script. Dock Prop. 48, 50, 51. Parke's Reply, p. 239.
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" was. Glorify me with thine own self, with the glory

" which I had with thee, before the world was." His

glory had, to appearance, been under an eclipse, during

the state of his humiliation : but after that, he was to ap

pear again in full lustre; in all the brightness and splen

dor of his divine majesty, as he had done ever before. You

think, that " our worship of him, in his own distinct person

" and character, commenced after his resurrection from

" the dead." I might allow this to be so in fact; and yet

maintain, that he always had the same just right and title

to religious worship ; which must have had its effect, had

it been clearly and distinctly revealed sooner. This is

enough for my purpose; inasmuch as I contend only,

that the worship due to him is not founded merely upon

the power and authority supposed to have been given

him after his resurrection ; but upon his perfonal dignity

and effential perfections. He might have had the very

same right and claim all along, that ever he bad after;

only it could not take effect, and be acknowledged, till it

came to be clearly revealed. Thus, God the Father had,

undoubtedly, a full right and title to the worship and ser

vice of men, or of angels, from the first : but that right

could not take place before he revealed and made himself

known to them. This, I say, is sufficient to my purpose;

and all that I insist upon. Yet, because I have a reli

gious veneration for every thing which was universally

taught and believed by the earliest Catholic writers, espe

cially if it has some countenance likewise from Scrip

ture ; I incline to think that worship, distinct worship,

was paid to the Son, long before his incarnation.

Iremaeus is d express, that the Aayof was worshipped of

old, together with the Father. And this must have been

the sense of all those Fathers, before the Council of Nice,

who understood and believed that the person who ap-

J Qui igitur a propbetis adorabatur Deus vivus, hie est vivorum Deus et

Verbum ejus . L. iv. c. .,. p. 232. ed. Bened.

See also Xoratian, c. 15. Dcum ct angclum invocatum.
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peared to the patriarch, who presided over the Jewish

Church, gave them the law, and all along headed and

conducted that people, was the second Person of the ever

blessed Trinity. Now, this was the general and unani

mous opinion of the Ante-Nicene writers, as hath been

shown at large, under Query the second. And it is ob

servable, that Eusebius and Athanasius, (two very consi

derable men, and thoroughly versed in the writings of

the Christians before them,) though they were opposite

as to party, and differed as to opinion, in some points;

yet they e entirely agreed in this, that the Son was wor

shipped by Abraham, Moses, &c. and the Jewish Church.

And herein, had we no other writings left, we might rea

sonably believe that they spake the sense of their prede

cessors, and of the whole Christian Church, as well be

fore, as in their own times. You will say, perhaps, that the

worship, supposed to have been then paid to the Son, was

not distinct worship. But it is sufficient that it was (ac

cording to the sense of the Christian Church) paid to the

Person appearing, the Person of the Son, and he did not

refuse it ; which is the very argument that f some of the

Ante-Nicene writers use in proof of his divinity. The

Patriarchs worshipped that Person, who appeared and

communed with them ; supposing him to be the God of

the universe, to whom of right all worship belongs. Had

he not been what they took him for, he should have re

jected that worship, as the angel in the Revelations re

jected the worship which St. John would have offered

him. In a word, since the Son received that worship in

• Euseb. E. H. 1. i. c. 2. See also Comm. in Isa. p. 381, 386. Athanas.

voI. i. p. 443, 445.

Vid. Fulgent. ad Monimum. 1. ii. c. 3, 4. &c.

' Novatian may here speak the sense of all. On Gen. xxxi. he com

ments thus : Si augelus Dei loquitur haec ad Jacob, atque ipse angelus infert,

dicens : Ego sum Deus qui visus sum tibi in loco Dei : non tnntummodo

hunc angelum, sed et Deum positum, sine nlla hsesitntionc conspicimus;

quique tibi votum refert ab Jacob destinatum esse, &c. N'ullius alterius

angeli potest hie accipi tanta auctoritas, nt Deum se esse fateatur, et votum

tibi factum esse teatetur, nisi tantummodo Christi . C. 27.

VOL. 1. O
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his own Person, (according to the ancients,) it mu9t be

said, he was then distinctly worshipped, and in his own

right, as being truly God. However that be, my argu

ment is still good, that the Son (having been in " the

" form of God," and God ; Creator, Preserver, and Sus-

tainer of all things, from the beginning) had a right to

worship, even upon your principles, (much more mine,)

long before the commencing of his mediatorial kingdom:

and therefore his right and title to worship was not

founded upon the powers then supposed to have been

given him : consequently, those texts which you refer to,

for that purpose, are not pertinently alleged; nor are

they of strength sufficient to bear all that stress which

you lay upon them. This point being settled, I might

allow you that, in some sense, distinct worship com

menced with the distinct title of Son, or Redeemer : that

is, our blessed Lord was then first worshipped, or com

manded to be w orshipped by us, under that distinct title

or character; having before had no other title or character

peculiar and proper to himself, but only what was 8 com

mon to the Father and him too. Though Father, Son,

and Holy Ghoft are all jointly concerned in creation, re

demption, and sanctificalion ; yet it may seem good to In

finite Wisdom, for great ends and reasons, to attribute each

respectively to one Person rather than another ; so that

the Father may be emphatically Creator, the Son Re

deemer, the Holy Ghost Sanctifier : and upon the com

mencing of these titles respectively, the distinct worship

of each (amongst men) might accordingly commence

also. Excellent are the words of h Bishop Bull to this

t Sic Dcus voluit novare sacramentam, nt nove anus crederetur per Fi-

lium et Spiritum, ut coram jam Deus in suis propriis nominibut et personis

cognosccretur, qui et retro per Filium et Spiritum pradicatus non intelligc-

batur. TcrtuU. contr. Prax. c. 30.

h Profecto admiranda mihi videtur divinarum personaram in sacrosanc-

tissima Triade tUmftla, qua unaquaeque persona distincto quasi titulo hu-

manum imprimis genus imperio suo divino obstrinxcrit, titulo illi respon-

dente etiam dislincta uniuscujusquc imperii patefactione. Patrem colimus

sub titulo Oreatorit hujus universi, qui et ab ipsa mundi creatumc bominibus
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purpose ; which I have thrown into the margin. I (hall

only add, that while you endeavour to found Christ's

right and title to worship solely upon the powers sup

posed to be given him after- his resurrection, you fall

much below the generality of the ancient Arians, (whom

yet you would be thought to exceed,) and are running

into the Socinian scheme, not very consistently with your

own. Thus you seem to be fluctuating and wavering be

tween two, (at the same time verbally condemning both,)

certain in nothing, but in opposing the Catholic doctrine;

which when you have left, you scarce know where to

fix, or how to make your principles hang together. To

explain this a little farther: I found the Son's title to

worship upon the dignity of his Person ; his creative

powers declared in John i. and elsewhere; his being Qsbf

from the beginning ; and his preserving and upholding all

things (according to Colos. i. 16, 17. and Hob. i.) ante

cedently to his mediatorial kingdom : you, on the other

hand, found it entirely upon the powers given him after

his humiliation, (alleging such ' texts as these, Matt.

xxviii. 18. John v. 22, 23. Phil.ii. 10, 11. Rev. i. 5,6. v. 8,

9, 10.) as if he had no just claim or title to tvorfhip at all,

before that time : for, though you put in the equivocal

word distinct, (very ingeniously,) yet your meaning really

is, and the tendency of your argument requires it, that no

worship, distinct or otherwise, was due to him, till he re

ceived those full powers. This pretence, I say, might

come decently and properly from a Socinian or a Sabel-

mnotuerit; Filium aduramus suhtitulo Jiedetnptorisac Serratori.i nostri, cujus

ideirco diviua gloria atquc imperium non nisi post peractum iu terris bu-

manae redemptionis ac salutis negotium fuerit patefnclum ; Spiritum de-

nique Sanctum veneramur sub titulo Paraclcti, Illuminatoris, ac Sanctifi-

catoris nostri, cujns adeo divina majestas demum post desccnsum ejus in

Apostolos primosque (.'h.ristianos donoram omne genus copiosissima largi-

tione illustrissimum, clarius emicnerii. Nimirum tum demum Apostoli, id-

que ex Christi mandato, Gcutes baptizabant in plenum atque adunatam

Trinitatem, (ut cum Cypriano loqnar) h. e. in nomine Patris, Filii, et Spi-

ritus Sancti. Bull. Prim. Trad. p. 142.

' See Dr. Clarke's Reply, p. 239, 249.



196 A DEFENCE Qu. xvm.

lian, who either makes creation metaphorical, or inter

prets such texts as John i. 1. Col. i. 16, 17. and the like,

of the reason or wisdom of the Father; that is, the Father,

indwelling in the man Christ Jesus. But in you it must

appear very improper, and very inconsistent with your

other principles : wherefore I must again desire you to

be more consistent, and to keep to one constant scheme.

Take either Arian, Sabellian, or Socinian, and abide by

it ; and then I may know what I have to do : but do not

pretend to hold two schemes at a time, utterly repugnant

to each other.

As to Scripture's seeming, in some places, to found

Christ's title to worship, not so much upon what he is in

himself, as upon what he has done for 11s ; a very good

reason may be given for it, if it be well considered by

what springs and movements moral agents are actuated,

and that we love even God himself, with reference to our

selves, k " because he first loved us." Abstracted reasons of

esteem, honour, and regard, are unaffecting, without a

mixture of something relative to us, which ourselves have

a near concern in. The essential dignity of Christ's Per

son is really the ground and foundation of honour and

esteem, (and consequently of worship, the highest ex

pression of both,) which ought always to bear propor

tion to the intrinsic excellency of the object : but his of

fices relative to us, are the moving reasons which prin

cipally affect our wills; and without which we fhould

want the strongest incitement to pay that honour and

worship which the essential excellency of his Person de

mands. Scripture has sufficiently apprised us of both,

discovering at once both his absolute and relative dignity ;

that so we being instructed as well concerning what he

is in himself, as what he is in respect to us, might under

stand what honour justly belongs to him, and want no

motive to pay it accordingly. Add to this, that Christ's

office, relative to us, naturally leads us back to the ante-

* 1 John iv. 19.
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cedent excellency and perfection of that Person, who was

able to do so great and so astonishing things for us : be

sides that it must appear in the highest degree probable,

that no creature whatever (supposing him to have suit

able abilities) could have been intrusted with so great

and so endearing a charge ; such as must inevitably draw

after it a larger share of our love, respect, and esteem,

than seems consistent with our duty to God, and the

rules laid down in Scripture for our behaviour towards

the creatures. But enough of this : I proceed.

Query XIX.

Whether the Doctor hath not given a very partial account

of John v. 23. founding the honour due to the Son on

this only, that the Father hath committed all judgment

to the Son ; when the true reason assigned by our Sa

viour, and illustrated by several instances, is, that the

Son doth the same things that the Father doth, hath the

same power and authority of doing what he will; and

therefore has a title to as great honour, reverence, and

regard, as the Father himself hath ? and it is no objec

tion to this, that the Son is there said to do nothing of

himself, or to have all given him by the Father; since it

is owned that the Father is the fountain of all, from

whom the Son derives, in an ineffable manner, his essence

and powers, so as to be one with him.

IN answerto this, you say, "The only honour due to our

" Saviour is plainly supposed by St. John to be given him,

" upon account of his being appointed by the Father Judge

" of the world," p. 96. This is very strange indeed! What!

was there no honour due to him on account of his having

been &tof from the beginning ? None for his having cre

ated the world ? None on account of his being the " only

" begotten Son," which St. John represents as a circum

stance of exceeding great 1 glory ? Surely these were

1 John i. 14.

\
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things great enough to demand our tribute of honour and

respect ; and therefore St. John could never mean that he

was to be honoured only upon that single account, as

being constituted Judge of all men. This could never be

the only reason why " all men should honour the Son

" even as they honour the Father." What then did St.

John mean ? Or rather, what did our blessed Lord mean,

whose words St. John recites ? He meant what he has

said, and what the words literally import; that the Father,

(whose honour had been sufficiently secured under the

Jewish dispensation, and could not but be so under the

Christian also,) being as much concerned for the honour

of his Son, had been pleased to commit all judgment to

him, for this very end and purpose, that men might

thereby see and know that the Son, as well as the Father,

was Judge of all the earth, and might from thence be

convinced how reasonable it was, and how highly it con

cerned them, to pay all the same honour to the Son,

which many had hitherto believed to belong to the Fa

ther only. And considering how apt mankind would be

to lessen the dignity of the Son, (whether out of a vein

of disputing, or because he had condescended to become

man like themselves,) and considering also that the many

notices of the divinity of his Person might not be suffi

cient, with some, to raise in them that esteem, reverence,

and regard for him, which they ought to have ; for the

more effectually securing a point of this high concern

ment, it pleased the Father to leave the final judgment of

the great day in the hands of his Son : men therefore

might consider that this Person, whom they were too apt

to disregard, was not only their Creator, and Lord, and

God, but their Judge too, before whose awful tribunal

they must one day appear : an awakening consideration,

such as might not only convince them of his exceeding

excellency and supereminent perfections, but might re

mind them also, how much it was their interest, as well

as duty, to pay him all that honour, adoration, and ser-
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vice, which the dignity and majesty of his Person de

mands m.

Let us but suppose the present Catholic doctrine of the

coequality and coeternity of the three Persons to be

true, what more proper method can we imagine, to se

cure to each Person the honour due unto him, than this ;

that every Person should be manifested to us under some

peculiar title or character, and enforce his claim of ho

mage by some remarkable dispensation, such as might be

apt to raise in us a religious awe and veneration ? This is

the case in fact ; and on this account, chiefly, it seems to

be that the Son, rather than the Father, (whose personal

dignity is less liable to be questioned,) is to be Judge of

all men, that " so all men may honour the Son," xadtcj

.njooxn toy itarspa. The learned Doctor n pleads that xaStoj

often signifies a general similitude only, not an exact

equality : which is very true ; and would be pertinent,

if we built our argument on the critical meaning of the

particle. But what we insist on, is, that our blessed

Lord, in that chapter, draws a parallel between the Fa

ther and himself, between the Father's works and his own,

founding thereupon his title to honour; which sufficiently

intimates what xa&uj means ; especially if it be consi

dered that this was in answer to the charge of making

himself 0 " equal with God." This is what I intimated in

the Query; upon the reading whereof, you are struck

with " amazement at so evident an instance, how prejudice

" blinds the minds," &c. But let me persuade you to for

bear that way of talking, which (besides that it is taking

for granted the main thing in question, presuming that all

the prejudice lies on one side, and all the reason on the

other) is really not very becoming in this case, consider

ing how many wise, great, and good men, how many

churches of the saints, through a long succession of ages,

you must, at the same time, charge with prejudice and

" Vid. Jobium up. Phot. Cod. ccxxii. p. 604.

■ Reply, p. 260. • John v. 18.
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blindness; and that too after much canvassing and careful

considering what objections could be made against them ;

to which you can add nothing new, nor so much as re

present the old ones with greater force than they have

been often before, 1300 years ago. It might here be

sufficient, for you, modestly to offer your reasons ; and,

however convincing they may appear to you, (yet consi

dering that to men of equal sense, learning, and integrity,

they have appeared much otherwise,) to suspect your own

judgment ; or, at least, to believe that there may be rea

sons which you do not see, for the contrary opinion.

Well, but after your so great assurance, let us hear what

you have to say. " If our Lord had purposely designed,

" in the most express and emphatical manner, to declare

" his real subordination and dependence on the Father,

" he could not have done it more fully and clearly than

" he hath in this whole chapter." Yes, sure he might :

being charged with blasphemy, in making himself equal

with God, he might have expressed his abhorrence of

such a thought ; and have told them that he pretended

to be nothing more than a creature of God's, sent upon

God's errand ; and that it was not by his own power or

holiness, that " he made the lame man to walk," (see

Acts iii. 12.) Such an apology as this would have effec

tually took off all farther suspicion, and might perhaps

have well become a creature, when charged with blas

phemy, who had a true respect for the honour of his Cre

ator. But, instead of this, he goes on, a second time, to

call himself " Son of God," v. 25. declaring farther, that

there was so perfect a union and intimacy between the

Father and himself, that he was able to do any thing

which the Father did ; had not only the same right and

authority to work on the sabbath, but the same power of

giving life to whom he pleased, of raising the dead, and

judging the world; and therefore the same right and

title to the same honour and regard : and that the exe

cution of those powers was lodged in his hands particu
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larly, lest the world (hould not be sufficiently appre

hensive of his high worth, eminency, and dignity ; or

should not " honour the Son even as they honour the

" Father."

This is the obvious natural construction of the whole

passage : you have some pretences against it, which have

been examined and confuted long ago by Hilary, Chrys-

ostom, Cyril, Austin, and other venerable Fathers of the

Christian Church ; so that I have little more to do, than

to repeat the answers. The Jews, you say, falsely and

maliciously charged him with making himself equal with

God. So said the Arians : but what ground had either

they or you for saying so? It does not appear that the

Evangelist barely repeated what the Jews had said : but

he gives the reasons why the Jews sought to kill him ;

namely, because he had broke the sabbath, and be

cause he " made himself equal with God." So thought

P Hilary; and he is followed therein by others, whom

you may find mentioned in q Petavius. And this ' Soci-

nus himself was so sensible of, that he could not but

allow that the Apostle, as well as the Jews, understood

that our blessed Lord had declared himself equal to God;

only he is forced to explain away the equality to a sense

foreign to the context.

But supposing that the Apostle only repeated what

the Jews had charged him with ; how does it appear that

the charge was false ? It is not to be denied that he had

really wrought on the sabbath, and had really called God

his Father, and in a sense peculiar ; and why (hould not

p Non nunc, ut in cseteris solet, Judcorum sermo ab his dictus refertur.

Expositio potius hsec Evangelistse est, causam demonstrantis cur Dominum

interficere vellent. Hit. Trin. 1. vii. p. 935.

« DeTrin. p. 152.

' Ex modo loquendi quo usus est Evangelist*, scntiam cum oronino una

cum Judseis censuissc Christum, verbis illis, se tequalem Deo fecisse

necesse sit intelligere hoc ipsum turn quoque scnsissc, non minus quam sen

serit Christum appellasse Deum Patrem suum, quod ab ipso, uno et eodem

verborum contextu, proxime dictum fuer>at. Socin. Resp. ad Vujth. p. 577.
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the rest of the charge be as true as the other ? The con

text and reason of the thing seem very much to favour it.

His saying, " My Father worketh hitherto, and I work,"

must imply, either that he had an equal right to do any

thing his Father did ; or, that he was so intimately united

to him, that he could not but act in concert with him :

which is farther confirmed by what follows, v. 19.

" What things soever he doth, these also doth the Son

" likewise." Besides, that had this been only a mali

cious suggestion, a false charge of the Jews, the Evan

gelist, very probably, would have given intimation of it,

as we find done in other cases of that nature, (John ii. 21.

Matt. xvi. 12.) This is the substance of St. Chrysostom's

reasoning, in answer to your first objection ; and I am

the more confirmed in its being true and right, by observ

ing, as before said, that Socinus himself, a man so much

prejudiced on the other side, could not help falling in

with the same way of thinking, so far, as to believe that

the Apostle and the Jews both agreed in the same thing,

viz. that our Lord did, by what he had said, make him

self equal with God, in some sense or other ; such as

the Jews thought to be blasphemy, and in consequence

whereof, they would have killed, i. e. stoned him. An

other exception you make from the words, " the Son can

" do nothing of himself:" the obvious meaning of which is,

that being so nearly and closely related to God, as a Son

is to a Father; the Jews might depend upon it, that

whatever he did, was both agreeable to and concerted

with his Father ; and ought to be received with the same

reverence and regard, as if the Father himself had done it.

He, as a Son, being perfectly one with his Father, could

do nothing evavrlov tw Uarg), against his Father, nothing

aXXorpm, nothing £e'vov, (as Chrysostom expresseth it,)

both having the same nature ; and harmoniously uniting

always in operation and energy. Hence it was, that, if

one wrought, the other must work too; if one did any

thing, the other mould do likewise; if one quickened

whom he would, so should the other also ; and if one
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had life in himself, (or the power of raising the dead,) so

should the other have too : and if the Father was pri

marily Judge of the world, in right of his prerogative

as Father, the Son should have it in the exercise and exe

cution, to manifest the equality. Now, here is no strain

ing and forcing of texts, but the literal, obvious, natural

interpretation. But the interpretation which you give

is plainly forced, makes the context incoherent, and the

whole passage inconsistent. For, be pleased to observe

your sense of verse the 19th. The Son can do nothing

but by commission from the Father: Why ? then follows,

" For what things soever he doth, these also doth the

" Son likewise." Does it follow, because he " can do

" nothing of himself," in your sense, that therefore he

can do every thing which the Father does ? Where is

the sense, or connection ? Is he here limiting and lessen

ing his own powers, as, upon your principles, he should

have done, in answer to the charge of blasphemy ? No ;

but he extends them to the utmost ; and, instead of re

tracting, goes on in the same strain, and says more than

he had said before. To make good sense and coherence

of the passage, upon your scheme, you must fill up the

deficiency thus : The Son can do nothing but by com

mission ; and commission he has, to do every thing that

the Father doth : which, though it sounds harsh, and

looks too familiar for a creature to pretend, yet might

make the context coherent. However, since the inter

pretation I have before given is more natural and more

obvious, argues no deficiency in the text, makes the

whole coherent, and has nothing harsh or disagreeing in

it, it ought to be preferred. For, after all, it must be

thought very odd and strange for a creature to be commis

sioned or empowered to do all things that the Creator

doth ; and to do them fyio/wj in the same manner, also I

do not make any forced construction : fof so the 550th

verse, immediately following, interprets it; " For the Fa-

" ther loveth the Son, and showeth him all things that

" himself doth." You endeavour indeed to make some
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advantage of this very text; alleging that " this power

" which the Son exercised, was given him, not by neces-

" sity, (which is no gift,) but byfree love." But why must

love imply freedom ? Doth not God love himself? And if

the love of himself be no matter of choice, why must the

love of his Son, his other self, be represented otherwise ?

You are forced to add to the text, to give some colour to

your argument ; and to call it free love, when the text

says only, that the Father loveth.

Thus far I have endeavoured to clear up the sense of

St. John; and to vindicate it from your exceptions: which

are not of so great weight, that you need be amazed at

any man's thinking slightly of them. Hilary well ob

serves, that the drift and design of our Saviour's words

was to declare his equality of nature with the Father, and

his Sonskip, at the same time. * No inferior nature could

be capable of having all things; nor could a Son have

them but as communicated. So that, in the whole, it is

directly opposite to such as either disown an equality of

nature, or a real distinction ; wherefore Hilary concludes

triumphantly, both against Arians and Sabellians, in words

very remarkable, which I shall throw into the tmargin.

But you add, as a recapitulation of what you had said

upon this article : " If therefore to be freely sent, and to

" act in the name and by the authority of another, be, to

" assume an equality of honour and regard with that

" other, by whom he was sent; we must for ever despair

" to understand the meaning of words, or to be able to

" distinguish between a delegated and a supreme unde-

" rived power," (p. 97.) To which I make answer: if

declaring himself to be the proper Son of that other, which

' Omnia habere sola natura pottit indiffereng ; neque nativitas aliquid ha

bere possit, nisi datum sit, p. 928.

t Conclusa sunt omnia adversum haerctici furoris ingenia. FUius est, quia

ab se nihil potest. Deus est, quia quaecunquc Pater facit, et ipse cadem facit.

Unum sunt, quia exa?quatur in honore, cademquc facit non :dia. Non est

Pater, quia missus est, p. 929.

He has more to the same purpose, p. 1015, 1251.
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both the Jews and the Apostle understood to be the same

with making himself equal with him : if his claiming to

himself the same right, power, and authority which the

other hath ; and asserting that he is able to do whatever

the other doth ; and that the exercise of those powers is

left to him, for this very end and purpose, that all men

may honour the one even as they honour the other: if

this be not assuming an equality of honour and regard

with that other; we must for ever despair to understand

the meaning of words, or to be able to distinguish between

what is proper to a creature, and what to the Creator

only.

As to what you hint concerning a delegated power, it

is not to your purpose ; unless you could prove that one

person cannot be delegate to another, without being un

equal, in nature, to him ; which would prove that one

man cannot be delegate to another man u ; besides other

absurdities. Acting by a delegated power does by no

means infer any inferiority of nature, but rather the quite

contrary ; especially, if the charge be such, as no inferior

nature could be able to sustain ; or if the honour attend

ing it, or consequent upon it, be too great for an inferior

nature to receive; as the case is here. However, the

divine administration, and wonderful oixovop'a of the Three

Persons, with their order of acting, is what we must not

presume perfectly to understand ; nor can any certain ar

gument be drawn against the thing, from our imperfect

and inadequate conceptions of it.

If it be objected, that there is a supremacy of order

lodged in one more than in the other ; let that be rightly

understood, and I shall not gainsay it. The Father, as

Father, is supreme ; and the Son, as Son, subordinate. We

pretend not to make the Son thefirst, but the second Per

son of the Godhead. Whatever inequality of honour such

a supremacy of one, and subordination of the other neces

sarily imply, while the nature or essence is supposed equal,

■ See my Answer to Dr. Whitby, p. 59.
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it may be admitted: but I am not apprised that they

infer any ; because, though there are two Persons, there

is but one x undivided nature; which makes the case widely

different from that of one man (a distinct and separate

being) acting under another.

What follows, of your answer to the present Query, is

only ringing changes upon the old objection, drawn from

your imaginary sense of individual substance. And here

you let your thoughts rove, and abound much in flight

and fancy ; conceiving of the Trinity, after the manner of

bodies, and reasoning from corporeal and sensible images.

A blind man would thus take his notion of colours, per

haps, from his hearing orfeeling; and make many fanci

ful demonstrations against the doctrine of vision; which

would all vanish, upon the opening of his eyes. Were

we as able to judge of what may, or may not be, in rela

tion to the modus of the divine existence, as we are to

judge of common matters, lying within the sphere of our

capacity, there might then be some force in the objec

tions made against the doctrine of the Trinity from natu-

* Unius autem substantise, et unius status, et unius potestatis, quia utms

Deus. Tertull. contr. Prax. c. 2. Unius diviniiatis Pater, et Filius, et Spi-

ritus Sanctus. Id. de Pud. c. 21.

'Ew tw Qti aai waj aurtv Xty« vtSf, vtvftU« itftl?irrw, rdtrtt wwuriraa rai.

Athenag. Leg. c. xv. p. 64.

Unam et eandem omnipotentiam Patris ac Filii esse cognoscas; sicut uuus

atquc idem est cum Patre Deus et Domiuus. Orig. m/l 'Aj£. 1. i. c. 2. .

Ov yit^ ti> Xrv Vt\uv warn^, aai aXXnt vtts t%u, aAAa ft'mv iuu titt airnf.

tyrill. Catech. vi. p. 77. ed. Ox.

'O it iavri rtt war'tfa txuv, nfat wifii £11 o!t rarfiaii \\mriar aai iitafuv, i

it tXn t%«i (wrija) aat riii V^ivf'tat avTtu wavr«f <xu' Greg. Nyss. contr.

Eunom. 1. i. p. 14.

Totum Pater, totum possidet Filius: unius est quod amborum est, quod

unus possidet singulorum est; Domino ipso diccnte; Omnia qutrcunque ha-

bet Pater, mea sunt; quia Pater in Filio, et Filius manet in Patre. Cul,

affictu non conditione, charitate non necessitate, decore subjicitur, per quem

Pater semper houoratur. Denique inquit: Ego et Pater unum sumus. Unde

non diminutiva, set! religiosa, nt dixi, subjectione est Filius Patri subjectus :

cum originalis perpetuique regni una possessio, cotcU'rnitatis omnipotcutise-

que una substantia, una sequalitas, una virtus majestatis augustse, unito in

luminc una dignitas retinetur. Zen. Veronens. ext. a BuU. D. F. p. 266.
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ral reason : but since many things, especially those relat

ing to the incomprehensible nature of God, may be true,

though we cannot conceive how; and it may be only

our ignorance, which occasions some appearing incon

sistencies ; we dare not reject a doctrine so well supported

by Scripture and antiquity, upon so precarious a founda

tion as this; that human understanding is the measure

of all truth : which is what all objections of that kind,

at length, resolve into.

This being premised, let us next proceed to examine

your pretences, that I may not seem to neglect any thing

you have, that but looks like reasoning. The Query had

intimated, that the Son derives his essence and power in

a manner ineffable. Against which you object thus: "But

" is it not self-evident, that, let the manner of the Son's

" generation or derivation be ever so ineffable, if any

" thing was generated, or derived, it must be a distinct in-

" dividual substance?" No; but we think it sufficient to

say, that it must be a distinct individual Person. All the

difficulty here lies in fixing and determining the sense of

the words individual substance. Would you but please to

define the terms, we should soon see what we have to do.

But you go on: " It could not be part of the Father's

" substance ; that is absurd : and to say, it was the

" whole, is so flagrant a contradiction, that I question

" whether there can be a greater in the nature and rea-

" son of things. Can the same individual substance be

" derived, and underived? Or, can there be a communica-

" tion, and nothing communicated? For, it is supposed,

" that the whole essence, or substance, is communicated to

" the Son, and yet remains whole and uncommunicated, in

" the Father; which is evidently to be, and not to be, at

** the same time." This is your reasoning, founded only

on your mistake and misapprehension : by Father's sub

stance, as it seems, you understand the Father's Hyposta

sis, or Person ; and are proving, very elaborately, that the

Father never communicated his own Hypostasis, or Per

son, either in whole or in part. You should first have
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shown us what body of men, or what 7 single man, ever

taught that doctrine, which you take so much pains to

confute. Let me now propose a difficulty, much of the

same kind, and nearly in the same words, to you ; only

to convince you that objections of this nature are not pe

culiar to the doctrine of the Trinity, but affect other points

likewise, whose truth or certainty you make no manner

of doubt of. What I mean to instance in, is God's omni

presence: that God, the same individual God, is every

where, you will readily allow ; and also that the substance

of God, is God. Now, will you please to tell me, whether

that divine substance, which fills heaven, be the same indi

vidual substance with that which filleth all things ? If it

be not the same individual substance, (as by your reason

ing it cannot,) it remains only that it be specifically the

same; and then the consequence is, that you make not

one substance in number, but many; the very thing which

you charge the doctrine of the Trinity with. But farther,

the divine substance is in heaven ; that is without ques

tion : now, I ask, whether the substance which fills hea

ven, be part only of that substance, or the whole f If it

be part only, then God is not in heaven, but a part of

God only; and the attributes belonging to the whole

substance eannot all be contracted into any one part,

without defrauding the other parts; and therefore there

can be only part of infinite power, part of infinite wis

dom, part of infinite knowledge, and so for any other

attribute. For if you say, that the whole infinite wisdom,

power, &c. residing in the whole, is common to every part,

" it is" (to use your own words) " so flagrant a contra-

" diction, that I question whether there can be a greater

" in the nature and reason of things." Can the same

individual power, wisdom, &c. be communicated, and not

communicated? Or, can there be a communication, and

nothing communicated? For it is supposed, that the whole

wisdom, power, &c. is communicated to one particular

i As to your gird upon Tertullian, in your notes, I refer you to Bull, D. F.

p. 95. for an answer.
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part ; and yet remains whole and uncommunicated in the

other parts; " which is evidently to be, and not to be, at the

" same time." If you tell me, that part and whole are not

properly applied to wisdom, power, &c. I shall tell you

again, that they are (for any thing you or I know) as

properly applied to the attributes, as they are to the sub

ject; and belong to both, or neither. And since you are

pleased to talk of parts and whole of God's substance, of

which you know little, give me leave to talk in the same

way, where I know as little. The learned Doctor repre

sents it as a great solecism to speak of an 2 ell, or a mile

of consciousness. He may be right in his observation : but

the natural consequence deducible from it is, that thought

is not compatible with an extended subject. For there is

nothing more unintelligible, or, seemingly at least, more

repugnant, than unextended attributes in a subject ex

tended: and many may think that an ell, or a mile of

God (which is the Doctor's notion) is as great a solecism

as the other. Perhaps, after all, it would be best for both

of us to be silent, where we have really nothing to say :

but as you have begun, I must go on with the argument,

about the omnipresence, a little farther. Well, if it cannot

be part only of the divine substance, which is in heaven,

since God is there, and since all the perfections and attri

butes of the Deity have there their full exercise; let us

say that the whole divine substance is there. But then

how can he be omnipresent ? Can the same individual

substance be confined and uncoiifined? Or can there be a

diffusion of it every where, and yet nothing diffused ? For

it is supposed that the whole essence or substance is dif

fused all over the universe, and yet remains whole and

undifhised in heaven. Which, again, is " evidently to be,

" and not to be, at the same time."

I should hardly forgive myself, upon any other occa

sion, such trifling in serious things. If you take to this

kind of reasoning (which is really not reasoning, but run-

VOL. 1.

■ Clarke's Lett. p. 40.

I'
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ning riot with fancy and imagination) about matters infi

nitely surpassing human comprehenston, you will make

lamentable work of it. You may go on, till you reason,

in a manner, God out of his attributes, and yourself out

of your faith ; and not know at last where to stop. For,

indeed, all arguments, of this kind, are as strong for

atheism, as they are against a Trinity : wherefore it con

cerns you seriously to reflect, what you are doing. This,

and the like considerations, have made the wisest and

coolest men very cautious how they listened to the rovings

of wanton thought, in matters above human comprehen

sion. The pretended contradictions, now revived by many,

against the doctrine of the Trinity, are very old and trite.

They were long ago objected to the Christians, by the

heathen idolaters. They almost turned the heads of

Praxeas, Noetus, Sabellius, Manichaeus, Paul of Samo-

sata; not to mention Arius, Nestorius, Eutyches, and

other ancient heretics. The Catholics were sensible of

them : but having well considered them, they found them

of much too slight moment, to bear up against the united

force of Scripture and tradition. The doctrine of the Tri

nity, with all its seeming contradictions, has stood the

test, not only of what human wit could do, by way of

dispute; but of all that rage and malice could contrive,

through a persecution almost as bitter and virulent, as any

that had ever been under heathen emperors. This is to

me an additional confirmation, that the doctrine we pro

fess is no such gross imposition upon the common sense

and reason of mankind, as is pretended. It was neither

force nor interest that brought it in; nor that hath since,

so universally, upheld it : and men are not generally such

idiots, as to love contradictions and repugnancies, only

for humour or wantonness, when truth and consistency

are much better, and may be had at as easy a rate.

These reflections have carried me rather too far : but they

may have their use among such readers as know little of

the history of this controversy ; or how long it had been

buried; till it pleased some amongst us to call it up again,
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and to dress it out with much art andfinesse ; to take the

populace, and to beguile the English reader. Many things

have fallen under this Query, which properly belonged

not to it. But it was necessary for me to pursue you,

what way soever you should take. You was more at

liberty : my method is determined by yours.

Query XX.

Whether the Doctor need have cited 300 texts, *wide of the

purpose, to prove what nobody denies, namely, a subordi

nation, in. some sense, of the Son to the Father ; could he

havefound but one plain text against his eternity or con-

substantiality, the points in question?

YOUR answer to this is very short, not to say negli

gent. You say, " if the Doctor's 300 texts prove a real

" subordination, and not in name only, the point is gained

" against the Querist's notion of individual consubstan-

" tiality ; unless the same individual intelligent substance

" can be subordinate to itself, and consubstantial with it-

" self." Here you are again doubling upon the word in

dividual. The Querist never had such a notion as that of

personal consubstantiality, which is ridiculous in the sound,

and contradiction in sense; and yet you are constantly

putting this upon the Querist, and honouring him with

your own presumptions. Let me again show you, how

unfair and disingenuous this method is. Do not you say

that the same individual substance is present in heaven,

and, at the same time, filleth all things ? That it pervades

the sun, and, at the same time, penetrates the moon also?

I might as reasonably argue that you, by such positions,

make the same individual substance greater and less than

itself, remote and distant from itself, higher and lower

than itself, to the right and to the left of itself, contain

ing and contained, bounded and unbounded, 8tc. as you

can pretend to draw those odd surprising consequences

t Clarke's Reply, p. 7.

P 2
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upon the Querist. Would not you tell me, in answer,

that I misinterpreted your sense of individual, and took

advantage of an ambiguous expression? Let the same

answer serve for us ; and you may hereafter spare your

readers the diversion of all that unmanly trifling with an

equivocal word. But enough of this matter. I might

have expected of you, in your reply to this Query, one

text or two to disprove the Son's eternity and consubstan-

tiality, and to supply the deficiency of the Doctor's trea

tise : but since you have not thought fit to favour me with

any, I must still believe that the Doctor's 300 texts,

though very wide of the purpose, are all we are to expect ;

being designed, instead of real proof, to carry some show

and appearance of it, that they may seem to make up in

number what they want in weight. All that the learned

Doctor proves by his 300 texts, or more, is only that the

Son is subordinate to the Father : whether as a Son, or as

a creature, appears not. However, the tacit conclusion

which the Doctor draws from it, and insinuates carefully

to his reader, is, that the Son is not strictly and essentially

God ; but a creature only. This inference we deny ut

terly ; alleging that a subordination may be, and may be

understood, between two persons, without the supposi

tion of any inferiority of nature : but all the answer we

can get to this is, that b nature and essence are obscure

metaphysical notions ; (which is neither true, nor to the

purpose, nor consistently pleaded by one who builds so

1i1 uch upon self-existence, a metaphysical term, the word

equivocal, and the notion sufficiently obscure.) And thus,

as soon as the learned Doctor comes up to the pinch of

the question, not being willing to own the force of what

is urged, he very wisely dissembles it, and goes off in a

mist of words.

