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A

SECOND VINDICATION

OF

CHRIST's DIVINITY:

OR, A

SECOND DEFENCE OF SOME QUERIES,

RELATING TO

DR. CLARKE'S SCHEME OFTHE HOLY TRINITY,

IN ANSWER TO THE

COUNTRY CLERGYMAN'S REPLY.

WHEREIN

THE LEARNED DoCTOR's SCHEME, AS IT NOW STANDS, AFTER

THE LATEST CORRECTION, ALTERATION, AND EXPLANATION,

IS DISTINCTLY AND FULLY CONSIDERED.

Beware lest any man spoil you through'philosophy and vain deceit, after the

tradition of men, after the rudiments of the world, and not after Christ.

For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily. Coloss. ii. 8, 9.

Quid tibi visum est, homo Ariane, tam multa dicere, et pro causa quae inter

nos agitur nihil dicere: quasi hoc sit respondere posse, quod est tacere non

posse? Augustin, contr. Maxim. p. 677. ed. Bened.
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-Q--

IT is now about three years and a half since I offered to

the world a Vindication of Christ's Divinity, or, A De

fence of some Queries, in answer to a Country Clergy

man. Within a few months after the publication, some

notice was taken of it in an anonymous pamphlet, en

titled, Modest Plea, &c. Continued; or, A Brief Answer

(not to my Defence, but) to my Queries. To which I re

plied, soon after, as much as I thought needful, in a Pre

face to my Eight Sermons. I was promised, in an Adver

tisement at the end of Modest Plea, &c. a large and par

ticular answer to my Defence: and this, I presume, is

what has now lately appeared, entitled, A Reply to Dr.

W.’s Defence, &c. under the name of A Clergyman in the

Country. To this the following sheets are intended for a

full and distinct answer: how far they are really so, or

how far they come short, is submitted to the judicious

reader.

The book, which I here profess to examine, may be

allowed to contain, in a manner, the whole strength of the

Arian cause, real or artificial; all that can be of any force

either to convince or to deceive a reader. And if there

appears to be a great deal more of the artificial than there

is of the real, there is certainly a fault in the men; but,

at the same time, some great defect in the cause too,

which wanted to be thus supplied. For whether we con

sider the hands supposed to have been employed in draw

ing up the Reply, or the time and pains spent in revising

and polishing, we may be confident, that had it been

possible to find out any real and firm foundation for

Arianism to rest upon, it would never have been left to

a 2.



iv PR E FA C E.

stand upon artificial props, or to subsist by subtilty and

management.

This is not the place to give the reader a full list of all

the artificial advantages made use of by those gentlemen

in support of Arianism: a few hints may here suffice.

Their disclaiming the name all the while they are inculcat

ing the thing; to keep their readers in ignorance, and to

steal upon them by surprise: their wrapping up their doc

trine in general and confuse terms; to prevent its being

narrowly looked into, or pursued in its remote, or even

immediate consequences: their elaborate and studied pro

lixity in proving such points as nobody calls in question,

and then slipping upon the reader, in their stead, some

thing very different from them, without any proof at all:

their avoiding as much as possible the defensive part,

where the main stress lies, and keeping themselves chiefly

to the offensive; perpetually objecting to the Catholic

scheme, instead of clearing up the difficulties which clog

their own: their bending their main force against our

consequential doctrine, of three Persons being one God,

instead of directly attacking our premises, that the Divine

titles and attributes belong equally to every one; as to

which the Scripture is very full and express: these and

other the like artifices will be easily seen to run through

their whole performance. But their masterpiece of sub

tilty lies in contriving a set of ambiguous and equivocal

terms, to put the main question into; such as may be capa

ble of a Catholic sense, or at least look very like it, in

order to claim some countenance from Catholic antiquity;

but such as may also be drawn to an Arian meaning, that

so they may secure the point which they intend. Thus,

betwixt the two senses or faces of the same words,

chosen for the purpose, they shall never want pretence or

colour from antiquity, even while endeavouring to prove

things the most opposite and repugnant thereto in real

sense and significancy. Such is the convenient use of

equivocal words or phrases, when ingeniously made choice

of, and managed by rules of art.
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In the following papers, I have particularly endeavoured

to clear the sense of the Ante-Nicene Church; and to win

dicate the same from misrepresentation. All that remains

to be done in this Preface is to obviate two objections, of

very different kinds, which have been lately made by men

of very opposite principles. One a pretends that we are very

singular, in claiming the suffrage of the Ante-Nicene

Church in favour of the Athanasian doctrines: the otherb

is for entirely waving all searches into antiquity, in rela

tion to this controversy, as being either needless or fruit

less. - - - . . . . . . .

1. As to the first, we are confidently told, “that few of

“the truly learned and impartial Athanasians themselves,

“from the very days of their founder, till our late writers

“of controversy, Bp. Bull, Dr. Grabe, Dr. Waterland,

“have denied the truth of this fact; that the Ante-Nicene

“Fathers were generally against the Athanasian, and for

“the Eusebian doctrinese.” To countenance this pre

tence, along and pompous detail of Athanasian Confessions

(as they are called) are packed together, and laid before

the English reader. -

It will be proper here, in the entrance, to examine what

truth or justice there is in this strange report; that so,

prejudices being removed, the reader may come with the

greater freedom to the examination of what is offered, in

the following papers, on the head of antiquity. 5 - -

We must trace this matter down from the first begin

nings of the Arian heresy, about the year 319. It may

be known from Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria, what

opinion the Catholics in general then had of the novelty of

the Arian or Eusebian d doctrines. -

In the year 321, he with his Clergy, in their circular

* Mr. Whiston in his reply to Lord Nottingham.

" The author of Two Letters, one to Lord Nottingham, the other to Mr.

Whiston. -

c Mr. Whiston's Reply to the Earl of Nottingham, p. 3.