I cannot but take notice, upon this occasion, of your

charging us frequently, in an invidious manner, with the

use we make of metaphysical terms. I know no reason

b Reply. P' '". is. 21.
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you have for it, except it be to anticipate the charge, as

being conscious to yourselves how notoriously you offend

in this kind. Any man, that is acquainted with the history

of Arianism, knows that its main strength lay in logical

and metaphysical subtilties. The faith of the Church was

at first, and might be still, a plain, easy, simple thing;

did not its adversaries endeavour to perplex and puzzle it

with philosophical niceties, and minute inquiries into the

modus of what they cannot comprehend. The first Chris

tians easily believed that Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, in

whose name they were baplized, and whom they wor

shipped, were equally divine; without troubling them

selves about the manner of it, or the reconciling it with

their belief in one God. As men generally believe that

God foreknows every thing, and that man notwithstand

ing is a free agent, (scarce one perhaps in a thousand

concerning himself how to reconcile these two positions,

or being at all apprehensive of any difficulty in it;) so, pro

bably, the plain honest Christians believed every Person .

to be God, and all but one God ; and troubled not their

heads with any nice speculations about the modus of it.

This seems Jo have been the artless simplicity of the pri

mitive Christians, till prying and pretending men came to

start difficulties, and raise scruples, and make disturb

ance ; and then it was necessary to guard the faith of the

Church against such cavils and impertinencies as began

to threaten it. Philosophy and metaphysics were called in

to its assistance ; but not till heretics had shown the way,

and made it in a manner necessary for the Catholics to

encounter them with their own weapons. Some new

terms and particular explications came in by this means;

that such as had a mind to corrupt or destroy the faith,

might be defeated in their purposes. It was needless to

say that generation was wilk&U - division, while nobody

suspected or thought of any division in the case: but after

heretics had invidiously represented the Catholics as assert

ing a division, it was high time for the Catholics to resent

the injury, and to deny the charge. There was no occa-

*3
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sion for the mentioning of three Hypostases, till such as

Praxeas, Noe'tus, and Sabellius, had pretended to make

one Hypostasis an article of faith; drawing many very

novel and dangerous consequences from their prime po

sition. The opouo-tov itself might have been spared, at

least out of the creeds, had not a fraudulent abuse of good

words brought matters to that pass, that the Catholic

faith was in danger of being lost, even under Catholic

language. To return to our point : there would be no

occasion now for distinguishing between subordination of

order and of nature, were it not manifest how much the

Catholic faith may be endangered by the endeavours of

some, to slip one upon us for the other. Such as know

any thing offair controversy, may justly expect of you,

that you support your cause, not by repeating and incul

cating the word subordinate, (as if there was a charm in

syllables, or men were to be led away by sounds,) but by

proving, in a rational manner, that all subordination implies

such an inferiority as you contend for. If this can be

done, the Doctor's 300 texts (which are very good texts,

and have undoubtedly an excellent meaning) may appear

also to be pertinent to the cause in hand.

Ouery XXI.

Whether he be not forced to supply his want of Scriplurc-

proof by very strained and remote inferences, and very

uncertain reasonings from the nature of a thing con

fessedly obscure and above comprehension; and yet not

more so than God's eternity, ubiquity, prescience, or other

attributes, which we are obliged to acknowledge for cer

tain truths ?

TO the former part of the Query, you " answer directly

" in the negative." To which I rejoin, that I still maintain

the affirmative, and can readily make it good. The Doc

tor's insinuating from the 300 texts (which style the Fa

ther God absolutely, or the one God) that the Son is not

strictly and essentially God, not one God with the Father,
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is a strained and remote inference of bis own; not war

ranted by Scripture, nor countenanced by Catholic anti

quity; but contradictory to both. Besides this, I must

observe to you, that the main strength of the Doctor's

cause lies, first, in his giving either a c Sabellian or Tri-

theistic turn (admitting dno medium) to the Catholic doc

trine; and then charging it with confusion of Persons,

polytheism, nonsense, or contradiction. Take away that, to

which his constant resort is, whenever he comes to the

pinch of the question, and there will be little left consi

derable. He shows his reader Tritheism, and he shows

him Sabellianism, (keeping the Catholic doctrine, which

is neither, out of sight,) and then recommends Arianism

(disguised) to him, as the best of the three. Now, since

the Catholic doctrine has been generally thought different

from any of the three, and more followed than all the rest

put together, it ought to have been fairly presented, in

company with the other; that so the reader, having all

the four before him, might be the more able to pass a

right judgment of them. You will frequently find the

learned Doctor combating the Catholic faith under the

disguise of Sabellianism, as if there was no difference be

tween them : or if it be at all distinguished from Sabel

lianism, it immediately commences Tritheism; and a plu

rality of coordinate Persons is inevitable with the learned

Doctor: this is the sum of his performance. Scripture,

indeed, is brought in, and Fathers too, which is still more

surprising: but the whole, in a manner, is this one syllo

gism.

If the Son be consnbstantial with God the Father, he

must be either individually or specifically so : but the

former is Sabellianism, the latter Tritheism, both absurd :

therefore, 8cc.——

The learned Doctor very well knows, how easy it

t See iuitances, Script. Doctr. p. 99, 102, 293, 42C, 465. 6rst ed. Reply,

p. 35, 38, 51, 53, 93, 121.
J Script. Doctr. p. 86, 132, 415, 430, 435, 437, 441, 447, 455, 465.

first ed.
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would be to match this syllogism, or sophism, with others

of the like kind, against omnipresence, eternity, prescience,

and even self-existence : which, in reverence to the sub

ject, and for prudential reasons, I forbear ; sorry to find

the cause put upon such a way of reasoning, as tends to

undermine something more than the doctrine of the Tri

nity. But I proceed.

To give the better colour to his charge of Tritheism,

the Doctor e every where takes it for granted (which was

the only way, when it could not be proved) that God the

Son cannot be really distinct, and strictly divine too, un

less he be coordinate, in all respects, with the Father;

which would be contrary to the supposition of his being

a Son, and second Person. Two coordinate' Persons, it

seems, they must be; or else one of them must inevitably

be a creature : this is plainly his meaning, however stu

diously he avoids the word creature; choosing rather to

insinuate covertly, what is too gross to appear in broad

terms. The whole, you see, terminates in a philosophical

question : And what occasion have we for Scripture or

Fathers, (except it be to amuse our readers,) if philosophy

can so easily end the dispute ? For it is very certain that

neither Scripture nor Fathers can add force to, if concur

ring; nor, if reclaiming, be able to stand against clear

and evident demonstration. But demonstration is the thing

wanting: as to presumptions and conjectures, we are in

no pain about them. I shall have a farther occasion to

consider the charge of Trithcism hereafter; and therefore,

dismissing it for the present, shall return to the business

of the Query.

To the latter part of it you answer, that " God's attri-

" butes are so far from being above comprehension, that

" they are all strictly demonstrable by reason." You

was sensible this was wide ; and therefore very justly cor

rected it, in the words immediately following. " But I

" am willing to suppose" (how could you make any

» Script. Doctr. p. 86, 415, 430, 437, 441, 447, 455, 465. 6rst ed.
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doubt of it?) " that the author meant, that the manner

" of their existence in the divine nature is above compre-

" hension ; and so indeed it is." Very well ; and yet you

believe the reality of those attributes. Why then so un

equal and partial, with respect to the Trinity, the case

being exactly the same ? why may not the thing be true,

though the manner, or modus of it, be above compre

hension ? You add, " Though the manner of the Son's

" derivation is above comprehension, yet his real subordi-

" nation is strictly demonstrable," p. 99.

Tantamne rem tam negligenter ?

Here the argument was, in a manner, brought to a head ;

and the fate of the controversy depended on this article.

Here you had a fair opportunity given you of laying on

your charge of contradiction, if you had any you could

depend on; and of clearing God's attributes (particularly

the three mentioned) from being liable to the same or

the like charge. But, instead of this, you walk calmly

off with one sentence ; in which, to be plain with you, it

will be hard to find either weight or pertinency. If you

mean, by real subordination, the subordination of a crea

ture to God ; or of one Person inferior in nature to an

other of a higher, superior, or more perfect nature; it is

not demonstrable/rem Scripture ; nor can it any way be

proved: if you mean any thing else, it is not perti

nent.

You are so kind as to allow the manner of the Son's

derivation, or generation, to be above comprehension. The

Eunomians, your predecessors in this controversy, fthought

(and they thought right) that, in order to support their

cause, it would be necessary to affirm the nature of God

to be comprehensible, or not above human comprehension ;

and therefore it is, that 6 Philostorgius censures Eusebius

' Epiph. Hares. lxxvi. p. 916. Socrat. E. H. 1. iv. c. 7. p. 176. Tbeodoret.

Hserct. Fab. 1. iv. c. 3. Cyril. Alex. Thesaur. p. 260. ed. Paris. Chrysostom.

Hom. xxvii. tom. i. p. 307.

< Philostorg. lib. i. p. 468. ed. Valc$.
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for closing in with the contrary opinion. You are more

modest; they more consistent : for indeed this contro

versy, managed upon the foot of mere reason, terminates

at length in that single question, Whether the essence of

God be above comprehension, or no. The Catholics stood

up for the affirmative; the wiser, but bolder, Arians main

tained the negative : and this is what, if you understand

your own principles, and will be at the pains to trace

them to the last result, you will be obliged to take shelter

in, or to give up your cause, so far as concerns all argu

ments drawn from the nature and reason of the thing.

Some of our English Socinians have expressed themselves

as roundly, upon this head, as any of the ancient Arians,

or Eunomians ; declaring the divine nature to be no more

mysterious than that of his creatures. Such assertions are

shocking ; but there is a necessity for them, if some men

will be consistent, and ingenuous enough to speak out.

They would not advance such bold paradoxes, if they

were not forced to it.

Before I leave this Query, it will be proper to acquaint

our readers what we mean by believing mysteries. For I

find that this is a matter which is apt to give great offence,

and to occasion many sad and tragical complaints. h Dr.

Whitby is one of the most considerable men that I have

observed giving into that popular way of reasoning, which

had been formerly left (as it ought to be still) to writers

of a lower class. He is very much disturbed that any

thing should be proposed as an article of faith, which is

not to be understood: and observes, that no man in his

sober senses can give his assent to what he understands

not; meaning, understands not at all. He is certainly

very right, I do not say pertinent, in the remark : and I

may venture to add, that no man, whether sober or other

wise, can do it. For, undoubtedly, where there is no

idea, there can be no assent : because assenting to nothing,

is the very same with not assenting. Thus far we are per-

h DimIuis. Modest. Pnef. p. 19.
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fectly agreed. But for the clearing up of this matter, I

shall endeavour to reduce what relates to it, to the follow

ing particulars, as so many distinct cases.

1. Let the first case be, where the terms of a proposi

tion, subject and predicate, (or either of them,) are not at

all understood by the Person to whom it is given. For

instance ; the words, Mene mene tekel vpharsin, carried no

idea at all with them, till the Prophet had interpreted

them; before which king Belshazzar could give no assent

to them. The same is the case of any proposition given

in an unknown language, or in such words, of a known

language, as a person understands not. Only, I would

have it observed, that, in such a case, a man neither ad

mits nor rejects the proposition ; because to him it is no

proposition, but merely sounds or syllables.

2. A second case is, when the proposition is given in a

language well understood, and in words which ordinarily

convey ideas to the mind ; but words so put together, in

that instance, as to furnish us with no certain determinate

meaning. A late anonymous writer has hit upon a very

proper example of this very case. " A woman ought to

" have power on her head, because of the angels." The

words, woman, power, head, angels, are all plain words,

and carry with them obvious familiar ideas. And yet a

man may have no idea of what is asserted in that propo

sition ; and therefore can give no assent to it, more than

this ; that it is true in some sense or other, or that some

thing should be believed, if he understood what : which

is not assenting to that proposition, but to another ; name

ly, that " whatever Scripture asserts, is true." The afore

said author observes, very shrewdly, that having no cer

tain ideas of the terms of the proposition, it is to him a

mystery. I may add, that the pertinency of his observa

tion is another such mystery; and the justice and equity

of his drawing a parallel between this and the mysteries

of Christianity, properly so called, must be a mystery to

as many as cannot perceive either the sense or the inge

nuity of doing it. But,
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3. Another case may be, when the terms of a propo

sition are understood, but are so connected or divided, as

to make a proposition manifestly repugnant. A triangle

is a square, A globe is not round, or the like. Such pro

positions we reject; not because we do not understand

them, but because we do; and understand them to be

false. Sometimes indeed a contradiction lies concealed

under the words it is couched in, till it be resolved into

plainer. For instance : this proposition, The existence of a

first cause is demonstrable, a priori : as it lies under these

terms, it seems reducible to case the second; as being

sound without sense. But resolve it into this ; There is a

cause prior to thefirst ; and then the t repugnancy appears.

So again : Necessity of existence is antecedently (in order

of nature) the cause or ground of that existence. These

are only so many syllables. But put it thus : A property

U, in order of nature, antecedent to, and the ground and

cause of the subject which supports it ; and the contradic

tion is manifest. Once more : Necessity absolute and an

tecedent (in order of nature) to the existence of the first

cause must operate every where alike. This proposition

seems to fall under case the second. But let it be re

solved into plainer words ; and then it will appear that

this is the proper place for it.

4. A fourth case is, when the terms of the proposition

carry ideas with them, seemingly, but not plainly repug

nant. For example : God certainlyforeknows events de

pending on uncertain causes. The omnipresent substance is

not extended. Propositions of this kind may be, and are

assented to ; because there may be a greater appearance

of repugnancy on the opposite side of the question; or,

because there is not reason sufficient for suspending as

sent.

5. A fifth case is, when a proposition is formed in ge-

t "AXA.' WSi inrrtpy XapGtlvtrm Tji aTtiuxTtaf.. avrn yaf ix Tprtfmt, xtu

yvnftfiMTtpn fvvlrraTtut rtv it Kytnrntv tijiit TfvvTa^u. Clem. Alex. Strom.

p. 696.
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neral terms, and reaches not to minute particulars. " The

" pure in heart shall see God." The phrase of seeing

God conveys some idea, but general only ; not particular,

precise, or determinate. " At God's right hand are plea-

" sures for evermore." God's right hand, and plea

sures, we have only general confuse ideas of: yet

ideas we have; and we assent as far as our ideas reach.

Having no more than a general confuse perception, our

faith in such points can rise no higher, or reach no far

ther ; nor can more be expected of us.

6. A sixth case is, when the terms of a proposition

convey ideas, but ideas of pure intellect ; such as imagi

nation can lay no hold of. Philosophers have illustrated

this by the instance of a chiliagon and a triangle. We

understand what is meant by a figure of a thousand sides,

as clearly as we do what is meant by one of three only :

but we imagine one more distinctly than the other. This

instance belongs more properly to distinct and confuse

imagination, than to the purpose it is brought for. Ideas

of numbers, in the abstract, are properly ideas of pure in

tellect : and so are, or should be, our ideas of our own

souls, of angels, of God: we may understand several

things of them ; but imagination has very little to do in

such matters. However, our not being able to imagine,

provided we do but understand, is no hindrance to our

assent, in propositions of this kind.

7. The last and easiest case is, when the terms convey

full and strong ideas to the understanding and imagination

also. For instance : The man Christ Jesus ate, drank,

slept, was crucified, died, and was buried, &c. Here, all

is easy, clear, and plain, even to those who love not to

think upon the stretch, or to be under any pain in. assent

ing.

Now for the application of the foregoing particulars to

the point in hand. Those articles of faith, which the

Church has called mysteries, belong not to case thefirst

or second, wherein no assent can be given : or if they do,

they are no articles of faith, but so many sounds or syl
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tables. It is to be hoped, they come not under case the

third : for plain contradictions are certainly no mysteries,

any more than plain truths; as is justly observed by the

learned k Dr. Clarke. For the same reason, they fall not

under case the seventh, where every thing is supposed

distinct, clear, and particular as can be desired. What

ever is plainly reducible to any of the four cases now

mentioned, is either no matter offaith at all, or no mys

tery. There remain three cases ; where the ideas are

either seemingly repugnant, or such as reach not to parti-

culars, or such as imagination has no concern with.

Assent may be given in all these cases, as hath been al

ready observed ; and so, possibly, here we may find arti

cles offaith : and, if some gentlemen will give us leave,

after we have thus explained what we mean by the term,

we will call such articles mysteries. For example :

The belief of three Persons, every one singly God, and

all together one God, seems to fall under case thefourth :

the ideas are seemingly, not really, repugnant. We know

what we mean, in saying every one, as clearly as if we

said any one, is God; a Person having such and such es

sential perfections. We see not perfectly how this is re

conciled with the belief of one God, as we see not how

prescience is reconciled with future contingents. Yet we

believe both, not doubting but that there is a connection

of the ideas, though our faculties reach not up to it.

Omnipresence, I think, is another mystery, and falls

chiefly under case thefifth. We have a general confuse

idea of it, and mean something by it. The particular

manner how it is, we have no notion of; and therefore

are not obliged to believe any particular modus. Fix

upon this or that, there are appearing repugnancies and

inconsistencies; and so far, this is reducible to case the

fourth, as well asfifth.

The incarnation of the Son of God is another mystery,

and comes under case the fourth and fifth. There are

k Reply, p. 38.
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some seeming, not real repugnancies; and the- ideas we

have of it are general and confuse, not particular nor spe

cial. Such as our ideas are, such must our faith be ;

and we cannot believe farther than we conceive, for be

lieving is conceiving ; confusely, if ideas are confusely ; ge

nerally, if general; distinctly and adequately, if distinct

and adequate.

The generation of the Son of God is another mystery.

Ideas we have of it, and know what we mean by it. But

being spiritual, imagination can lay no hold of them;

being general and confuse, we cannot reach to particulars;

and being seemingly repugnant, we cannot make out the

entire connection. Equality of nature (which is part of

the notion) is a general idea, and well understood ; refe

rence to a head.orfountain is general too, but more con

fuse, and besides, figurative ; eternal reference very con

fuse, as the idea of eternity necessarily must be ; insepa

rability is general, obscure, negative ; and we know but

very imperfectly what the union of spiritual things means.

Nevertheless we understand enough (though we can ima

gine little) to make it properly an article of belief; and

no man can reasonably pretend to reject it, as having no

meaning, or carrying no idea at all with it. We assent

as far as our ideas reach, for we can do no more : we be

lieve in part, what is revealed in part ; our faith keeping

pace with our ideas, and ending where they end.

The simplicity of God is another mystery, of which we

have some, but a very imperfect, general, and obscure

idea. It may fall under case thefifth and sixth. Scrip

ture says little of it : we have took it chiefly from meta

physics, which are short and defective. When we come

to inquire, whether all extension, or all plurality, diver

sity, composition of substance and accident, and the like,

be consistent with it, then it is that we discover how con

fuse and inadequate our ideas are. And hence it is, that

while all parties admit the divine simplicity, in the gene

ral, yet when they come to be pressed with it in dispute,

they often give different accounts of it ; and easily so ex
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plain and state the notion, as to make it suit with their

particular schemes. To this head belongs that perplexing

question, (beset with difficulties on all sides,) whether

the divine substance be extended or no. And if extension

be admitted, ingenious thoughtful men will divide again,

upon another question, whether infinite or no ; some

thinking it very absurd for any attribute of God not to

be infinite; others thinking it no less absurd to admit any

infinite extension, number, or the like, at all. They that

suppose the divine substance extended, lest they should

be obliged to conceive it as a point only ; and lest they

should admit that any thing can act where it is not, are,

when pressed with difficulties about aliquot parts, forced

to admit that any part of that substance, how great so

ever, or of whatever dimensions, must be. conceived only

as a point, in proportion to the whole : from whence it

follows, that, unless the world be infinite, all that acts (of

that infinite substance) in the world, is but a point ; and

so the whole substance, except that point, either acts not

at all in the world, or acts where it is not. But to pro

ceed.

Self-existence is another mystery, of which we know

little : and the learned are hardly agreed whether it be a

negative or positive idea. Yet every body believes it in

the gross, confusedly and undeterminately . It is manifest,

on one hand, that the first cause has no cause ; neither it

self (much less any property of itself) nor any thing else:

and yet it may seem very wonderful how any thing

should exist without a reason a priori ; that is, without a

cause for it

To name no more : eternity itself is the greatest mys

tery of all. An eternity past, is a thought which puzzles

all our philosophy ; and is too hard for the sharpest wits

to reconcile. The nunc stans of the schools (though older

than the schools) has been exploded; and yet succession

raf Iriftv ri Cttu Ix■o'ilt. Chryi. Horn. jlxv. tom. i. p. 298.
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carries with it insuperable difficulties. There is nothing

peculiar to the doctrine of the Trinity, any thing near so

perplexing as eternity is : and yet the gentlemen who are

for discarding mysteries are forced to believe it. I know

no remedy for these things but an humble mind; a just

sense of our ignorance in many things, and of our imper

fect knowledge in all. Now to return to the learned Dr.

Whitby.

After a view of the premises, it might be proper to ask

him, whether he dislikes the Catholic doctrine of the holy

Trinity, as perceiving contradictions in it. If this be the

case, however concerned I am for that doctrine, (believing

it to be true,) I will venture to say, it would be an ac

ceptable piece of service, if he could any way help others

to perceive them too. Truth, certain truth, will be al

ways welcome, in any cause, and from any hand, to all

sober and considerate men. But if this should be done,

he should not then complain that he understands not the

doctrine, but that he understands (i. e. distinctly perceives)

it to befalse.

If he means that he has no idea at all of the mystery,

not so much as a genera/, confuse, or inadequate appre

hension of it; that must be a mistake; as may appear

from what hath been before observed. Besides that hav

ing once, or oftener, wrote for it, (though he has since

laboured very much to perplex, puzzle, and disparage it,)

every candid man must believe that he understood, in

some measure, formerly, what he engaged in the proof

of.

If the case be, that he does not throughly, fully, and

adequately comprehend it, and therefore demurs to it;

then it should be considered, that the result of all is this

only, that he will not admit so far as he may understand,

unless he may have the privilege to understand something

more : which, whether it be not too familiar from a crea

ture towards his Creator, and articling more strictly

with Almighty God than becomes us, let any wise man

judge.

VOL. 1. Q
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If, lastly, it be pretended that it is a human, not a di

vine doctrine, which he is pleased to quarrel with ; let

him censure it as hitman and unscriptural only ; and not

as unintelligible, and impossible to be assented to: and

then we may bring the cause to a short issue, by inquir

ing whether the doctrine be scriptural, or no. Let things

be called by their right names, and set in their true and

proper light ; that truth may not be smothered, nor any

doctrine (especially so ancient and so important a doc

trine) condemned, before we know why. So much we

owe to the Church of Christ, which receives this faith ;

to the blessed saints and martyrs, many centuries up

wards, who lived and died in it ; to truth, to God, and to

ourselves, as to see that it be fairly and impartially ex

amined ; that " proving all things," as we ought to do, in

sincerity and singleness of heart, we may, at length, be

both wise enough to know, and suitably disposed to "hold

" fast that which is good."

It is excellently remarked by the ingenious Mr. Emlyn,

in the Appendix to his m Narrative, " that the holy

" Scriptures require no accurate, philosophical notions of

" God's eternity, omnipresence, and immensity, &c. They

" are content to give us popular, easy accounts of these

"matters— they trouble not men with the niceties of

" eternal successions, or an eternal to vuv, without succes-

" sion ; nor with infinite spaces, or of God's being present

" in part, or in whole ; and the like metaphysical diffi-

" culties.—Our religion imposes no such difficulties on

" us, of believing with the understanding what we cannot

" so much as perceive by it ; it only requires us to believe

" what it reveals to us, i. e. to our understanding and ap-

" prehension."

All this is very rightly and judiciously observed. God's

eternity and omnipresence we have only general and con

fuse ideas of; Scripture has not revealed to us the parti

cular modus, or minute circumstances of cither ; and we

" Page 61.
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are not obliged to believe any otherwise than as we ap

prehend, (i. e. confusely and inadequately;) nor indeed is

it possible. The same is the case of three Persons, every

one truly God, and all but one God ; so far evident from

Scripture, and apprehended, in the general, as fully and

clearly (perhaps more so) as eternity, omnipresence, or the

like. But the particular modus, how the three are one,

and the minute circumstances of their union and distinc

tion, are as much a secret to us, as how God foresees

future contingents, or is present in all places at once.

Many have been prying and inquisitive into this matter,

hoping to know something more particularly of it, till

they have come to doubt even of the thing itself, and so

have fallen into heresy : and Catholics have sometimes

exceeded in this way, endeavouring to explain beyond

their ideas ; which is really nothing else but multiplying

words. The notion is soon stated, and lies in a little

compass. All that words are good for, after, is only to

fix and preserve that notion, which is not improvable

(without a new revelation) by any new idea ; but may be

obscured and stifled in a multitude of words. The most

useful words for fixing the notion of distinction, are per

son, hypostasis, subsistence, and the like : for the divinity

of each Person, oiioo6'ru)( aysvriTot, eternal, uncreated, im

mutable, &c. For their union, vrspt^ipt^it, interior gene

ration, procession, or the like. The design of these terms

is not to enlarge our views, or to add any thing to our

stock of ideas ; but to secure the plain fundamental truth,

that Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are all strictly divine

and uncreated ; and yet are not three Gods, but one God.

He that believes this simply, and in the general, as laid

down in Scripture, believes enough ; and need never

trouble his head with nice questions, whether the union

of three Persons should be called individual or specific ;

whether Person and Being are reciprocal terms ; whether

every person may be properly said to be self-existent ;

how three persons can be all in the same place ; whether

all perfection might not as well have been confined to one

q 2
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Person only; or whether one might not have been as

good as three, and the like. These are difficiles nugce,

mostly verbal, or vain inquiries; and do not concern

common Christians, any farther than to be upon their

guard, that they be not imposed on by these subtilties,

invented to puzzle and perplex a plain Scripture truth,

which is easily perceived and understood in the general,

that is, as far as required to be believed. Minute particu

lars about the modus, may be left to "the disputers of this

" world," as a trial of their good sense, their piety, mo

desty, and humility.

We do not take it well to be reproached, as running

too far into metaphysical subtilties, by men whose pecu

liar talent it is, to play their metaphysics (that is, their

presumptions about the nature of a thing whereof they

know little) against Scripture and antiquity, the best

guides in those searches. If the Catholics have some

times gone farther than was necessary, in particular expli

cations, it should be remembered for whose sake they did

it ; and that it was chiefly with a view to satisfy such as

would not be contented with the general truth laid down

in Scripture. I shall show, by an instance or two, how

that matter is. The ■xep^ooq^t;, and interior generation,

are two specialities taught by the Catholics, and heavily

complained of by your friend n Dr. Whitby, as unscrip-

tural definitions. Now, these are but appendages to our

prime (and, as we think, scriptural) positions, and we are

no farther concerned for them, than as they are conceived

to hang upon the other ; so that your quarrel with us for

these, is really finding fault with our leading and funda

mental doctrine of one God in three Persons. But to show

you how unequal you are in censuring us for unscriptural

terms, observe the course and method of dispute which

draws us first into them. You argue, suppose, that the

Son cannot be God, in the strict sense, without making

two Gods: we answer, that Father and Son, by a most

n Disquisit. Modest. Praef. p. 26.
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intimate and ineffable union of substance, will, power, pre

sence, operation, &c. (which we call wegi^tu^<nj,) may be

one God. You argue again, that if the Son be a Son, in

our sense, there must be a division and separate existence:

we say, No ; alleging that he may be a Son in a proper

sense, and in our sense, without division, and without a

separate existence ; and the name for this is interior gene

ration. After we are come thus far, pursuing your wan

derings into the philosophy of the thing ; you step back

again, and tell us, that Scripture says nothing of this vre-

pi%a>pri'n;, or interior generation. Supposing (not granting)

your pretence true; did you set out upon the foot of

Scripture ? Does Scripture any where tell you that two

divine Persons cannot be one God? or that Father and

Son must have a separate existence ? You argue only

from the nature and reason of the thing itself, of which

you have no adequate idea ; and we answer what is suffi

cient, and more than sufficient, to confute mere conjec

tures in matters above your reach. Lay you aside your

unsaiptural objections, and we shall have no occasion for

unscriptural answers.

I shall just take notice of an artificial turn of Mr. Em-

lyn's, relating to this subject; and then put an end to

this long, but, I hope, useful digression. His words are

as follow : 0 " The pride of reason, which hindered (the

" Pagan philosophers) from believing in Christ, did not lie

" in refusing to submit their faith to mysterious specula-

" tions, which puzzled their reason : but, on the con-

" trary, it lay in a proud affectation of swelling words

" and philosophic mysteries, and not humbling their un-

" derstandings to receive a plain Gospel, and familiar doc-

" trine."

The thought is ingenious, and might pass well, if his

tory, like metaphysical arguments, were to be made

merely by strength of wit. He forgets that the mystery

of the resurrection was one of those plainfamiliar things,

0 Exam. of Dr. Bennet, &c. p. 5. Intr o duct.
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which the pride of their reason refused to submit to. He

considers not that the Jews, and the earliest heretics,

(much of the same temper with the Pagan philosophers,)

were offended at nothing more than at the mystery of

God incarnate; which we learn from Ignatius, Justin,

Plrenaeus, Tertullian, and ' other ancient writers: and

he need but look into Justin, Tatian, and Origen, to find

that the Pagans, in particular, were in the same senti

ments, and joined in the same common charge against

the Christian doctrine. Nay, it may farther appear from

other 5 evidences, that the very mystery of the Trinity,

which is the " rock of offence" to some even at this time,

gave very early offence to the Pagan wits ; and was much

disrelished by them : so averse were they to the receiving

of mysteries : and the pride of reason wrought, at that

time, much after the same manner as it does at this day ;

human nature being always the same. But it is now

high time to proceed.

Queiiy XXII.

Whether his (the Doctor's) whole performance, whenever

he differsfrom us, be any thing more than a repetition of

this assertion, that being and person are the same, or

that there is no medium between Tritheism and Sabel-

lianism ? Which is removing the causefrom Scripture to

natural reason, not very consistently with the title of his

book.

IT is of small importance to observe how the Doctor

has proved such points, as he and we both agree in. He

P Secundum millam sententiam luercticorum Vcrbum Dei cam fiictum est.

I' en. 1. iii. c. 11. p. 189.

1 Incrcdibilc pra'sumpscrant Dcum carncm. Tertull. cvntr. Marc. 1. iii.

c. 8.

' Alii quoquc lucretici usque adeo < hristi manifestam amplexati sunt diri-

nitatem, ut dixcriut ilium fuissc sine rarnc ; et totum illi susceptum detraX'

er'mt homineuv, ue decoqucrint in illo diriui nomiuis potestatem si humananx

illi sociasscnt, ut arbitrabantur, nativitatem. Avra/. c. 18.

' Lucian. Philopatr. Atban. Orat. p. 564.
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might have spared the unnecessary pains, and have took a

shorter way with us, had his cause been such as could be

served by close argument. He need not have told us so

often that the Father is eminently styled the one God, or

that the Son is subordinate. We allow all that : the con

sequence which he draws from it, and covertly insinuates

to his reader, is the thing we doubt of. This was the

point which should have been laboured, for the conviction

of wise and considering men. He has a deal to say in

defence of what nobody opposes ; and may there tri

umph securely without an adversary: but when he comes

to the point of difference, the pinch of the question, there

it is that he discovers his want of proof, and how little he

has to depend on, besides that one precarious principle

intimated in the Query ; which indeed runs through his

whole performance, and is often supposed, but never

proved.

By this principle he 'eludes the force of the first chap

ter of St. John's Gospel : and he refers to it again upon

"Acts xx. 28. x 1 Tim. iii. 16. John v. 18. By the same

principle he evades the force of y John viii. 58. zxii. 41.

av. 23. And so he might have done with any number

of texts, however full and express for the received doc

trine : for, by the same b maxim, he draws over the Ni-

cene Creed, and does not despair of bringing in the

cAthanasian also. From hence it is visible, wherein the

strength of his performance lies ; and what it is that he

chiefly trusts to. It is not Scripture, it is not antiquity,

but a philosophical principle ; to which Scripture, Fathers,

Councils, Creeds, every thing, must yield. And indeed

had it been a principle of true and sound philosophy,

every reasonable man would be willing to pay the utmost

deference to it : but it appears, at length, to be that kind

of vain philosophy, which is often intruding where it has

• Script. Doctr. p. 86. ■ Id. p. 87. * Id. p. 88, 97.

r Id. p. 99. • P. 102. ■ P. 132.

b P. 465. t P. 428, 430, 435, &c. first ed.
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nothing to do. The subject is sublime, and above com

prehension. We have no intrinsic evidence, no ideas, to

build any thing certainly upon. Extrinsic evidence, di

vine revelation, is here all in all ; and the only proper use

of our rational faculties, is to inquire into the true and

genuine sense of it. To philosophize here from the nature

and reason of the thing itself, of which we know little,

is choosing to be still in the dark, when we have light

before us ; and is not, properly, following our reason, but

our conceits, fancies, and fond conjectures. You are

pleased to say, in defence of the learned Doctor, that " if

" he had done no more than proved intelligent being and

" person to be the same, it must for ever remain an un-

" answerable difficulty," &c. Right, if he had proved

what he has not, something might be said. I have d be

fore observed to you, that the word being bears two

senses; and that you yourselves will not call any thing a

being, but a separate being. Excuse the Trinitarians for

being reserved, after your example, in so tender a point ;

and for endeavouring to speak properly, as well as to

think justly, in things pertaining unto God. All that the

Doctor hath proved, or can prove, is only this ; that se

parate persons are so many intelligent beings ; which we

readily admit : but united persons, or persons having no

separate existence, may be one Being, one Substance, one

God, notwithstanding. And that you may not think that

I screen myself under dark words, or obscure distinctions,

I will tell you frankly the meaning of what I have now

said. It is little more than this, that persons so united

as to make one Being, may be one Being. I suppose the

affirmative, that they may be so united; having sufficient

grounds for it in Scripture, and in Catholic antiquity. It

lies upon you, in this case, to prove the negative, viz.

that no union whatever can make two persons one Being,

one to ©sTov, one God : you are to show the supposition to

be impossible, in the nature of the thing : that is, (as I

* Qu. ix. p. 119.
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humbly conceive,) you are to prove what you can know

nothing of ; and are to work up a demonstration without

ideas. There the matter rests, and, I am persuaded,

must rest, till you please to come out of metaphysics ;

and to put the cause upon the foot of Scripture and anti

quity, the only lights in this matter. Strange that, at

this time of day, any need to be told (what c unbelievers

only doubted of formerly) that Scripture is our rule to go

by, for forming our notions of God ; and not the light of

nature, which is darkness in comparison.

You are offended at the Querist for saying, that the

Doctor admits no medium between Tritheism and Sabel-

lianism. I should have said, it seems, no medium for his

adversaries ; and you wonder at so palpable a mistake.

Indeed the meaning of what I said was so palpable, that

there was no occasion for guard, while I supposed myself

writing to a man of sense. You have took it right so far :

the Doctor allows us, his adversaries, no medium. But I

had an eye to something more, viz. that he has, by the-

same principle, left no medium for himself; as 1 shall

show you in due time. I am only to observe now, that

it is not from Scripture, or from Catholic antiquity, that

the Doctor has learned this maxim, of no medium (for

such as believe Christ to be essentially God) between Sa-

bellianism and Tritheism. This was what I complained

of, his makipg a pompous appearance of Scripture and

Fathers, when the whole is made to depend upon a mere

philosophical question, which is to be the rule and mea

sure to try Scripture and Fathers by. Let Scripture or

Fathers appear ever so strong and clear for such a me

dium, they are condemned beforehand, either to speak

another sense, or to be of no weight or authority. If

' Ovti yip Qurut tSrt atfyurttn Ivvsi'a, turu fttyaXa aat Sua yifitaw

wHg iuvarit, aXXa Tn awStt itt rtiis ayUvt £,itaf miaaura aaTiXSwty Sw^ia.

Just. Mart. Parten. p. fiO.

natra^#Ssw rtUvt ni'wat ^rttrtau, Srt tilaftxf wifi Qtou J} rns ifins

iriStias fta&ami t7tt n, n rraja T»v w^tQnrur ft'tttt, r.t iia T?s Sl'fitf Itiwvtias

i.}araiiTm iftS.!. Ibid. p. 129. cd. Ox. Conf. Hippolyt. contr. Noet. c. 9.
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this be the case, (as you seem to admit,) you ought to

go upon very sure grounds. And yet the learned Doctor,

instead of favouring us with any proof of his main posi

tion, which gives the law to the rest, has only often re

peated it ; which is no more than to say, there cannot be

any medium in the case ; no, there cannot. We do not

pretend to be wise enough to know any thing, a priori,

whether there can, or there cannot ; but, a posteriori, we

may inquire after fact : and if we find by Scripture,

rightly understood, that there really is such a medium ;

we shall not be concerned for any pretended strength of

your maxim against it.

Our defence then against the charge of Trit/ieism will

be as follows. By comparing Scripture with Scripture,

we plainly find that the divine unity is not an unity of

Person : we observe, that there are more Persons than one

dignified with the same high titles of Lord, God, &c. in

vested with the same high powers, attributes, and per

fections ; and entitled to the same honour, worship, and

adoration : and yet the Scripture never tells us of two

true Gods ; but constantly asserts that God is one. We

take notice, that the Father is Jehovah, and Son is Jeho

vah, and yet the Lord Jehovah is one Lord ; the Father

creates, and the Son creates, and yet we have no warrant

to say two Creators; the Father is worshipped, and the

Son is worshipped, and yet we find no foundation for as

serting two objects of worship, or two worships: in a word,

the Father is God, and the Son is God, and yet we are

nowhere taught to call them two Gods. The obvious

conclusion, from these premises, is, that they are both

one God, (otherwise indeed Ditheism is unavoidable,) and

thus the Scripture-notion of unity is of more Persons than

one in the same Godhead. What confirms us in this

reasoning, is, that our blessed Lord has told us, that he

and the Father are one ; that whosoever hath seen him,

hath seen the Father ; that he is in the Father, and the

Father in him ; and very familiarly speaking of the Far

ther and himself, he says, " we will come unto him,"
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(that loveth Christ,) " and make our abode with him."

St. Paul, in his Epistles, asks for the same grace, mercy,

and peace from the Father and Son ; and also prays that

they may direct his way, 1 Thess. iii. 11. These things

serve to illustrate and explain each other; and, all together,

abundantly make good the position before laid down,

that f Father and Son are one God. Accordingly the Pro

phet s Isaiah, as may be inferred from h St. John, makes

them both to be one holy, holy, Lord of hosts, therein

signifying both the distinction of Persons and unity of

Godhead. These considerations (with many others too

long to recite) convince vis that there is a medium (sav

ing the Son's essential divinity) between Sabellianism and

Tritheism. We assert not three absolute, original, coor

dinate divinities, like the Marcionites ; we separate not

the Persons from each other, with the Arians; we hold

not a specific unity, (such as between two individuals of

any species, two men, for instance.) If we did any of

these, there might be some colour for the charge of Tri

theism. But we acknowledge, with the Scriptures, one

God the Father with his coessential and coeternal Son and

Spirit ; one head and fountain of all, the three divine Per

sons being one in nature, one in knowledge, in presence,

in operation, and energy ; never separate, never asunder ;

distinct without division, united without confusion. If

this be Tritheism, it is what the Scripture has taught us,

and what God, who best knows his own nature, hath re

commended to us. But it is not Tritheism ; it is the

true and only medium, which may be found by looking

in Scripture for it ; and which you seem to have lost by

r I have hitherto waved the consideration of the Holy Ghost ; for which

reason also 1 pass it over here, confining myself chiefly to the point of the

Son's divinity, which if sufficiently cleared, the other, I suppose, may be ad

mitted without scruple.

t Isa. cb. 6.

b John xii. 4 1 .

Vid. Athanas. p. 108, 877, 889. ed. Bened. Basil. contr. Eunom. 1. v. p.

115. Hieron. in Isa. vi. et Epist. ad Dumas. de eod. Epipb. Aucorat. p. 15,

31.
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following a false light, .and wandering too far in fanci

ful speculations.

To confirm us still more in this, we perceive, upon due

inquiry, that those who lived nearest the apostolical age,

and best knew the mind of the Scriptures, they also

taught the same doctrine which we teach. There was

some appearance of Tritheism in it then, as there is now;

which is an argument to us, that it is still the same : but

if any Christian seriously took upon him to charge the

doctrine with Tritheism, and persisted in it, he was imme

diately rejected by the wiser and soberer Christians, as a

heretic.

Praxeas, about the year 1 86, began openly to charge the

Catholics with Tritheism. But his pretences were easily

despised by the Church; and his arguments answered by

Tertullian.

Not long after, Noe'tus revived the charge, and his

> plea was, that God is one, and that there could not be a

plurality in the Godhead : but he went away with the

character of a weak and rash man ; and was condemned

by the Christian Church. At the same time, the Noe-

tians had so high an opinion of the divinity of Christ,

(Scripture and tradition running strong for it,) that k they

had no way of solving the difficulty, but by making Fa

ther and Son one Person, and, in consequence, were Patri-

passians.

About the middle of the third century arose Sabellius.

He pretended to be extremely zealous for the unity, and

'charged the Catholics with asserting three Gods. He

has been thought to have refined upon the Noe'tian scheme,

1 Epiphan. Heer.lvii. p. 480. Theod. Hacrct. Fab. J.iii. c.3. Hippol. contr.

Noet. c. xi. p. 14.

k Ne videantur duos Deos dicere, nequc rursus negarc Salvatoris Divini-

tatem, unam eaudemque substantiam Patris ac Filii asscverant : id est duo

quidem nomina secundum divcrsitatem causarum recipientem, unam tamen

Hypostasin subsistcrc, id est, unam Personam duobus nominibus siibjaccri-

tem, qui Latine Patripassiani appellantur. Orig. apud Pamph. Apol. p. 226.

ed\ Bened.

1 Epiphan. Hieres. lxii. p. 514.
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(if we may call it refining,) by denying a God incarnate,

after the example of the earlier heretics; by which he

avoided the error of the Patripassians. If so, he may be

looked upon as holding nearly the same principles with

the modern Socinians. This conjecture is grounded on a

passage in m Epiphanius. But n St. Austin understood

the matter otherwise, and the Sabellians have been gene

rally reckoned with the Patripassians.

Within a few years after Sabellius, Paul of Samosata

carried on the same charge of 0 Tritheism (or rather

Ditheism) against the Catholics ; and was a warm, inju

dicious P asserter of the unity, confining it to the Father

only, exclusive of the other Persons. But the Catholic

Bishops, as lEusebius informs us, ran together against

him, as against a wolf, that was endeavouring to destroy

the flock of Christ.

About fifty years after him appeared Arius ; who, to

avoid ^Tritheism, (as he thought,) and to preserve the unity

of the Godhead, and that there might be one s self-existent

Being, or Person, (the same pretexts, in the main, which

had been handed down by some 'before Praxeas, as well

as by Praxeas himself, and Noe'tus, Sabellius, and Paul of

Samosata,) denied the divinity of the second Person, only

allowing a real preexistence, and so making him more

ancient than the others before-mentioned did. Such were

the men who formerly (joining therein with "Jews and

Pagans) charged the Catholics with holding a plurality

of Gods; while the Catholics notwithstanding retained

the faith ; despising the accusation, as weak, false, and

groundless ; and defending themselves upon such princi-

m Epiphan. Synops. tom. i. 1. 2. p. 398. tom. ii. p. 146. cd. Petar.

° Aug. 1 1 ares. 4 1 .

• Epist. Synod. Antioch. Lab. tom. i. p. 845.

P Theodoret. Hicret. Fab. 1. ii. c. 8. Athanas. vol. ii. p. 942.

•i Euseb. Eccl. Hist. 1. vii. c. 27.

' Ep. Alexand. apud Thcod. E. H. 1. i. c 4. Ambr. de Fid. 1. i. p. 1.

• *Ei tt ayittnrtv, ut aywnrts.

t Vid. Novatian. c. 30.

• Athan. vol. i. p. 564. Lucian. Philopatr. p. 770, 774.
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pies as have been before mentioned. None were ever

condemned by the Church as Tritheists, but such as either

denied the unity of principium, or made the Hypostases

heterogeneous, separate, or alien from each other.

We have seen then that there is no just ground from

Scripture or antiquity to charge our doctrine with Tri-

theism. If there be any pretence from the nature and

reason of the thing itself, it is of very slight moment.

The divine nature is best known from Revelation : it is

from thence we discover that God is not jLtovoirpoVanroj, a

single Hypostasis, but that the Father has his coesscntial

and coeternal Son and Holy Spirit always in him and

with him. We can have no other right conception of the

one God, (to use the words of x Ilippolytus,) but by be

lieving in a real Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. This is

the faith of the ever blessed Trinity ; which Scripture and

Fathers hold forth to us ; and which is too strongly sup

ported, to be weakened by any wit or criticism. As to

those who take Trinity and Tritheism for synonymous

terms, they may go on to value themselves upon it. They

have Jews, Pagans, and Heretics, fifteen hundred years

backwards, to countenance them in it. It is sufficient to

have shown, that wiser and better men, the truly primi

tive and Catholic Church, never thought it Tritheism; but

condemned those that thought so.

Having taken off the charge from our doctrine, I come,

next, to fix it upon yours ; where, I humbly conceive, it

ought to lie. 1 do not pretend that you are Tritheists, in

every sense ; but in the same sense that the Pagans are

called Polytheists, and in the Scripture-sense of the word

God, as explained and contended for by yourselves. One

divi?ie Person is, with you, equivalent to one God; and

■ "AXXMf ti ifa 0i« iffft'trai ftn ivraft&at Iat ftVt tW*if IlaTj), aat ui*, a*i

iyty wHvfiiaTt wirlCr*if*.lv . Ifippal. cotltr. Na&t. p. 16.

I shall add bis doxolotiy, because it has but lately appeared in the Greek,

and so has been less took notice of.

Ourtf 0 ©is* 0 a-ZJtvrf 3/ nftas ytytriis, tT wavTa uw'trafyi narnj, aiirif n

c-lt y.-'t rt a^artf afta TIatti aat aylu wrtuftaTit lt vfi ayla taaXtifftat 5 atu

£11, tat uf nvt atZtas twt at»tttr, iftnr. P. 20. vol. 2. Fabric.
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two, to two Gods ; and three, to three Gods : the case

is plain; the consequence unavoidable. One supreme

and two inferior Gods, is your avowed doctrine : and,

certainly, the asserting three Gods (whether coordinate

or otherwise) is Trilheism ; against the first command

ment, against the whole tenor of Scripture, and the prin

ciples of the primitive Church. It is, to me, an instance

of the ill effects of vain philosophy, and shows how the " dis-

" puter of this world" may get the better of the Christian;

when men appear so much afraid of an imaginary error in

metaphysics, and, to avoid it, run into a real one, against

Scripture and antiquity. You tell me, indeed, that if I am

positive in this, you will bring both yAnte-Nicene and

Nicene Fathers against me. But let me advise you to

read them (a second time) over; and you will see no rea

son to be sanguine in this matter. The Doctor has cited

some passages from them, and made them seemingly

speak his sense ; though, in the main doctrine, they are

clearly against him, as I have observed z above. You ap

peal to these Fathers, as vouchers for you. But let us

attend, however, to what you say.

" The ancient writers of the Church unanimously

y The sense of Ante-Niccne and Post-Nicene Fathers, in relation to Tri

theism, may be seen in the following passages.

' Kr.;.- i a» tlatrut > iy-.v.. aai tj * iiatfHirat x. , ' aarar'lftrttrat aal itatftivras

ri ri v, 7 1 7 -i arituy/ua Tns i aaXnrta ,- ttv QttZ, rhf ftttat%lat ut rfttt iuiiftut

mas aal u ' .' ^. -v tta; uwtrarut, aai SlsVtirai rpul tl Tflit Qitiis rpwtt nta

anmrrtvvu , lit r^ut urrtrdrtis (iMf aXXnXut wairawatt atx*j0ttfti'uat iiaifwtras,

rni iylat ftnaia. Dionys. Rvman. apud Athanas. vol. i. p. 231.

'© fttt JU^af tlrayut iCt, iCt an^iirrn Quiis' avrn Ma^a'tittf h iurriSua

rrdXi¥ t Qttt iyitnrtu utai > , uv, aXXtt ii ©l» yttnrtv, ivt aai avrts Xtytt Qtis,

ita rt)t rnt tiir'tas itaQ«iai, kt $Xav$t\{iias tlfftiyu' Swtv 31 ft!a fttt r) 'A*%ltt Jt ii ri

i£ aurns yttvtfta Ut S|ts, rtXt'tas uiv ft Tlarft Tnt St'trnrts ttVfttvits, rtXllat

ii aai it uit} rns .xarfiant Sttrnrts iiwa^wrns. Athan. contr. Sabell. Greg.

p. 42. Comp. Basil. Hom. 27. contr. Sabell. p. 604, 605.

n»i it irai aia Suras, tl «ia in, aaS' iftis 'Ofunr'ttts ri Uarf'., tl yaf t%U

rua liai-arn, Urtl itaQttat aartt rit rit tir'tas >.:. '• nj uh a" Qtis i

w#s, irt^a7tf ii i warn^, aat iut aara rturt Quiit itayan Xtyttf Swtf irtt artCtf,

aai tHi f^ttt iatns rra^aitartt. 'Ou-.h.'i^ afa t« Ylar-t i vlii' tvrtt yaf rt

U Btirnrt ti-.'.h ';. re. Cyril. Alex. Thesaur. p. 78.

t Query 5.
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" agree, that nothing but an absolute equality and coor-

" dination in God the Father and the Son, can make

" them two Gods ; and that the real subordination of the

" Son to the Father preserves the Church from Poly-

" theism," (p. i oo.) In the next page, you appeal to

" Athanasius for the sense of the Nicene and Post-Nicene

" Fathers," and to Hilary and Basil, in order to clear

your doctrine from the charge of Tritheism; little ima

gining that these good and great men have a condemned

your doctrine, as Polytheism and Paganism, over and over;

as all know, that are any thing conversant in their works.

Well : but what have they said to countenance your no

tion? This only; that unity of principle clears the Church's

doctrine from the charge of Tritheism. Not your doc

trine, not the Arian doctrine; but the Catholic doctrine.

For since equality of nature, and unity of principle too,

are both requisite; the Catholics admitting the former (as

their adversaries well knew) had nothing farther needful

to insist upon, in answer to the charge of Tritheism, but

the latter. Unity of principle and sameness of nature

together might make two Persons one God, (according to

the unanimous opinion of the ancients,) but not either of

them alone.

But now, in respect to the Arian (that is, your) doc

trine, the pretence of unity of principle is perfectly ab

surd. The Son is supposed a creature of the Father's:

if his being of, or from, the Father, in this sense, makes

him one God with the Father, it will follow, that angels,

or men, or even things inanimate, are one God with the

Father also. Indeed, to do you justice, you do not so

much as pretend, that unity of principle, or any thing else,

can make him one God with the Father. Which is enough

to show, how very widely you differ from the ancients, in

the main point of all. They thought it necessary to assert,

that Father and Son were both one God. So Irenaeus,

Athenagoras, Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria, Origen,

• Athanas. Orat. iii. p. 565, 566. Hilar. p. 916. Basil. Ep. lxz. p. 863.

Hom. xxvii. p. 601, &c.
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Hippolytus, Lactahtius, and even Euseblus himself, after

some debates upon it : as may appear from the testimo

nies b before referred to : and of the Post-Nicene Catholic

writers, in general, every body knows how they con

tended for it. They thought that the divinity of the Son

could not be otherwise secured, and Polytheism at the

same time avoided, than by asserting Father and Son to

be one God; and they thought right. But what do you

do ? Or how can you contrive to clear your scheme ? We

ask if the Son be God, as well as the Father ? You say,

Yes: how then is there but one God? Your answer is,

The Father is supreme, and therefore he, singly, is the one

God. This is taking away what you gave us before, and

retracting what you asserted of the Son. If supremacy

only makes a Person God, the Son is no God, upon your

principles : or, if he is God notwithstanding, then Father

and Son are two Gods. Turn this over, as often as you

please, you will find it impossible to extricate yourself

from it. You can say only this ; that you do not admit

two supreme Gods. This is very true : no more did the

Pagan Polytheists, nor the idolatrous Samaritans, nor

others condemned in Scripture for Polytheism. You starid

pretty fair upon the principles bf philosophy ; and are not

guilty of any manifest error in metaphysics, upon this arti

cle. But you are such a Tritheist, as, upon Scripture-

principles, and upon the principles of the Catholic Church,

both c before and after the Nicene Council, must stand

condemned. Your belief of the Fathers being for you, in

this particular, is pure fancy and fiction ; owing, I sup

pose, to your seeing only some pieces of them in Dr.

Clarke. You can find but very little among the ancients,

which either directly or indirectly favours your notion of

a supreme and a subordinate God. They condemned it

► Qn. ii. f. 16.

t N. B. I do not say that the Aute -Niccuc writers would have called the

Arian doctrine Tritheism; perhaps, blasphemy rather. But they would have

charged it with Paganism, (see Tertullian above, p. 39.) which comes to the

same with what the Post-Nictnc said of it.

VOL. 1. R
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implicitly, in their disputes with the Pagans, all along :

and no sooner was it started in the Church, but the Ca

tholics were alarmed at it ; and immediately condemned it

as reviving of creature-worship, and restoring Gentilism,

and Pagan Polytheism. Two Gods, a greater and a less,

a supreme and an inferior, no Scripture, no sound reason,

no good Catholic ever taught; no church would have

endured. A separate God from the Supreme, an inferior

created God, would not only have been looked upon as

Polytheism and contradiction, considered in itself; but as

heresy and blasphemy, if understood of God and Christ.

To conclude this head : if we understand the word

God in the strict sense, it is ridiculous to charge the

Arian scheme with plurality of Gods. But, if it be un

derstood in the loose popular sense, or in your own sense

of it, it is equally ridiculous to deny it. Mr. Nye, who,

you know, has studied this controversy much and long,

and is no friend either to the truly Catholic scheme or

yours, condemning both as Tritheism, is pleased how

ever so far to give the preference to the former, as to de

clare, that " the Arian heresy is only a more absurd and

" less defensible Tritheism d." Of all the four schemes

which have been followed, the Sabellian, Catholic, Arian,

and Socinian ; the Sabellian only, which entirely ungods

the Son, (that is, by denying him any distinct divine per

sonality, and admitting only a human personality, viz. of

the man Christ,) and annihilates the Holy Ghost, stands

perfectly clear of any appearance of Polytheism. The

Catholic appears chargeable, but really is not so: the

Arian and Socinian both appear so, and are so; wherefore

a charge of Tritheism must come from them with a very

ill grace. For, was the charge really just, and were we

weak enough to assert three coordinate Gods ; yet even

that could not be more repugnant to the whole drift,

scope, and tenor of the sacred writ, than the admitting a

plurality of Gods, great and little, sovereign and inferior,

d Explicat. of the Articles of Div. Unity, p. 9).
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infinite and finite, uncreated and created, to receive our

addresses, and to be the objects of our love, faith, hope,

confidence, and religious adoration.

Query XXIII.

Whether the Doctor's notion of the Trinity be more clear

and intelligible than the other ?

The difficulty in the conception of the Trinity is, how three

Persons can be one God.

Does the Doctor deny that every one of the Persons, singly,

is God? No : Does he deny that God is one? No : How

then are three one ?

Does one and the same authority, exercised by all, make

them one, numerically or individually one and the same

God ? That is hard to conceive how three distinct Beings,

according to the Doctor's scheme, can be individually one

God, that is, three Persons one Person.

If therefore one God necessarily signifies but one Person,

the consequence is irresistible; either that the Father is that

one Person, and none else, which is downright Sabel-

lianism ; or that the three Persons are three Gods.

Thus the Doctor's scheme is liable to. the same difficulties

with the other.

There is indeed one easy way of coming off, and that is, by

saying that the Son and Holy Spirit are neither of them

God, in the Scripture-sense of the word. But this is cut

ting the knot, instead of untying it; and is in effect to

say, they are not setforth as divine Persons in Scripture.

Does the communication of divine powers and attributes

from Father to Son and Holy Spirit, make them one

God, the divinity of the two latter being the Father's

divinity? Yet the same difficulty recurs; for either the

Son and Holy Ghost have distinct attributes, and a dis

tinct divinity of their own, or they have not: if they

have, they are (upon the Doctor's principle) distinct Gods

from the Father, and as much as finite from infinite,

creature from Creator; and then how are they one? If

they have not, then, since they have no other divinity, but

■

R 2
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that individual divinity, and those attributes which are

inseparable from the Father's essence, they can have vo

distinct essence from the Father's; and so (according to

the Doctor) will be one and the same Person, that is, will

be names only.

Q. Whether this be not as unintelligible as the orthodox

notion of the Trinity, and liable to the like difficulties: a

communication of divine powers and attributes, without

the substance, being as hard to conceive, nay, much harder,

than a communication of both together?

YOU are pleased to say, that " had the author at all

" understood Dr. Clarke's books, he would not have

" offered these considerations, they are such gross mis-

" takes," (p. 105.) It might be very pardonable to mis

take the Doctor, who deals much in general and ambi

guous terms; and I am the more excusable, as mistaking

on the tender and candid side. I must own to you, I was

not then aware, that the Doctor had denied Father, Son,

and Holy Ghost, to be one God. I did not apprehend, he

would scruple to call them all together one God ; because

that would be manifestly excluding Son and Holy Ghost

from the one Godhead; and then our dispute about his

meaning would be perfectly at an end. I should have

been very unwilling to make so home a charge as that

upon him : but since you are a friend, and declare in pub

lic that this is his meaning, so it shall be hereafter. And

now, I will not ask how three Persons can be one God,

upon the Doctor's principles ; but I will put the question

thus : How can it be true (upon the Doctor'^ principles)

that every Person of the Trinity is God ; and true likewise,

that there is but one God? The question or difficulty be

ing thus fairly stated, I conceive that my reasoning

against the other will, in the main, hold good against

this too; only mutatis mutandis. Now then, clear me up

this difficulty in the Doctor's scheme, and free it from

self-contradiction, if you are able. I have been searching

diligently several pages of your answer, to see if I might
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find any thing like a solution: but I perceive, at length,

you was so wise as to drop it. You was to tell me how,

notwithstanding that there are three divine Persons, (that

is, Gods, according to you,) there is still but one God.

But instead of this, you run wandering wide and far, to

show how three may be one. What ? Three Gods one

God ? That was what I asked ; the rest is not pertinent,

but foreign to the point. Finding so little satisfaction

from you, in a point so material, in the very pinch of the

question between the Doctor and us, I thought proper to

have recourse to the Doctor's books again ; to see if any

thing could be found there to our present purpose.

I perceived, that " e dominion and authority," accord

ing to him, " make God to be God." Upon this princi

ple, he supposes the Son, " 1 by nature truly God, having

" true divine power and dominion :" and he says, " sThe

" word God, in Scripture, is always a relative word of

" office, signifying personal dominion." The obvious

conclusion, from these premises, is, that if dominion and

authority, such as make any Person truly God, be lodged

in three Persons ; those three Persons, upon the Doctor's

principles, must be three Gods. The Doctor being sensi

ble of this difficulty in his scheme, and not being able to

solve it, nor willing to profess three Gods, tries to disguise

and elude it. He asks ; " h Why must three divine Beings,

" of necessity, be conceived as three Gods ?" The answer

is very easy: Because three divine Beings, or Persons, is

exactly the same, in other words, with three Gods, upon

his principles ; and because every one of the three is sup

posed to have personal dominion, that very dominion which

is sufficient to make a Person truly God; and such as

makes God to be God. ' He goes on to distinguish the

three Persons by the names of God, Lord, and Holy Spi

rit; as if he had forgot, or had no mind to own, that

either of the two last is God. He proceeds : " They can

" no more truly be said to be three Gods, than each of

' Reply, p. 301. ' It). p. 81. i lb. p. 290.

b lb. p. 222. ' lb. p. 223.

* 3
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" them, singly, can be truly said to be the God and Fa-

" ther of all, who is above all ; which is the Apostle's

" definition of the one supreme God." But this is not to.

the purpose ; unless no one can be God, that is not the

supreme God. If the Doctor says that, he contradicts

himself strangely ; having took a great deal of pains to

show that the Son, though not the supreme God, is yet

truly God, having true divine power and dominion. If he

thinks the Apostle's definition of God to be better than

his own, why did he not stand to it ? And then it would

be seen plainly, that his meaning is, that no one can be

God but the Father ; which is making short work with

the doctrine of the divine Trinity, and striking out Son

and Holy Ghost at once. It is evident to a demonstration,

that the three Persons are, upon the Doctor's hypothesis,

as really and truly three Gods, as that every one, singly, is

God: and therefore either let him say plainly, that there are

three Gods ; or that neither the Son nor the Holy Ghost

is God. The difficulty then still remains unanswered;

how (upon the Doctor's principles) three Persons can be

every one, singly, God; and yet Scripture say true, that

there is but one God.

And now, I return to you again, whom I left instruct

ing the reader, very particularly, how three may be one;

viz. in agreement of mind, in their joint care of the Church,

in testimony, &c. which might have been pertinent, had I

been arguing from the text, " I and my Father are one;"

or from i Joh. v. 7. But your answering so copiously to

what I did not ask, and slipping over the main difficulty,

looks as if you were more concerned how to keep your

reader from the sight of the question, than how to give

him any reasonable satisfaction. The first pertinent thing

I meet with from you is in page 108, where you charge

me with a manifest error, for supposing it Sabellianism to

make the one God but one Person; namely, the Person of

the Father. What I assert is, that it is Sabellianism to

say, that there is but one who is God, one Person only,

instead of one nature: or to suppose the Godhead to be
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but one single Hypostasis ; or ^tovorgoVawroj, a Father with

out his substantial Word or Spirit eternally and essentially

subsisting with him and from him. This is what I main

tain, and what you will not be able to disprove. But let

us see how you go about it. " One God," you say, " is

" one Person only ; otherwise one Person could not be

" one God." I answer, that no one Person is one God,

exclusively of the other two Persons. You add, " if one

" God be two Persons or more, it is impossible for one

" Person to be God." When we say one Person is God,

we mean that he is a divine Hypostasis, Deitatem habens,

as the schools speak : but when we say God is three Per

sons, we understand it of the divine essence, or substance:

so that the word God is sometimes taken essentially and

sometimes personally, which makes the difference. You

proceed: " The defenders of the scholastic notion" (you

mean the defenders of the Trinity in unity) " profess the

" Father alone, and distinct from the Son and Spirit, is

" God, or the one God." Very true : in the personal

sense before mentioned, distinct from, not exclusive of,

the Son and Holy Spirit. In the same sense, either of

the other Persons is God, and the one God. There is a

farther reason, why the Father is peculiarly and eminently

styled the one God : not to exclude the other Persons ;

but to signify his priority of order, as Father, and as

Fountain of all. Thus I have answered your reasons,

which you are pleased to call demonstration ; though it is

manifest that, all along in your reasoning, you take it for

granted, that God is one Person only, and suppose the

very thing in question. You next proceed to confute my

assertion, that the making the one God but one Person

is Sabellian. And you say thus : " If by one Person he

" means one intelligent agent, he makes the Sabellians

" Catholics, and condemns his own friends for Tritheists."

I certainly mean a real Person, an Hypostasis, no mode,

attribute, or property, as you might easily have perceived.

The charge of Trilheism I have sufficiently answered be

fore, and returned it to its proper owners. I shall only

r 4
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add here, that each divine Person is an individual intelli

gent agent : but as subsisting in one undivided substance,

they are all together, in that respect, but one undivided

intelligent agent k; and thus my friends stand clear of

Tritht/itm. You observe, that " Sabellius held one Hy-

" poslasis, or divine substance, in opposition to the

" Church, who professed three Hypostases." Why did

you not add, or three divine substances, having rendered

hypostasis, divine substance, just before ? is not the reason

of it visible ? You would not say that the Sabellians held

one substance, and the Church three substances, (though

you say it in effect,) because the thing is notoriously

false. But taking advantage of the ambiguity of the

word hypostasis, sometimes used to signify substance, and

sometimes person, you contrive a fallacy. The Church

never professed three Hypostases in any other sense, but

as they mean three Persons; nor would Sabellius have

been censured for holding one Hypostasis only, had he

meant one substance. If you have a mind to see clearly

in what sense the Catholics professed either three Hypo

stases, or one only, you may please to consult 'Atha-

nasius and m Gregory Nazianzen, referred to in the

margin.

The truth is, the Church always professed one sub

stance; one eternal, immutable, uncreated substance; and

this they understood by God. Notwithstanding, they

believed the Son and Holy Spirit to be substantially God.

Praxeas, Noetus, Sabellius, and others, not conceiving

how one substance could be more than one Person, « one

k See Preface to my Sermons.

1 Athanas. ad Antioch. p. 973.

Greg. Nazianz. Orat. xxii. p. 396. Ornt. xxxii. p. 521.

D Origen expresses the Sabellian notion very distinctly in the following

passage.

Mh itaQi#iif r» u^tSfttt rtt uitt rtu waTjsf, aXX' 3t i ft«ttt tfr/a, aXi.a aa\

trx« tuuitMt Tvy%ii*iTu.s ifUptrtpwt aarti Tttaf iittvuas, tit Kara uw'tfTarit xi-

ytt-Suu frari*a atu uitt. Oiig'. Com. in Jqh. p. 186. ed. Huet.

That is to say, The Sabellians did not only make Father and Son vne in

essence, (as the Church did also,) but they carried it so far as to make tbem
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Hypostasis, innovated upon the faith of the Church, and

made one single Hypostasis the one God, with three names.

You tell us, with great assurance, that " this never was,

" nor could be Sabellianism," (p. 109.) To which I

shall only say ; read, and you will find. You add far

ther, that " the one God is one Person only, and the

" Father that Person;" and that this is the " assertion of

" St. Paul." We will see to St. Paul presently; in the mean

while, I again tell you, that this is the very essence of

Sabellianism, and the doctrine of 0 Paul of Samosata, (as

hath been observed to you above,) and for which he was

condemned by the Church. Your pretence from the

Apostle's words (" To us there is but one God, even the

" Father") has been sufficiently answered under the

former Queries. I shall only observe here, that the text

mentioned is much stronger against the Doctor and your

self, than against us. For how can you, after so plain

and express a text to the contrary, pretend that the Son

also is God to us, really and truly God, and in the Scrip

ture-sense of the word God ? Whether, think you, do

we, who make him essentially the same God with that

one, and suppose but one God in all, more flatly contra

dict St. Paul ; or you, who make two Gods, and in the

same relative sense, in which St. Paul is supposed to use

the word God ? To take up your own words, upon this

very occasion; you will, I trust, be ashamed when you

consider, that you plainly falsify St. Paul. He says,

there is but one God, even the Father : but you say, there

are more Gods than one ; and particularly, that the Son is

God also, God to us. How come you off of this ? by the

help of a distinction, I suppose : and so can we ; by a

distinction much older, and much better warranted than

yours; and therefore, be so kind as either to take some

part of the shame with us, or else to acquit both. You

one subject, supposition, or hypostasis, having only a nominal, not a real

distinction.

• ("n, Qntiv, i i»i sratra 8u{ i rarn^. Athan. contr. Apotlinar.

I. ii. p. 942.
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proceed to acquaint us that the " Father is the only true

" God P." Very good : and do not the Doctor and you

tell us, notwithstanding, that the Son is true God, having

true divine power and dominion ? If you can reconcile two

true Gods with the doctrine of that text ; sure, we need

not despair, nor have any thing to fear from that text,

who agree so far with it already, (more than you,) as to

acknowledge but one God. We can give a reason why

the Son was tacitly included, being so intimately united

to the Father, as partaker of the same divine nature : but

that any creature should not be excluded from being God,

or that there should be two Gods, notwithstanding the

text, must appear very strange. After this, you have two

or three subtilties. The Father, you say, will be but a

third part. You might, in this way, revive all the imper-

tinencies of Aetius, and throw them before English

readers. I refer you to P St. Austin in the margin for an

answer. Let me desire you not to give so great a loose

to your fancy in divine things : you seem to consider

every thing under the notion of extension, and sensible

images. A reverential silence may well become us in so

awful a subject, in which imagination has nothing to do,

and of which our most refined and elevated thoughts are

infinitely unworthy. But to proceed : you add, " If Fa-

" ther, Son, and Holy Ghost are the only true God, then

" they are the Father." But if the only true God may

P PRgC uo.

i Putas Deum Patrem cum Fdio et Spiritu Sancto unum Deum esse non

posse : times enim ne Pater solus non sit unus Deus, setl pars unitu Dri qui

constat ex tribus: noli timere, nulla fit partiura in Deitatis tmitate divisio.

In Trinitatc—quae Ueus est, et Pater Deus est, et Filius Deus est, et Spiritus

Sanctus Deus est, simul hi tres unus liens : nec hujus Trinitatis pars est

unus, nec major pars duo quam unus est ibi, nec majus aliquid sunt omnes

quam singuli : quia spirituaiis non corporalis est magnitudo. Aug. eontr.

Maxim. L ii. c. 10. p. 697, 698.

Pater et Filius et Spiritus Sanctus, ct propter individuam Dcitatem unus

Deus est, propter uniuscujusque proprietattm tres Persona sunt, et propter

llngulorum perfeetionem partes unius Dei non sunt. Id. ibid. p. 699. Conf.

August. de Trin. p. 849. Fulgent. Respons. contr. Arian. in fine.
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be sometimes used in a personal, sometimes in an essen

tial sense, there is no force in this reasoning. I might

retort the argument upon you, who, in your way of con

ceiving God by extended parts, apply the phrase of one

God, sometimes to one part, sometimes to another, and

sometimes to the whole, almost in the r same manner, as

we do to one, or to all the three Persons: but I am weary

of trifling.

You ask me, "wherein the present scholastic notion

" disagrees with the Sabellian ?" I answer, in admitting

three real subsisting persons. But since you are so often

charging us with Sabellianism, it may be proper to ob

serve here, how near akin the Sabellian s and Arians are

to each other ; both, as it were, growing of the same

stock.

1. In the first place, both seem to suppose, or take for

granted, that if the modus, or manner, be unintelligible,

the thing itself is incredible.

2. Both agree in the fundamental principle of heresy,

that one substance, or being, can be only one real person,

or hypostasis. As Nestorius and Eutyches, though tak

ing different ways, yet proceeded upon the same bottom,

that two natures could not make one Person in Christ :

so Sabellius and Arius, before them, though differing in

the last result, yet set out upon the same principle ; that

two real persons cannot be one being or substance.

3. In consequence of their prime position, both con

spire to discard, in reality, the Son and the Holy Ghost

from the one true Godhead; looking upon it as Tritheism

to make the Persons real and divine too. One Hypostasis

in the Godhead is all that either of them admits; both

Judaizing, as 'Gregory Nyssen justly observes, in that

respect : and the Sabellian's Tpieuvu/xoj (or God with three

' E. G. God exists, God is in heaven above, God is on earth below. The

word God here (upon the Doctor's hypothesis of infinite extension) has

three several ideas annexed to it.
1 "ot yif taZ'tXXm Xtyu T^mwfttv, ttvttt Eitttftut «t/ta£u tAytttnrtr. Greg.

Nyss. contr. Eunom. p. 676.
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names) answers to the Arian's 'Aye'mjroj, self-existent, or

unbegotten God. Thus far they amicably agree : let us

next observe where they differ.

Supposing them fixed and settled in the preliminary

principle, it is manifest that the Word and Spirit must

either be names only, or, if real distinct persons, crea

tures. The Sabellians were at liberty to choose this or

that : but, finding Scripture run high, and tradition strong

for the divinity of the Word and Holy Spirit, they made

choice of the former; interpreting Father, Son, and Holy

Ghost, as different names of one and the same Hypostasis,

or real Person. By this, they effectually guarded against

the supposed Tritheism of the Catholics, as well as against

Pagan Polytheism : and, being wise men so far, secured

the point which they aimed at. The Arians, who came

after, (and who, as I before said, set out upon the same

preliminary principles,) finding that the Sabellian confu

sion of Persons had been utterly routed, baffled, and ex

ploded by all good Catholics, had really no option left,

but either to make the Son and Holy Spirit creatures, or

to give up their preliminaries. Accordingly, they took

the way which the Sabellians had left them ; and were

very unhappy in this particular, that, endeavouring to

avoid one kind of Tritheism, they fell into another.

The Arian scheme, besides its failing in its princi

pal design of avoiding Polytheism, has many real and

great difficulties ; being as well too high for some texts,

as too low for others; which the Catholics, or Sabel

lians can much better deal with. Hence, I suppose, it

was, that the Unitarians, at the beginning of the Re

formation, having modestly begun with tArianism, for

the most part, settled into Socinianism ; which is near

to Sabellianism : and our English Unitarians, who, foe

acuteness of wit, and subtilty of thought, have not

been inferior to any of their brethren, have been still

refining upon the Socinian scheme, (which had struck

t Socin. contr. Erasut. Johan. p. 496.
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upon Ditheism, in like manner as the Arian had upon

Tritheism,) and have brought it still nearer to Sabelii-

cmism. After all, when men have mn their course from

orthodoxy to Arianism, from Arianism to Socinianism,

and from thence to Sabellianism ; if they will but give

themselves leave to reflect and look back, they may per

haps perceive, at length, that Catholicism is the only

Scriptural, as well as the ancient scheme ; liable to the

fewest difficulties, and best guarded against objections. It

is therefore no wonder that the bulk of Christians, learned

and unlearned, have, for as many centuries upward as we

have any clear records extant, espoused it. It is an easy

matter for men of wit and fancy to find fault with any

thing: but it requires thought and judgment to settle

things upon their true bottom. Let those who are dis

pleased with the received doctrine show us a better ; and

make any other consistent scheme, (consistent with Scrip

ture and with itself,) if they can. Wise and good men

will be always willing to reform, if there be cause for it :

but they will not be forward to pull down what appears

to be founded on a rock, in order only to build upon the

sand. It is some satisfaction to the Trinitarians to ob

serve, how long some great wits have been new model

ling Christianity ; and have not yet been able to agree in

any one certain scheme. The Arians fall upon the Sa-

bellians, and the Sabellians again upon them : one defends

the personality, and the other the divinity of the Aoyoj, or

Word, and cannot yet be brought to any agreement.