* Note, They were called Eusebians from Eusebius of Nicomedia, one

of the chief promoters of the Arian cause.
f

a 3
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lettere, represent the Arians or Eusebians as fallen into a

great apostasy, and as forerunners of Antichrist. They ex

claim against the Arian doctrines in this manner and in these

words; “Who ever heard such things as these ? or who,

“that now hears them, is not astonished at them, does

“not stop his ears for fear of polluting his ears with such

“impurity of doctrine? Who that hears St. John declaring

“that in the beginning was the Word, does not condenm

“those that say that he once was not ?” &c. In conclusion

of the Epistle, they compare them with Hymenaeus and

Philetus, and the traitor Judas: and they anathematize

them as enemies to God, and subverters of souls. Now

can we well suppose that Alexander, a very pious and

good man, with great numbers of his Bishops and Clergy,

would have gone these lengths in their censure, had they

had the least suspicion that the Arian doctrines were at all

agreeable to the faith of the Ante-Nicene churches?

Two years after this, in the year 323, the same Alex

ander, in his letterf to Alexander of Constantinople, per

sists in the same warmth of zeal against the Arian doc

trines. The abettors and favourers of them he ranks with

the Ebionites, Artemonites, and Samosatenians 8, (con

demned heretics,) brands them as novellists of late ap

pearingh, as men that thought none of the ancients worthy

to be compared with them, pretending to be the only wise

men themselves, and to be inventors of doctrines which never

before entered into man’s headi. This was what Alex

ander thought of the Arians at that time. Little did he

suspect that the Ante-Nicene Church had been at all fa

vourable to their notions.

In the year 325, as is well known, the Arian doctrines

were proscribed and anathematized in the famous Council

of Nice, consisting of three hundred and eighteen Bishops,

* Extat apud Athanas. p. 397. ed. Bened. ap. Socrat. Eccl. Histor, lib. i.

cap. 3.

* Extat Theodorit. E. Hist, lib. i. cap. 4.

, * Theodoret. E. H. p. 15. ed. Cant.

* Ibid. p. 16. Ibid. p. 17.
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very unanimous in their resolutions, excepting a few re

claimants. In their Synodical Epistlek, they declare that

they had condemned the Arian doctrines of the Son's being

from nothing, and that he once was not, as full of blasphemy

and madness, and such as they had not patience to hear.

So far were they from any apprehension that the Arian or

Eusebian doctrines had been held by the ancient Church.

This was the year before Athanasius (our founder, as

Mr. Wh. calls him) was Bishop of the Church, and about

fifteen years before he drew his pen in defence of the doc

trines established in that Council.

Much about the same time, the good Emperor Con

stantine, after a fair and full hearing of the cause in the

Nicene Council, bears his testimony against Arius, as

being the first broacher of that doctrine, by the instigation

of the Devil!. And he makes an order to have the Arians

branded with the name of Porphyrians", as being fol

lowers of the Pagan Porphyrius, either in their avowed

opposition to Christ, (as some think,) or in their adopting

the Platonic gradations into the Christian Trinity, as others

conjecture. .

In the year 335, Marcellus and Eusebius engaged on

opposite sides: from which time Mr. Whiston begins the

date of the Athanasian Confessions. What he produces

from Eusebius himself is not to the purpose, since he

reckons not him with the Athanasians, about whom our

present question is. However, it is of no great moment,

if Eusebius could ever so justly appeal to the ancient

Doctors against Marcellus’s particular tenets; many of

which (as Eusebius was pleased to understand them) were

undoubtedly novelties. As to Marcellus, he charges the

Eusebian or Arian heresy, as a thing then newly invent

ed". He gives up nothing in respect of the Ante-Nicene

Fathers in general, but in respect of Origen only: whom

* Apud Socrat. E. Hist, lib. i. cap. 9. Compare Athanas, vol. i. p. 283.

1 Socrat. E. H. lib. i. cap. 9. p. 30. m Ibid. p. 31.

" Euseb. contr. Marcell, lib. i. cap. 4. p. 20.

a 4.
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he supposes to have been, in some points, not very con

sistento. Neither does he confess that Origen was entirely

in the sentiments of the Eusebians; but only that he

agreed with them in making the Son a second Hypostasis P:

which Marcellus scrupled to allow, not considering that

Origen's sense of a second Hypostasis (intended only in

opposition to the Noëtian heresy) was a quite different

thing from what the Eusebians or Arians were contending

for. It is to be noted, that Marcellus and the other Eu

stathians were, for some time, too nice and scrupulous

about admitting three Hypostases; differing therein from

the wiser and more judicious Athanasians.

About the year 352, Athanasius wrote his Epistle con

cerning the decrees of the Nicene Council. What he

thought of the doctrine of the Ante-Nicene Church may

appear sufficiently from one passage, running thus:

“We give you demonstration that our doctrine has

“been handed down to us from Fathers to Fathers. But

“you, ye revivers of Judaism, and disciples of Caiaphas,

“what writers can you bring to father your tenets? Not

“a man can you name of any repute for sense or judg

“ment: all abhor you, excepting only the Devil, who has

“ alone been the father of such an apostasya,” &c.

Many other passages of the like import may be pro

duced from Athanasius, who every where appeals to con

stant tradition, along with Scripture, for the truth of his

doctrine, against the Arian novelties. Neither are the

pretended Confessions, which Mr. Whiston alleges out of

him, of any the least moment; amounting to no more

than his proposing of some Arian objections; which he

abundantly confutes in the very places, showing them to

be nothing else but misrepresentation and calumny.

In the year 355, Hilary, one of the greatest Bishops

of the west, and who may be justly called the Western

• Euseb. contr. Marcell. lib. i. cap. 4. p. 22. P Id, ibid.

* Athanas, de Decret. Syn. Nicaen. p. 233.

* Athanas. p. 111, 262, 412, 502, 676, 723. ed. Bened.
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Athanasius, wrote his first letter to Constantius the Em

peror; in which we have the following testimony relating

to our present purpose.

“After four hundred years almost, since the only be

“gotten Son of God vouchsafed to take pity on lost man

“kind, as if there had been no Apostles before, or as if

“after their martyrdoms and deaths there had been no

“Christians, now at length is come abroad the Arian

“pestilence, novel and direful, not a plague of infected air,

“but of execrable blasphemies. Have they then, who

“believed before, entertained false hopes of immortality?