"Betwixt them, the principles of the Catholic Church

are supported, and they condemn each other, in the very

things which the Church condemns in both. If I may

give a judgment of the two schemes, the Sabellian ap

pears to be the neater of the two, and most consistent

with itself: the Arian is more pious and modest, tender

* Uterque hostis Ecclesiae res Ecclesise agit: dum Sabellius Damn ex

natura in opcribus pnedicat; hi vero, ex Sacramento fidei, Filium Dei

confitcntur. Hit. p. 919.
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of degrading the Son ofGod too far. As men grow bolder

and more learned in heresy, they will, very probably, be

drawing nearer and nearer to the Sabellians. Two of the

ablest and acutest men of the later Unitarians (one here,

the other abroad) have preferred the Sabellian way : and

as they have given proofs of their learning, so have they

sufficiently shown their boldness also, by treating so sub

lime and tremendous a subject in the way of scoff and

ridicule. To return : you are pleased to say, that you

" have answered for Dr. Clarke's notion not being Sa-

" bellian, and have proved that it is not Trhheistic."

But give me leave to say, that you are deceived in both :

the ground is Sabellian, and the superstructure Trithe-

istic ; and the whole contrived in such a way, as to hang

loosely together.

It is obvious, at first sight, that the true Arian or

Semi-Arian scheme (which you would be thought to

come up to at least) can never tolerably support itself,

without taking in the Catholic principle of a human soul

to join with the Word. If you come thus far, it will then

be easy to perceive that the Sabellian scheme is the

simpler and plainer; besides that it better answers the

high things spoken of the Word; in respect of which your

scheme is as much too low, as before too high. But then

again, the arguments for the distinct personality of the

Word and Holy Spirit, bear so full and strong, that there

will appear a necessity for taking in another Catholic

principle ; and that will completely answer all. And

why then should not the Catholic doctrine (so apparently

necessary to make Scripture consistent) be admitted?

The case, in few words, appears to be only this. You

cannot understand how three can be one ; you see no rea

son, a priori, why, if the Son and Holy Spirit be coeval

and consubstantial, they should not be coordinate too;

you know not why the Father might not as well be said

to be begotten, as to beget ; to be sent, as to send; or the

like. Very true : but you may see a reason, a priori,

why creatures, of yesterday, may not be able to search
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the " deep things of God :" you may know how well it

becomes them to submit their fancies, or presumptions,

to divine revelation ; content to " see through. a glass

" darkly," till the time come to know God more per

fectly, and to " see him as he is." This may be a suffi

cient answer to a pious and humble mind, in all cases of

this nature; where the difficulty is owing only to our

imperfect and inadequate conception of things.

I was obliged to pass over some remarks you had in

your notes *, for the sake of method : but it will not be

too late to consider them here. I had made no use of

John x. 30. (" I and my Father are one,") but you had a

mind to bring it in, to let us know how well you could

answer it, from the primitive writers. I am always will

ing to defend those good men, and to rescue them out

of the hands of those, who either knowingly or igno-

rantly abuse them. You begin thus, triumphantly :

" The defenders of the scholastic explication of the Tri-

" nity in unity, though they pretend much that the most

" ancient writers of the Church are on their side, yet, in

" expressing their notion of the unity in the divine Per-

" sons, they do not only leave Scripture and reason, but

** plainly run against the whole stream of antiquity also.

" The text on which they so much rely (John x. 30.)

" is understood by Tertullian himself of the unity of love,

" and consent, and power." You go on to cite Tertul

lian and others, from Dr. Clarke. But writers in a cause

are very often known to represent things by halves. You

shall see, presently, what little reason you have to talk

of the " whole stream of antiquity." The text, which

you speak of, has all along been made use of by the Ca

tholics, in two respects ; first, in proof of our Lord's real

divinity, against as many as denied it ; and secondly, in

proof of his real distinction from the Father, against the

Noetians or Sabellians. There was very little occasion

to insist much upon unity of substance, with those who

» Page lOfi.
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had carried unity of substance so high, as to make but

one Hypostasis. It might be sufficient, in dispute with

those men, to observe, that that text did by no means

prove an identity of person, unless Paul and Apollos were

one person, which is absurd. Whatever the text might

otherwise prove, it certainly did not prove, what the Sa-

bellians pretended, an unity of person. This the Post-

Nicene Fathers frequently observe, against the Sabellians,

(as the Ante-Nicene had done before;) though at the

same time that text might be of good use against the

Arians ; as it had been all along against the impugners of

Christ's divinity. For your clearer apprehension of this

matter, I shall set down, 7 in two distinct columns, the

J Against impugners of Christ's

divinity.

Tertulltan.

Nunquam separatus a Patre aut

alius a Patre, quia Ego et Pater

unum mtnus. Adv. Prax. c. viii. Qui

tres unum sunt, Don unus, quomodo

dictum est, Ego et Pater unum su-

mus. Ad substantia: uuitntem, non

ad numeri singularitatem. Adv.

Prax. c. 25.

NoVATIAN.

Quod si, cum mtllius hominis luec

vox esse posset, Ego et Pater unum

ntTmts, banc vocem de conscientia

divinitati* Christus solus edieit——

merito Dcus est Christus. C. 13.

Si homo tautummodo Christus,

quid est quod dicit, Ego et Pater

unum sum us : si non et Dens est, et

FUius, qui ideirco unum potest dici,

dum ex ipso est, et dum Filius ejus

est, et dum ex ipso nascitur, ct dum

ex ipso processissc rcperitur, pet'

quod et Deus est. C. 23.

Orioen.

Atxrto 31 aat Tfit rtvrtt trt time'

Against Sabellians.

Tertuultan.

Unum dicit neutral! verbo, quotl

nou pertinet ad singularitatem sed

ad unitatcm, ad conjunctionem, ad

dilcctionem Patris, qni FiKum dili-

git, et ad obseqnium FiKi, qui vo-

Inntati Patris obsequitur. Unum

sumus, direns, quos epquat et jungit.

Adv. Prar. c. 22.

Novattan.

Quia dixit unum, intelligent hae-

retici quia non dixerit unus. Unum

cuim nentraliter positum societafis

concordiam, non unitattm Persona?

sonat—merito unum sit Pater et Fi

lius per concordiam, et per amorem,

et per dilectionem—Novit banc con-

cordiae unifatem et Apostolus Pantos

cum Pcrsonarum tlistinctiouc—Qui

plantat et qui rigat unum sunt.

Quis autem non intelligat alteram

esse Apollo, alteram Paulum, non

eundem atque ipsum Apollo pnriter

et Paulum. C. 23.

Origen.

Tn TaTtfx, rnt aXnStlas 5 rn tu'if
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sentiments of the primitive writers on this head; that

you may perceive how they defended such an unity as

unnxu 0 KtXrts ri, 'Kyit xa) 0 Tamf

11 irtj.tt -. tvx at -ltTi ntias xa)

&XKOt StpaTtvut rrotk rtt Wt Taft

Q'ttv. — ha tw ©tn u>; aTtitiaxauu^

rit Tartpa xat rtt vltv 9tfaTt1j0^11 t.

Contr. Celt. 1. viii. p. 386.

Dtonystus Rom.

Ovrt [x&) xttXvtu rt a\lw(i.a

xai Tt vTtttuWtv uiytSts rtv xufltv

VttWfSat 0't TOy © Ito Twt 0> tot rtt

Xiytt, iyit yaff Qnftt xat Txrr.t It tr-

tut. Jp. Jthan. p. 232.

HlPPOLYTUS.

Ov ivt Qttvt X-'yw. «aX' ,v; ^w; la:

Qwrit, n m 'vhut ix myns, n wt ^xt-iva

aT4 nXjttf, Ivtafut ^if ^tj'a £ ix rtw

rstrjj, rt i: rat rat-it0, I£ k ivmutt

Xtyts. C. 11.

Alexander Alex.

'Eyw xai 0 TO,T^0 7v tftit t. OT-t Qn-

ait 0 xvftttt tv TutIs-t iavrn atayt~

tvj'jjm. tvi\ rat rv itTtrrdru 3ut (pvfus

ttiat Cuat faQnti^wt. aW' trt rnv ,ra-

vftxnt ittip'tptxt axftSit rityvxt rtv^tu

* vlit rtv Tarftst rht xara Tatra

ititttrnra avrtv ix tyvTtwt aT6fj.a^x-

uhj;, xa) aTataXXaarts uxwt rtv Ta-

Tfts rvy%atnvt xat rtv TpttrtrvTtv tx-

rvrtt £afaxTtjf. Thcod. E. U. \. i.

c. 4. p. 15.

Epiphantis.

Kat T0t.; rtvrtvt tttv rtvt >tui^ttrat

aXXtrytt that rtt tttn rtv Tartts

Xtyut \yit xai 0 Tarnf It Uyrt» . nk

T3 s7>tu iv jitta ittrnrt Surnrts, xa) it

tita yt*pt) *at Jwas^n. P. 488. Httr.

57.

Vol. 1.

Tnt AXt&ua>, 0tTa 0V0 u<rsfraru

Tt>-yuaTtx.> tr 3i Tti tfitOvtla9 xai svtityt*-

uat xat ry ravrtTnrt Tit fiouXxputrts .

its Tit utfaxtrX rtv uitt (Stra itTav-

yaftta rtjt H$ntt xai %afaxTftfa Ttj;

vTwraTtms rtv Qttv) twpaxttat it avrS

Svrt uxtvt rtv ©ttw, rtv ©ttt. Contr.

Cels. 1. viii. p. 386.

HlVPOLYTUS.

Owt t^Ttv <'rj tyw ia) i, <rarnf Jt

tltit, aXX' tv \ rti.tt. rt yat iTptt tvx

ity' \tts Xtytrat, iXX' irj at<s Tftf*rra

t0u^tv9 ^vtatlu 3s /t/at— Tnt Vt\at nr

fSaxas fitut tlmxa airtTt "ua tu'n 2t,

xad*rt t.{jt.u% tr— Tj rfit rauTa i%tvft

Xtyut tl H0ttrtatti ; ^un Tatrts 'it fwfaa

Wrtt xara rttt ir'tavt n rri tvtauu xai

rri ^taStfst rtj; tfitO^nlas iv yu'tti&a \

rtt avrtt ^tj T^sTsv 0 Tms^wutXtytmt

tttat iv rw Tarpi ivtauu, ^taStfu ; ut

yaf ttvt Tarfit 0 ra7s. Contr. Noet.

c. vii. p. 11.

Epiphanius.

Tlttt 3i Ttyt vtfitt^ttras aijrtv tuat

rtt Tartfa xa) rtt avrtt stntt vltt J#a

rt tifnx'uat, iyk xa) 0 Tarti{> 'it UpM>g

Xtyut Tttnrtt aijrtht 'tta ufu It

iyty *ai rw Vv i0'^itt, "va wtrw^wtj

NtffT0v #ai Tt'tv avrtv f%tXnt, rafayx-

ytn tit rt pitn rt\r riv ttaSnrir tvu~

fu. Tl0>t yaf nbuvart Tlirfts «aj ''0t"

atutt, xa) 01 xaSt^nt utat tr vt xara

t-vta/Xttfat ; P. 488.

s Cyrtl.
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we maintain, at the same time that they strenuously op

posed the Sabellians. I shall make particular remarks

upon the authors, singly, as I pass along ; and afterwards

throw in some general observations.

To begin with Tertullian: you will observe, that he

interprets the text expressly of unity of substance, in one

citation : and he is to be so understood in the other, had

you but thought how to construe unitatem, as you should

have done. I suppose, unity of love, consent, and power,

may very well follow, after so good a foundation laid for

it. Tertullian elsewhere 1 intimates the strict and invio

lable harmony of the three Persons, resolving it into unity

of substance.

Novatian is your next author : you may please to ob

serve, how absurd he thinks it would have been for any

mere man to have said, " I and my Father are one." And

why so? might not there be unity of will, consent, autho

rity, between God and man ? Undoubtedly there might.

Well then ; Novatian did conceive the text to speak of

unity of love, &c. but equality of nature presupposed : for

even Paul and Apollos were not of a different nature;

one was as truly man as the other: and so, if Christ

was truly God, as well as the Father, he might say, " I

" and my Father are one." This is "plainly Novatian's

sense, in the citations of the first column ; and it is very

consistent with the other, in the opposite column. All

that unity of consent, love, &c. is founded upon, and re

solves into unity of substance and principle, according to

this writer.

Cyril. Hteros.

"Et Tt xura rht Sttrnm a£/w/ut

truln Qtit ©tit tyirtnrtt. ' Ev ita rt

aara -rnt fiartXttm It lti ri ttnit-

fittat tTmj imQmmt n itifrxrn. tEt

)je Tt tih unu aXXo ^ufTtZ Xnuttvfyrr

fiUtra xa) aXXa Wrf0t' ttla y xf n Tiv~

raw lnjutofyU. P. 142, 143. Ox. ed.

» Tam consortibus substantia Patris

Cyril. Hieros.

Ovk tWt lyi xtu i "T.-trrp tv utut

iXX' iyH xai i Tarnt %t irptn, Ita pi-

Tt i<r*XXtr(uifmfut, ftirt rtnaXufi>

w<Tar0fj'ot ifyarwa&a. P. 142.

Omtr. Prar. c. 3.

» Compare a passage of Novation, cited above, p. 26.
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Origen comes next. I have set against him a passage

of Dionysius of Rome, who quotes the text in confirma

tion of what he had just before said, that we ought not

by any means to undervalue the supereminent dignity of

the Son, by supposing him a creature. As to Origen

particularly, it is to be considered, that, if he had re

solved the unity of Godhead, in that passage, into unity

of consent, mentioning no other; yet no certain argu

ment could be drawn from thence, that he held no other ;

any more than from the passages of Novatian and Ter-

tullian before cited. Had they been left single, they had

been liable to the same charge; and yet it seems merely

accidental that they were not. Authors do not always

speak their whole thoughts upon a particular occasion ;

but are content only to say as much as the occasion re

quires. Origen was guarding against the Sabellian abuse

of the text, and his thoughts were turned to that chiefly.

However, in that very place, he made so much use of the

text, as from thence to infer, that Father and Son are

one God, and one object of worship ; which, to any one

who is acquainted with Origen's principles in that book,

must appear to denote the divine and uncreated nature of

the Son; and consequently a substantial unity betwixt

him and the Father: besides, that this is farther inti

mated, in the passage cited, by the words, Litx6ytt'rfia 7%

So'fij;, and %ttgaxTripet rfj; vnostk's%u>%, which seem to have

been added to qualify the former; and are hardly per

tinent but on some such supposition. To confirm which,

please to compare Origen with Alexander Bishop of

Alexandria's comment on the same text, and you will

find them very nearly the same; which is sufficient to

acquit Origen of any suspicion of Arianizing in this

point.

I come next to Hippolytus, who has but lately ap

peared, and whom neither the Doctor nor you have took

notice of. He argues against the Sabellians, in the very

same way with Tertullian, Novatian, and Origen: but

S 2
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then, in the other citation oppositely placed, he clearly

resolves the unity of the Godhead into unity of substance

and principle. But besides this, it deserves your special

notice, that while he speaks of unity of will and concord,

(admitting a kind of parallel between the union of Chris

tians, and the union of God and Christ,) he clearly sig

nifies how infinitely more perfect the latter is ; resolving

it into this, that the Son is the vouj irarpof, the living and

substantial mind, or thought, of the Father. This then is

the case : there is an unity b of concord, and harmonious

love, founded upon unity of substance: and the words,

" I and my Father are one," express both the unity itself,

and the foundation of it. Paul and Apollos were one in

heart and will, in such measure and degree as they were

capable of : and so God and Christ are one likewise ; but

by an union infinitely more perfect, and upon an infinitely

higher foundation. You need not be told, that xadtoj

often signifies, not an exact equality, but a general simili

tude c: the remark is just;- and, as it is at other times

urged against us, so let me here claim the benefit of it.

I have added to the number two Post-Nicene writers,

Epiphanius and the elder Cyril; which are enough to

show, that the same way of reasoning against the Sabel-

lians (which prevailed before the Nicene Council) ob

tained likewise afterwards. Some are apt to triumph ex

tremely, if they can but find any the least difference between

the Ante-Nicene and Post-Nicene writers. If there be

but a text or two differently interpreted, a solemn remark

is made upon it ; and sometimes a trifling note of some

obscure scholiast, or an imaginary difference, (having no

foundation but the writer's ignorance, or negligence in

b Etiam nos quippe incomparabilem conseusum voluntatis atque indivi-

diise caritatis, Patris et FiHi et Spiritus Sancti coufitcnuir, propter quod di-

cimus, Haec Trinitas unus est Dens. August. contr. Maxim. 1. ii. p. 720.

Vid. etiam Greg. Nyss. contr. Eunom. 1. i. p. 389. Hilar. de Trin.

p. 958.
t Vid. Athanaa.Orat. iii. p. 572.
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comparing,) is improved into an argument of change of

doctrine ; and Athanasianism is made the name for what

has been constantly held in the Christian Church. If

there be occasion to speak of the things seemingly dero

gatory to the honour of the Son, (his being subordinate ;

his referring all things to the Father, as head, root,foun

tain, cause ; his executing the Father's will, and the like,)

or of a real distinction between Father and Son, (as their

being I60 agid/xaS, duce res, or one of them apid/xal enpo;,

that is, personally distinct from the other,) then only

Ante-Nicene Fathers are quoted; as if the Post-Nicene

did not teach the very same doctrine : but if any thing,

which seems to make more for the honour of the Son, be

mentioned, (as his being uncreated, eternal, one God with

the Father, Creator of all things, and the like,) this is to

be represented as the doctrine of the Post-Nicene Fathers

only; though nothing is more evident than that they

varied not a tittle, in any material point of doctrine, from

their predecessors ; but only preserved, as became them,

with an upright zeal, the true faith of Christ, " which

" was once delivered to the saints."

To return. It is needless almost to take notice of

other testimonies: those in the margin are sufficient to

show the true and constant sense of the Christian Church.

The d Doctor quotes Basil and Chrysostom, as saying

JFather and Son were one, xaja Uvau.iv: and, lest the

reader should understand what those Fathers meant by

xaerA huvajt.iv, he cuts Chrysostom short ; whose words im

mediately following (e! Sj ij ifotuug ,j airtj, tvltjKov art xai ij

owlet) show that he meant by luvafiit, not the same au

thority, but the same inherent, essential, omnipotent

power.

Athenagoras's Suva/xfi may be rightly interpreted by

Hippolytus before cited ; or by Chrysostom ; or by him

self, in several places where he is clear for the consubstan-

tiality. Justin Martyr's sentiments have been explained

* Page 100.
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above; and the Council of Antioch's expression (Tjj 'ru\ufya-

v'tu) is vindicated by e Hilary ; who himself may be readily

understood by such as remember how the primitive Fa

thers held the Holy Ghost to be, as it were, vinculum Tri-

nitatis, and sometimes amor Patris et Filii; as the Son

himself is also styled charitas ex charitate, by fOrigen.

These things I can only hint to the intelligent reader,

having already exceeded the bounds of a digression.

Query XXIV.

Whether Gal. iv. 8. may not be enough to determine the dis

pute betwixt us; since it obliged the Doctor to confess,

that Christ is s by nature truly God, as truly as man is

by nature truly man.

He equivocates, indeed, thet e, as usual. For, he luill have

it to signify that Christ is God by nature, only as having,

by that nature which he derives from the Father, true

divine power and dominion: that is, he is truly God by

nature, as having a nature distinct from, and inferior to

God's, wanting h the most essential character of God,

self-existence. What is this but trifling with words,

and playingfast and loose ?

IN answer hereto, you begin : " Will the Querist in-

" sist upon it, that the Son cannot be God by nature, un-

" less he be self-existent?" And you proceed : "I can

" assure him, the learnedest, even of his own friends, are

" ashamed of this: and there are few so hardy, as directly

" to affirm it." But have a little patience, and I will

endeavour to make you easy. Where were your thoughts?

Where were your eyes ? Either I am strangely mistaken,

or the line, which offended you so grievously, was scored

underneath ; and pag. 92. of the Doctor's Reply referred

to, as you find now: and my charging the Doctor with

playingfast and loose, immediately after, might have been

a sufficient intimation of my meaning. Whether I think

• Page 1170, 11/1.

t Reply, p. 81.

' Pampb. Apol. p. 235. cd. Bened.

1■ Ibid. p. 92.
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the Son self-existent or no, is not now the question. I

took hold of the Doctor's expression, charged him with

fast and loose, that is, saying and unsaying, contradicting

himself. If self-existence be the most essential character

of God, it seems to me to follow, that the Son, who by

the Doctor's confession wants that character, cannot be

truly and by nature God, any more than any thing can be

truly and by nature man, without the essential character

of man. As to my own part : I never pretended that self-

existence is an essential character of God: you might have

considered that we deny it absolutely; we suppose it

1 negative and relative, and call it a personal character.

Necessary-existence is an essential character, and belongs

equally to Father and Son : if that be what you mean by

self-existence, then that also belongs to both. Explain

yourself, and deal not so much in ambiguous terms, which

we have just reason to complain of. The Doctor knows

how self-existent, by custom, sounds among common

readers ; and that denying the Son to be self-existent

may be thought by many the same thing with denying

him to be God. Had he pleased, in his translations of

ayewtjTof, and elsewhere, to say oftener unbegotten or un-

derived, instead of self-existent, it would have been kind

towards his readers, and perhaps as kind to himself : for

it will be always thought as much beneath a grave writer

to take the poor advantage of an equivocal word, as it is a

disparagement to any cause to be served by it. But to

proceed.

You wanted, it seems, to bring in a parcel of quota

tions, which you might as well have referred to only,

where they k lie, and may be seen to greater advantage.

1 Sicut^^secundum substnntiam aio, homo est, sic secundum substan-

tiam nego, cum dico, non-homo est, &c. Relative autem negamus dicendo

non-Jiltus : relative ieitur ncgamus dicendo non-genitus. Jngenitus porro,

quid est nisi non-genitus ? quod autem relative pronuntiatur, non indi-

cat substantia™. Aug. de Trin. 1. v. c. 6. Comp. Fulgent. contr. Arian. p. 52.

ed. Paris.

t Script. Doetr. p. 306, &c. alias 273, &c.

S4
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Whatever they are, they contradict not me ; nor are they

at all pertinent to the business of the Query. My design

was to show, at once, the Doctor's inconsistency with

Scripture and with himself: both which are intimated in

the Query. It was your part to defend him, as fairly as

you could. The Doctor, I observed, was obliged from

Gal. iv. 8. to confess that the Son is by nature truly God.

From thence I infer, that his scheme cannot stand with

that text; being an express contradiction to it. You in

sist upon it notwithstanding, that the Son may be by na

ture truly God, agreeable to the text, and consistent with

the Doctor's principles. This then is the sole point be

tween us, to be here discussed.

" You have," you say, " proved, that in Scripture there

" are different and subordinate acceptations of the word

" God." True, you have proved that men have been called

Gods ; and idols Gods; the devil is also a God, (2 Cor.

iv. 4.) and the belly a God. But, I think, St. Paul hath

sufficiently intimated, (1 Cor. viii. 5, 6.) that the Son is

not to be reckoned among the nominal Gods ; besides

that you yourselves confess it. If he be God at all, he is

a real one : and now I want to see what Scripture war

rants or permits us to profess two real and true Gods.

You say, the Son is God, truly, and properly, and by

nature, in the Scripture- sense of the word God, (p. 110.)

Then, say I, he must be the same with the one supreme

God, because there is but one. If he is truly so, he is the

same with the only true God; if properly so, his substance

is properly divine ; if by nature so, he has the same nature

with the one God. Yet I very well know that you in

tend nothing like it : only, from the concurring language

of Scripture and antiquity, you find it necessary to say as

we say; and are afterwards to rack and strain invention,

to find out some subtile and surprising meaning for it.

What may we not do with any writings in the world at

this rate, so long as words are capable of being pressed

and tortured into diverse meanings ? But let us go on, to

see how you account for the Son's being God by nature.
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" If divine power and dominion be derived and exercised

" partially, temporarily," or in " certain emergencies only,

" it makes the Persons to be, and to be styled Gods ; not

" by nature, but by grace." Your notion of dominion

making God to be God, has been sufficiently exposed in

the former parts. I need only ask here, what was God

before the creatures were made? Or did he then com

mence God, by nature, when he created the universe, and

began to have dominion over it ? The Doctor appears to

be in the utmost perplexity, how to account for the Son's

being called God, Joh. i. 1. He is forced to quit his notion

of dominion^. Sometimes it is because he was in jxofpji ©s9

after the creation, and m sometimes because he was par

taker of divine power and glory (he knew not how to say

dominion) before the creation : and sometimes n /xero^jj tijj

aurodsoo deo'rijToj. So that now we have the Doctor's own

authority for contradicting him, if he tells us again, that

the word God is always a word of office. When he was

considering the Son as God before the creation, he should

have thought a little farther, that the Father was then

also God, and should have told us in what sense he was

so. But to proceed : give me leave to observe here, that

the Son is God, not by nature, but by grace, in conse

quence of your own principles. Being a creature, and

finite, he can exercise the divine power and dominion no

otherwise than partially ; and since he did not exercise

the divine power and dominion to the utmost, before his

resurrection, he exercised it only in certain emergencies ;

and since the exercise began then, and is to end after the

day of judgment, it is barely temporary : and so, by your

own characters, you make him God, by grace, like angels,

magistrates, and prophets; only his dominion is larger, and

for a longer period of time : this is your God by nature.

But you are very excusable for not doing what it is ridi

culous, at first sight, even so much as to pretend to. For

1 Script. TJoctr. p. 73. ed. 2. ■ Ibid. p. 240. ed. 2.

t Ibid. p. 73.
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how should the Sott be God by nature, upon your princi

ples, when the Father himself, whatever his metaphysical

nature may be, (which the 0 Doctor allows not to come

into consideration,) is God by office only; might not have

been God at all, if he had pleased to make no creatures ;

and may cease to be God, in the Scripture-sense of the

word, whenever he will, by letting all things drop into

their primitive nothing. Now unless nature and office

signify the same, it is not easy to conceive, upon the

Doctor's principles, how any Person can be God, by na

ture, at all. You say, " if the divine powers and domi-

" nion be derived to, and exercised by a nature, person,

"or intelligent substance, universally," (which is

impossible to suppose in a finite creature,) " perma-

" nently," (which is contrary to your own supposi

tion of a kingdom which i3 to have an end,) " unalter-

" ably," (though an alteration is presumed in respect of

the Son, and might be supposed even in respect of the

Father himself;) if these things be so; that is, if contra

dictions be true, what then ? Then " such a Being, or Per-

" son, is GooSby nature," &c. And this you give us as

" the true meaning of Gal. iv. I." But, 1 hope, we shall

have more respect for an inspired Apostle than to father

any such meaning upon him. For the true sense and

import of it, I refer you to the P learned gentleman, who

has so well defended this text against Dr. Clarke. You

add, " Had not the Scriptures this sense of the word

" God, they could not be intelligible or reconcileable,"

(p. 113.) But are you well assured that you understand

whatever is intelligible or reconcileable ? " The metaphy-

" sical definition," you say, " cannot be the only Scrip-

" ture-sense of the term God." You allow then that it

may be the principal, though not the only Scripture-

sense; which I am glad to hear from you. The learned

Doctor will not admit the metaphysical sense to be 1 ever

' Script. Doctr. p. 243, 2U6. alias 210, 263. Reply, p. 301.

r- True Script. Doctr. continued, p. 73, &c.

i Script. Doctr. p. 296. Reply, p. 119, 290.
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the Scripture-sense of the term God. The metaphysical

sense, he expressly says, is " never intended;" but the

" constant usage of Scripture" is different. " The word

" God, in Scripture, is aLways a relative word of office:"

which though the Doctor has no proof of, nor ground

for, nor is himself well satisfied in ; yet he knew why he

said it, having very good prudential reasons for it. For,

if the metaphysical sense be ever intended, when the word

God is spoken of the Father, no good reason can be

assigned why it should not be so always, when spoken of

the same Person: and if this be the current and most

usual sense of the word God, in Scripture, we shall have

a fair handle to prove that it was intended in the same

sense, when spoken, in such and such circumstances, of

the Son : or, at least, the Doctor will have little or no

pretence left, upon his principles, for saying that the Son

is truly and properly God. You observe, that the meta

physical definition of one self-existent, underived, indepen

dent, supreme Being, would exclude the Son, who is de

rived. This is the sum of your argument, and clearer

than you have put it. But I must observe to you, that

this definition, or something like it, hath long passed cur

rent with men who believed a Trinity of divine Persons,

and were never apprehensive of any such consequence as

you would draw from it. It is properly a definition of the

to ©Eioy, the divine nature, abstracting from the considera

tion of the distinction of Persons, which is the usual me

thod that the Schoolmen and others have taken ; and there

the words self-existent, underived, independent, are not con

sidered as personal, but essential characters. Necessarily-

existing, uncreated, immutable, all-sufficient, are what they

mean in that definition : otherwise it is a definition of the

Person of the Father only, singly considered. But if, in

stead of metaphysics, (which must always be content to

stand corrected by Gospel Revelation,) we choose to take

our definition of God from Scripture, then that of 1 Me-

i Deus est essentia spiritualis, intclligcns, verax. bona, pura, justa, mise-

ricors, Uberrima, immensae potential, et sapientia-, Pater a'ternus qui Filium
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* lancthon, which I have put into the margin, will be more

full and complete.

Query XXV.

Whether it be not clear from all the genuine remains of

antiquity, that the Catholic Church before the Council of

Nice, and even from the beginning, did believe the eter

nity and consubstantiality of the Son; if either the oldest

creeds, as interpreted by those that recite them; or the

testimonies of the earliest writers, or the public censures

passed upon heretics, or particular passages ofthe ancient-

est Fathers, can amount to a proof of a thing of this na

ture ?

YOU tell me, in answer, that it is " not clear that the

" Ante-Nicene Church professed the notion of indivi-

" duaL consubstantiality:" that " the objector cannot

" produce one single passage in all Catholic Ante-Nicene

" antiquity, which proves an individuaL or numeri-

" caL consubstantiality in the three divine Persons."

This answer is scarce becoming the gravity of a man, or

the sincerity of a Christian, in so serious and weighty an

argument. Did I speak of individual consubstantiality ?

or, if I had, could I mean it in your sense? I ask, whe

ther the Fathers believed the three Persons to be one sub

stance; and do affirm that they did, universally. You

answer, that they did not assert the three Persons to be

one Person; which is the constant sense you make of in

dividual. And here you would make a show, as if the

objector had been mistaken, and as if you contradicted

him : when all resolves into a trifling equivocation, and

you really contradict him not at all. That present scho

lastic notion, as you call it, of three Persons being one

Person, Hypostasis, or Suppositum, is nowhere present,

that I know of, amongst any that own a Trinity : neither

is it the scholastic notion ; as any man may see, that will

itnaginem suam ab seterno geuuit, et Filius imnsto Patris coa!tern», et Spiri-

tus Sanctus procedens a l'atrc et Filio. Melanct. Loe. Thfolog. de Deo.
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but look into the Schoolmen, and read with any judgment.

Individual has been generally owned, but not in your

sense; and numerical too, but in a sense very different

from what you pretend to oppose it in : and therefore, to

be plain with you, this way of proceeding, in an impor

tant controversy, is neither fair towards your adversaries,

nor sincere towards the readers ; but, at best, is only so

lemn trifling. You know, or you know little in this con

troversy, that all the Fathers, almost to a man, either ex

pressly or implicitly, asserted the consubstantiality of the

Son with the Father. Call it individual, or call it specific;

that is not now the question. They unanimously main

tained that the Son was not of any created or mutable

substance, but strictly divine ; and so closely and nearly

allied to the Father's Person, (in a mysterious way above

comprehension,) that the substance of the Son might be

justly called the Father's substance, both being one. And

this is all that ever any sober Catholic meant by indivi

dual or numerical ; as I have often observed.

Is not this sufficient to urge against Dr. Clarke and

you, who make the Son of an inferior substance, differing

entirely in kind from the Father's ; in short, a creature,

though you care not to speak it in broad terms ? This is

what you have not so much as one Catholic Post-Nicene

or Ante-Nicene writer to countenance you plainly in.

The main of your doctrine, the very points wherein your

scheme is contained, and on which it turns, and which

distinguish you from the present orthodox, stand con

demned by all antiquity. Do you imagine all this is to be

turned off, only by equivocating upon the word numeri

cal; or by throwing out the term scholastic, to make

weak persons believe, that we have borrowed our doctrine

from the Schoolmen only ? No : we know, and you may

know, if you please to examine, that, as to the main of

our doctrine of the blessed Trinity, we have the universal

Church, as high as any records reach, concurring with

us. To them we appeal, as well as to the Scriptures,
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that, together with Scripture, we may be the more secure

that we follow the true interpretation. I need not go on

to prove that the primitive writers asserted the consubstan-

tiality, because you have not denied it in the sense I in

tended; and indeed could not. Your slipping a word

upon us, and sliding off to another point, may be taken

for a confession and acknowledgment, that the Query

was just; and should have been answered in the affirma

tive, could your cause have subsisted, after so large and

frank a confession. " As to creeds," you say, " none of

" the three first centuries express the Querist's notion:"

meaning your own notion of individual, which is not the

Querist's. What follows (p. 118.) is still pursuing the

same mistake. Since you have told us, that there is no

proof of individual consubstantiality, (that is, of personal

identity, as you understand it, and in which sense nobody

opposes you,) it would have been fair and ingenuous to

have owned that the Fathers did unanimously hold a con-

substantiality, in some sense or other. If not numerical,

or individual in the strictest sense, was it, think you, spe

cific ? Yet, if so, it will follow that all the Fathers were

directly opposite to the Doctor and you ; and condemned

your notion of the Son's being inferior in kind, nature,

substance, &c. Specific unity implies equality of nature ;

as two men, specifically one with each other, are in nature

equal ; and so, any other two things of the same sort and

kind. This notion, if it were what the Fathers held, you

might charge with Tritheism : and, at the same time, you

must give them all up, as no way favourable to your hypo

thesis. But the Fathers constantly took care to signify

that they did not mean that the Persons were specifically

one, like three human persons having a separate existence

independent of each other : nor would they allow three

suns, which would be specifically one, to be a proper or

suitable illustration ; but the rays of the same sun, the

streams of the same fountain, and the like; all to inti

mate a much closer tie, a more substantial union, than
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specific amounts to. The Persons, the Hypostases, were

three ; and yet una substantia, as Tertullian expresses it,

in all.

You would persuade us, (finding, I suppose, that either

specific or individual consubstantiality would be equally

against you,) I say, you would persuade us, that it was

some oratorical and figurative consubstantiality which the

Fathers meant. This I apprehend from what you drop

in page 121. where you expressly apply this new solution

to the difficulty arising from 'O/xohVioj in the Nicene Creed.

I will not suffer the English reader to go away with this

groundless notion, instead of a just answer. Such as know

any thing of antiquity do not want to have such pretences

confuted : such as do not, may please to take along with

them these following considerations.

1. The doctrine of the consubstantiality appears to

have been a constant settled thing ; a sort of ruled case,

running through all in general. Strange, that they should

all rhetoricate in a matter of faith, of so great weight and

importance ; and that we should not meet with so much

as one grave sober writer, to strip the matter of all flourish

and varnish, and to tell us the naked truth.

3. It is to be observed, that the notion does not occur

only in popular harangues, but in dry debates ; chiefly in

controversy with heretics, where it concerned the Catho

lics to speak accurately and properly, and to deliver their

sentiments very distinctly.

3. This is farther confirmed from "the objections made

by heretics to the Catholic doctrine. There were two

standing objections made by heretics to the Catholic doc

trine : one was, that it inferred a division of the Father's

substance : the other, that it was Tritheism. We find foot

steps of the former as early as s Justin Martyr. We meet

with it in 'Tertullian, as urged by Praxeas. uTatian and

xTheophilus both allude to it. ySabellius was full of it ;

■ Dial. p. 183, 373. Jeb. Sec Bull. D. F. p. 66, 67, 33.

« Contr. Prax. c. 8. • Tat. p. 21. ed. Worth. a Theoph. 1. ii. p. 129.

r Alexand. apud Theod. E. H. 1. i. c. 4. p. 17. Athanas. p. 942.
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and it was afterwards one of the chiefest pretences of

Arius ; as may appear from his own Letters, besides

many z other evidences. Now, what colour or pretence

could there have been for the objection, had not the Ca

tholics professed a proper communication of the same

substance ? Need we be told that angels and archangels,

or any created beings, were derived from God without any

abscission from, or division of, his substance ? Or could it

ever enter into any man's head to make so weak an ob

jection to the Catholic doctrine, unless a proper consub-

stantiality had been taught by them ? Yet this was the

principal, the standing pretence for, and support of, he

resy, for near two hundred years together.

The other was Tritheism ; objected all along by the Sa-

bellians, and afterwards (though more sparingly) by the

Arians. What kind of Tritheism the Sabellians meant

(Tritheism in the highest and strictest sense) appears, not

only from the former objection about the division of the

Father's substance, but also from the way they took to

solve the difficulty; namely, by making Father, Son, and

Holy Ghost, one and the same Hypostasis, as well as one

substance; and their thinking it not beneath the Father

himself to have submitted to passion. This makes it ex

tremely probable that the Church, at that time, believed

the three Persons to be consubstantial in a proper, not

figurative, sense ; in consequence whereof it was pre

tended that there would be three Gods ; in like manner

as three human persons, of the same specific nature, are

three men.

4. What puts this farther beyond all reasonable doubt,

is the method which the Catholics took to answer the

two fore-mentioned objections. As to that about division

of substance : they never tell the heretics, that there was

no manner of ground or colour for the objection : they

never say, that the same difficulty would lie against God's

creating angels, or archangels, or any other creature ; as

* Sec Bull. D. F. N. p. 33.
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they might, and should have done, had they been of Dr.