“It is but late, we know, that these imaginations have

“been invented by the two Eusebius's and Narcissus,

“ and Theodorus, and Stephanus, and Acacius, and Me

“nophantus; and the two ignorant and immoral youths,

“Ursatius and Valens, whose letters are published, and

“who are farther convicted by credible witnesses, such as

“have heard them, not so much disputing, as barking

“against uss.” In another treatise, published three years

after, the same Hilary, having shown how he had received

his faith from the Prophets, Evangelists, and Apostles,

goes on thus: “By these have I been taught to believe

“as I do: in this faith am I imbued beyond recovery.

“Pardon me, O God Almighty, that I cannot be moved

“from this belief; but I can die for it. This age is tardy,

“I conceive, in bringing me these most impious teachers:

“these masters are too late for my faith, a faith which

“thou hast taught me. Such was my faith in thee, before

“ever I so much as heard of these names: by thee was I

“thus regenerated, and from that time forwards thus am

“I ever thine".” Such is the constant strain of this

blessed saint; who every where brands the Arian doc

trine as the new, novel, upstart heresy, folly, madness;

and the broachers of it as the new apostolate, emissaries

of Antichrist, blasphemers, and the like. Little did he

suspect, though a knowing and a learned man, that any

• Hilar. ad Constant. lib. i. p. 1220.

* Hilar. de Trin. lib. vi. p. 892.
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such doctrine had been received or taught by the Ante

Nicene churches.

About the year 360, Basil entered the lists in this con

troversy. We shall often u find him appealing to the

tradition of the Fathers for the Athanasian doctrine. His

confession, (in Mr. Whiston's phrase,) relating to Gregory

of Neocaesarea, amounts only to this, that Gregory had

made use of some expressions which evil-minded men had

perverted to a false and bad sense, directly contrary to

Gregory's true meaning. Basil himself bears full and clear

testimony to Gregory's orthodoxy; as Bishop Bull has

largely demonstrated”, beyond contradiction.

As to what Basil says of Dionysius of Alexandria, that

he was the first who laid the seeds of the impiety of the

Anomaeans: thus much, at least, may be gathered from

it, that, in Basil’s judgment, none of the writers before

Dionysius (who wrote against Sabellius, about the year

259) had any tincture of that impiety; but that the Ante

Nicene Church in general was very free from it. And

as to Dionysius himself, (however hardly Basil might

once think of him,) he has been abundantly vindicated

by Athanasius among the ancients, and by several learned

moderns.

What Basil is said to confess of Origen, shows that in

his opinion, custom and common consent was, in Origen’s

time, on the side of the doctrines called Athanasian;

and that Origen himself, sometimes at least, conformed

to it. But I shall vindicate Origen at large in a proper

place.

Nazianzen, a contemporary of Basil’s, in more places

than one, bears testimony to the antiquity and uninter

rupted succession of the Nicene faith, from the times

of the Apostles. As to a pretended Confession of his look

ing the other way, it will be considered at large in the

following sheets.

Epiphanius, about the year 375, says, that the apo

* Basil. contr. Eunom. lib. i. p. 5. De Spir. S. p. 167. Ep. 79.

• Bull. D. F. sect. ii. cap. 12.
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stolical faith (that is, the Athanasian in his account) con

tinued pure and uncorrupted till the time of Arius, who

divided the Churchy: and who by the instigation of the

Devil, and with an impudent forehead, let his tongue

loose against his Lord?: so little did he imagine that

Arianism was primitive Christianity. He observes far

ther, that had it not been for the subtle practices of Eu

doxius, Bishop of Constantinople, in perverting and cor

rupting the most pious Emperor Valens, the very women

and children, and all that had been in any tolerable mea

sure instructed in Christian principles, would have re

proved and routed the Arians, as blasphemers and mur

derers of their Lorda, &c. Such was the assurance the

Athanasians then had, that their faith was the settled and

standing doctrine of the primitive churches all the world

over, till the time of Arius.

As to Epiphanius's opinion of Lucian and Origen, (two

single men,) it was severe enough, and indeed not just;

as Bishop Bull hath abundantly proved. Yet, from Epi

phanius’s censure of Origen, one may perceive plainly,

that he thought the Ante-Nicene Church in general, both

before and after Origen, to be of a very contrary judgment

to that which he condemns in Lucian and Origen, that is,

to Arianism. -

At this time lived Gregory Nyssen; who about the

year 381 encountered Eunomius, the shrewdest and

sharpest Arian of that age. In his reply to him, he takes

notice that the Church had been in possession of this

doctrine, that God the Son is essentially true God, of

the essence of the true God: and that if Eunomius should

undertake to confute that doctrine, he ought to fix upon

some firm and certain principles whereon to proceed,

and trace them down by just and regular deductions, in

order to come at his conclusion. After he had said this,

he goes on in these words.

“Let no one here tell me, that we ought also to give

y Epiphan. contr. Haeres, lxix. p. 728.

* Ibid. p. 736. * Ibid. p. 737.
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“ rational demonstration of what we profess: it is suf

“ficient demonstration of our doctrine, that we have a

“tradition coming down to us from our father; a kind

“of inheritance successively conveyed to us by the primi

“tive saints from the Apostles themselves. They that

“have changed those doctrines for the present novelty,

“will have very great need of the succours of reason and

“argumentation, if they mean to convince, not the gro

“velling herd or giddy populace, but the grave and

“staunch men, men of sobriety and firmness. While

“they offer us discourses without any argument or de

“monstration to support them, it is only playing the

“fool, and is even brutishly stupid: as if greater regard

“should be had to empty talk, void of all proof, than to

“the doctrine of the Evangelists and of the Apostles, and

“their successors, the lights of the Christian churches b.”

Here we see with what confidence Nyssen appeals to

constant tradition for the truth of the Athanasian doc

trine : so little did he imagine that the Ante-Nicene faith

was any way different from, much less repugnant to, his

02072.

I may next mention a famous case which happened in

the year 383. The Arians, Eunomians, and Macedonians,

were then formally and solemnly challenged by the Ca

tholics, to refer the matter in dispute to the concurring

judgment of the writers that lived before the controversy

began: but they declined the offer; refusing absolutely

to put their cause upon that issue. This is decisive in the

case, that the Athanasians had all the assurance imagin

able as to the faith of the primitive churches; and that

the Arians were very sensible that their doctrine could

never bear so fair and just a trial. The story is thus told

in Socrates, lib. v. cap. 10.

“The Emperor (Theodosius) sending for Nectarius,

“the Bishop (of Constantinople), conferred with him about

“the properest method of putting an end to the dissen

" Greg. Nyss, contr. Eunom. lib. iii. p. 125, 126.
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“sions, and restoring the unity of the Church. He pro

“posed to have the matter in dispute, which had divided

“the churches, to be fully canvassed; that, removing the

“causes of their differences, the churches might be re

“duced to concord. Upon the hearing of this, Nectarius

“was under some concern: and calling for Agelius the

“Novatian Bishop, of the same faith with himself, he ac

“quainted him with the Emperor's design. He, (Agelius,)

“though otherwise a very worthy man, yet having no

“talent for disputation, recommended Sisinnius, his Lec

“tor, to engage in a conference. Sisinnius was a man of

“great wisdom and experience, well versed in Scripture,

“ and also in philosophy: but being very sensible that

“disputations generally are so far from healing differ

“ences, that they rather foment and inflame them; he

“suggested to Nectarius this method. He very well

“knew that the ancients had ever avoided the ascribing

“any beginning of existence to the Son of God, believing

“him to be coeternal with the Father: he advises there

“fore to set aside all logical wranglings, and to produce

“the testimonies of the ancients; leaving it to the Em

“peror to put the question to the heads of the several

“sects, whether they would make any account of the

“Doctors of the Church who lived before the difference

“began; or whether they would reject them also, as

“strangers to the faith of Christ. For if they should re

“ject them, let them also pronounce an anathema upon

“them: which if they should dare to do, they will be

“immediately detested by the generality, and truth will

“thus be manifestly victorious. But if they reject not

“the ancient Doctors, then will it be our business to pro

“duce the writings of the ancients, by which the truth of

“our doctrine shall be attested.”

Thus far Socrates: who farther relates that Nectarius

and the Emperor well approved of the design, and im

mediately put it in execution. Whereupon the heads of

the several sects were at first much confounded, and di
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vided among themselves; some commending what the

Emperor had proposed, and others not: but in conclusion,

they all chose rather to rest the cause solely on logical

disputation, than upon the testimonies of the ancients.

Thus the design came to nothing. This we may learn

from it, that at that time of day, when many primitive

writings, since lost, were extant, the Athanasians were

very willing and desirous to have their cause tried by the

verdict of the ancient writers; being confident of victory

in that method: and that the Arians, as being sufficiently

sensible of the same thing, prudently declined it.

Mr. Whiston did not care to give more than short,

general hints of this famous challenge, and the issue of it:

but he endeavours to wind and turn himself every way to

evade its forcee. He pretends, first, that the question be

tween the Athanasians and their adversaries was not whe

ther the ancients admitted the coeternity of the Son, but

whether they admitted his existence to have been without

any limitation of time: as if the Athanasians intended no

more than that the ancients never assigned any particular

point of time for the Son’s beginning. But not to mention

how silly such a challenge had been, and how unservice

able such a discussion to the Athanasian cause, which re

quired a great deal more than that comes to ; I say, not to

mention this, Socrates’ and Sozomen’s account of that

affair sufficiently obviate every such weak surmises or in

sinuation. Both say, that Sisinnius well knew that the

ancients never durst ascribe any beginning at all to the

Son: and why? because they thought or believed him to

be coeternal with the Fatherd. The question then was

not, whether the ancients had assigned any particular

time of the Son’s beginning to exist: but whether they

*

* Whiston's Reply to Lord Nottingham, Append. p. 63.

* E5 iristádivos &s of waxanol 46%hy baráčia's rig wig row east 325,a 3ripw

3 or xaritaipura, yāe abrov ruvaiolov rá wareí. Socrat. lib. v. c. 10. p. 273.

E5 yae #2u, &s of waxalo rvatolov rá ware row oil, 1526, ris, oux iráxanea,

sixtivix rives &exãs rāv yistry airey #xuy. Sozom. lib. vii. c. 12. p. 292.
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ascribed any beginning at all to him. And Sisinnius was

ready to maintain that they ascribed no beginning to him,

but believed him to be coeternal.

Mr. Whiston has another very extraordinary evasion,

that the ancient Doctors appealed to were not those of the

three first centuries, but only such as Father Eustathius,

Father Marcellus, Father Alexander, &c. about or a little

before the Council of Nice. A very likely matter indeed,

that the Emperor should ask the Arians whether they

would be tried by the verdict of those who had before

condemned the Arians by name; or that the Arians should

be at all afraid of pronouncing an anathema upon such as

Father Eustathius or Father Marcellus, who had been de

posed and condemned by the Eusebians or Arians before;

one in a synod at Antioch, A. D. 329. the other in a

synod at Constantinople, A. D. 335. Socrates observes,

that the heads of those parties durst not anathematize

those ancient Doctors, lest the people should abhor them

for so doing; or as Sozomen expresses it, lest their own

party should take offence, and desert theme: is it at all

likely that their own party should take such offence in

this case, or should pay any great respect and deference

to the memory of Eustathius, Marcellus, &c.? Besides

this, those ancient Doctors are styled of waxxiol, a word not

very proper for such as lived but about fifty or sixty years

before; and some of them alive within twenty, nay within

ten years of the time; as is particularly true of Marcellus,

who died A. D. 374. Add to this, that Socrates and So

zomen are express that the ancient Doctors appealed to

were those that lived before the rise of the differencest, (as

common sense also must tell us they ought to be:) and

who could those be but the Ante-Nicene Fathers?

Come we now down to the next century, beginning

• ‘Tzo roy eizsiaw #32.29#voytal. Sozom. p. 292.

* Tzv web zis 2ialeia sals, iv 7: izzAngiz wearae”, row 2:2azzéAa'v. Socrat.

p. 273.