Clarke's principles, or of yours. No ; a they only deny

any division or diminution of the Father's substance, and

illustrate, as well as they are able, so sublime a mystery,

by one light kindled, as it were, from another; by the

sun and its rays ; by fountain and streams ; stock and

branch: all instances of the same specific nature, and b an

swering in some circumstances, though defective in others.

One would not desire a fuller and clearer testimony, that

those or the like similitudes were intended to signify the

same with a proper consubstantiality, than we meet with

in Dionysius of Alexandria0.

Then, for their answers to the charge of Tritheism, as

understood by the Sabellians, how easy it would have

been for them to have told the objectors, that they did

not take the word God in the strict sense ; that Moses

and other mortal men had been called Gods; that they

believed the Son to be no more than a creature, though

the most perfect of all creatures ; and that the Sabellians

did them a very great and manifest injury, to imagine

otherwise of them. This would, this must have been

their answer to the charge of Tritheism, as understood by

the objectors, had they not otherwise " learned Christ."

Instead of this, they appear to be very sensible of the

just weight and importance of the objection. They must

secure the divinity of the Son, and yet preserve the unity

too. They have recourse to unity of substance, (even against

those who made one substance to signify one Hypostasis,)

as Tertullian frequently does, in his dispute with Praxeas :

and notwithstanding that the Sabellians had, if I may so

speak, carried the Son's divinity too high, insomuch as to

make him the very same Hypostasis with the Father ; yet

• Just. M. Dial. p. 183, 373. Tat. p. 21, 22. Athenag. p. 40, 96. Origen.

Pamph. Apol. Tertull. Apol. c. 21. adv. Prax. c. 8. Theognost. apud Athanas.

vol. i. p. 230. Hippolyt. contr. NoCt. c. 11. p. 13. Dionys. Alexand. Reap. ad

Quaat. 5. Conf. Prud. Apothcog. p. 172.

k See Bull, D. F. p. 120.

r Apud Athanas. de Sentent. Dionys. tom. i. p. 255, 256.

VOL. I. T
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the utmost that the Catholics could be brought to say, in

degradation of him, was only this ; that he was subordi

nate as a Son; equal in every respect, but as a Son can be

equal to a Father ; inferior, in point of original, (the Fa

ther being head and fountain of all,) but still of the same

nature, power, substance, and perfections; subsisting in

and from the Father, inseparably and constantly, always

and everywhere ; and therefore one God-with him. And

if any person, though in the warmth of dispute, did but

happen to drop any doubtful expressions, tending any

way to lessen the dignity of the Son, or was but sus

pected to do so ; the alarm was soon taken, and it awak

ened the jealousy of the Catholics ; who could not bear

any appearance of it. This was remarkably seen, in the

famous case of Dionysius, Bishop of Alexandria, sixty

years before the rise of Arius, and is recorded by Athana-

sius in his works.

5. To this we may add, that while the Sabellian con

troversy was on foot, (which was at least a hundred

years, and could never have lasted so long, had the Ca

tholics been of any other principles than those which I

here maintain,) I say, while this was on foot, how easy

would it have been for the Catholics to have pinched

them close, and to have pressed them with variety of

arguments, more than they did, had they been of your

principles, or of Dr. Clarke's ? The Father is eternal, but

the Son not so ; the Father is omniscient, but the Son

ignorant of the day of judgment ; the Father is omnipo

tent, but the powers of the Son finite and limited; in a

word, the Father is Creator, but the Son a creature ; and

therefore they cannot be one and the same Hypostasis, or

Suppositum. This argument had been irrefragable, and

could not have failed of being urged and pressed home,

by men of such acute parts as Tertullian, Origen, Hip-

polytus, and others, had it been consistent with Catholic

principles; or had they not believed, that the Son was

consubstantial, in the proper sense, enjoying all the essen

tial perfections of the Father, in common with him.
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6. It would be endless almost to proceed in this argu

ment: the rest I shall throw into a narrower compass,

and only give hints for your leisure thoughts to inquire

into. The strict sense which the ancients had of the word

God, as signifying substance, and applying it to the Son,

in the same sense; their admitting but one substance to

be strictly divine, and their utter abhorrence of any in

ferior deities ; their appropriating worship to the one true

God, and worshipping the Son notwithstanding ; their

unanimous belief of the Son's being eternal, uncreated,

omnipotent, and of his being Creator, Preserver, and Sus-

tainer of the universe: any one of these, singly almost,

would be sufficient for the proof of a proper consubstan-

tiality, as asserted by the Ante-Nicene Catholic writers :

but all together, and taken with the other particulars be

fore mentioned, they make so full, so clear, so ample a

demonstration of a matter of fact, that a man must be of

a very peculiar constitution, who, after having well con

sidered the evidences, can make the least doubt or scruple

of it. And this I hope may be sufficient in answer to

your pretence of an oratorical or figurative consubstan-

tiality ; a pretence, which you lay down with an unusual

diffidence, and without so much as one reason, or autho

rity, to support it.

It being evident, from what hath been said, that it was

a proper, not figurative, consubstantiality, which the

Ante-Nicene Fathers inviolably maintained ; this is all I

am concerned for. As to the question, whether it shall

be called specific or numerical, I am in no pain about it.

Neither of the names exactly suits it; nor perhaps any

other we can think on. It is such a consubstantiality as

preserves the unity, without destroying the distinct per

sonality ; such as neither Sabellians nor Arians would

come into, but the Catholics maintained, with equal vigour,

against both. It is a medium, to preserve the priority of

the Father, and withal the divinity, the essential divinity,

of Son and Holy Ghost : in a word ; it is the sober, middle

way, between the extravagancies of both extremes.

t 2
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Query XXVI.

Whether the Doctor did not equivocate or prevaricate

Jlrarigely, in saying, d" The generality of writers before

" the Council of Nice were, in the whole, clearly on his

" side :" when it is manifest, they were, in the general,

nofarther on his side, than the allowing a subordination

amounts to ; no farther than our own Church is on his

side, while in themainpoints ofdifference, the eternity

and consubstantTaLity, they are clearly against

him t that is, they were on his side, sofar as we acknow

ledge him to be right, but nofarther.

IN defence of the Doctor, you appeal to his very nu

merous, and, as you say, plain quotations from the ancient

authors. And this, you promise beforehand, will be made

further evident to all learned and unprejudiced persons, as

soon as " Dr. Whitby's Observations on Bishop Bull's

" Defens. Fid. Nic. appear in the world." As to the

Doctor's pretended plain quotations from the ancient au

thors, they have not plainly, nor at all determined against

the coeternity and consubstantiality of the Son, the points

in question; and therefore can do the Doctor no service:

but, on the contrary, the Ante-Nicene writers, in general,

have determined plainly against him, as to the main of

his doctrine, wherein he differs from us. In asserting

which, I say no more than the great Athanasius told the

Arians long ago ; and it is fact, that all the writers before

them, of any repute or judgment, were directly against

them. " eWe give you demonstration," says he, " that

" our doctrine has been handed down to us from fathers

" to fathers. But you, ye revivers of Judaism and disci-

" pies of Caiphas, what writers can you bring to father

" your tenets ? Not a man can you name, of any repute

" for sense or judgment. All to a man are against

"you," &c. To the same purpose speaks St. Austin, in a

' Aniwer to Dr. Wells, p. 28. • Athanas. de Decret. Syn. Nic. p. 233.
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studied discourse, which may be supposed to contain his

coolest and most serious thoughts. " f All the Catholic

" interpreters of the Old or New Testament, that I could

" read, who have wrote before me on the Trinity, which

" is God, intended to teach, conformable to Scripture,

" that Father, Son, and Holy Ghost do, by the insepara-

" ble equality of one and the same substance, make up

" the unity divine." Here you may observe the sum of

the B Catholic doctrine. The same homogeneous substance,

and inseparability. The first makes each Hypostasis, res

divina; the last makes all to be una substantia, una summa

res, one undivided, or individual, or numerical substance ;

one God. This is the ancient Catholic doctrine; and, I

think, of the Schools too; though the Schoolmen have

perplexed it with innumerable subtilties. Hilary expresses

it briefly thus : " Naturae indissimilis, atque inseparabilis

" unitas." This, I say, is the doctrine ; confute it, if

you please, or if you can : in the meanwhile, however,

let us honestly own the fact. But to proceed.

There were many writings extant in the times of Atha-

nasius and Austin, which have not come down to us ; and

therefore their testimonies, in the case, are of the greater

force. I might mention other Catholics, about that time,

who appealed to antiquity, with all the assurance and

freedom imaginable. But the most remarkable instance

to our purpose is, that when in the time of Theodosius

f Omnes, quos legere potui, qui ante me scripscrunt de Trinitate, quae est

Deus, divinorum librorum veterum et novorum Catholici tractatores hoc inten-

derunt secundum Scriptures docere, quod Pater, et Filius, et Spiritus Sanctus,

unius ejiusdemque substantia inscparabili a?qualitate divinam insinuent uni-

tatem. Jug. Trin. 1. L c. 3. p. 753.

• I shall add another passage of St. Austin, to explain his sense more

clearly.

Trinitas propter Trinitatem Personarum, ct unus Deus propter insepara-

bilem Divinitatem, sicut unus Omnipotens propter inseparabilem Omnipoten-

tiam. Ita ut ctiam cum de singulis quseritur, unusquisque eorum et Deus et

Omnipotens esse respondeatur ; cum vero de omnibus simul, non tres Dii,

vel tres Omnipotentes, sed unus Deus Omnipotens : tanta inest in tribus

inseparabilis unitas, qua; sic se voluit pnedicari. August. in Civit. Dei,

1. xi. c. 24.

T 3
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the Arians were pressed by the Catholics in dispute, and

fairly challenged to refer the matter in controversy to the

concurring judgment of the writers before them, and to

put it upon that issue ; the Arians declined it, and durst

not abide the trial. See the story at large, in h Socrates

and 'Sozomen. So dull were the Catholics at that time,

nay, so unthinking were the Arians too, that they could

not perceive, what is now so clear to the Doctor, that

the generality of xvriters, before the Council of Nice,

were on the Arian side": but one party was confident,

and the other suspected, at least, that the contrary was

true.

But I need not take this indirect way of confuting the

Doctor's assertion ; though it affords us a very strong

presumption, and is of much greater weight and authority

than the single judgment of any of the moderns : many

of the Ante-Nicene writings, by the good providence of

God, are yet extant, and can speak for themselves ; be

sides that the incomparable Bishop Bull has unanswer

ably defended then), and vindicated them from all such

exceptions as appeared to have any shadow of truth or

probability in them. To show you how little reason the

Doctor or yourself hath to boast of the Ante-Nicene

writers as favourable to your cause, I shall here set down

several positions, in which the Doctor and you run mani

festly counter to the whole stream of antiquity.

1. That the Son is not consubstantial with God the Fa

ther. You arc directly opposite to all antiquity in this

your leading position, on which the rest hang, and on

which the controversy turns. This is very clear from the

testimonies collected by Bishop Bull, and from what addi

tional observations I have made under the last Query.

2. That the Sor1 is not coeternal with the Fathe1: Con-

substantiality implies coeterni/y : besides that the afore

mentioned learned Prelate has given us numerous direct

testimonies for it from the Ante-Nicene Fathers, above

* Lib. v. c. 10. ' Ibid. vii. c. 12.
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twenty of them ; not one of any note plainly contradict

ing them. These two main points being determined

against you, the rest are of less moment. Yet I cannot

find that the ancients agreed with you in your other in

ferior positions, which you bring in as under-props to

your scheme.

3. That God is a relative word, deoj and dfo'njj signifying

not substance, but dominion and authority. This is directly

k contrary to all Catholic antiquity, a very few instances

excepted.

4. That God the Father only was God of Abraham,

Isaac, and Jacob. This position I have shown to be con

trary to the sentiments of the Ante-Nicene writers.

5. That the titles of one, only, &c. are exclusive of the

Son. This also I have shown, in these papers, to be

directly contrary to the judgment of the ancients.

6. That the Son had not distinct worship paid him till

after his resurrection. This, in the sense wherein you

understand it, is not true; nor agreeable to the senti

ments of the ancient Church.

7. That Father and Son (or any two Persons) ought not

to be called one God. I have referred to the Ante-Nicene

writers, who so called them, more than c-nce. Some of

the testimonies may be seen at large in Dr. Fiddes.

8. That the title of God, in Scripture, in an absolute

construction, always signifies the Father. Directly Con

it See Fiddes, vol. i. p. 375, &c. and what T have observed above, p. 60.

Nothing more common than Sunt for divine nature (as a^ax-tmf also for

the human) in ecclesiastical writers. I shall point to a few instances only

out of many.

Melito apud Cav. Hist. Lit. vol. ii. p. 33. Grabe, Spicileg. vol. ii. p. 245.

Hippolyt. vol. i. p. 226. vol. ii. p. 24 . Orig. contr. Cels. p. 342, 404. Cyril. Hie-

rosol. Catech. xi. p. 1 42. Cyril. Alex. Thesaur. p. 232. Dial. i. de Trin. p. 405.

Damasc. de Orth. Fid. 1. iii. c. 1 1 .

N. B. There is, in strictness, some difference between tS Sue and Siirns,

(though the latter is often used for the former,) such nearly as between con

crete and abstract ; but still 3itTiif refers to nature and substance, (as ©i«

also generally does,) not dvminion. Abstract names of substances are not

very common indeed. (See Locke, H. U. 1. iii. c. ft.) but here there was a

necessity for it.

t4
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trary to the stream of antiquity ; as may appear, besides

other arguments, from their application of Scripture texts,

of the Old Testament, in which God is spoken of abso

lutely, to the Son.

9. That an inferior God may be admitted besides the

supreme, and worship paid to both. Nothing can strike

more at the very fundamentals of religion than this posi

tion, in the judgment of the ancients in general.

10. That the Son is not efficient cause of the universe,

and of all created beings. This I take to be contrary to

all the ancients. See the testimonies above'.

11. That the Son himself is made, or created. This

neither you nor the Doctor admit in terms ; but in reality,

and in other words, you both do; as hath been shown.

This position is flatly contrary to the doctrine of the

ancients. The testimonies have been referred to above.

There are other particulars, which I may at present forget,

or which may less deserve notice. These are enough to

show that the Doctor's pretences to the Ante-Nicene

. Fathers are groundless.

What then has the Doctor to plead for himself, and for

his so great assurance in this particular ? First, that the

Ante-Nicene (as did also the Post-Nicene) Fathers allowed

a subordination ; which is very true, but not at all perti

nent; nor can any consequence be certainly drawn from

it, in favour of the Doctor's hypothesis ; which he himself

seems to be aware of, as I have remarked above"1. An

other thing is, that the Ante-Nicene writers, some of

them, spoke of a temporal generation by the will of the

Father ; which I have accounted for in my former pages.

And a third thing is, that the generality of the ancients,

when they speak of God absolutely, ordinarily mean the

Father, and they distinguish his Person by some eminent

titles and peculiar appellations ; which may be easily

accounted for.

Can these three considerations, or if there be more such,

1 Query 11. ■ Page 212.
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be ground sufficient for the Doctor to say, that the gene

rality of the Ante-Nicene writers are clearly on his side,

when they expressly contradict him in so many particulars

as I have mentioned; several of them essentials of his hy

pothesis ? The most that in truth can, or in justice ought

to be said, is that, in some particulars, they seem to favour

him ; but could not really mean it, unless they notoriously

contradicted themselves. The very utmost which the most

sanguine man of your side should hope for, is, that the

Fathers may be found eontradictory to one another, or to

themselves, in order to null their evidence. If they are

consistent, they are ours certainly. And this difference

there is plainly between us and you: that, as to your

principles, the Fathers are express, clear, and full against

them ; no possibility of reconciling them together : as to

ours, they are nowhere directly and expressly against us.

If they are at all against us, it is only indirectly, and must

be made out by inference, deduction, and remote conse

quences, neither clear nor certain. They may be recon

ciled to our principles, to themselves, and to one another :

but as to any consistent agreement with yours, it is

utterly impracticable.

Now supposing the Doctor ever so strongly to believe

that the Ante-Nicene writers, in general, held principles

which necessarily infer and imply his conclusion ; yet we

insist upon it, that they ought not to be judged of from

any obscure disputable consequences which the Doctor

draws for them, against what they drew for themselves.

If we once take the liberty of denominating, sorting, or

ranking of men with any side, not according to what

themselves, perhaps rightly, professed, but according to

what some imagine, in reason and good consequence, they

ought to have professed, we may call Protestants, Pa

pists ; Arminians, Calvinists ; Orthodox, Heretics ; and

what not. There are some common principles which all

mankind agree in ; and the several differences and distinc

tions amongst them arise only from their drawing conse
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quences differently; and it is this that gives them their

particular and special denomination. Now since it is

evident and visible, as the light, that the Ante-Nicene

writers did not own the consequences which the Doctor

makes for them, but expressly and clearly rejected them ;

constantly affirming the eternity and consubstantiality of

the Son, (the very points of difference between us and the

Doctor,) it is plain and obvious to common sense, that

the Doctor has no just claim or title to them, but that we

have : they were, in the main points, clearly on our side,

(consistent, or not consistent, is not now the question,)

and as clearly against him. It is to no purpose to plead,

in this case, that premises only are of any weight, and

that conclusions always stand for nothing. This may be

allowed in argumentation ; but not in determining on what

side any person, or any body of men were in this parti

cular question ; whether such conclusions follow from such

premises. In this, the Ante-Nicene writers were directly

and plainly Anti-Arian ; and therefore it is a great abuse

of language, and as great an injury to them and to the

truth, for the Doctor to say that they were, " in the

" whole, clearly on his side."

But you had promised the world great matters from a

book of Dr. Whitby's, which has since seen the light;

and I am therefore obliged to say something to it, though

otherwise I should much rather wave it; because it is

wrote only to scholars, with whom it can do no harm ;

and because, I believe, you are sensible, before this time,

how uncautious a thing it is to promise in the dark ; and

to be sponsor for another's performance so long before

hand. Dr. Whitby is a person that has done good service

to the Church, and to the learned world ; and one would

be willing to throw a veil over his late misconduct in this

controversy, did not the imprudent triumphs of others

oblige us to take some notice of it. But let us come to

the point : I shall show you, in some short strictures

upon the performance, how little you are to hope for
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from it; and how far it comes short of expectation. I

will divide what I have to say into two kinds of observa

tions.

i. Upon general fallacies, running through the whole

book.

2. Upon particular defects, misquotations, misconstruc

tions, misrepresentations, &c.

His principal and most general fallacy, is his making

essence and person to signify the same. One individual or

numerical essence, he everywhere interprets to a Sabellian

sense ; understanding by it one individual Hypostasis, or

real Person. And this ridiculous sense he fixes upon "all

that now pass for orthodox; and, I think too, upon the

generality of those who have been reputed Catholics down

from the Council of Nice : for he 0charges Athanasius

himself with it ; who has been generally looked upon as

the standard of orthodoxy in this article. The charge is

weak and groundless, and more especially in regard to

Bishop Bull; who is Pknown to have declared himself

against it, as frequently, as strongly, and as fully, as it

was possible for a man to do. The learned Examiner,

though 1 he seems to have known this, is forced to r pre

tend ignorance, to give the better colour to what he was

going about. For, otherwise, who would not, at first

sight, observe the peculiar extravagancy of the undertak

ing, to confute Bishop Bull, only by showing that the

Bishop has not proved what he never intended to prove,

nor so much as believed, but rejected as heartily as the

t Prof. p. 32. • Ibid.

P 1 shall here only cite one passage of Bishop Bull, speaking of Sandius ;

whose steps Dr. Whitby has too closely followed.

Auctor ille, ubique in libro suo illnd pro certo et ratohabet Homoousiano-

rum, qnos vocat, et Sabellianorum de Filio Dei sententiam prorsus eandem

esse. Quo nihil a rero remotius est ; siquidem supra clarc ostendimus, ne-

minem Dei Filium Patri ifttirin posse dicere, nisi absurde admodnm et im-

proprie, qui cum Sabellio sentiat. D. V. N. p. 148.

See also D. F. p. 230. Auimadv. in Gilb. Clerke, p. 1004.

1 See Modest. Disquisit. p. 10". where he charges Bishop Bull with hold

ing a specific unity ; and Prtef. p. 31. i Praef. p. 31.
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learned Examiner himself can do. However, since this

was, in a manner, necessary, that the learned Examiner

might appear at least to have something to say, all due

allowances are to be made for it. Let us now observe

how, in the entrance, he is pleased to state the general

question.

" s\\rhether all the Ante-Nicene Fathers professed the

" very same doctrine which we ascribe to the Nicene

" Council ; that is, whether all acknowledged the same

" numerical essence of the Father to have been communi-

" cated to the Son and Holy Ghost, and that therefore

" both are one God in number with the Father."

See how many guards he has put in; as it were con

scious of what he had taken in hand, and fearing lest

otherwise there should not be left him strength sufficient

to secure a handsome retreat. He does not say, the gene

rality of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, but all; so that if

there happens to be but one exception, he may still be

safe and secure. Next, he does not say the doctrine of

the Nicene Council, but which we ascribe to that Coun

cil : now, who can tell what we he means ? Perhaps

himself and two or three more. Then again, same es

sence will not serve, but it must be the same numerical

essence : and this he interprets, everywhere throughout

his book, in a Sabellian sense. So here the state of the

question is entirely changed : and unless the Bishop has

proved (which God forbid) that all the Ante-Nicene Fa

thers were heretics and something worse, professing what

themselves condemned as heresy, he has not, it seems,

done enough to satisfy the learned Examiner. Not content

with this, he demands farther to have it proved that this

same numerical essence, that is, (according to him,)

Person, was communicated to two other Persons; and

• Utrum Patres omnes Ante-Nicaeni cnndem quam Concilio Nicaeno trt-

butmus sententiam amplexi sunt : hoc est, utrum omues f.andem numero

Patris essentiam Filio et Spiritui Sancto fuisse communtcatam, eoque no

mine utrumque cum Patre unum numero Deum esse agnoverunt ? Proem.

p. 2.
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he has some pretence for cavil at the word ' communicated.

Yet, as if all this were not sufficient, it must be also

by interior production; as he observes a little after in

page %. and he has some turns of wit upon the word

u production. Was this the way to answer such a writer

as Bishop Bull ; a wise, grave, learned, judicious author,

and one that was above trifling ?

In short, the plain question between Bishop Bull and

the Arians is only this : Whether the Ante-Nicene Fa

thers, in general, believed the Son to be of an eternal,

uncreated, immutable, and strictly divine substance, or no ?

Bishop Bull maintained the affirmative, and has unanswer

ably proved it, in the opinion of most men of true learn

ing and judgment, whether here or abroad. This is what

the learned Examiner should neither have concealed nor

disguised; but have frankly and honestly confessed, as

he did "formerly. If, notwithstanding, the learned Pre

late has not proved that the Fathers held a numerical

essence, in the Examiner s sense, (such as he thinks ne

cessary to preserve the unity,) the Bishop should not be

represented as failing in the proof of what he intended ;

but should be given up for a Tritheist, and the Catholic

Church with him, whose advocate he is, and with whom

he stands or falls. This would have been the fair and

ingenuous way ; unless the learned Examiner would have

undertaken to prove that the Fathers before the Nicene

Council were of Arian principles, which he durst not do.

What does it signify to show that they were not Sabel-

lians ? Did Bishop Bull, or does any man.of sense, pretend

they were ?

You may judge of the performance, from his stating

the question so strangely ; and his setting out with such

diffidence, as if he thought the cause desperate. When

1 Prsef. p. 21. u Ibid. p. 23.

1 Opus aggredior quod Bullus nostras, pietate summa ct doctrina vir pra-

ditus, atque in autiquitatis botius scriptis versatissimus. opere are perenniori,

ad doctorum invidiam, et novatorum cordolium, summo judicio ct industria

peregit. JVhitby. Tractal. de vera Chris. Deit. pag. 59.



286 Qv. xxvi.A DEFENCE

you come to the book itself, you will find two thirds of

it, in effect, little more than retreating to the Sabellian

sense of numerical and individual, which is only so much

impertinence. This is the principal and the most gene

ral fallacy which hetrus ts to ; and is, in a manner, the

turn of the whole book.

He has another general fallacy, which he serves him

self of sometimes ; and it is this.

When he finds some expressions run pretty high and

strong for the divinity of Christ, yhe says the Arians

used the same or the like expressions. There is very

little force or weight in the argument: for it amounts

only to this. The z Arians, perfect masters of dissimu

lation, and notoriously accustomed to equivocating, used

such or such expressions, meaning little by them ; there

fore the Ante-Nicene writers, men of a very different

stamp and character, meant no more by those expres

sions. But, besides this, it is well known that the

n Arians, at first, did not use those high expressions of

the Son, but came into them by degrees, as they found

. their doctrine too shocking to be endured in broad terms;

and as they perceived the necessity of using Catholic

language. We can easily show, how, and when, and

why the Arians were obliged to speak higher than they

thought. But it can never be shown that the Ante-Ni

cene Fathers were under any such temptation ; or that

r Pnef. p. 4, 29. Lib. p. 8, 9, 40, 90, 109, 153, 157. and elsewhere.

2 Scilicet tenebriones isti parati ernnt quamlibet fidei confessionem suo

suffrage comprobare, quae modo vocem iftttvritu nou haberet : ctiamsi quo-

que in ea poncrentur verba alia qua; apud sanos dmnes idem prorsus siguifi-

carent. Bull. D. F. p. 285.

• Ariauos Jesum Christum Denm lie Deo, lumen de famine, vitam ex

vita, ante omnia stecula ex Deo Patre genilum dixisse, Euscbio adhuc in

vivis agente, me legiase non memini : utcunque postea, ad declinandam in

vidiam in publicis formulis has votes fraudulcnter unurparent, &c. Cav.

Epitt. Jpologet. p. 65.

Qui artes Eusebii, rcliquorumque Arianorum vocum ambiguitate perpetuo

abutcntium, non olfaciet hac in re ; ei quid aliud optem non video, prater

nasum. Qer. Eput. Crit. ii. p. 52.
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they affected to speak otherwise than they really meant,

or than they would be generally understood. They were

plain open men ; unacquainted with those principles of

latitude, and studied refinements, which came in after

wards. I may use almost a parallel instance from what

has been lately seen among ourselves. From the year

171a, Arians have been taught to subscribe the Nicene

and Athanasian creeds. But our good forefathers would

have thought it horrid prevarication to do it ; they were

not so subtile and refined : and therefore, though subscrip

tion is now no certain argument of men's sentiments, it

was formerly ; when men were otherwise instructed, and

loved Christian plainness and simplicity. This may

serve for a brief general answer to the learned Examiner's

second general fallacy.

There is a third general salvo, which occurs pretty

often; that the Ante-Nicene writers distinguish God

from Christ, (that is, the Father from the Son,) and call

the Father God absolutely : now, since the Post-Nicene

writers do so too, and since nobody scruples it, even at

this day ; I need not give myself the trouble of any more

particular answer. Thus far for the general fallacies,

running through his performance : after which, it may

be needless to take notice of any particular mismanage

ment; but, for a specimen, you shall have a few instances

of his misquotations, misconstructions, misrepresentations,

reviving of old and trite objections, concealing the an

swers, and the like.

To begin with misquotations : page 22. he cites part

of Polycarp's doxology, recorded in the Epistle of the

Church of Smyrna. There he b leaves out the two most

material words, (<rw ai5r<Z,) on which the argument chiefly

depended, and then insults over the learned Prelate.

Page 62. citing a passage from c Athenagoras, he

b He reads it it i rn it wnufiart Jtyt* instead of V v rtt rvt avr* it

rttipart iy'tf Vtin. Vid. Ettseb. 1. iv. C. 15.

e avrtv ya.fi xat tt aitrtv Ttltrn iylnrt' Aihenag. Leg. p. 38. Ox. cd.
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changes irpb; aurou into ttooj avrov, without giving any

notice of it, or reason for it ; only to make a weak insi

nuation against the divinity of God the Son.

Page 75, 76. he has a citation from Methodius, part

of which you may see above, (p. 10a.) the remainder I

have here set down in the d margin. After giving a con

struction diametrically opposite to the intent and letter

of the author, he breaks out into this expression ; e " See

" how he (Methodius) manifestly acknowledges the Son

" to have been made, and before begotten," (that is all

the sense that I can make of what he says,) " in spite of

" the Bishop." He might have said, in spite of grammar

and common sense: nothing can be clearer than that

passage of Methodius for the eternal generation of the

Son ; which he does not only assert, but guards it against

the objection from that text, (" This day have I begotten

" thee,") explaining it, not of any temporal generation,

(for he allows no such thing,) but of a temporal manifes

tation.

Page 97. you may see how he deals with a modern

author, the learned Dr. Cave. He first applauds his

great knowledge of ecclesiastical antiquity, (in which he

is extremely right,) and then cites a passage from him,

which, as represented, seems to say, that many of the

earliest Fathers were against Christ's divinity. He had

done this once before in his f Preface, so that one may see

he is pleased with the discovery. I have given the pas

sage at large in the 8 margin, including that part in

d Tt It iyu tn(itfm yty'tvrnxa tt, trt TfhUTo. jftn Tft rwr at*tut, X-iyu, it rtts

tvfavtjV, iStvXnSnt xa! Tw »r/ut ytnnvm, t 3q ifrt rtn-Str aymvptw ytutfrtu.

Ap. Phot. p. 960.

' En quam clare aguoscit Filium ytyn'mt et rpytynum, factum et prage-

nitum esse, frustra prasulc renitente. Modest. Disq. p. 76.

t Pnef. p. 28.

t Nscvos, qui in scriptis ejus (Lactantii) uotantur, de divinitate, it

aeterna Filii existentia [de animarum preexistentia et futuro post hanc vi-

tam statu, de ftne saeculi et mille annorum impcrio, de adventu Eliae multos

ad Dei cultum conversuro] aUisque capitibua, de quibus obscure, incautc.

quandoque ctiam periculosc locutus sit, excusabunt, apud candidos rerum
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hooks which our learned Examiner has left out. The

whole turns upon this ; whether Dr. Cave, by in quibus,

intended the same as in quibus singulis, in every one of

the foregoing particulars, or rather in many, or most of

them. It is impossible to prove that he meant it strictly

of every one; and therefore no certain argument can be

drawn from this passage : but I will give you a reason or

two, why I think Dr. Cave did not, or could not so mean

it. You will observe, that de divinitate stands by itself,

as a distinct article ; and very probably is to be con

strued of the Deity : Lactantius is h known to have had

veiy absurd notions of the Deity, supposing God to have

had a beginning, and to have made himself. Dr. Cave

could never mean that Lactantius had o/xorj/ijpouc complures,

many of his mind, in this article : and therefore could not

intend in quibus, strictly, of every particular, but of the

whole, and in the general. Then, as to Dr. Cave's judg

ment of the sense of the Fathers, in respect to the divi

nity of the Son and his eternal existence, it is so ' well

known, and so often appears in his writings, that he

should not be presumed to contradict his declared and

repeated sentiments, without a manifest necessity. Where

fore Dr. Whitby does a great injury to the memory of

that good man, by taking an advantage of an ambiguous

expression. To proceed.

a-stimatores, sseculi quo visit circa istas res impcritia, dogmata ipsa panto

abstraction, nec dum a theologis dilucide explicate rice synodorum deeretis

deftnita, ct in quibus ifu^nQuis habuit complures prsecedentium sa;culorum

Patres. Car. Hist. Liter. vol. i. p. 1 12.

h Lactam. Institut. 1. i. c. 7.

' Saucti Patres Catholics! Fidei Nicsenorumquc dogmatum testes sunt in-

concussi, rindices acerrimi ; qui fidem ab Apostolis traditam, a majoribus

acccptam, ad nos usque propagarunt, acccptam vita. Voce, etiam saDguine

suo confirmarurit, invictisque argumentis contra omnia ha;reticorum moli-

mina sartam tectam conscrvarunt ; quique nullis sophismatibus flecti queunt,

ut in Unitariorum causam testimonium dicant. Hinc ilia lachrymal, hsec

fundi calamitas. Adeo ut de antiquitate ccelesiastica dici potest, quod de

ratione alicubi habet Malmsburicnsis philosophus; ubicunque ratio homini

rrpugnat, hominem ipsi rationi repugnatunun. Cav. Epist. jlpologet. p. 17.

VOL. 1. U
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Page 60. he tells us, that the titles of toS iravro; wonj-

rriS) and T'Jiv ohwv JijjU.ioupyoj, (that is, Creator and Framer

of the universe,) were such as the writers of that age

(the second century) always distinguished the Father

from the Son by. If he means that the Son had not

then those or the like titles given him, it is a notorious

untruth, (as you may see by the quotations k above, from

Irenseus and Clemens Alexandrinus ;) if he means only,

that those and the like titles were eminently and empha

tically given to the Father, that indeed is very true of the

second century ; and as true of all the centuries following,

down to this present, as appears by our creeds ; which, I

suppose, is no great discovery.

In his Preface, (p. 32.) he misrepresents Basil as de

claring against unity of essence, where the good Father

intended nothing but against unity of Person. In the

same page, he brings in 1 Athanasius, and interprets what

he said against the o/xoouo-iov, as if it had been meant of the

ifiotoiiriov, betwixt which, that accurate Father always

carefully distinguished. A little lower, he represents

Athanasius as maintaining numerical identity ; which (in

the sense of the learned Examiner) is making him a Sa-

bellian. Thus, it seems, he is to confute Bishop Bull,

only by puzzling and confounding such things, as that in

comparable Prelate had made plain and clear.

Page 9. he represents Barnabas's Epistle, h vfooif,

which he interprets spurious, (page 19.) neglecting and

concealing in what sense m Eusebius had reckoned it in

ev vo^oif and what had been said by very n learned men in

defence of it.

k Qu. xi. p. 134.

1 Vid. Athanas. tom. i. p. 767. compare tom. ii. p. 31.

Athanasius distinguished very particularly, more than Hilary and some

other Fathers did, between the ifttmnn and the iftusitm. He thought that

to say the Son was only like God, was as much ns denying him to be God :

as if we should aay a thing is only like silver, therefore not silver ; or only

like gold, therefore not gold. This was his sense of the matter.

■ See Cave, Histor. Literar. vol. 1. p. 11.

• Pearson. Vmdic. p. 276, 282. Bull. D. F. p. 15. Pr. Trad. p. 3.
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Page 23. he gives a partial account of the ancient

doxologies. No one that has seen St. Basil, the eighth

book of the Clementine Constitutions, Polycarp's Dox-

ology, and the Church of Smyrna's, besides Clement of

Alexandria's, and Hippolytus's, can make any reasonable

doubt, whether to or with were not applied in doxologies

to the Son or Holy Ghost, as well as by, through, or in,

by the earliest Ante-Nicene writers. To pretend Atha-

nasian forgeries in answer to all, is only giving up the

point, with the ridiculous circumstance of appearing to

maintain it.

His account of Justin Martyr is one continued misre

presentation, as may appear in some measure by com

paring it with what hath been observed in these papers0.

Page 61. he takes occasion from the Latin version

to misrepresent Athenagoras, and to insinuate that the

Son is not like the Father. If the Greek words be ren

dered, as they signify, infecti, et facti, the equivocation

upon genitus, and therewith the argument, is lost.

Page 62. he undertakes another passage in Athena

goras, a very famous one, and of singular use in this con

troversy ; plainly showing the true and genuine sense of

such Fathers as spoke of a temporal generation, and

being of equal force both against Sabellians and Arians,

a^ the P learned Prelate has judiciously and admirably de

monstrated against Petavius, Sandius, and others. San-

dius, being sensible of its weight and force, thought it the

wisest way to say, that the place was corrupt ; and being

a man of wit, he invented something of a colour for it.

Gilbert Clerke, afterwards, thought of a more plausible

solution of the difficulty : but the learned 1 Bishop had too

much acumen to let it pass. Last of all comes Dr.

Whitby with a new device, which, I suppose, is entirely

0 See my Answer to Dr. Whitby, p. 49. &c. where Justin Martyr is vin

dicated at large.

r BuU. Def. F. N. p. 204, 205.

p Sec Bull, Animadv. in Gilb. C1. Op. Post. p. 1052, 1053.

U 2
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his own. You see the passage in the t margin. The

words ofy tij ys»o'asvov, he construes thus ; " not as eter-

" nally generated;" as if he had read yevvwftevov, supplying

ai'S/otj by imagination. The sense and meaning of the

word syevofisvov, signifying made, or created, is so fixed

and certain in this author, that no doubt or scruple can

be reasonably made of it. And that he intended to sig

nify the Son's immutable, eternal, necessanj existence, in

this passage, is so manifest, that a man must be of a pe

culiar complexion that can so much as question it; espe

cially considering the other high things said of the Son,

by this author, in other places ; some of which have been

above cited. I mention not how the learned Examiner

endeavours to elude them ; putting off one with a jest,

(p. 60.) pretending an interpolation for another, (p. 6r.)

and, for fear all should not suffice, retreating at length to

his quibble upon the word numerical.

Page 308. he makes a ridiculous representation of

Tertullian, as if that writer believed two angels to be as

much one, as God the Father and God the Son are. I

shall only ' transcribe the passage, and trust it with the

intelligent reader.

Page no, 113. you find him tampering with Irenaeus ;

first, insinuating as if that excellent u writer had sup

posed the " Son was our Lord and God, according to the

T rlfwT0r y'utnfi<X utat r0i raTfi, v% ut ytntttrn, i| yaf • ©t«, ttve

ifittt *t, u%tt aitrit tt tavru rtt Xtyn iiVmt Xtytnts ut. Athen. Lecg' C. X.

p. 38.