IIgs rās 312 gigsa's rās ixxxnzias, 228mynrås was 2.92**4xous roy itesy %ya”

7trouívavs. Sozom. p. 292.
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with 4oo, where we find Ruffinus a strenuous advocate

for the faith of the Ante-Nicene Church as conformable to

his own. The pretended Confessions, which are partially

represented from him, amount to little more than this,

that Origen's and the two Clemens's works were ori

ginally orthodox, but had been afterwards corrupted, and

interpolated by heretics in some parts of them. This

shows what Ruffinus really thought of the orthodoxy of

the Ante-Nicene writers themselves, that they were of the

same faith with the Athanasians. And though Jerome

endeavours to expose Ruffinus's account with all the

keenness and satire of an adversary; yet he himself was

forced to allow it in the main, and almost to say the same

thing. “It may be,” says he, “that they erred in their

“simplicity, or wrote with a different meaning, or that

“their writings have been corrupted by little and little, by

“unskilful transcribers; or however, that before the rise

“of the meridian demon, Arius, they might speak some

“things innocently and incautiously.”

The pretended Confessions out of Jerome relate chiefly

to Origen, whose case will be considered at large in the

following sheets: and so I need not here say more of it.

The like may be said of Theophilus.

We may now come down to St. Austin, who delivers

his mind in the words here following, in his Treatise of

the Trinity, finished in the year 416.

“All the Catholic interpreters of the Old or New Tes

“tament, that I could read, who have wrote before me

“on the Trinity which is God, intended to teach, in con

“formity to Scripture, that Father, Son, and Holy Ghost

“do, by the inseparable equality of one and the same

“substance, make up the Unity divines.” Surely St.

Austin must have reckoned the Ante-Nicene Doctors

among his Catholic interpreters, of whom he gives this

full and plain testimony. What he has said of Origen

will be considered in another place.

* Augustin. de Trin, lib, i. cap. 3. p. 753.
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... I pass over Anastasius, and Justinian's pretended Con

fessions, as respecting none but Origen.

Photius is an author of the ninth century; who is

known to have been often too severe in his remarks upon

the Ante-Nicene writers: not considering the difference of

times, or how unreasonable it is to expect that those who

lived before the rise and condemnation of heresies, should

come up to every accurate form of expression, which

long experience afterwards found necessary, to guard the

faith against the subtle practices or provoking insults of

its adversaries. Bishop Bull has abundantly shown, how

easy it is to vindicate the Ante-Nicene Fathers against

every thing that can be objected out of Photius.

Leaving the ancients, we may now descend to mo

derns, to see what judgment they have made in the pre

sent question. -

Cardinal Perron, no longer ago than the reign of King

James I. (A. D. 162o.) began the pretence, that the Arians

themselves would readily submit to be tried by the doc

trine of the Ante-Nicene writers. The occasion of it was

this: the Protestants having well studied the Fathers,

were now willing to rest their cause, not upon Scripture

only, but Fathers too; so far at least as the three first

centuries. And they thought that a much greater defer

ence was due to the judgment of those early ages of the

Church, than to that of the ages succeeding: while the

Romanists were used to value the latter equally with the

former, or even to give them the preference. The Cardi

nal, being pressed in dispute on this head, could think of

no better an answer than that before mentioned. What

Mr. Whiston calls his confession is, in truth, nothing else

but a poor pretence, or subterfuge, made use of in a case

of extremity, only to serve the interests of the corrupt

Church of Rome. " * .

Fisher, the Jesuit, in the year 1626 seconded the Car

dinal in the same plea and upon the same views: but

still little notice was taken of it, till a greater than both,

the Jesuit Petavius, (who in the year 1622 had intimated

WOL. III •
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something of it, in his notes upon Epiphanius,) did by

his learned writings on the Trinity, (A. D. 1644) give

new countenance and credit to it. And if we consider

well the time when Petavius first began to talk in that

manner, (a very little after Cardinal Perron had opened

the way to it,) or the use that was to be made of it in

regard to the interests of the Romish cause; he may be

suspected, by Protestants, to have had some bias in this

matter, without any breach of charity h. Some learned

Romanists, such as Huetius and Valesius, scrupled not

to join in some measure (after so great an authority) in

the like charge against the Ante-Nicene writers; referring

to Petavius for proof of it. This passed for a while, till

the Unitarians began to take advantage of it, and to

triumph upon it. In the years 1658 and 1662, Daniel

Zwicker made his boasts of the Ante-Nicene Fathers as

favouring Arianism: and though Comenius and Hoorn

beckius entered the lists against him, they were hardly

thought a sufficient match for him. In the year 1676,

Sandius seconded Zwicker in the Arian cause: in the

year 1678, our countryman Dr. Gardiner professedly un

dertook to clear and defend the orthodoxy of the Ante

Nicene writers: and several controversial letters passed

between him and Sandius. The next that engaged in the

same cause was the learned Le Moyne, in the year 1684.

Soon after, in the year 1685, followed Bishop Bull, then

a private clergyman; who so learnedly and so effectually

defended the Ante-Nicene faith, that the Arian cause has

been sinking under the weight of his elaborate pieces ever

since.

When Bishop Bull's books came to be known abroad,

they met with the universal esteem of the learned in Eu

rope, as well Papists as Protestants; who from that time

at least have appeared generally well satisfied in the faith

of the Ante-Nicene writers, and have stood up in defence

"See Bull. Prooem. sect. 8, p. 6. Nelson's Life of Bull, p. 287. Grab.