• "Ertt Qtn iyn Tn rtt$t rty trtuToe jrunTwr, avTtj tut si ytritutn, trt Tt » tv

yUtrat, aX>..a Tt jut) n—. P. 21. T0 n iti, yinglt Tt tvx t%m' t) Tt Tt ytr'tpun /t.it,

n St tvitTtrt. P. 67. Oit QiTu ttrwv. aXXtt. ytnptntt. P. 68.

< Et dos etiam sermODi atque rationi, itemque virtuti, per quae omnia mo-

litum Deum ediximus, propriam substantiam Spiritum iuscribimus ; cui et

sermo iusit pranuntianti, et ratio adsit dispouenti, et virtus perficienti.

Hunc ex Deo prolatam dldicimus, et prolatione generatum, et ideirco Filium

Dei et Dcum dictum, ex unitate substantia. Nam et Deux Spiritus.

Ita de Spiritu Spiritus et de Deo Deus, ut lumen de lumim accensum.

Tertull. Jpol. c. xxi. p. 202. ed. Hawcamp. Lugd.

• Irenaeus, lib. i. c. 10. p. 48 ed Bened.
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" good pleasure of the invisible Father;" but admitting

the more probable construction to be, that every knee

might bow, according to the good pleasure of the invisible

Father.

It is well known that Irenaeus * allows no creature,

nothing that had a beginning, to be justly called God ;

J looks upon the notion of an inferior God as a contra

diction ; does not z admit that any creature can create :

and yet he makes the Son a truly God, h coetemal and

c consubstantial (though he uses not the very word) with

God the Father; Creator of men, of angels, of all things.

Testimonies of the last particular are so many and so

clear, (some of which have been cited above,) that I need

not here refer to them. In contradiction to all this, Dr.

Whitby would persuade us (from two or three passages

which say no such thing) that Irenaeus resolved all the

dignity of the Son into the powers given him after his re

surrection d. I may, upon this occasion, take notice of

another c writer, who has lately misrepresented Irenaeus.

He imagines that the good Father supposed the Ao'yoj, or

Word, as such, passible. The passages, which he builds

this fiction upon, you have in the f margin, according to

• Iran. lib. iii. c. 8. p. 183. ed. Bened.

» Lib. iv. c. 2. p. 229. * Ub. iv. c. 41. p. 288.

• Lib. iii. c. 6. p. 180. lib. iv. c. 6. p. 235.

» Lib. il. c. 13. p. 132. lib. ii. c. 25. p. 153.

t Lib. iii. c. 21. p. 217. lib. ii. c. 13. p. 132. lib. ii. c. 25. p. 153.

i Irenaeus's genuine principles may be seen in one short sentence. Pater

verbum suum visibile effecit omni fieri carni, incarnatnm et ipsnm, ut

in omnibus manifestus fieret rex eorum. Etenim ea quae jndicantur, oportcbat

videre judicem, ct scire hunc a quo judicantur. Iren. 1. iii. c. 9. p. 1 84.

• Emlyn, Exam. of Dr. Bennet, p. 18. first edit.

' Solus vere magister Dominus noster ; et bonus vere Filius Dei, ct pa-

tiens, verbum Dei Patris Fllius hominis foetus. Iren. 1. iii. c. 18. p. 21 1.

'O y.ty*s Qttv iyuiirt, atu iri&tt. L. i. c. 10. p. 50.

Compare the following places.

Verbum, unigenitus qui semper humano generi adest, ct consparsus suo

plasmati, secundum placitum Patris ct caro factus, ipse est Jesus Christus

Dominus noster, qui passus est. P. 206.

"Of atu U tt avtti fatai, tf ji aai fwafrir IAm<tiTm. P. 207. Conf. Hippolyt.

contr. No?t. c. 15.

U 3 Invisibilis
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the last edition. The most that you can espy in them is,

that the Ao'yoj suffered in the flesh : one of the quotations

does not certainly say so much, but might bear another

construction. It might as reasonably be pretended that

the Ao'yoc, as such, was visible, and comprehensible, and

changed into a frail man, as that he was passible: see

the margin. All that Irenaeus intended to prove against

the heretics was, that the Aoyoj was constantly united to

the man Christ Jesus, and did not desert the human na

ture in the passion, it being s necessary that the suffering

Redeemer should be both God and man : this is all the

case. But to proceed with the learned Examiner.

Page 147. he represents Tertullian as making the

Son, in his highest capacity, " ignorant of the day of

"judgment." Let the reader see the h whole passage,

and compare it with another, four chapters lower ; and

from thence judge of Tertullian's meaning. No reason

able doubt can be made, but that Tertullian understood

the Son's being ignorant, &c. in respect only of his hu

manity, as well as he understood the other things, men

tioned together with it in the same paragraph. Such as

consider how highly Tertullian, elsewhere, speaks of the

Son, as being of one undivided substance with the Fa

ther, can make no question of it.

Invisibilis visibilis factus, et incomprehensibilis fartus comprehcnsibilis,

et impassibilis passibilis, et Verbum homo. P. 20G.

■ See Irenaeus, 1. iii. c. 18. p. 21 1. Sec also the famous passage about qui-

etcence, p. 213. which plainly supposes all that was suffering aud low to

belong to the man only, all that was high and great to the Aiyts, or divine

nature.

b Ignorans et ipse diem et horam vItimam, soli Patri notam ; disponens

regnum discipulis, quomodo ct si hi dispositum dicit a Patre, habens potes-

tatem letriones angelorum postulaudi ad auxilium a Patre si vellet, excla-

mans quod se Deus reliquisset, in Patris manibus Spiritum ponens. Tertuli.

adv. Prar. c. xxvi. p. SI 6'.

Habes ipsum exclamantem in passione, Deus mem, Deus meus, ut quid

me dereliquisti ? Scd haec vox carnis et animte, id est, homiuis, non Ser-

monis, nec Spiritus, id est, non Dei, propterea emissa est, ut impassibilem

Deum ostenderct, qui sic Filium dereliquit, dum hominem ejus tradidit in

mortem. Tertuli. adv. Prajc. c. Tax. p. 518.
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Here it will be proper to obviate a difficulty which

may naturally, upon the first thoughts, arise in one's mind.

Why should the Catholics so often urge the texts relat

ing to Christ's human nature only, against the Sabellians?

For it may seem that, if they thereby proved two Hypo

stases, they proved only a divine and a human Hypostasis;

and there might still be but one Hypostasis in the God

head, as the Sabellians pretended. But it is to be consi

dered, that both Catholics and Sabellians were agreed in

one point, that God was incarnate, the divine nature per

sonally united to the man Christ Jesus: and the main

question between thein was, whether the Father himself

made one Person with Christ's human nature, or no. If

the Catholics could prove the negative, (as they could

easily do,) then the Sabellians must, of course, and upon

their own principles, acknowledge another divine Hypo

stasis, besides the Father. The Catholics therefore urged

all the texts, wherever Christ speaks of himself as a dis

tinct Person from the Father; though many of these texts

are meant of him in his human capacity only. Had our

Saviour Christ spoke of the Ao'yoj, or Word, in the same

manner as he does of the Father : had he prayed to the

Ao'yoj , or Word, complained of being forsaken by him ; or

had he said, I know not the day of judgment, but he, the

Aoyoc, or Word, does ; it could never have been presumed,

that the / and He, the Aoyof and Christ, made one Person.

It appearing therefore, from that manner of expression,

that the Father was not personally united with the human

nature of Christ; this was sufficient against the Sabel

lians, who allowed that the man Christ Jesus was person

ally united with God: and if it could not be with the

Father, it must of consequence be with another divine

Hypostasis, a distinct and real Son of the Father. Thu6

you see the force and significancy of those texts (and of

all texts which intimated a plain personal distinction be

tween the Father and Christ) against the Sabellians.

They showed that the Person speaking was not the Fa

ther. And yet the Person who spake, having (as both

v 4
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sides allowed) a divine and human nature, might speak of

himself in different respects ; in this or in that capacity.

Thus, in regard to the Son's ignorance of the day ofjudg

ment, it is manifest that the Father and Son are there

spoken of, as of two Persons; and one as knowing, the

other as not knowing, though only in a certain respect :

one ignorant in such a capacity, the other not ignorant in

any capacity at all, as having never taken human nature,

and therewith human ignorance, into a personal union with

himself. Thus far to clear this point, and to acquit my

self of a ' promise made you some time ago.

I shall proceed a little farther in remarking on your

friend's performance. It is frequent with him to bring up

old objections, neglecting and concealing the Bishop's

answers. I shall give a few instances only, that I may

not be tedious.

Pag. 17. he pretends that the Bishop has not shown,

that the Fathers of the second century resolved the unity

into the same principle with the Nicene Fathers. Yet

the Bishop khas shown it, and Dr. Whitby allows as

much in the very next page ; and has nothing to retreat

to but the miserable evasion about individual.

Page 84. he refers to Basil as an evidence that Gregory

Thaumaturgus believed the Son to be a creature. This

he again repeats in the next page ; and again in his Pre

face, p. 10. Yet the fact is evidently false ; Basil himself

a full witness on the contrary side ; and this Bishop Bull

had 'given notice of, and made clear to a demonstration.

When a writer strains so hard to put a false sense upon

another, there is no uncharitableness in believing that

he gives us at least his own true meaning.

Page 87. he revives an old objection, which the learn

ed Prelate had ingenuously m set forth in its full force;

and given it as full an answer. Your friend is here pleased

' Qu. vii. p. 79. See Athanasius farther, upon the thing whereof I have

been speaking, rol. i. p. 261.

* Bull. D. F. sect. iv. c. 4. 1 Ibid. p. 155, 156, 157.

» Ibid. p. 267.
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to speak with great contempt of the Bishop's answer;

for no other reason, that I can see, but because he was

not able to confute it. Being however resolved to say

something, he stoutly denies a plain matter of fact. Oixo-

vofu'a, says he, is never used by the Fathers, in the Bi

shop's sense. Please to turn to the places noted in the

• margin, and judge whether the Bishop or he be the

more faithful and accurate in this matter. If any thing

farther be wanting in defence of Bishop Bull, in this arti

cle, let him speak for himself, in another 0work, in answer

to Gilbert Clerke; who, it seems, was much offended at

the oixovo/xia, grieved, as he well might, to see his most

pompous and plausible pretences entirely baffled by it. I

should weary my reader, and myself too, if I went on

remarking every place, where old objections are brought

up, and either none or very slight notice taken of the

answers : if you have a mind to compare, you may note

some pages referred to in Pthe margin. I shall proceed

n Tertullian. adv. Prax. c. 2, 3. Clem. Alexandr. p. 831, 955. Tatian. c. 8.

ed. Ox. Hippolytus contr. NoBt. p. 12, 15.

Valesius had observed the thing long ago, and without any view to con

troversy.

Vctus omnis Christianorum theologia Deo quidem Patri monarchiam at-

tribuit, Filio vero et Spiritu Sancto itnmft!uv, id est, administrationem et

dispensationem. Valts. Not. ad Euscb. p. 5, 6. Sec also p. 90, 253.

• Bull's Posth. Works, p. 1045, 1046, 1047, &C.

L Disquisit. Hull's Def. F.

Page 27.  Page 258, 120, 70.

29.  66.

30.  165.

40.  69. Judic.

50.  217.

62.  205.

69.
 119.

74.
 161, 162, 163.

77.
 165—80, 111, 136.

82.  118.

95.  168, 202, 964.

96.  169.

107. — 206.

109.  41.

120. _— 77. Page 122.



298 A DEFENCE Qu. xxvi.

no farther in this tedious and disagreeable employment ;

except it be to observe to you one peculiar piece of ma

nagement, which I leave you to reflect on. The learned

Examhier labours, for 1 two pages together, to show that

Clemens of Rome was far from speaking or thinking so

highly of our blessed Lord, as St. Paul did. A little after,

' he proposes Clemens to us as a very good interpreter of

Scripture ; and commends him highly, for laying Chris

tianity before us in its naked simplicity. What can we

think of this? The best construction I can make of it is,

that he intended in p. 14, 15, not St. Paul himself, but

St. Paul as now generally understood : and so he was to

insinuate something, which was not fit to be expressed.

But a man of art would have conducted better; would

not have discovered himself so soon, but have trusted

more to the sagacity of his reader. This manner of pro

ceeding, in an important cause, is what I cannot account

for. It seems to me, that if there be not reasons of con

science obliging a good man to speak out, there are al

ways reasons of prudence which should make a wise man

hold his tongue.

You may perceive, by this time, that Bishop Bull's

book is like to stand, till something much more consi

derable appears against it. Several attempts of this kind

have been made before ; but to as little purpose : and if

there be ever so many more, by ever so good hands, I

will venture to say, they will succeed no better. The

book will stand as long as clear sense, sound reasoning,

and true learning have any friends left. The main sub

stance of it is not to be confuted; any more than you can

Modest. Disquisit. Bull's Def. F.

Page 122. Page 77, 78.

141. 261.

169. 293.

' Aliter plane D. Paulus loquitur : Argumento potius est Clementem

de Christo aliter plane quam Paulum sensisse maguam suspicionem inji-

cit, eadem Clementem cum Paulo miuimc docuisse. Jfhitb. DUq. p. 14, 15.

' Solus Clemens Christiana: Fidei simplicitatcm prae oculis lectoris ponit.

JVhitb. Disq. p. 19.
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.

extinguish truth, or put out the light of the sun. The Fa

thers have been tried, and are found faithful: what

they defended while living, the divinity of our blessed

Lord, against the insults of Jews, Pagans, and Heretics,

they still maintain in their works : and their works will

be held in great esteem and veneration, while every

weak attempt to blast their credit will meet with what it

justly deserves 1 was going to say what, but it may

sound severe : I proceed to another Query.

Query XXVII.

Whether the learned Doctor may not reasonably be sup

posed to say, the Fathers are on his side, with the same

meaning and reserve as he pretends our Church forms

to favour him; that is, provided he may interpret as he

pleases, and make them speak his sense, however contra

dictory to their own : and whether the true reason, why

he does not care to admit the testimonies of the Fathers as

proofs, may not be, because they are against him ?

IN answer to this, you tell me, that it contains only an

invidious suggestion, not any argument. The sugges

tion, I do assure you, is just, and argumentative too ; and

was kindly intended towards you; that you might not

take things implicitly and upon trust from others, but

might examine them first yourself, and then pass a judg

ment of them. As to the invidious appearance of it; had I

ever intended, or in the least thought of making the Que

ries public, you might, with a better grace, have told me

of it. But as I had not the liberty of revising my papers,

nor so much as any previous apprehension of your design,

(presuming all along the very contrary, as I reasonably

might,) these things considered, I hope the invidious part

you will take to yourself; the argument (for an argu

ment it is, in its kind) you may leave to me. It is of

some moment to us, not only to have the primitive writ

ers on our side, (as we plainly have,) but to have them

thought so too. The learned Doctor has made some pre
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tences that way ; and they are of weight with such read

ers as are not duly apprehensive of the Doctor's uncom

mon manner of setting things off, with great advantage to

his cause, and as great detriment to truth. Two reasons

are intimated, in the Query, why his claim to antiquity

ought to have the less force with considering men : first,

because he lays claim to our Church'sforms; which every

common reader may see are directly against him ; and

secondly, because, notwithstanding his appeal to anti

quity, he is wiser than to put the matter upon that issue.

He endeavours to lessen the esteem of the ancients, all

the while that he presumes they are on his side, (a sure

mark that he suspects them,) and is securing a retreat

when they fail him; as they certainly will, whenever

strictly inquired into. I would leave it with any discern

ing man (who cannot examine farther into the merits

of the cause) to judge, whether it be at all likely, that

those who speak always contemptibly of the ancients,

and endeavour to the utmost to abuse and expose them,

can reasonably be presumed to have a greater interest in

them, than they who speak honourably and handsomely

of them; who defend their character, and have, as it

were, an affectionate tenderness and concern for them.

Thus much for the second reason intimated in the Query.

As to the first reason suggested, the import of it is this.

If the learned Doctor can espy Arianism in our Liturgy

or Articles, where it certainly is not; he may reasonably

be supposed to mistake as much among the Fathers. He

sees, in our Liturgy, the doctrine of one God the Father,

inclusive of Son and Holy Ghost ; but does not see one

God exclusive of both ; which is his doctrine. He finds a

subordination of order taught in our public forms; but

does not find any subordination or inferiority of nature;

which is his principle. And yet, upon these slight grounds,

he scruples not to say, that the s main branches of his own

doctrine are expressly affirmed in our Liturgy ; meaning,

• Script. Doctr. p. 379. first cd.
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by a tacit consequence of his own making. And since

this consequential, that is, imaginary, countenance is all

that he can claim from our Liturgy, and all that he really

means, when he says the Church's forms are on his side ;

possibly he may mean no more, when he speaks of the

Fathers. The generality of readers, it may be, under

stand him, as if he had intended to say, that the Ante-

Nicene writers especially had declared against the coeter-

nity and consubstantiality of the Son, the points in ques

tion : but I humbly conceive he intended no more than

this ; that the Ante-Nicene writers have declared some

thing, which, he really believes, does by consequence de

stroy the consubstantiality, &c. though, at the same time,

those writers admitted no such consequence; but expressly

and constantly disowned it. This is all that he can mean,

with respect to our Liturgy ; and therefore, probably, all

he does mean, in respect of the other ; or however, certain

I am, that it is all he should mean. Now you see the full

of my argument. If it look invidious, I cannot help it; I

am persuaded it is just ; and I think it of as much im

portance to our readers to have the matter fairly stated,

as it is that truth may not be smothered ; nor any stress

laid upon the Doctor's citations, beyond what they do

really bear. The learned Doctor owns, as to Post-Nicene

Fathers, that they are, in the whole, against him. And

he should have owned as much of the generality, at least,

of the Ante-Nicene Fathers too; and then he has no

claim to any thing but concessions; of which he endea

vours to make the utmost advantage three ways. First,

by .making more concessions than there really are: se

condly, by representing those concessions in so promis

cuous and confused a light, that a common reader cannot

readily distinguish when or where the Doctor intended

the full and entire meaning of an author, or a concession

only : thirdly, by slipping his own conclusion upon those

concessions, as if they were the same thing ; though there

really is no connection between them, no just consequence

from one to the other. I would not be knowingly guilty
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of charging the Doctor falsely, in these or in any other

particulars, for any consideration ; and therefore it may

be expected of me, that I explain myself more at large ;

which accordingly I shall do, in the order and method

which I have already laid down.

I. The learned Doctor has taken several passages for

concessions, which are really none : but only as he has

given them such a particular air and aspect; either by

prefacing them, and holding out a false light to the reader;

or by commenting upon them; or by ill translating of

them. I shall proceed to particulars; and you must not

take it amiss, if we call upon you to return us back what

you have unfairly wrested from us.

Scripture Doctrine, page 3. the Doctor produces a pas

sage of Athanasius, part of which, so far as concerns us,

you see in the tmargin; with so much farther as is ne

cessary to clear the sense of the author. The Doctor's

version runs thus: " For he (the Father) is the one God,

" and the only one, and the first. And yet these things

" do not destroy the divinity of the Son." This render

ing is flat and low; and neither answers the intent nor

letter of the author. Oux e!j avalpwtv, literally, is, not to

exclude the Son: plainly meaning not to exclude him from

being the one God, and the only one, and the^ri<, toge

ther with the Father. And so Athanasius interprets him

self in the words immediately following : for he (the Son)

also is vpwro;, thefirst, the fulness of the Godhead of him

who is thefirst, and only God. You will observe that the

Doctor renders taca.vytKTfj.u, as if it had been tnca.iyourn.01 1%

Sof>)j, brightness of glory: which is again concealing and

stifling the sense of the author. Athanasius intended to

signify the Son's issuing or streaming forth, as it were,

from the Father's substance, as light from the sun; which

* En yaf Qtts rut tttrts x*i Tfirt; ifrtf titx us urtuprnTt Ttv vl5 XtytT0W fith

yuttrt. 177. - xai avrit it rw Stit xai tvtZtTx, xai wt rtu irts xai ttmtv

xai vrpitrtv xai ttitts Xtyttt xai ttQta, xai aTavyaftta m- Xvrt St xai Ttwrts xai

Mvritt TXnf*|Ua rns Ttv rtpwTtv xxj uivtv SumTts tXts xai TXrspns wt Qus. Athn-

Ml. 3. Orat. contr. Arian. p. 556. ed. Bened.
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meaning is lost and sunk in the Doctor's translation. You

see then that this passage, when rightly understood, is

entirely against the Doctor; and therefore ought not to

be reckoned amongst concessions.

Let us go on to another, in the very same page, alias

p. 4. (the passage you have in the "margin.) The Doctor

renders it thus : " The true God, who is most strictly and

" absolutely such, even the Father of Christ." Here the

English reader must needs think that, if the Father be

most strictly, he is more strictly God than Christ is; espe

cially when nothing appears in the passage to compare

the Father with, but Christ. Under this view, indeed,

the passage cited is a very great concession : but, in the

Greek, there is no concession at all. The just and literal

rendering of the passage is this : " The true God, who in

" reality is such, namely, the Father of Christ." You

must know, that Athanasius is here exhorting the Gen

tiles to turn from their dumb idols, to serve the living

God. In opposition to what he calls xoux ovra, things which

have no real or but precarious existence, and y oiix oWa toi-

otura, things which were not such as the heathens imagined,

i. e. not divine, he advises them to come over to the Fa

ther of Christ ; whose property it is to exist in reality, and

who is truly and strictly God. This is no more than Atha

nasius would have said of the Son ; and z indeed has said,

(in other words,) in that very treatise ; and therefore you

may please to strike this passage also out of the number

of concessions.

The learned Doctor goes on in the same way (page 4.)

and in another passage, instead of far above all created

being, (which the Greek words signify, and which is

the certain meaning of the author,) he chooses to say, "far

v Tiv AXq&fMV aai tvrus trrtt ©i», rtt rtv X^irriZ rrkrifGC. Athan. COntr.

Gent. p. 9.

t Vid. Athanas. ibid. p. 7, 8. r Ibid. p. 27.

i 'O 3i ©lis *,v in, ksu i fii&trts. ht ltai t rturtv Xtytf uv ic, *«J tu rutStrtf,

aXX' us ktu ft8i*ytrns Qltf «f iyaSis ri istvTtZ Xtyf, nti aitrq Strt 0fw» Tnt

ruftrataf imavStpa aai aaSirwt. Athan. contr. Gent. p. 40.
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" above all derivative being;" insinuating to his reader

as if the Son were to be included under derivative being;

than which nothing can be farther from the sense of the

author in that very page; as I have observed a before, on

another occasion. All the concession that is there, lies

only in the Doctor's translation, and the turn he gives to

it in the sequel : Athanasius himself has granted nothing

that can do you any service ; at least, not in that passage ;

and therefore let that also return to us again.

Page 89. (alias 79.) the Doctor cites a passage of Eu-

sebius, which, he says, " expresses the unanimous sense

" of the Catholic Church :" and it may be true, as it lies

in Eusebius. But, as it is represented in the Doctor's

translation, excluding the Son from any proper efficiency

in the work of creation, it is diametrically opposite to the

unanimous sense of the ancients, and to Eusebius too ; as

hath been shown above b.

Page 100, 101. (alias 9a.) the learned Doctor has two

citations from Chrysostom and Basil ; who interpret the

texts, of power, as the Doctor also does of power. But if

the Doctor means one thing by power, and they another,

and the ideas be entirely different; their interpretation

and his must be as different as the ideas are: and it is not

fair to quote them as agreeing in the thing, when they

agree only in the name. I have c before took notice how

the Doctor dealt with Chrysostom, in order to conceal

the good Father's true meaning. I shall here observe,

how he perverts Basil's sense, by a small and seemingly

slight turn in his translation. d Basil's words are "<rou xai

ravrou xutoL Suva/xtv ; that is, equal and the very same in

respect of power. The Doctor drops equal, which would

have discovered Basil's meaning; and renders it, "one

" and the same in power." And thus Basil's words, which

are utterly repugnant to the Doctor's hypothesis, are im

proved into a concession in favour of it.

• Qa. xii. p. 143. b Qu. xi. p. 130. ' Qu. xxiii. p. 261.

d Xafws ri itt atrt TtZ "Ttv tai raurtv xurt 2vtatut rofaXatltavtn. Basil.

contr. Eun. 1. i. p. 35.
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Page 102. (alias 94.) he gives us a low and lame con

struction of a noble passage in e Irenaeus. The words

xara to Seixbv xa) svSo£ov he renders, " in a divine and glo-

" rious manner:" the true rendering is, in his divine and

glorious character: namely, that which he had as God,

and Son of God. Irenaeus, in that chapter, is represent

ing the Son as acting at different times in a different cha

racter or capacity. When he appeared to the Patriarchs,

then he acted in his highest capacity, in his divine cha-

' racter. What that character is, f Irenaeus explains, a little

above, in the same chapter: it is, as he is the Word, the

Framer (or Maker) " of all things, who sitteth upon the

" cherubims, and containeth all things," who is the Son

of God, and God. This shows what is meant by the to

Si'ixov xa) hio^ov, and at the same time shows that, accord

ing to Irenaeus, the Ao'yoj, who is God, then acted in his

own proper character, and not in the Person of the Father

only, which the Doctor would infer from this passage.

For it must be observed that the Son was Otbf (Joh. i. 1.)

before the time that he is supposed by the Doctor to have

acted h /xog^ij ©sou, as God's representative : and it is of

that antecedent character Irenaeus speaks ; as is plain from

his referring to Joh. i. 1.

Page 115. (alias 106.) he cites a place of Justin Mar

tyr, where he renders the words which you see in the

s margin thus : " It was not God the Creator of the uni-

* Kat aurts St • Xtytf rtv Qiru rtis ft\t rrtt Mwwiwf ^arsizV^if, aarOt rt

*ai ttit£it ifft'tXu" rtil ii iv r£ rtftttt ittartailt Tafyt at'tttfAtf fttra ii

raura aiS*urtf yttt/uitts, Sec. Jren. 1. iii. c. 11. p. 191.

f 'O rttt i-xatruv rt%t'trns Xtyu, i aaSnittttf twi ruv XtpuZipv, aai rwi-gttt ra

rim. Iren. p. 190.

'Airt rtv wartif Y.y\uttiaht avrtu aai ytttat.

Illam quae est a Patre, principalem, et efficabilem, et gloriosam generatio-

nem ejus enarrat, dicens sic, " In principio erat Verbnm, et Vcrbum crat apud

" Deum, et Deus erat Verbmn," et " omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et sine

** ipso factum est nihil." Ibid. 191. .

t Qv% • wtinrhs rttt tXttt trat Qttf i rt} Mwfftt tWttt aurit ittat Qtit 'ACtaau,

mat Bitt 'Iraan, na\ 3ui 'laniU. Justin. Mart. Dial. 180. Jebb.

VOL. 1. X
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" verse, which then said to Moses, that he was the God

" of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of

" Jacob." An uncautious reader might imagine from this

passage, put into this view, that the Son is not God abso

lutely, nor Creator of the universe, according to Justin.

But the meaning is, that that divine Person, who called

himself God, and was God, was not the Person of the

Father, (whose ordinary character is that of Maker of all

things,) but another divine Person, viz. God the Son. The

unlearned reader should be told, that what is here said

by Justin was in dispute with a Jew, who would not ac

knowledge more divine Persons than one. It was Justin's

business to show, that there was a divine Person, one who

was God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and was not the

Father ; and therefore there were two divine Persons. The

learned Doctor, upon his principles, could not, in that

way, have confuted the Jew; so far as I apprehend of

Justin's argument : for the Jew might reply, that it was

an angel speaking in the Person of God ; and that there

fore the Father only was God notwithstanding. But Jus

tin insists upon it, that there was another Person, besides

the Father, who was really " God of Abraham," &c. If

this is to be taken for a concession, it may be easily seen

on what side it is.

Page 116. (alias 108.) the Doctor does not justice to

Hilary. Instead of called Lord and God, which is dimi

nutive, it should have been, declared to be Lord and God:

but this may appear slight. Such another slight inac

curacy appears in his affecting to translate God his Father,

instead of God the Father, (p. 104, 179.) which however

shows too much leaning to a cause ; and helps to convey

a false idea to the English readers.

Page 251. (alias 218.) he has a long citation from No-

vatian ; in which all proceeds so fair and plausible, that a

reader, already possessed with the Doctor's scheme, and

carrying it in his head, may think that every thing falls

in naturally with it. But, at length, the Doctor comes to
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h some cross words, and such as, if suffered to appear,

would have made the reader construe all backwards, and

have given quite another light to all that goes before or

after. Here he stops short, breaks off in the middle of a

sentence, passes over the offensive words, draws a line,

skips to the next sentence, and goes gravely on to amuse

his reader. A writer is not to be blamed, in some cases,

for taking what is to his purpose, and omitting the rest :

but, as the case is here, the best, and indeed only light,

to direct the reader to the true meaning of what is cited,

is left out. The word divinity, for instance, (which oc

curs twice in that passage,) an English reader will be apt

to take in the Doctor's sense ; and indeed can hardly do

otherwise: but had the whole appeared, he could not

but see how much the Doctor is mistaken. I must ob

serve to you, that (p. 336, 337.) the Doctor deals with

Novatian, and this very passage, almost in the same man

ner, again; excepting that, growing a little bolder, he

takes more freedom in his translation. Mind the words

(p. 337.) by the Son in tacknowledgment returned; and

compare per substantia communionem, a little before.

Novatian, in this place, had no thought of acknowledg

ments, nor any thing like it : but was intent upon quite

another thing ; explaining and illustrating, as well as he

was able, the union and communion of substance in Father

and Son ; and showing how all recurs to one head and

fountain : on which account the Father might be reason

ably styled the one God, inasmuch as the Son is so inti

mately one with him, as to be reckoned, in a manner, to

him, and not another God from him. It is all but one

divinity, or divine substance, of the Father in both.

h Unus Deus ostenditur verus et aeternus Pater, a quo solo haec vis digni

tatis emuwa, etvtm in Filium tratlita et directa rursum per substantite com

munionem ad Patrem revolvitur. Deus quidem ostenditur Ftlius eui divini-

tas tradita et porrecta couspicitur, et tamen nihiiominus unus Deus Pater

probatur. Novat. c. 31.

' The Latin is, reeiproco meatu ilia majestas atquc divinitas ad Patrem

qui dederat cam rursum ab illo ipso Ftlio missa revcrtitur et retorquetur.

Ibid.

X a
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Page 254. we may observe another turn, by way of

translation. The k Greek you may see in the margin,

which the Doctor renders thus : " That Jesus Christ, our

" Lord and God incarnate, is not the Father, nor, as the

" SabelHans would have it, that same Person who is styled

" the only God ; this the Holy Scriptures everywhere

" testify." The literal and plain translation is thus :

That Jesus Christ, our Lord and God incarnate, is not the

Father, nor (in the Sabellian sense) the only God, the holy

Scriptures everywhere testify. This meaning, you see, is

clear, plain, and easy, without the Doctor's embarass-

ments ; and is undoubtedly the true sense of the author.

But such a hint as this might have made an unlucky dis

covery to the reader; namely, that a man may believe

the Son to be the only God, without being a Sabellian.

In the same page, the Doctor has another quotation

from Athanasius, (if that treatise be his,) which, had he

gone on but a few words farther, would have appeared

contradictory to the purpose for which it was brought.

" 1 There is but one God, because one Father ; but the

" Son also is God, having a sameness with the Father, as

" a Son ; not that he is the Father himself, but in nature

" united with the Father; two indeed in number, but one

" entire essence." This is the whole sentence literally

translated; and the sense of it is clear. The cutting it

into halves, only to represent one part under another view,

is not giving the sense of a writer, but making one for

him.

Page 255. (alias 22a.) the Doctor cites another passage

from Athanasius ; and, by the turn he gives it, stifles the

true sense of the author : " raThe Word has no other sort

^ "Ort 3i $ rafiw9ut Kvpts xat &tts r.uwt 'inrits XfjWt t Xlarhf tvx \frht tv¥>

it ixuru Qaut, 0 fitnts Ort;, arxrtu pa0-vstZtt't al Sum Athttn. eontr.

Sabell. p. 47.

1 Ett Gtft, Srt xai TaTn0 uf Qtts 31 xa) vttt, TavrtrnTa wI vlit Wfit

Tar\fa' tltx aitrit it i Tarhf, aXX' nvuptrts trfts rev <rarifa Tti Qvru' lit pit

if&pSt, tila. 3i ira tijna nXua. Ibid. p. 41.
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" of divinity, but that which he derives from the only

" God, as being begotten of him."

The true construction is this :

" The Word has no other kind ofdivinity, but that of the

" only God ; because he is begotten of him." The plain

meaning is, that the Godhead of Father and Son is all one :

directly contrary to what the Doctor cites the passage

for. After I had wrote this, I found that the Doctor him

self (p. 317, alias 285.) had translated the sentence in the

very same words that I have done ; excepting his putting

derived, (instead of begotten,) which might convey a low

idea to his reader. But, not content with that, for fear a

sagacious reader should chance to discover the true sense

of the author, he inserts a note upon divinity ; interpret

ing it (divine power) in contradiction to the author's

known ordinary sense of deimjj, as well as to the con

text.

P. 256. (alias 223.) he cites n Gregory Nazianzen,

and translates him thus : " There is but one God ; the

" Son and the Holy Ghost being referred to the one

" cause." But then he adds a note,' which confounds

all : " namely," says he, " as being divine Persons by

" whom the one God, or one cause and original of all

" things, made and governs the world." Right ; if we

are to teach the Fathers how to speak: but what said

Gregory Nazianzen ? It is this : " We may, as I con-

" ceive, preserve (the doctrine of) one God, by referring

" both the Son and Holy Ghost to one cause, without

" composition or confusion ; and by asserting (as I may

" say) one and the same movement and will of the God-

" head, together with the sameness of essence." Here is

lxltt StirnTH, ri tw rw ftitty Glw, ?'a r# i£ avrtv wtQuaitat. Athan. contr.

Avian. Oral. ill. p. 564. ed. Bencd.

■ Tnf«« 3" iv, «; • ifttl Aiytt, llf ftit Qtit, til it alrm aai w'i aai mii/uarit

aiaQlr,#fi.'llur H rvtTtSlftttfu, tiat fvtaXuQtu'ttar aat atira ri It aat tavtt rnf

rnrts, 7m t'vTui tttftitu, airnftM ri aai fivXnfta. aai Tnt Tns turias ravTtTnra.

Greg. Naz. Oral. xxix. p. 490. ed. Paris.

13
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not a syllable about the one God's governing the world

by his Son and his Spirit ; which, though a true notion,

is not sufficient to account for the unity ; nor is it Gre

gory's account of it, as the reader must have imagined

from the Doctor's comment.

Page 323. (alias 292.) the learned Doctor, by wrong

pointing and mistranslating, perverts a passage of Justin

Martyr. But I have explained and vindicated the true

sense of it 0 elsewhere.

P. 325. (alias 293.) he produces an excellent passage

of Irenaeus, and translates it justly. But fearing it may

be found too high, he subjoins a lessening note, to draw

off the reader's thoughts. " This passage," says he,

" is parallel to those wherein he calls the Son and Spirit

" the hands of the Father ; namely, executing his will as

" perfectly as a man's own hands perform the will of the

" man." But why may it not be rather parallel to those

passages wherein the author says, the Son and Holy

Spirit are (in a qualified sense) the very self of the Fa

ther? They are here called his own offspring, and his

own figure; and all the angels are said to serve and

do obeisance to them. Does not this sound some

thing higher than executing the Father's will, however

perfectly ? Or, than the low metaphor about a man and

his hands, as the Doctor represents it ? True, Irenaeus,

and many other of the Fathers, used that expression,

which they took from Scripture ; but they understood a

great deal more by it ; the same as by P Suva/xij, or virtus,

the mighty power of God, and God himself.

In the same page he cites another excellent passage of

1 1renaeus ; and I am glad to have this opportunity of

» Qu. viii. p. 93.

r Vid. Tertull. contr. Hermog. c. 45. Euecb. in Psalm. p. 701, 722. Athn-

nns. p. 214, 880. ed. Bcned. Hieron. tom. iv. p. 48. ed. Bened. Basil. contr.

Ennom. 1. v. p. 111.

1 O yttfnrts aai rrtwXnffft'tt0t a&twrtt kat n*tta tlat iftuuffu Tw iywwrw

yiurat 0l#w' rw (At irttrptf ii'st*ujvrtl aai *lillMtrts, Tw Tl vltu w^itrutrtf kai

1nuJtupywurts, r*t< it .wttiifiMrts T^ttTtf aai uu\ttrtf. lren. 1. iv. c. 38. p. 285.
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setting before the reader, in its true light, so illustrious a

testimony of a coeternal and coessential Trinity. The

literal translation of the Greek may run thus : " Man

" being created and fashioned, is made after the image

" and likeness of the uncreated God: the Father designing

" and giving out orders ; the Son executing and creating ;

" the Holy Ghost supplying nutriment and increase."

Here you will observe, that the joint operations of the

three divine Persons, concurring in the creation of man,

are set forth in such a manner, as to intimate both the

distinct personality and unity of essence. That Irenaeus

supposed the three Persons to be the one iyentjof ©soj,

or eternal God, here spoken of, may appear; i. From his

introducing the three Persons immediately after, as ex

planatory of if. 2. From s his understanding Gen. i.

26. of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, Let us make; and

also, after our image ; so that the image of any one is

the image of all. 3. From Irenaeus's other known prin

ciples ; his asserting the Son to be infectus, or ay£vv,jT#j,

(uncreated;) and supposing the Son and Holy Ghost to

be the ' self of the Father ; and speaking of Father and

Son together, as one God. 4. From several hints in the

same chapter, all confirming this sense. One character

of the ayf'vvijToj, there given, is tbAsioj : the same character

is, in the same chapter, u applied to the Son, in the same

sense. All things but the aye'vvijroj are said to be in

"subjection: among which things Irenaeus can never be

supposed to include the Son and Holy Spirit. And far

ther, every thing that is not ayevvijToj, comes short of

* Compare a passage of Hippolytus cited above, p. 16.

* Manua Dei ad quas Pater loqueus, dicit, Faciamus homiitem ad imngi-

nem et similitudinem nostram. /rcn. 1. v. c. 1. p. 21)3.

Idem ipse qui initio plasmavit Adam, cum quo ct loquebatur Pater: .Fa

ciamus hominem secundum imaginem et similitudinem nostram, l.v. C 15.

p. 312. Vid. et 1. iv. c. 20. p. 253.

■ Lib. ii. c. 30. p. 163.

* Ttif w Quu riXiw wt. p. 284.

1 Taii Auwa wami in iinrayi (Uw rti Qui. p. 285.
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perfection, according to ylrenaeus; who, at the same

time, asserts the perfection of the Son, as before said.

These things considered, the meaning of Irenaeus, in this

passage, appears to be, that the three divine Persons are

one eternal, or uncreated God, as also one Creator. How

then came the Doctor to cite such a passage, which

threatens nothing but ruin and destruction to his princi

ples ? The case is this : the learned Doctor, by a strange

oversight, read toO ju.sv ©sou, instead of tou [uv Ylarpog,

though both the Greek and the old Latin agree in this

last reading. This alteration, in the text, spoils all the

elegance, and alters the whole turn of the sentence : be

sides this, the Doctor translates aysvvfirou, unbegotten, in

stead of unmade; not observing the antithesis, between

ysvvriTo; avSqunrot, and aysvujrou ©eoO, nor attending to tn-

fecti Dei, in the old translation; which might have set

him right. Thus far I have gone on with some of the

Doctor's quotations ; but give me leave to step back for

a few more, which I have overlooked.

Page 308. (alias 276.) the learned Doctor produces a

passage of 2 Basil, which he renders thus, very sur

prisingly ; " We affirm that, according to the natural

** order of causes and effects, the Father must have the

" preeminence before the Son." Who ever heard before

from any Catholic, that the Son was an effect of the Fa

ther? Could Basil say this? If the Doctor would but

have suffered the very next immediate words, which make

part of the sentence. to appear, they would have unde

ceived his reader. The literal construction of the whole

sentence is this : " We do indeed allow that, in respect

" of the natural order of (emanative) causes, and things

" issuing from them, the Father is prior in order to the

" Son : but as to any difference in nature, or priority of

" time, we allow no such thing." Basil had just before

y KaSi ii ftii iftt iyimtTa, aari wti Si urieitrat tiu rtXi/v. p. 283.

■ 'Hfitut ii, aara ftll rhr wi atTiuv r^tf « i£ aurir r%irttt wftTiTa^-9ai rtZ

%i■t'i iwtpxn'. Basil. contr. Eun. 1. i. p. 31.
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a explained what he meant by the Father's being prior in

order of causality, by the instance offire, and light stream

ing from it.

Page 317. (alias 285.) the Doctor has another citation

from b Basil, which he renders thus: "Therefore our

" Lord saith, all mine are thine, as referring to the Fa-

" ther, the original cause of all things; and thine are

" mine, as signifying that from the Father was derived

" to him the power of producing things." The true ren

dering is thus, very near the letter : " Therefore our

" Lord saith, all mine are thine, inasmuch as the original

" of the creatures is referred up to the Father ; and thine

" are mine, inasmuch as the power of creating descends

"from him to the Son:" that is, with his essence, as

Basil explains it a little after. The Doctor, I presume,

did not care that his reader should know how clearly

Basil distinguishes the Son from the (S^ioupyij/xaTa) crea

tures ; and not only so, but supposes the creatures of the

Father to be creatures of the Son likewise. The Doctor

intended something by all things, in one place, and

things only, in the other. But Basil is unconcerned in

it.

I must just take notice, how particularly fond the

learned Doctor is of the phrase, was produced, (see p. 275,

277, 281, 291.) which he uses frequently, without any

warrant from the authors he translates; and for no other

reason, that I can see, but because it is apt to convey a

low idea (the idea of a creature, though the Doctor does

not like the name) to the English reader.

I shall proceed no farther in this article, having given

instances enough to show that some abatements and al-

■ "Errt n tvrtus l730r, 0vk in rtff wij hfitZf Sifttts ttmriftutv, &XX' awn Tn

«« <$vjtt AatXtvSla fuftCaiw, is T» wvti f^t ri pis W rt \\ aurtZ. Basil.

cvntr. Eun. 1. i. p. 30.

tt ttvtt Qnrtt i au^tts, Ta Ifta watra ta ir<Vf is iw' avrtv Tns a^%nt t»v

*rv,'.l>ynv.aTWw UmytftgVtfg, nat Ta ffOt gftOtt Ug IanSfV <LvTW Ttjf OttTtkg Ttv 3tyii«^-

yttt tu&n*itns. Basil. dt Sp. Sand. c. viii. p. 161. It seems from what fol

lows, that tiirS, rather than airui, is the rearliujr.
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lowances should be made us, for such concessions as are

really no concessions in the authors themselves. Upon

the whole, one might really wonder that the learned

Doctor, who had so wide a field of antiquity to range in,

and was only to pick out such passages as, running in

general terms, or taken separately, might be made to ap

pear under such a view as he intended, should produce no

more ; but be forced even to wrest and torture several of

those he had found, by prefacing, commenting, and trans

lating, to accommodate them at length hardly, and after

great reluctance, to his purpose. You will say, perhaps,

that the Doctor sets light by the Fathers, and lays no

stress upon them ; I shall believe you, when he fairly

gives them up. At present, it must be thought that they

are esteemed of some moment, when a book is stuffed

with quotations out of them, and so much pains taken to

make them any way serviceable. One that sets so great

a value upon the mere appearance and shadow of anti

quity, can hardly be supposed to slight the thing itself:

if the learned Doctor is so well contented with concessions

only, snatqhed, in a manner, and extorted from the an

cients ; how would he have rejoiced to have found them

come heartily, readily, and throughly into his scheme, as

they do into ours !

II. But supposing all the Doctor's quotations from the

Post-Nicene or Ante-Nicene writers had been at least

real and full concessions ; yet there is something so pecu

liar in this new way of quoting concessions, without tak

ing notice of what should come in to explain or balance

them, that we have reason to except against it, as not a

fair way of dealing.

I. Because, though the learned Doctor does give no

tice in his Preface, that we are not to take the opinion of

the authors, in the whole, from those quotations; yet

many may happen to read the book without considering

or remembering a short hint in the Preface ; and so may

lay a greater stress upon those authorities than the Doc

tor intended.
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2. Because the Doctor nowhere (in Scripture Doctrine)

gives any marks of distinction for an ordinary reader to

understand, where he intended a concession only of an au

thor, and where his entire opinion ; where he agreed

with the Doctor in part only, and where in the whole.

Instead of this, he rarely lets his English reader see more

of any passage, than may appear to comport with and

favour his own hypothesis; either striking out what might

have discovered it to be a concession in part, or disguising

it in his translation, or explaining it away, by his pre

facing it, or commenting upon it. Besides, since authors

have very seldom, if ever, been cited in this manner (by

men of character) in favour of such principles as they

really disowned and rejected in the main ; readers will be

apt to carry that presumption and prejudice along with

them ; and a short advertisement in the Preface will not

be sufficient to prevent it.

3. Another reason against this method is, that it gives

a handle to many to boast of the numerous collections of

Dr. Clarke against the received doctrine. See (besides

others) " the Dissuasive from inquiring into the Doctrine

" of the Trinity," (p. 28.) where this very use is made of

it. By this means, truth is darkened, evidences per

plexed, and the common readers rather puzzled and con

founded, than let into the true state of the fact ; so far as

relates to the judgment of the ancients.

4. It should be considered that the moral obliquity and

turpitude of misquoting or misrepresenting authors con

sists in this ; that it is a means to deceive the simple, to

surprise the unwary and unlearned, (who must or will

receive things upon trust;) it is taking advantage of the

blind side of human nature, laying a snare for such

readers, (perhaps ninety-nine in a hundred,) as read not

with due care and thought. I do not see but this very

method of the Doctor's (though he has endeavoured to

lessen the scandal of it) is big with all this mischief. He

has indeed given notice ; and wise men and scholars

would have been secure enough without it: others will
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will not be so with it : and therefore he is still to take

advantage of the ignorance of one, the partiality of an

other, the forgetfulness of a third, the credulity, simpli

city, haste, and inadvertency of as many as come unpre

pared and unfurnished to the reading his citations. The

thing itself, you may perceive, is equally mischievous,

however gilded over with specious pretences. And there

is no more in it than this ; misrepresentation practised,

and, at the same time, seemingly defended : and (though

the learned Doctor does not perceive it) it is really no

thing else but contriving a way how to reconcile (if pos

sible) a good name and an ill thing together.

5. It might be of ill example, should this method of

citing authors (never before used by good and great men)

grow into vogue. A Romanist, for instance, might, in

this way, undertake to defend some of the Romish tenets.

It would be easy for him to make a numerous collection

of testimonies from the Fathers ; and as much to the

purpose as the Doctor's collection is. Two inconveni

ences he might foresee ; one to his own character, upon

discovery ; the other to his cause, because his own cita

tions might be turned against him. To obviate the

former, he might declare beforehand, that " he did not

" cite places out of these authors so much to show what

" was the opinion of the writers themselves, as to show

" how naturally truth sometimes prevails by its own na-

" tive clearness:" and to obviate the latter, he might

say, he alleged the testimonies, not as proofs, but as illus

trations only. Thus the writer might seem to come off

pretty handsomely: but, in the meanwhile, the unlearned

and unthinking might be led aside by the fair show of

authorities ; and all the remedy left for them is, Si po-

pulus wilt decipi, decipiatur. These are my present sen

timents of the nature and tendency of this new and extra

ordinary method of citing; which, however, I shall be

very glad to alter, if I see any good reason for it. To me

it seems that it ought never to be practised, though to

serve the best cause in the world.
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III. After all, I must observe to you, supposing the

method to have been ever so fair, and the concessions both

many and real, the Doctor has still failed in his main

point, of making out the importance of those concessions,

to the cause in hand. There the stress should have been

laid : we did not want to know what concessions the Fa

thers, in general, had made ; being ready at any time to

make the same concessions: but show us the connection

between these concessions and the Doctor's conclusion.

This is the point which should have been laboured ; and

which required all the learning and acuteness which the

Doctor is master of. As thus : the Fathers asserted the

first Person only to be begotten, or unoriginate ; therefore

they must of consequence make the Son no more than an

inferior God, or no God. The Fathers supposed the Son

subordinate, as a Son ; therefore they must, by neces

sary consequence, deny his consubstantiality and coeternity.

This was the conclusion which the Doctor was to draw

out of those premises, and show to be just and true.

But, instead of this, he drops the principal thing ; repeats

indeed the concessions, such as they are, over and over;

and by a multitude of words (not to show any certain

connection, but only a verbal resemblance) he at length

slips his conclusion into their places. There is really no

thing more, in this management, than interpreting ill

what the good Fathers meant well; giving a low sense to

words and phrases which they intended in a high one ;

and putting an Arian construction upon Catholic expres

sions. This is all that the learned Doctor hath really

done by the help of those concessions. In the same way

a man may quote all the concessions of the Fathers about

a proper sacrifice, in favour of the sacrifice of the mass : or

their concessions about a real presence, in favour of a sub

stantial presence of Christ's body and blood in the Eucha

rist. Only, if he would do it artfully and plausibly, he

should take care to rest in generals ; and supply what is

farther wanting by intimations and innuendos. This

seems to have been the very method which the learned
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Doctor has taken to grace and set off many of his propo

sitions ; the 9, ii, i2, 17, 34, 35, 36, 39, 43, &c. The

concessions there cited come not up to the points in dispute

betwixt us, being mostly such general things as may be

admitted on either side; and such as would not have

been suspected to favour the Doctor'6 cause, in opposition

to us, but by appearing in the Doctor's book. To make

them suit the better, the Doctor has formed his proposi

tions, for the most part, in general, or ambiguous terms :

content to scatter intimations of his meaning here and

there, as he saw proper ; and to trust the rest to the sa

gacity, should I say, or weakness of his readers. And

now, what is the result of the method of citing, or what

mdoes it really prove? I will tell you frankly and plainly.

First, it proves that general expressions are capable of

being put into different views, and may be made to look »

this way or that, (taken separately,) by men of wit.

Secondly, it proves that when pertinent authorities can

not be had, writers in a cause will be content with any :

this is all. Having seen what the learned Doctor's evi

dence from antiquity amounts to, I shall next attend to

what you have to say in defence of him.

You persist in it, that " the Ante-Nicene Fathers and

" Councils agree with the Doctor in every interpreta-

" tion of Scripture, wherein he disagrees with the school-

" notions." By school-notions (a term of art) I am to

understand the Catholic prevailing notions of the blessed

Trinity. And will you pretend to say that the Ante-

Nicene writers agree with the Doctor in every text ? How

strangely you deceive yourself? Do the Ante-Nicene

writers interpret the first of St. John, so as to make the

Father one God supreme ; the Word another God, an in

ferior God besides him ? This is the'Doctor's real and in

tended interpretation of it ; and yours too, however care

fully you disguise it. Did the Ante-Nicene writers inter

pret the Doctor's 300 texts, or any one of them, so as to

exclude the Son from being one God with the Father?

No certainly: they declare the contrary, and proclaim
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Father and Son to be one God. Is it possible that the

Ante-Nicene writers (who understood all the texts to be

consistent with the Son's consubstantiality and coeternity,

which the Doctor cites in opposition to both) should in

terpret the texts as he does ? It is too great an affront to

common sense to pretend it. But the way is this : when

the Doctor produces the texts, he expresses but part of

his sentiments ; and in such general words as Catholics

and Arians may both agree in : and so far he and his autho

rities go on together. Afterwards he comes out of gene

rals, bringing the words down to a particular reserved

meaning, before concealed, (and which the ancients would

have rejected with abhorrence,) and still he appeals to the

ancients, as agreeing with him in his interpretations. Thus,

for instance ; in interpreting the texts which speak of the

Father as the one God, he finds some of the ancients say,

the Father is auro'deoj, the Son second only, or subordinate,

God of God. Very well: so says the Doctor too: and

now, who can make any doubt whether the ancients

agreed with him in his interpretations? But observe the

sequel : when the learned Doctor comes to explain his

own meaning of uirfoeof, and subordinate, it appears, from

many broad hints scattered here and there, to be this ;

that the Father only is necessarily existing and strictly

divine; the Son another Being, inferior in kind, (or, what

comes to the same, a creature,) directly contrary to all the

ancients. Thus you see, while the Doctor keeps in gene

rals, and speaks his mind but by halves, he and the an

cients may agree together; as he and we also do : but as

soon as ever he comes to particulars, and discovers his

real and full sentiments, there the ancients desert him ; as

well as he us. But besides this general answer, give me

leave to observe that, as to several particular texts, the

Doctor has no reason to pretend that the Ante-Nicene

writers, in general, were on his side. Rev. i. 8. is one of

the Doctor's texts, which he interprets of the Father ; and

insists much upon it, that the ancients applied the title of

nxrroxpartop, the Almighty, to the Father only. And yet
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nothing more certain than that that very text was under

stood, by the Ante-Nicene writers, in general, of God the

Son : Catholics and Heretics both agreed in it. The text was

urged against the Catholics, in the Sabellian controversy;

and was as plausible a text as any in the New Testament,

on the Sabellian side : yet the Catholics admitted that it

was to be understood of God the Son; and readily allowed,

in consequence of that text, that the Son was 6 a-atvroxpareop,

the Almighty, as well as the Father. See cTertullian,

Hippolytus, and, probably, Origen, agreeing in this : the

Doctor has not pretended to cite any Ante-Nicene, or

any ancient writer, who understood the text otherwise;

though he makes a show of having the ancients in general

on his side, in this very particular, (Script. Doctr. p. 63.)

without proving any thing more than that the Father was

ordinarily or emphatically styled 6 iruvroxgaTtop, which is

true, but not pertinent ; nor is it giving us the sentiments

of the ancients, with regard to this text; but his own.

Joh. xii. 41. is another noted text, which the Doctor en

deavours (Script. Doctr. p. 102.) to interpret in favour of

his own hypothesis ; and makes a show of authorities as

countenancing him in it. But none of his authorities

come up to this point : so far from it, that they are all

against him ; as I have sufficiently proved under Query

the second, and elsewhere. The like may be observed of

the authorities which he produces (p. 114, 115.) to con

firm his interpretation of Acts vii. 30, 31,32. And I have,

above, shown you as much of Joh. x. 30. and other the

like texts ; where you pretend to have some countenance

from the ancients, for your interpretation. In short, there

is not a text which the Doctor can pretend to urge in fa

vour of his main doctrine, and against ours ; and at the

t Tert. contr. Prax. c. 17. Hippol. contr. Nott. e. vi. p. 10. Orig. 'Afx- L i.

c. 2. Vid. et Athan. p. 554, 684, 762. cd. Bened. Greg. Naz. Orat. xxxv. p.573.

Andreas Caesar. in loc. Hieron. in Zec.h. c. ii. p. 1718. Epiph. vol. i. p. 488.

That the Son is «mnf>rwf might be shown from other texts. Ps. xxiv. 10.

Is. vi.5. Zech. ii. 8. See Euseb. Dem. Er. 1. vi. c. 16. Just. Mart. Dial. p. 107.

Jeb. Hieron. vol. iii. p. 519, 1718. ed. Bened. See my Sermons, p. 228, &c.
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same time show that the ancients agree with him. As

soon as ever you interpret any text directly against the

divinity of Christ, as understood by us in the strict sense,

you go off entirely from the ancients, and go 011 by your

selves. But enough of this.

In answer to the latter part of the Query, you observe,

that the reason why the Doctor doth not admit the testi

monies of the Fathers as proofs, " is not because they are

" against him ; but because, though they are clearly for

" him, yet, in matters of faith, he allows of no other

" proof than the infallible testimony of the Word of

« God."

One might be willing to believe this to have been the

reason, why he would not admit them as proofs, if there

were not another very plain one, why he could not ; could

not, without inevitable ruin and destruction to his whole

hypothesis. An adversary need not desire any fairer ad

vantage of the learned Doctor, than to have the issue of

the cause put upon the Doctor's citations; taking in no

more than is absolutely necessary to clear the sense of

the authors in those very passages. But waving this, let

me ask you farther, why the testimonies of Fathers may

not be admitted as proofs, inferior or collateral proofs ? If

I can know from Church-writers, and from Scripture too,

what was believed by the Church (in sundry articles)

from the beginning ; I have then two proofs of the same

thing, though not both equally strong, or equally au

thentic. The proof from Church-writers is an additional,

inferior proof ; but still a proof it is, probable at least, of

something, as to fact ; and not barely an illustration of a

dogma, or doctrine. Are we able to prove what were the

opinions of several sects of philosophers from the books

which are extant ; and may we not also prove what was

the faith of Christians, in the same way, from the books

which they have left us ? You add, " The authority of

" the Fathers, could it be proved to be unanimous against

" Dr. Clarke, ought not to determine any article of faith."

No ; but it is a strong presumptive proof, that his inter-

voL. 1. Y
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prelation of Scripture is not the true one : a proof so con

siderable, that I know not whether any thing less than

clear and evident demonstration ought to overrule it. For

you must remember, that Dr. Clarke, or any moderns, as

well as the ancients, arefallible men ; and have only the

same human reason to work with, which others had six

teen hundred years ago, in an age of miracles, and near to

the days of inspiration. Moderns, at so great a distance

oft", may, at least, as easily mistake, in interpreting Scrip

ture, as you suppose the ancient and universal Church to

have done, in a momentous article of faith. Well then ;

supposing that we had been for some time debating this

very point of the blessed Trinity, on the foot of Scripture:

men's wits are so various, that several interpretations may

be invented of the same texts ; and perhaps none of them

so manifestly absurd, but that they possibly may be true;

nor so manifestly right, but that they possibly may be

wrong. What can we do better, in such a case, than to

appeal to those who lived nearest the times of the in

spired writers? Their judgment, their decisions, and con

sequent practice, arc at length the safest rule to go by ; at

least till you can show us a better. Scripture, you will

say, is the rule ; and so say I. You bring your Scripture

proofs ; and I produce mine. You have your solutions of

such difficulties as I press you with; I have solutions too,

and such, as I think sounder, better, and juster than

yours : you think the very contrary. Thus far, it is com

bating text with text, criticism with criticism, reason with

reason ; and each side will think his own superior. Now,

suppose I can farther produce a cloud of witnesses, a nu

merous company of primitive saints and martyrs, con

firming my interpretation, concurring in my sentiments,

and corroborating my reasons ; and suppose I find also

that those who took your side of the question were con

demned by the generality as heretics, and corrupters of the

faith of Christ; this will add such weight, strength, and

force to my pretensions, that impartial men will soon per

ceive which is the most probable, which tlie safer side,
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and which it behoves them to cleave to. This is so agree

able to the common sense and reason of mankind ; and

the advantage of having antiquity of one's side is so ap

parent, that I will venture to say, none ever talked against

it, who did not suspect, at least, that antiquity was against

them : and this I take to be one of your greatest misfor

tunes in this controversy ; that you are sensible how

much it would weaken your cause to give up the Fathers ;

and yet, you are certain, in the result, to weaken it as

much, by pretending to keep them.

Query XXVIII.

Whether it be at all probable, that the primitive Church

should mistake in so material a point as this is ; or that

the whole stream of Christian writers should mistake in

telling us what the sense of the Church was ; and whe

ther such a cloud of witnesses can be set aside without

weakening the only proof ice have of the canon of Scrip

ture, and the integrity of the sacred text ?

IN answer hereto, you admit that " the testimony of

" the whole stream of antiquity is sufficient to determine,

" in fact, what faith the Church hath always professed

" and declared in her public forms." I am content to put

the matter upon this issue ; and let the point be decided

from their professions in baptism, creeds, doxologies,

hymns, which were public forms ; and from public cen

sures passed upon heretics, which are as clear evidence as

the other of the Church's faith at that time. Only I

would not exclude collateral proofs ; such as the declared

sentiments of eminent Church-writers, the interpretations

of creeds, left us by those that recite them, (such as

those of Irenseus, Tertullian, and others;) and ecclesiasti

cal history, telling us what the tradition of the Church

was, down to such a time. From these put together,' we

have very clear and full proof that the Catholic Church

did all along profess a Trinity of consubstantial, coeternal

Persons, in unity ofnature, substance, and Godhead. This,
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the incomparable Bishop Bull has sufficiently shown in

his Defensio Fidei Nicerue, Judicium Ecclesice, and Primi-

tiva Traditio. Bishop Stillingfleet pursued the same argu

ment, with variety of learning, in his Vindication of. the

Doctrine of the Trinity, chapter the 9th, which he con

cludes in these words : " Taking the sense of those arti-

" cles, as the Christian Church understood them from

" the Apostles' times, then we have as full and clear evi-

" dence of this doctrine, as we have that we received the

" Scripturesfrom them." Dr. Clarke's and Dr. Whitby's

pretences to the contrary have been sufficiently answer

ed ; partly by the learned gentleman who wrote the True

Scripture Doctrine continued, and partly by these sheets.

You have little to object, but that the Fathers did not

assert an individual consubstantiality, in your sense; which

is true ; and is no more than telling me, that they were

not mad, when I contend that they were sober.

But you add; the question is, whether, supposing the

Fathers had unanimously declared for our notion, " whe-

" ther (in a question not of fact, like that concerning the

" canon of Scripture, but ofjudgment and reasoning) such

" a testimony would prove that those Scriptures reveal it ;

" or whether such an interpretation of Scripture

" would be as infallible as Scripture itself." But this is

no question at all between us. What we pretend is, that

we have as good proof of the doctrine of the Church, as of

the cation of Scripture. Whether the Church, after the

Apostles, was as infallible as the Apostles themselves, is

quite another question. We think it very unlikely that

the apostolic churches should not know the mind of the

Apostles ; or should suddenly vary from it, in any matter

of moment. We look upon it as highly improbable that

the faith of those churches should so soon run counter to

any thing in Scripture ; since they had the best opportu

nities of knowing what Scripture meant ; were made up

of wise and good men, men who would sooner die than

commit any error in that kind wilfully. Upon this, we

believe the concurringjudgment of antiquity to be, though
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not infallible, yet the safest comment upon Scripture;

and to have much more weight in it, than there generally

is in wit and criticism; and therefore not to be rejected,

where the words of Scripture will, with any propriety,

bear that interpretation. This is sufficient for us to say

or pretend. We have as plausible arguments, to speak

modestly, from Scripture, as you can pretend to have:

nay, we think your notions utterly irreconcileable with

Scripture, according to the natural, obvious, grammatical

construction of words. And besides all this, we have,

what you want, the concurring sense of the ancients

plainly for us. The question then is not, whether Scrip

ture and Fathers be equally infallible : all the Fathers to

gether are not so valuable, or so credible, as any one in

spired writer. But it is plainly this : whether the ancient

Heretics or Catholics, as they have been distinguished,

have been the best interpreters of disputed texts; and

whether we are now to close in with the former, or the

latter. You would insinuate that you have Scripture, and

we Fathers only : but we insist upon it, that we have

both; as for many other reasons, so also for this, because

both, very probably, went together : and as you certainly

want one, so it is extremely probable that you have nei

ther; for this very reason, among many others, because

you have not both. This argument is of force and weight;

and will hardly yield to any thing short of demonstration ;

much less will it yield to such sort of reasonings as you

are obliged to make use of, wanting better, to support

your novel opinions.

The sum of the whole matter is this. The unanimous

sense of the ancients, upon any controversial point, is of

great moment and importance towards fixing the sense of

Scripture, and preventing its being ill used by desultorious

wits, who love to wander out of the common way;

and can never want some colour for any opinion almost

whatever. We do not appeal to the ancients, as if we

could not maintain our ground, from Scripture and reason,

against all opposers : this has been done over and over.

*3
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Athanasius, Hilary, Basil, the two Gregories, Chrysos-

toni, Austin, Cyril, and others, undertook the cause on

the foot of Scripture, and were easily superior to all the

Arians. But since we have an advantage, over and above

Scripture evidence, from the concurring sentiments of an

tiquity, we think it very proper to take that in also ; and

we shall not easily suffer it to be wrested from us.

Query XXIX.

Whether private reasoning, in a matter above our compre

hension, be a safer rule to go by, than the general sense

and judgment of the primitive Church, in the first 300

years; or, supposing it doubtful what the sense of ihe

Church was within that lime, whether what was deter

mined by a council of 300 bishops soon after, with the

greatest care and deliberation, and has satisfied men of

the greatest sense, piety, and learning, all over the Chris

tian world, for 1400 years since, may not satisfy wise

and good men now ?

HERE you tell me, as usual, when you have little else

to say, that the Council of Nice knew nothing of indivi

dual consubstantiality : and then you add, pleasantly,

that you " turn the Query against the Querist ; and lay

" claim to the Nicene Confession." What ! lay claim

to a confession made in direct opposition to the men of

your principles ? You say, if any consubstantiality is to

be found in that Creed, it is the specific, not individual.

And what if it were ? Would that give you any claim to

the Nicene Confession ? Are God and his creatures con-

substantial, of the same rank, sort, kind, or species ? You

are forced to have recourse to a figurative sense, which

pretence I have obviated above. You are so kind to the

Querist, as to be " willing to suppose and believe," that

he " is not ignorant of the true and only sense of the

" word o/xooucrto? ;" meaning thereby the specific sense. In

return, I will be so just to you, as to say, that you un

derstand the word very right : and yet the Nicene Fathers
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did not teach a merely specific consubstantiality . The

word 6jnoou'noj expresses their sense ; but not their whole

sense, in that article. It expresses an equality of nature,

and signifies that the Son is as truly equal in nature to

the Father, as one man is equal to another, or any indi

vidual equal to another individual of the same sort or

species. And this was chiefly to be insisted on against

the Arians, who denied such equality, making the Son a

creature. Wherefore the true reason, to use Dr. Cud-

worth's words, only mutatis mutandis, why the Ni-

cene Fathers laid so great a stress upon the iu.oo6'riov, was

not because this alone was sufficient to make Father and

Son one God; but because they could not be so without

it. d 'O/xoouo-foj the Son must be, or he could not be God

at all, in the strict sense; and yet if he was barely o/xooiio-ioj,

like as one human person is to another, the two would be

two Gods. And therefore the Nicene Fathers, not con

tent to say only that the Son is o/xoouo-ioj, insert likewise,

" God of God, Light of Light, begotten," &c. and, " of

" the substance of the Father;" and this they are known

to have declared over and over, to be " without any di-

" vision :" all which taken together expresses a great deal

more than o/xoouo-ioj would do alone ; and are, as it were,

so many qualifying clauses, on purpose to prevent any

such misconstruction and misapprehension, as the word

d Hi tres, quia unius substantia; sunt, unum sunt ; ct summe unum suut,

ubi nulla uaturarum, nulla est diversitas voluntatum. Si autem natura

unum esscnt, et consensione nou esscnt, non summe unum essent: si vera

natura dispares essent, unum non essent. Hi ergo tres, qui unum sunt

propter ineffabilem ronjunctiouem Dcitatis, qua ineffabiliter copulantur,

unus Drug est. Aug. contr. Maxim. I. ii. p.

This is very full to our purpose ; and, by the way, may show how far

St. Austin was from Sabcllianism t which some have weakly pretended to

charge him with. But there are many passages in this piece against Maxi-

min, one of his very latest pieces, full against Sabellianism , as well as

against Arianism. I may just remark, that there is a deal of difference be

tween unius substantia, and una substantia. Two men arc unius ejusdemque

substantia;, not una substantia. But the three Persons arc not only unius

substantia, but una substantia. The modern sense of consubslantial takes in

both.

Y 4
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might otherwise be liable to. The good Fathers, like

wise men, at once maintained the equality of nature,

which £|U.oou'noj expresses, and the unity of the Godhead

too. Guarding equally against Arianism and Tritheism,

they took all prudent care to preserve the coequality of

the two Persons, without dividing the substance, which

was what they intended. The learned Doctor e repre

sents this matter somewhat crudely. He observes upon

the word in the Nicene Creed, (yevvi^evTa Ix rou waTpoj fto-

voyivri, roure'irTiv ex rf.f ova-lotf toD wargoj,) that the Son was

not himself that individual substance, from which he was

begotten. This he has so worded, that individual sub

stance, with him, can only signify individual Hypostasis,

or Person: and it is very true, that the Son is not that

Person, from whom, or of whom, he proceeded : but the

substance might be undivided notwithstanding; which is

all that any Catholic means by individual substance.

" But their meaning," he says, " was ; he was produced,

" not from any other substance, (as man was formed

" from the dust of the earth,) but after an ineffable man-

" ner, from the substance of the Father only." Here he

leaves out the principal thing, which the Arians asserted,

and which the Catholics guarded against, viz. not.from

nothing, not s£ oux owwy. If therefore the Son, according

to the Nicene Fathers, was not from any other substance

besides the Father's, nor from nothing; it is very plain

that (unless they supposed a division of substance, which

they absolutely reject) they supposed the Son to be of

the same undivided, or individual substance with the Fa

ther. As to the supposition of his being produced from

any other substance, (as Adam was formed from the dust

of the earth,) there was very little occasion to guard

against it : the notion is, in itself, too silly for any man to

own. The Arians themselves (against whom the creed

was contrived) never pretended it, but f expressly dis-

• Reply, p. 35.

f Memorant Filium Dei nequc ex aliqua subjacentc materia genitum esse,

quia per eum creata omnia siut. Hilar. p. 832.



Qu. xxix. OF SOME QUERIES. 3a9

owned it: their noted tenet was, that the Son was the

first thing made. The Nicene Fathers designed, chiefly,

to guard against the supposition of the Son's beingyrom

nothing, which was what the Arians insisted upon ; they

and the Catholics equally believing it ridiculous to ima

gine any substance to have been first made, and then the

Son to have been made out of it. Wherefore I humbly

conceive, the true reasons why the Nicene Fathers were

so very particular in the words, roureVnv ex. 1% oi'riaf toO

Tarpoj, were, 8 first, to signify that they understood gene

ration in a proper, and notfigurative sense, as the Arians

did; and, secondly, withal to h secure the divine unity.

For, if the Son were ab extra, and independent of the Fa

ther ; the alliance, the relation, the unity of the Persons,

in the same Godhead, had (upon their principles) been

lost, and Ditheism unavoidable.

This may be enough to satisfy you, that whatever the

word o/xoou'noj may commonly signify, yet the Nicene

Fathers meant a great deal more than a specific unity ; if

not by that word, singly considered, yet by that taken

together with the rest, which were put in to explain it.

The word may indifferently serve to express an equality

of nature, whether the Hypostases be undivided, or whe

ther they have a separate existence. It was therefore pro

perly enough applied in the Creed : and care was taken

that both generation and consubstantiality should be un

derstood in a sense suitable to things divine ; that is, tak

ing from the idea all that is low, mean, and imperfect;

and applying only so much as might comport with the

majesty, dignity, and perfections of the adorable and in

comprehensible Trinity.

* Vid. Bull. Dcf. F. N. p. 114, 115. El it U *m ©»D In ftivs, is »t'tt yi-

titf—'.^x'-iztn av u*trus aal in -rl turtat rtu '\visv uitf' Ath. p. 228.

h 'Eg aiirtv aA.ti$»j yty'tttnrtu Qttf in Qiwt Qtis bKkStttf in GivS

*uk i\u.i', «i, a/Xts ia tqs kvtw tlir'tas. Kpipkan. p. 610.

Oix i"t afXn latirit iQtfis, n3" i£»S» minis ytyttm, "« i"n «7

irtjtrnri, .,...'..% yitterai. Athtmas. Orat. iv. p. 617.

Oiiit £xX#s Qtis t wtf, tif yaf VquSn twtMiftf*. Orat. iii. p. 553.
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You seem to be apprehensive, that you must, at length,

be obliged to give up the Nicene Creed, as utterly incon

sistent with your principles ; as indeed it is. And there

fore, in the next place, you endeavour to lessen the credit

of it; alleging that " the Council of Antioch before, and

" the Council of Ariminum, and other councils, after,

" (some of them with a greater number of bishops than

" met at Nice,) determined against the o/xoooo-ioj." The

objection drawn from the determination of the Council of

Antioch, about sixty years before the Council of Nice,

you find largely answered by ' Bishop Bull. They con

demned the word, as it had been misunderstood and mis

applied by Paul of Samosata; but established the very

same doctrine with the Nicene Fathers. I may answer

you briefly, upon your own principles. You say, Paul of

Samosata was condemned for holding o/xooumoj in the

sense of individual consubstantiality, (p. 118.) which, if

it be true, was reason good enough for condemning him ;

as you understand individual, that is, in a Sabellian sense.

The remark of Hilary, who goes upon the same supposi

tion which you do, may here be pertinently k cited ; and

may serve as a sufficient answer. It is observable that

Hilary makes the number of bishops in the Antiochian

Council no more than eighty ; Athanasius, but seventy ;

Eusebius, an indefinite number; very many. It does not

appear that they were near so considerable as the famous

Council of Nice of three hundred and eighteen bishops.

You next mention the Council of Ariminum, and give

a hint of other councils. It would have been but fair to

have told us what other councils you meant, which had,

as you say, a greater number of bishops than met at Nice.

You know, I presume, or at least might know, that you

I Def. F. N. p. 29, &c. Sec also Mr. Thirlby, Answer to Whiston, p. 103.

Defence, p. 96.

k Male intelligitur Homousion : quid ad me bene intelligentem ? Male

Homousiou Samosatenus confessus est: sed nunquid melius Arii negave-

runt ? Octoginta cpiscopi olim respucrant ; sed trecenti ct decem octo nupcr

receperunt. Hilar. de Synod. p. 1200.
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cannot name one, besides the Council of Ariminum;

which I shall speak to presently.

In your Appendix (p. 154.) you say the determination

of the Council of Nice, for the o/xoouo-ioj, was rejected by

a greater council than that of Nice, met at Jerusalem.

But in these few words you have two mistakes ; or, at

least, you have said what you cannot prove. 1 Eusebius's

words, which you refer to, may mean no more than this,

that the Council of Jerusalem was the greatest he had

known, since the famous one of Nice. Your other mis

take is, that " they rejected the determination of the

" Council of Nice," &c. How doth this appear ? Did

they say a word against it ? Or did they make any decla

ration against either the Council of Nice, or the 6fioou'nov?

Not a syllable. But mthey received Arius to commu

nion, partly upon the good Emperor's recommendation,

who believed him to have recanted, and to have come in

to the n true Catholic faith, as established at the Council

of Nice; and partly upon Arius's 0own confession of

faith, which was so plausibly worded, that it might easily

pass for orthodox, though it wanted the word o/aoous-ioj.

Now, is it not very unacountable in you to call this re

jecting the determination for the 6/xoou'nov, when it was

only receiving a man, supposed by the Emperor, and

perhaps by many of the Council, to have repented of his

heresy, and to have embraced every thing that the Nicene

Council had determined ; the very sense and meaning of

6juoou'noj itself, though not the word.