Praefat, ad Bulli Opera.
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of it. As to Protestants, I might mention our own coun

trymen, Bishop Stillingfleet, Dr. Cave, and many others,

to whom I take leave to add the very pious and learned

Dr. Grabe, who long resided among us. As to the fo

reign Reformed, Fabricius and M. Bayle, two very learn

ed men, have declared themselves in favour of the same

sentiments: as also have several other learned Protestants

abroad, whose names and treatises are recited by Fa

bricius'; as to Romanists, I might mention M. Bossuet,

late Bishop of Meaux, with the Clergy of France", and

even the best learned men amongst them. Du Pin is one

who has taken all occasions of answering the objections

made to the Ante-Nicene writers in the article of the Tri

nity: Noel Alexander and Lewis Thomassin have done

the same. So also has M. Massuet as far as concerned

Irenaeus; whereof he is editor. Montfaucon has done the

like, so far as properly came in his way; though he gives

up Eusebius, who is not in strictness to be reckoned with

the Ante-Nicenes. But the learned Le Nourry has ex

ceeded them all, in his Apparatus ad Bibliothecam maxi

mam; where he is so zealous in defending the Ante-Ni

cene writers in general, that he will scarce allow Bishop

Bull to have done justice to some of them; particularly

to Tertullian and Lactantius, whom therefore he under

takes to vindicate even beyond what the Bishop had pre

tended. Thus stands the matter of fact among the learn

ed moderns; to whom I might add several now living

amongst us, whose names I am willing to spare. What

then can be meant by the strange report made of the

Athanasians, from the days of their founder # a report

without truth; and I had almost said, without any so

briety or modesty. Enough hath been said to take off

the pretended singularity of our appeal to the Ante-Nicene

writers in this controversy. It remains only to throw in

i Fabric. Biblioth. Graec. vol. viii. p. 312, &c.

k Nelson’s Life of Bull, p. 344, 385.
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a word or two, in answer to another objection of a very

different kind.

II. There was a pamphlet published the last year, en

titled, Two Letters, &c. one to the Earl of Nottingham,

the other to Mr. Whiston. The author writes on the

orthodox side, and has said many excellent things, which

deserve commendation. But as he has took the freedom

to pass his censure upon others, he will give me leave, I

doubt not, to use the like freedom with him. What I

most find fault with is his narrowing too much his own

bottom, and his unwary sapping the foundation on which

he stands. To avoid perplexities and uncertainties, (as he

is pleased to call them,) he is for waving all searches into

antiquity, and is for confining the debate to Scripture

alone: and because many texts made use of in this con

troversy have not been perfectly settled to the satisfaction

of both parties, as to readings, translations, or interpreta

tions, and it requires some learning and critical skill to

fix and ascertain them; these texts therefore are to be

laid aside also, and the merits of the cause left to be tried

by those only that remain; “such as have never yet

“been disputed by the adversaries, or against which

“they have nothing to say.” Pref. p. 8. He does not

consider,

1. The difficulty of finding out any texts, of real weight

in this controversy, which have not been controverted,

either as to their reading, or translation, or interpretation.

2. That the strongest and most important texts are

those which have been controverted; and for that very

reason, because they are the strongest, &c. For it was

worth the while for the adversary to rack invention, and

to call in all the succours of learning and critical skill to

assoil them, if possible, and to wrest them out of our

hands. Thus the first chapter of St. John has had more

pains and art spent upon it, by our adversaries, than any

other part of Scripture.

3. That if once the issue of the cause be put upon other
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texts which have been more neglected, it will be as easy,

may much easier, to invent some pretence or other against

the reading, version, or construction, to defeat every argu

ment built upon them.

4. That therefore the method which this author pro

poses is in reality (without intending it) laying the weight

of the dispute upon what least deserves it, and can least

of all bear it. It is deserting our strong holds, and en

gaging the adversary upon unequal ground, and at the

greatest disadvantage: in a word, it is to expose and be

tray the cause which we are endeavouring to support.

What I have here observed in relation to our use of

Scripture texts is in some measure applicable to the tes

timony of the ancients. The reason why this also has

been so warmly and resolutely contested with us, is be

cause it is of real weight, and of very considerable mo

ment for determining the main question. It would be a

very weak thing to give up so momentous a point as that

is, only because it has been contested; that is, because it

is worth the contending for. If the illiterate vulgar be

not competent judges of this branch of the dispute, (as

indeed they scarce are of any dispute through its whole

compass, though confined to Scripture alone,) yet there

are others, whom the vulgar will take for their guides

in this matter, (and they ought to do so,) who can under

stand and judge of it. -

The Author had but little reason to be concerned at

Mr. Whiston’s followers boasting of his performance as

a victory, in regard to the ancients: it was natural for

them so to do, either through ignorance or through pre

judice, where they had no manner of reason. Knowing

and impartial judges will easily see the difference between

obtaining a victory and giving the last word. I must do

my Lord Nottingham the justice to say, that he effectu

ally performed his part, with great integrity, learning, and

acuteness; with the exactness of a scholar, and the judg

ment of a complete Divine. Had Mr. Whiston, in his

Reply, confined himself (as he ought to have done, and
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as my Lord very justly had required of him) to those

points and those citations only which were before in de

bate, instead of pouring in new impertinencies, and many

foreign matters, to conceal and cover his defeat; the very

meanest reader must have seen plainly on which side the

advantage lies. But to return.

The low notion which this gentleman every where,

through both his Letters, appears to have conceived of

the primitive saints, may, I hope, be corrected by his

more careful perusing them, when disposed to it. His

chief argument against them (viz. that the adversaries

have been able to raise cavils and to perplex their mean

ing) will carry him farther than he is well aware; even

to the laying aside, not some texts only, and those of the

greatest weight, as it hath already done; but those very

texts on which he would at length have the whole stress

of the controversy laid. If this gentleman be of opinion,

as he declares in his preface, that the gates of hell should

never prevail over that foundation, over the doctrine of

Christ's Divinity; and if he thinks it of such moment that

later ages have universally adhered to it, (a point which

would be disputed with him as well as the other, were it

of half the moment or concern as the other,) certainly he

must think it of some importance to clear and vindicate

the faith of the most pure and primitive churches in this

article; lest otherwise what he calls the foundation (if it

cannot be proved to have been constantly upheld) appear

at length not to be the foundation, but rather so much

wood, hay, or stubble built upon it. To conclude, as I

would not detract from the merit of whatever this worthy

gentleman has well urged in proof of our Lord's Divinity;

so neither were it adviseable in him to detract from those

who, in defence of the same cause, and to very excellent

purpose, have laboured in searching both Scripture and

antiquity.

To the law and to the testimony let the appeal be in

the first place; and next to the united suffrage of the pri

mitive churches, as the best and safest comment upon the
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other. On these two pillars will our faith for ever stand,

firm and unmoveable, against all attempts; whether of

vain philosophy, to batter the doctrine, or of vainer criti

cisms to corrupt or stifle the evidence: and “the gates of

“hell shall not prevail against it.”

I should here advertise the reader, that in the following

papers I have endeavoured always to express myself fully

and particularly in the most material points: but as to

incidental matters of slighter moment, I have sometimes,

purely for the sake of brevity, passed them off in general

hints only; such as will not be perfectly understood with

out looking into the Reply which I am answering, or

sometimes into my former Defence.

I suppose the inquisitive, and such as have leisure, will

not think it much trouble to compare all the three toge

ther as they read; especially where any thing occurs

which may appear obscure by reason of its brevity. As

to others, they will be content with a more confuse and

general perception of such parts as are of least concern

ment, and require a little more pains and care in the ex

amining than they have leisure or inclination to spend

upon them.
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To

THE PREFA CE.

YoU begin with big words: you have, you say, “clear

“ly shown, that Dr. W’s notion is entirely contrary to

“reason, Scripture, and all primitive antiquity.” Your

design, no doubt, is to magnify your work, and to help it

forwards in the opinion of the reader. But wise men will

not expect much from a performance that needs a pro

clamation in the entrance: had your arguments been just,

and your proofs clear, a reader might have been trusted

to find them out.

You proceed to complain of my “manner of writing,”

as being “greatly fitted to deceive.” You apprehend, it

seems, that it may still have some influence, notwith

standing that you have so clearly and so entirely confuted

it: which, if it does not betray a great degree of mistrust,

is a very ill compliment to the understanding of your

readers. -

After this general charge, you go on to particular com

plaints, drawn up in form.

The first is, my entitling my book “A Vindication of

“Christ's Divinity:” being so rude as to insinuate, that the

men I have to deal with, are impugners of Christ's divi

nity. I confess the charge; and am so far from thinking

it a fault, that I have a second time very deliberately done

the same thing in this very treatise. Till you give us a

better account of our Lord’s divinity than you have hitherto

WOL. III. B
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done, I must persist in it: because it is very proper that

the world be made justly sensible of your prevarication,

and indeed shameful banter, in a momentous article of the

Christian faith. I use the word divinity in the plain and

usual sense of it, as the Christian Church hath long done.

I know of no divinity, but such as I have here defended.

The other, falsely so called, is really none. While you

maintain the principles you do, I must look upon you as

impugners of Christ's divinity; well knowing, that the

Christian Church in all ages would have thought the

same of you, and that your doctrine was condemned as

blasphemy long before Arius appeared; and that, upon his

first appearance, he and his adherents were charged, as

you now are, and very justly, with denying the divinity of

their God and Savioura.

You have invented a very soft name for it: it is not

denying the divinity of Christ; but it is differing about the

“ particular manner of explication of that doctrine,” p. 4.

Which pretence, like many others, has a great deal more

of art than of solidity in it. Explaining a doctrine is one

thing, explaining it away is quite another. There is some

difference, for instance, between explaining the doctrine of

the resurrection of the body, and explaining the texts re

lating to it in such a manner, as to make void the very

doctrine itself. When Basilides, Valentinus, Cerdo, and

Marcion, so interpreted Scripture, as wholly to destroy

the supreme divinity of the Creator, or God of Israel; was

this, think you, no more than differing concerning the

“particular manner of explication of his divinity?” They

acknowledged, indeed, his divinity still; that is, in words,

and in Scripture words too; but in a sense peculiar to

themselves. The plain truth is, you and we differ about

the sense of Scripture, in the question of Christ's divinity.

We find Christ's divinity in our Bibles: you find not the

* Tây Stérn ra row warheos #4&y &évotiatyol. Alexand. Epist. apud Theod.

E. H. lib. i. cap. 4. p. 10.
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doctrine there. Accordingly, we assert Christ's divinity,

and you deny it; that is, you deny the thing, and retain

nothing but the name. The difference then is, not con

cerning the manner of explaining our doctrine, (which with

you is no doctrine,) but concerning the manner of explain

ing the texts which relate to it. You speak of Christ's

divinity however; you have some awe and reverence for

the language of the Church, though you have left her

Jaith. Some concern you have also for your own charac

ters, and for the interest of the cause you are engaged in;

which can never prevail, no not with the populace, but

under the benefit of a mask. If it be asked why we have

no such doctrine as that of the divinity of angels and of

magistrates, (called Gods in Scripture,) or why the divi

nity of Christ should be asserted, while the other is abso

lutely denied, I am persuaded you will be much at a loss

for any satisfactory answer, upon your principles. It will

be a vain thing for you to plead, that you assert as much

of Christ's divinity as Scripture hath asserted. For, were

the fact really so, (as it certainly is not,) then indeed

Scripture might justify you in your denial of Christ's

divinity; but it can never justify you in calling that divi

nity which, according to the language of the Church, and

just propriety of speech, you yourselves, as well as we,

know to be none.

You tell me, that the “whole and only design of the

“authors I oppose, has been, soberly, and in the fear of

“God, to collect and consider what it is that our Saviour

“himself and his Apostles have in Scripture taught us,

“concerning that doctrine, separate from the metaphysical

“hypotheses of fallible and contentious men.” Now, to

pass by the extraordinary civility of these reflections upon

others, and the modesty of assuming so much to your

selves; as if you had no hypotheses, no metaphysical fan

cies, were never contentious, scarce fallible, like other men:

waving this, yet give me leave to say, that be your de

signs ever so good, your intentions ever so sober, and your

searches directed in the fear of God; if the result of all be,

B 2. -
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*

that you cannot find Christ's divinity (properly so called)

in Scripture, you ought not to pretend, either that you

are advocates for Christ’s divinity, or that any man is to

blame for charging you as impugners of it.