Pass we on now to the Council of Ariminum, in the

1 De Vita Constant. 1. iv. c. 47. p. 454. See Valesius's Notes.

m Sec the history in Socrat. 1. i. c. 33. Sozom. 1. ii. c. 27. Athanas. p. 734.

n Arius swore to the Emperor, calling God to witness, that he believed in

Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as the whole Catholic Church taught, which the

Emperor could take in no other sense, but as it had been lately determined

by the Catholic Nicene Fathers. See Sozom. 1. ii. c. 27.

And this may farther appear by the Emperor's putting Arius to the test

afterwards, to see whether he really acknowledged the Nicene faith or no.

See Socrat. 1. i. c. 38. Camp. Phot. Cod. 256. p. 1413.

0 Extat. in Sozom. 1. ii. c. 27.
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year 359, when the Arians had the secular power on their

side, and made use of it with all imaginable severity.

The whole number of bishops in council are computed at

about P 400, and 0. not above eighty of them Arians. t All

the Catholics, at first, declared their unanimous adherence

to the Nicene Creed; and protested against any new

form of faith. All manner of artifices, frauds, and me

naces were contrived to bring them and the Arians to

something like an agreement. Yet the utmost they

could do, was only to bring the Catholics to subscribe a

s confession artfully worded in general terms. And no

sooner did the Catholic Fathers, after their return home,

perceive how they had been imposed upon by ambiguous

terms, and overreached by craft and subtilty ; but they

' confessed their error, and repented of it with tears. The

history of the Council at large is too tedious for me to

recite here : it may be seen either in the original authors,

Athanasius, Sulpicius Severus, Hilary, Socrates, Sozo-

men, Theodorit, and Jerome ; or with less trouble, and in

less compass, in Cave's Life of Athanasius, or lastly in

Montfaucon's. When you have well considered the arts

and practices of the Arians, much the smaller number, in

that Council, you may perhaps see reason to be ashamed

of having mentioned it, but no reason for opposing it to

the celebrated Nicene Council. While the Council of

Ariminum was free, and left to give their real opinions ;

the Arians were condemned by a great majority, and

their principals deposed. Even, at last, you have no rea

son to boast of their unanimous agreement to a new

faith. It was a verbal agreement only to expressions

r Sulpic. Scv. p. 267. Athanaa. p. 720, 749. Maximin the Arian makes

the whole number 330. August. Coitat. tom. viii. p. 650.

i Sulpic. Sever. p. 269. ' Hilar. Fragm. p. 1341.

• Qua Catholicam disciplinam, perfidia latente, loqueretur. Sulpic. p. 273.

Sonabant verba pietatem, et inter tanta mella praeconii, uetno venentun in-

sertum putabat. Hieron. contr. Lucifer.

t Vid. Ep. Liber. apud Socr. 1. iv. p. 183. Hieron. contr. Lucif. Dial. Sulpic.

Sever.
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seemingly Catholics and probably the majority u departed

with the same high value and opinion of the Nicene faith,

which they brought with them. Four years after the

Synod of Ariminum, xAthanasius reckons up particu

larly the churches which still embraced the Nicene faith.

Those of Spain, Britain, Gaul, all Italy, Dalmatia, Dacia,

Mysia, Macedonia, Greece, Africa, Sardinia, Cyprus,

Crete, Pamphylia, Lycia, Isauria, Egypt, Libya, Pontus,

Cappadocia, and the churches of the East; excepting a

few that followed Arius. He calls them the whole world,

and all the churches throughout the world. He declares

that he knows it, and has their letters by him to prove it.

And it is worth reciting what account the bishops of

Egypt and Libya, and among them Athanasius, give of

the extent of the Nicene faith, about ten years after the

time that you pretend there was a general council against

it. Writing to the' bishops in Africa, they begin thus :

" X It is the greatest satisfaction to us to have seen what

" Damasus, our fellow-minister, and Bishop of the great

" city of Rome, and such a number of bishops in council

" with him, besides other synods in Gaul and Italy, have

" wrote in defence of the true orthodox faith : that faith

" which Christ delivered, and the Apostles taught, and

" our Fathers assembled at Nice, from out of the whole

" Christian world, handed down to us. So intense was

" their zeal at that time, in regard to the Arian heresy;

" that they who had fallen into it, might be reclaimed ;

• Vid. Ambros. Ep. cap. i. p. 862.

t Athanas. Ep. ad Jovian. pag. 781. Thcod. E. H. 1. iv. c. 3. See Libe

ria's Letters an. 366. apud Socrat. 1. iv. c. 12. Damasus's Lett. Sozom. 1. vi.

c. 23.

Hoc est illud Homousion, quod in Concilio Nicaena adversus hsereticos

Arianos, a Catholicis patribus, veritatis auctoritate, et auctoritatis veritate

firmatum est : quod postea in Concilio Ariminensi (propter noritatem verbi,

minus quam potuit intellectam, quod tamen fides antiqua repcrerat) multis

paucorum fraude deceptis, haeretica impietas sub hseretico imperatore labe-

factare tentavit. Sed post non longum tempus, libertate fidei Catholicse prse-

valente,—Homousion Catholica: fidei sanitate longe luteque defensum est.

August. tom. viii. p. 704.

' Apud Athanas. p. 891.
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" and that the heads or authors of it might have a mark

" set upon them. To this determination (of the Nicene

" Fathers) formerly the 1 whole Christian world consent-

"ed: and at this very time, many councils have con-

" firmed and published the same : by means of which

"all they of Dalmatia, Dardania, Macedonia, Epirus,

f* Greece, Crete, and the other islands, Sicily, Cyprus,

" and Pamphylia, Lycia, Isauria, all Egypt, the two

" Libyas, and the most ofArabia, have acknowledged it."

They go on to set forth the great respect and veneration

due to the decisions of the Nicene Council ; and show

how far it was preferable, in every respect, to all the

Arian synods : and particularly to the pretended General

Council of Ariminum, which some presumed, at that

time of day, to set against it. The whole would be well

worth the reader's perusal ; and thither I refer you for a

more particular answer ; that you may learn hereafter

not to call every thing hugely romantic, which may have

happened to escape your notice or observation. I must

take leave to tell you, there never was a synod on your

side, so free, so large, so, in every respect, unexception

able, as the Council of Nice was. Nay farther; that

whatever opposition was made to it, was carried on with

such wiles, crafts, subtilties, and refined artifices, as every

honest man would be ashamed of: and farther; that,

notwithstanding all they could do, the Arians were not

able long to maintain their ground; but the men who

sustained the shock, and kept up the credit of the Nicene

Creed, were not only the most numerous, but appear to

have been as wise, as judicious, and as pious men, as ever

the Church was adorned with, since the times of the

Apostles.

I do not pretend that there is demonstration in this

1 To the same purpose says Marius Victorinus, speaking of the ifuirm.

(Jonditum juxta vetcrum fiilem (nam et ante tractatum) et innlti orbis

episcopi, trecenti quiudecim in civitatc Nicata, quam per totum orbem de-

cretam fiilem mittentes, episcoporum millia in cadem habuerunt, vcl illius

temporis. vcl scquentium anuorum. I. eontr. Arian.
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kind of reasoning, in favour of any cause. But it will

have its weight with cool and considering men : who, re

flecting that religion is not a thing to be coined and re-

coined every month ; that it has been thought on so long

and well, and by persons blessed with as good a share of

understanding, and as great sincerity, as any are, or have

been ; and that the generality of the wisest and most ex

cellent men have hitherto gone on in such a way, and

that too after a strict and severe examination, being well

apprised of the objections made against it ; I say, who,

reflecting thus, will be very cautious of contradicting

what seems to have been so well and so deliberately set

tled; and will be rather willing to suspect their own

judgment, and modestly decline what looks like leaning

too much to their own understandings. However, such

considerations may be of use to those who, not having

leisure, inclination, or patience to examine throughly into

this controversy, (as perhaps few have,) must be content

to judge as they can: and since they find the same Scrip

tures so very differently interpreted by the contending

parties, till they can themselves enter into the very heart

of the controversy, how can they do better than close in

with those who have been in possession of this faith for

so many centuries, and have had, in a manner, in every

age, for at least fourteen hundred years, I will venture to

say sixteen, the most eminent lights and ornaments of

the Christian Church to support and defend it ? This I

mention as the safest way ; and such as will be taken by

modest, humble, and discreet men ; being what they can

best answer to God and their own consciences, even

though, at length, it should prove erroneous ; which yet

has not hitherto, nor ever will be, I am persuaded, made

appear. As for those who choose to go out of the com

mon road, and to run counter to all that has hitherto been

called and reputed Catholic, or orthodox; let them look

to it, and be it at their own peril. They must believe

that the ancient heretics were the soundest Christians ;

that the first general council which met from all parts
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of Christendom, and having no bias, so far as appears, to

determine them this way or that, either did not know

what was the faith of their respective churches, and what

had been handed down to them by their predecessors, or

else wilfully and unanimously agreed to corrupt it ; and

that too in a very material article, in which the sum of

the Christian religion is contained ; and in which the

nature and object of our worship is very nearly concerned.

They must believe farther that the churches, in general,

throughout the Christian world, through every age, (and

even since the Reformation, upon which matters were

strictly looked into and carefully reexamined,) have

fallen into the same error ; and so continue, even to this

day ; some few private men only, here and there, showing

their dislike of it. Now, they who pretend this, must

bring some very strong proofs to make good their pre

tences. If they have not something very weighty and

momentous to urge; something that carries the force

and evidence of demonstration with it, they are first very

unreasonable in calling us to attend to what so little de

serves it ; and next very inexcusable in their attempts to

draw others into their precarious sentiments, and to raise

doubts and perplexities in the minds of simple well mean

ing men. But I pass on to

Query XXX.

Whether, supposing the case doubtful, it be not a wise man's

part to take the safer side; rather to think loo highly,

than too meanly of our blessed Saviour ; rather to pay a

modest deference to the judgment of the ancient and mo

dern Church, than to lean to one's own understanding ?

UPON the question, whether it be not safer and better

(supposing the case doubtful) to think too highly, rather

than too meanly of our blessed Saviour; you answer,

" questionless it is ;" which one might think a very fair

and ingenuous confession ; and you need not have added

a word more. You go on to say, that this is our " most
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" plausible pretence;" in which, I think, you do it a deal

too much honour. I did but just hint it; and Jest it should

not be of force sufficient, immediately strengthened it with

another consideration, which I am persuaded will bear, if

this should not; and the rather, because you have not

thought fit so much as to take notice of it. I must how

ever follow you, upon the former point, that plausible

plea, and which is so just, that you seem yourself to give

into it. Yet, I know not how, by some peculiar turn of

thought, you at length come to say, that it " proves as

" weak and false as any other they ever allege." If it

prove no weaker, I shall be satisfied. Let us hear what

you have to say. Your argument is this : " Since Revela-

" tion is the only rule in the case, if we go beyond, or if

" we fall short, are we not equally culpable?" I am very

glad to hear from you, that Revelation is the only rule in

the case : abide by that, and matters may easily be ad

justed. To the argument I answer; that you equivocate

in the word equally, and make a sophistical syllogism

with four terms. Equally culpable, signifies, either that

one is culpable as well as the other, or that one is culpa

ble as much as the other; equally a fault, or an equal

fault. Our dispute is about the latter, and yet all that

you really prove is only the former. Revelation undoubt

edly is the rule ; and to go beyond it is certainly culpable,

as well as it is to fall short of it ; and yet not culpable (at

least not in this instance) in the same degree. Is there no

such thing as an error on the right hand, (as we say,) or a

fault on the right side ? Of two extremes, may it not often

happen, that one is more dangerous than the other ? This

I assert to be the case here : and I will give you my rea

sons for it. Our blessed Lord hath done great and won

derful things for us. If our respect, duty, and gratitude

happen, through our ignorance and excessive zeal, to rise

too high; this is the overflowing of our good-natured

qualities, and may seem a pitiable failing. But, on the

other hand, if we happen to fall short in our regards, there

is not only ingratitude, but blasphemy in it. It is degrad-

voL. i. z
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ing and dethroning our Maker, Preserver, King, and

Judge ; and bringing him down to a level with his crea

tures.

Besides; we have many express cautions given us in

Scripture, not to be wanting in our respects and services

towards God the Son ; but have no particular cautions

against honouring him too much. We know that we ought

to " honour him, even as we honour the Father;" which,

if it be an ambiguous expression, we are very excusable in

taking it in the best sense, and interpreting on the side of

the precept. We know that by dishonouring the Son,

we do, at the same time, dishonour the Father : but we

are nowhere told, that the Father will resent it as a dis

honour done to himself, if we should chance, out of our

scrupulous regards to the Father and Son both, to pay

the Son more honour than strictly belongs to him. On

these and the like considerations, (especially when we

have so many and so great appearances of truth. and such

a cloud of authorities to countenance us in it,) the error, if

it be one, seems to be an error on the right hand. Now

you shall be heard again. " Can any man think to please

" the Son of God, by giving that to him which he never

"claimed or could claim?" Positive enough. But will

you please to remember that the Query supposes the case

doubtful, (which was abundantly civil to you,) doubtful

whether the Son of God has claimed it, or no ; and the

whole argument runs upon that supposition. This therefore

discovers cither some want of acumen, or great marks

of haste. You add; " It can be no detraction from the

" dignity of any Person (how great soever that dignity

" be) to forbear professing him to be that which he really

" is not." I perceive your thoughts are still absent ; and

you do not reflect, that you are begging the question, in

stead of answering to the point in hand. You are to sup

pose it, if you please, doubtful, who or what the Person

is. In such a case, it may be better to give him what he

does not require, than to defraud him of what he does : it

is safer and more prudent to run the risk of one, than of
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the other. You go on ; " It may well become serious and

" sincere Christians to consider, whether it is not possi-

" ble, that while, adventuring to be wise beyond what is

" written, they vainly think to advance the honour of the

" Son of God, above what he has given them ground for

" in the Revelation, they may dishonour the Father

" that sent him," &c. I am weary of transcribing. Con

sider, on the other hand, whether it be not more than pos

sible, that, while others adventuring to be wise beyond what

is written, (teaching us to profess three Gods, making the

Creator of the world a creature, inventing new unscriptu-

ral distinctions of a supreme and a subordinate worship,

with many other things equally unscriptural and unwar

rantable,) they vainly think to bringdown mysteries to the

level of their low understandings, and to search the " deep

" things ofGod ;" they may not dishonour both Father and

Son, and run into heresy, blasphemy, and what not ; and

sap the very foundations of the Christian religion. You

proceed; " It may become them to consider what they

" will answer at the great day, should God charge them

" with not observing that declaration of his, I will not

" give my glory to another." They may humbly make

answer, that they understood that Aw glory was not to be

given to creatures; and therefore they had given it to

none but his own Son, and his Holy Spirit, whom they

believed not to be creatures, nor other Gods; and whom

himself had given his glory to, by commanding all men

to be baptized in their names, equally with his own ; and

ordering particularly, that " all men should honour the

" Son, even as they honour the Father." If they hap

pened to carry their respect too high, yet it was towards

those only whom the Father principally delighteth to

honour ; and towards whom an ingenuous, grateful, and

well-disposed mind can hardly ever think he can pay too

much. Upon these and the like considerations they may

humbly hope for pity and pardon for a mistake ; such an

one as the humblest, most devote, and most conscientious

men might be the aptest to fall into.

z 2
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But what must an Arian have to say, at that great day,

if it appears that he has heen uttering blasphemies against

the Son of God, and reviling his Redeemer, (the genera

lity of sober Christians looking on, all the while, with

horror; shocked at the impiety; and openly declaring

and protesting against it,) and for no other reasons, in the

last result, but because he thought generation implied di

vision, and necessary generation implied outward coaclion;

and he could not understand whether the unity should be

called specific or individual, nor how there came to be

three Persons ; nor why one might not have been as good

as three ; nor why the Father should be said to beget the

Son, rather than vice versa; and the like ? Is this kind of

reasoning suitable to, or becoming Christians, who have

their Bible to look into ; which alone can give any satis

faction in these matters ? To go upon our own fancies

and conjectures, in a thing of this kind, is only betraying

too little reverence for the tremendous and unsearchable

nature of God, and too high an opinion of our own selves.

You have a farther pretence, built upon your mistaken

notion of individual, which I need not take notice of ;

having already almost surfeited the reader with it.

Querf XXXI.

Whether any thing less than clear and evident demonstra

tion, on the side of Arianism, ought to move a wise and

good man, against so great appearances of truth on the

side of orthodoxy, from Scripture, reason, and anti

quity; and whether we may not wait long before we

find such demonstration ?

IN your answer to this, I am rebuked, first, for giving

the name of orthodoxy to a scholastic notion ; and, second

ly, for calling your doctrine Arianism. As to the first, I

stand so far corrected, as to beg the privilege of using

the word orthodoxy, for the received doctrine. You are

pleased to call it a scholastic notion. How far it is scho

lastic, I do not certainly know ; but sure I am that it is
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primitive and Catholic; and I do not know that the

Schoolmen were heretics in this article. If they were; so

far, you may depend upon it, our notion is not scholastic.

As to your doctrine being justly called Arianism, I hope,

without offence, I may say, I have made it plain to a de

monstration, (excepting only that, in some particulars,

you fall below Arianism,) and I should advise you here

after, for your own sake, to dispute so clear a point no

farther. But let us go on. You add : " If it be impossi-

" ble, by the rule of Scripture and reason, and the sense

" of the most ancient writers and councils of the Church,

" that the scholastic notion should be true ; and if there

" be no medium betwixt (the scholastic notion) and the

" notion of Dr. Clarke, (that is, Arianism,) then it will be

" demonstrated that (Arianism) is the true doctrine of Je-

" sus Christ and his Apostles, as revealed in Scripture,

" and the true sense of Scripture interpreted by right rea-

" son, and as understood by the best and most ancient

" Christian writers." This is your demonstration; only I

have thrown in a word or two, by way of parenthesis, to

make it the clearer to the reader. The sum of it is this ;

if the scholastic notion (by which you mean Sabellianism)

be not true ; and if there be no medium between Sabel

lianism and Arianism; then Arianism is the true doc

trine, &c. That is, if supposing be proving, and if begging

the question be the same thing with determining it ; then

something will be demonstrated which is not demon

strated. You do well to refer us to your Appendix for

proof, and to shift it off as far as possible. Demonstra

tions are good things, but sometimes very hard to come

at ; as you will find in the present instance. You may

take as much time longer, as you think proper, to con

sider of it. Give me a demonstration, justly so called ; a

chain of clear reasoning, beginning from some plain and

undoubted axiom, and regularly descending by necessary

deductions, or close connection of ideas, till you come at

your conclusion. Till you can do this, it will be but labour

lost, to endeavour to shake the received doctrine of the

Z3
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ever blessed Trinity. For, unless you can give us some

thing really solid and substantial, in an article of so great

importance, the reasons which we have, on our side of the

question, are so many, so plain, and so forcible, that they

must, and will, and ought to sway the minds of modest,

reasonable, and conscientious men, while the Church

stands, or the world lasts. Any man that duly considers

what we have to plead from holy Scripture, and what

from the concurring judgment and practice of the primi

tive and Catholic Church; and reflects farther upon the

natural tenderness which every pious and grateful mind

must have for the honour of his blessed Lord and Saviour,

the dread and horror of blasphemy, and how shocking a

thing it must appear to begin now to abridge him of that

respect, service, and supreme adoration, which has been

so long and so universally paid him, and by the blessed

saints and martyrs now crowned in heaven; I say, any

man that duly considers this, will easily perceive how

impossible it is for Arianism ever to prevail generally, ex

cept it be upon one or other of these suppositions : either

that the age becomes so very ignorant or corrupt, that

they know not, or care not, what they do ; or that some

new light spring up, on the side of Arianism, some hidden

reserve of extraordinary evidences, such as, in 1400 years'

time, the wit of man has not been able to discover. As

to the latter, neither yourself nor yet the learned Doctor

has been pleased to favour us with any such discovery :

as to the former, I have too good an opinion of you to

suspect that you can either hope or wish for it. You

will have a mind to try what you can do ; and so give me

leave to represent to you a short summary of what we

are to expect of you.

1. You are to prove, either that the Son is not Creator;

or that there are hvo Creators, and one of them a crea

ture.

2. You are to show, either that the Son is not to be

worshipped at all ; or that there are two objects of worship,

and one of them a creature.
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3. You are to prove, either that the Son is not God;

or that there are two Gods, and one of them a creature.

4. You are to show, that your hypothesis is high

enough to take in all the high titles and attributes as

cribed to the Son in holy Scripture; and, at the same

time, low enough to account for his " increasing in wis-

" dom, not knowing the day of judgment," his being

" exceeding sorrowful, troubled, crying out in his ago-

" nies," and the like. You are to make all to meet in

the one Ao'yoj, or Word; or else to mend your scheme by

borrowing from ours.

5. I must add, that, whatever you undertake, you are

either to prove it with such strength, force, and evidence,

as may be sufficient to bear up against the stream of anti

quity, full and strong "against you; or else to show that

antiquity has been much misunderstood, and is not full

and strong against you.

Now you see, what you have to do ; and our readers,

perhaps, may understand what we are talking about, the

dust being, I hope, in some measure thrown off, and the

cause opened. Now proceed as you think proper : only

dispute fair ; drop ambiguous terms, or define them ; put

not gross things upon us ; contemn every thing but truth

in the search after truth ; and keep close to the question :

and then it will soon be seen, whether Arianism or Ca

tholicism is the Scripture doctrine of the Trinity.

There remain only two Queries, which I have any con

cern in ; and I hardly think it needful to take farther no

tice of them, the substance of them being contained in

the former: besides that this Defence being drawn out

into a length beyond what I expected, I am willing to

come to a conclusion. You will excuse me for not re

turning a particular answer to your Queries, having ob

viated all that is of weight in them, in this Defence of my

own. Besides, you have now had some years to consider

this subject, and may probably see reason to alter some

things ; to contract your Queries into a shorter compass,

and to put them closer and stronger ; though that part, I

Z4
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think, should come, after you have made a defence of

your own principles : otherwise, you know, it is nothing

but finding faults, without proposing any way to mend

them ; which is only a work of fancy, and is both fruit

less and endless. My design chiefly was to be upon the

offensive: the defensive part, on our side, has been handled

over and over, in books well known, and easy to be had.

What was most wanting was, to point out the particular

defects of Dr. Clarke's scheme, which was thought to

contain something new ; and was certainly set forth in a

very new method.

In conclusion, give me leave to tell you, that I have

entered into this cause (after a competent weighing what

I could meet with, on either side) under a full conviction

both of the truth and importance of it ; and with a reso

lution (by God's assistance) to maintain it ; till I see rea

son (which I despair of) to alter my judgment of it.

Make you the best you can of your side of the question,

in a rational andfair manner. Truth is what I sincerely

aim at, whether it be on your side or on mine. But I

may be allowed to speak with the greater confidence in

this cause, since the controversy is not new, but has been

exhausted long ago ; and all had been done on your side,

that the wit of man could do, long before either you or

Dr. Clarke appeared in it. You may, if you please, tra

verse over again Scripture, antiquity, and reason. As to

the first ; all the texts you can pretend to bring against

us have been weighed and considered ; and we have so

lutions ready for them ; while you are yet to seek how to

give a tolerable account of several texts ; those, especially,

which declare the unity of God, and proclaim the Son to be

God, Creator, and object of worship and adoration. If you

proceed to Fathers, they stand pointed against you ; and

you are certain to expose your cause, as often as you

hope for any relief or succour from them. If, lastly, (which

you think your strongest hold,) you retire to philosophy

and metaphysics, I humbly conceive, you will still be able to

do nothing. It will be only falling to conjecture, after you
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as can belong to no creature 63

strictly Divine and infinite

65

St. Austin vindicated 348

Author and Governor of the uni

verse, whosoever is so, is, in the

Arian notion, allowed to be God

52

B.

Being, the word bears two senses

119, 232

how distinguished from Per

son, when applied to the Trinity

232

whether there can be any

medium between a Being and

not a Being 118

Bull, (Bishop) his method of ma

naging controversy— vi. &c.

the sum of the question be

tween him and the Arians 284

Characteristics of the true God

applied to the Son 63

Christ understood by the ancients

to be meant in those texts which

undoubtedly speak of the one

supreme God 20

A a
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Christ spake to the Jews in his own

Person, when he assumed the

titles of the supreme God 24

called God in Scripture in

as high a sense as the Father

himself 41

called Jehovah in his own

Person 42

proved to be God from his

being the object of religious

worship 179

proved to be God by nature

263

Clemens of Alexandria cited and

vindicated 77

Coeternity of the Logos with the

Father asserted by the ancients

104

Consubstantiality of the Son with

the Father, how eluded by the

Arians, and how asserted by the

ancients 268

Creation, the Scripture meaning of

the word 138

Creation of the universe, attribut

ed to the Son as much as to the

Father 129

implies an infinite power 135

Creature, the Son asserted to be

uncreated implicitly and con

sequentially by the holy Scrip

tures 139

the same affirmed directly

by many of the ancients 140

that he was created, not af

firmed or supposed by Origen

ibid.

no medium between being a

creature and being essentially

God 148

D.

Divine attributes and powers at

tributed to the Son, by Dr.

Clarke in an equivocating sense

124

Divinity, how absurdly ascribed to

Christ by the Arians ix

Dominion, not the full import of

the word God 35, 37, 265

Doxologies of the ancient Church,

what judgment to be made of

them 185

E.

Mr. Emlyn noted 67,7 1, 133, 229,

292

Eternity, a distinct idea from

cessary existence 85

how abused when attributed

to the Son by Dr. Clarke 153

Eternity of the Son, described in

Scripture by the same phrases

as that of the Father 80

and therefore the Scripture

proof of the Father's eternity

given up by the Arians to avoid

that of the Son's 81

whether the Son's eternity

be necessary to his office and

character 83

implies the Son to be neces

sarily existent 87

Eusebius, cited and explained 12,

15, 60, 130, 135

F.

Fathers, several points instanced

in which they are against the

Arians 278

how cited and made use of

by Dr. Clarke 301

what use to be made of them

in controversies 321

the advantage of a cause

that has them on its side 323

Generation of the Son, a threefold

one asserted by the ancients,

and how distinguished 95

they who assert the genera

tion of the Logos, or his filiation

to have been temporary; yet as

sert his existence to have been

coeternal with the Father's 103

how far an explicit profes

sion Of the Son's eternal genera

tion may be dispensed with 115

God, what the word implies 36

not merely relative 34

denotes substance, and not

dominion only 59

his nature or essence denied

by the Eunomians and some of

the Arians to be above human

comprehension 217

H.

Hypostasis, in what sense tho an

cient Catholics professed tlirte

Hypostases or one only 248
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Jehovah, Christ so called in his

own Person 42

what the word signifies 4*

the incommunicable name

of the one true God 46

Ignatius cited and explained 91

Individual, whether any thing in

dividual can be communicated

122

Irenseus, whether he can be under

stood to ascribe ignorance to

the Son 72

Judgment committed to the Son,

nut the sole foundation of his

honour 197

Justin Martyr explained 93, 108

M.

Metaphysics, the Catholics wrong

fully charged with the abuse of

them 212, 228

Mysteries, what meant by believ

ing them 218

N.

Necessary agency no absurdity

117

Necessary existence, a distinct

idea from self-existence, and

from eternity 86

an essential character of

God 263

Nominal God, Christ not exclud

ed from worship among the no

minal Gods 5

Novatian, on the Catholic side 9

his explication of Philip. ii. 6.

10

his belief of Christ's eternity

97

o.

'o (the article) before Biit makes

no alteration in the sense of the

word 48

Omniscience of the Son, as infinite

as the Father's 70

asserted by the Ante-Nicene

writers 77

'O/tMiwitj, what the word expresses

331

One God, or only true God, not as-

scribed to the Father, in oppo

sition to, nor exclusive of, the

Son, either in the Scripture, or

by the ancients 6, 15

Origen's orthodoxy asserted and

vindicated 140, 177, 182

P.

Person and Being, how they differ,

when applied to the Trinity 232

Personality of the Son, whilst in

and with the Father, and before

his temporary generation, as

serted by the ancients 104

Priority of the Father's order, does

not imply that the Son is a sub

ordinate God 51

Sabellianism, how far it agrees

with, and differs from, Arianism

251

the medium between that

and Tritheism 234

Self-existence, a distinct idea from

necessary existence, and from

eternity 86

a personal, not an essential

character of God 263

Semi-Ananism perfect nonsense

and contradiction 158

Subordination in order, does not

imply an inferiority of nature

211

Subordinate God, the absurdity of

calling Christ so 3, 38, 39

he being not subordinate in

nature or power, but only in

order 130

Substance notjoined with relative

terms, when understood of any

thing extrinsic 35

One Divine substance, and

not three, professed by the an

cient Catholics 248

Supreme God, Christ so, or not

God at all 3

Supremacy in order consistent

with equality of nature 205

T.

Time, the word used by Dr.

Clarke and the Annus in an

equivocating sense 153

Trinity in Unity, how far the no

tion of it is capable of explana

tion 227

A a 2
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Trinity in unity, the modus of it

not to be too curiously inquired

into 227

Tritheism, the charge ofit removed

from the Catholics 215

fixed upon the Arians 238

the medium between that

and Sabellianism 234

the sense of the ancient Fa

thers in relation to it 239

Two Gods, the consequence of the

Arian scheme 56

U.

Unity of Godhead, not to be in

ferred from unity of authority 55

cannot be asserted but upon

an equality of nature, and unity

of principle 240

Unity of Father and Son, in what

sense defended by the ancients

255

W.

Whitby, (Dr.) an instance of his

unfair dealing in his authorities

93

short strictures upon his mo

dest disquisitions 282

his notion of mysteries ex

posed, &c. 218

Will, and arbitrary will, distinct

things 90

how the Son may be said to

have been begotten with the

will of the Father 89, 348

Worship (religious) appropriated

to the supreme God only, in

Scripture 162

no distinction in Scripture

between absolute and inferior

worship 166

the same proved from the

practice of the primitive martyrs

173

and from the doctrine of the

ancient Church 175

that religious worship is due

to Christ, proved from Scrip

ture 178

upon what principles given

him by the primitive Christians

181

how the worship paid to the

Son terminates in the Father

185

due to him as Creator and

Preserver of the universe, and

before the commencing of his

mediatorial kingdom 203

END OF VOL. 1.



Qu. xxxi. OF SOME QUERIES. 345

fail of proof; and giving the world your wishes, when they

looked for demonstrations. I do not expect you should

believe one word of what I have now said ; neither say I

it to discourage any rational inquiries ; let truth have its

utmost trial, that it may afterwards shine out with greater

lustre : only let not your zeal outrun your proofs. If

your arguments have weight sufficient to carry the point

with men of sense, let us have them in their full strength;

all reasonable men will thank you for them. But if, fail

ing in proof, you should condescend (which yet I am per

suaded you will not) to wile and stratagem, to colours

and disguises, to misrepresentation and sophistry, in hopes

to work your way through the unlearned and unthinking

part of the world ; then let me assure you beforehand,

that that method will not do. Every man, that has a

spark of generous fire left, will rise up against such prac

tices ; and be filled with disdain to see parts and learning

so prostituted, and readers so used.

I am, Sir,

Your Friend and Servant.





POSTSCRIPT

TO

THE FIRST EDITION.

I HAVE just run over the second edition of Dr. Clarke's

Scripture Doctrine; where I observe, that most of the

passages, which I have animadverted upon, stand as they

did, without any correction or amendment. Where the

Doctor has attempted any thing, which may seem to

weaken the force of what I have offered above, I shall

here take notice of it. I had noted (as the learned Mr.

Welchman had done before me) the Doctor's unfair

manner of suppressing some words of Chrysostom, which

were necessary to let the reader into the author's true

meaning. The Doctor here endeavours ato bring him

self off, by saying, that the words left out are Chrysos-

tom's " own inference, and not the explication of the

'* words of the text." But the truth is, Chrysostom's in

ference shows plainly what his explication of the text

was; which explication represented separately without

that inference, by the help of the Doctor prefacing it,

was made to appear in another light, and to speak an

other sense than what the author intended. One in

power (xarti Suvapv) is the same, with Chrysostom, as

equal in power or ability, and essentially so. He could

never have imagined, that one in power should signify no

more than the Doctor pretends. One having infinite and

the other onlyfinite power, could not, according to Chrys-

• Page 92.
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ostom, be properly said to be one, xara Suva^y, in power.

His interpretation then, being not only different but con

trary to the Doctor's, should not have been represented

in such a manner (by suppressing a part of it) as to be

made to appear to countenance a notion which it clearly

contradicts.

The learned Doctor b has put in an explanatory paren

thesis to his translation of a passage of I renaeus. I have

took notice c above, that he had not done justice to Ire-

naeus in that passage : and I am glad to fmd that the

Doctor himself is now sensible of it. He has not yet come

up to the full sense of the author ; as you may perceive,

by comparing what he hath said with what I have re

marked above. But he has said as much as could be

expected of him: the wiser way would have been, to

have struck the quotation out of his book.

Page 248. the learned Doctor criticizes a passage of

St. Austin ; which I am obliged to take notice of, having

made use of that passage in these sheets d: I will give

you the Doctor's own words, that you may be the better

able to judge of the matter. After he had cited several

passages out of Justin Martyr, where, probably, Justin

was speaking of the temporary itposXiwtf, or manifestation,

or generation of God the Son, he proceeds thus. " Note :

" in all these passages, the words xara. /3ouXi)v, and /SouAji,

" and dsXiprsi, and Swa/ui, signify evidently, not volknte,

" but voluntate ; not the mere approbation, but the act of

" the will. And therefore St. Austin is very unfair,

" when he confounds these two things, and asks (utrum

" Pater sit Deus, volens an nolens) whether the Father

" himself be God, with or without his own will ? The an-

" swer is clear : he is God (volens) with the approbation

" of his will; but not voluntate, not xara /SotAijv, not fioukf.,

" deA,jo-ei, and fovafiei, not by an act of his will, but by

" necessity of nature." Thus far the learned Doctor.

This is strange misrepresentation. I pass by his miscon-

h Page 94. t Page 305. d Page 89.
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struction of Justin Martyr, and his insinuation (grounded

upon it) that the Son became God, by an act of the Fa

ther's will. Admitting it were so; how is St. Austin

concerned in this matter, and how comes in the Doctor's

therefore, where there is no manner of connection ? Was

St. Austin commenting upon Justin Martyr ? The Doc

tor's thought seems to have been this : that St. Austin,

having admitted that the Son was God by an act of the

Father's will, and being pressed with the difficulty arising

from that supposition, had no way of coming off, but by

asking, whether the Father himself was not God by his

own will. If this was not the Doctor's thought, it is at

least what his readers, very probably, will have, upon the

reading the Doctor's note. But to clear up this matter, I

will tell you the whole case. The Arians, formerly, as

well as now, being very desirous to make a creature of

God the Son, set their wits to work to find arguments

for it. They had a great mind to bring the Catholics to

admit that the Son was first produced, or generated, by an

act of the Father's will, (in the sense of free choice,) and

the consequence they intended from it was, that the

Son was a creature. The Catholics would not admit their

postulatum without proof; and so the Arians attempted

to prove it thus, by a dilemma. The Father begat his

Son, either notens, or volens ; against his will, or with his

will : it could not be against his will, that is absurd ;

therefore it must be with his will; therefore that act of

the will was precedent to the Son's existence, and the

Father prior to the Son. Here the Doctor may see who

the men were that first confounded two distinct things,

mere approbation, and an act of the will: not the acute

St. Austin, not the Catholics ; but the Arians. To pro

ceed : the c Catholics, particularly Athanasius, Gregory

Nazianzen, Cyril of Alexandria, and St. Austin, (men of

■ Athauas. Orat- iii. p. 610, 611. Gregory Naziani. Orat. xxxv. p. 565,

566. Cyril. Alexaudr. Thesaur. p. 50, 52. August. tom. riii. p. 626, 99i. cd.

Brued.



35° POSTSCRIPT.

excellent sense, and who knew how to talk pertinently,)

easily contrived to baffle their adversaries with their own

weapons. Tell us, say they to the Arians, whether the

Father be God, nolens, or volens; against his will, or with

his will. This quite confounded the men, and their di

lemma; and they had not a word to say more. For, if

they had said nolens, against his will; that was mani

festly absurd : if they had said volens, with his will ;

then, by their own argument, they made the Father prior

to himself. The Doctor perhaps might have helped them

out. Let us see then : " The answer," he says, " is

" clear." But what is clear? Does he imagine there was

any difficulty in answering St. Austin's question, taken by

itself? This required no CEdipus; any man might readily

answer it : but the difficulty was for an Arian to make an

answer, which should not recoil upon himself. Let us

take the Doctor's answer, and observe whether it could

be of use. " The Father," says he, " is God with the

" approbation of his will, (volens,) not by an act of his

u will." But if an Arian formerly had thus answered

St. Austin, it would have made the good Father smile.

For he would immediately have replied : Well then ; so

the Father had his Son (volens) with the approbation of his

will, and not by an act of his will : and now what be

comes of your dilemma, and your nolens volens ? What

could the Arian have pretended farther, except it were to

persist in it, that the Son was God by an act of the will ?

To which it would be readily answered, that this was

begging the question: and so the whole must have ended.

Judge you now, whether the Doctor or St. Austin had

the greater acumen in this matter; and which of them is

most apt to be very unfair, and to confound distinct

things.

i
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