You say farther, that by the divinity of Christ, I mean

my own particular metaphysical explication of it. A sug

gestion as false as it is mean. For neither is my sense

any particular sense, but the common sense of all men,

learned or unlearned, that know the difference between

God and creature: neither is there any thing of metaphy

sics in it, more than there is in the declaration of the God

of Israel, as often as he proclaimed himself to be God, (in

opposition to such as were no Gods,) on the score of his

almighty power, wisdom, greatness, and other divine per

fections. However, supposing my account of the Son's

divinity to be metaphysical, is not your account of the

Father's divinity as metaphysical as the other? And if

you, through your false metaphysics, exclude the Son

from the one Godhead, I shall not be ashamed of making

use of true metaphysics to correct your errors, and to

establish the Son's divinity, upon the same foot whereon

Scripture has fixed it. You might be ashamed to mention

metaphysics, when every body knows that you have little

else to rely upon, for the support of your novel doctrine".

Who sees not what a stress has been laid upon a false

notion of the self-existence of the Father, to degrade and

separate his beloved Son from the one true Godhead?

What batteries have you not raised against a proper son

ship, from metaphysical reasonings, should I say, or reve

ries? That generation implies division, and necessary gene

ration outward coaction; that generation must be an act,

and every act must mean choice; that necessary agents

are no agents, and necessary causes no causes; that nothing

individual can be communicated; that three persons must

be three intelligent agents, and three intelligent agents,

reciprocally, three persons; that three agents cannot be

b See my Defence, vol. i. p. 212, 213, 228,
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one being, one substance, one Lord, or one God; that there

can be no medium between being and not being; that

inseparable union, without identical life, will not suffice

to make two Persons one God; and that if there be identi

cal life, then they are no longer two Persons; nor can

there be any equality or subordination; that the same

living God necessarily signifies the same individual intelli

gent agent, or Person; that God the Son must be either

the same identical whole substance, or an homogeneous un

divided part of the infinite substance, upon my principles;

and that he can be neither; and therefore not one and the

same God with the Father. Here are metaphysics in great

plenty, sufficient, one may think, to furnish out an ordi

nary schoolman. Nevertheless, we should not, on this ac

count, be so unreasonable, as to censure either Dr. Clarke

or his friends, for procuring all the real assistance they

can from metaphysics; true metaphysics being nothing

else but true divinity: let but your reasonings be clear,

solid, and pertinent, and we shall never find fault with

them for being metaphysical. The truth is, you have pre

tended to metaphysics; but have betrayed very great mis

takes in that part, as you have also done in your other

pretences, relating to Scripture and antiquity. To return

to the business of the title.

You observe, very shrewdly, that you could with

“much greater justice” (and yet you did not think it rea

sonable so to do) “ have entitled your Reply, A Vindica

“tion of the Divinity of God the Father Almighty.”

Truly, if you had done it, you would not have found me

complaining of the injustice of it: for, what hurt could

you have done to me or my cause, by making yourself

ridiculous? I hope, therefore, you do not expect any

thanks from me upon this head. You go on, however,

seriously to show, how you could have defended so con

ceited a title. You could have pleaded, that the “deny

“ing the Father to be alone supreme in authority and

“ dominion over all,” (in which consists the true notion of

his divinity,) “is denying his divinity.” That is to say,

B 3
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you could have begged the main question, and have there

upon founded a charge against me, with the same, nay,

greater justice, than I charge you with a plain matter of

fact, no part of the main question between us. The ques

tion is, Whether the one true Godhead be common to Fa

ther and Son, or proper to the Father only You have

determined for the latter; therefore you have struck the

Son out of the one true Godhead, previously to our dis

pute; therefore you have denied his proper divinity: and

the question now is, not whether you have denied it,

(which is out of question,) but, whether you have justly

denied it? If you see no difference between the two cases,

I can only pity your confusion. Whether divinity, strictly

so called, can be common to more Persons than one, re

mains to be considered. In the mean while, it is evident

that you, by making it proper to the Father only, have

denied the divinity of all besides.

2. A second complaint is of a motto in my title page:

“I am Jesus whom thou persecutest: it is hard for thee

“to kick against the pricks.” Now, I thought a writer

might be at liberty to follow his judgment or fancy in

such a trifle as a motto, without being so solemnly called

to account for it. But, it seems, this must be now brought

to the bar, and deliberately scanned. “As if,” say you,

“the not receiving Dr. W’s notions in metaphysics was

“persecuting Christ.” As if, say I, the abusing of meta

physics, to the destruction of a plain Scripture doctrine,

and the undermining the Christian faith, were not, by a

very easy figure, justly called the “persecuting of Christ,”

“crucifying the Son of God afresh,” and “putting him

“to an open shame.”

Since I am called upon in this case, I will tell you,

so far as I remember, what I principally intended by the

7motto. -

1. One thing was, to intimate the great awe and dread

which every man ought to have upon his mind, when he

takes pen in hand to write in opposition to his Saviour's

Godhead, and with a formed design to deprive him of that
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worship, and those divine honours, which have been con

stantly paid him by innumerable martyrs and confessors,

by the whole Church of Christ for fourteen centuries at

least, I doubt not to say seventeen. Whatever may be

pleaded for disputing points of an inferior nature, and less

set by; this particularly is a cause not to be entered into

without “fear and trembling,” by any pious man; lest

haply he be found to “fight against God.” You may

think, perhaps, you have no need of such caution: but for

that very reason, I should be apt to conclude you have.

2. Another thing intended by the motto was, to insi

nuate, how impracticable and vain (in all probability) any

attempt must be to defeat the doctrine of our Lord’s divi

nity; which has now stood the test for a long tract of

centuries, though all imaginable endeavours and artifices

have been from the beginning employed to overthrow it.

A late writer c very well observes, that “this foundation

“has been so upheld, that where the first institution were,

“as it were, sunk out of memory, by the weight of im

“pure mixtures, as in the Greek Church; and where

“every other article of faith had received wounds by the

“innovations of error, as in the Roman Church; yet all

“of them have adhered to and preserved this main and

“fundamental point to this day.” The same is likewise

true of all the Churches of the Reformation: and God has

visibly blasted and defeated all attempts against the eter

nal Godhead of our blessed Saviour. “It is hard for thee

“to kick against the pricks.” So said a pious Father of

the Church, applying it to this very cased, (one would

think with a prophetic spirit,) thirteen hundred years ago.

Such were then the sentiments of the wisest and best men

of those times. They were fallible, they were men: but

c Two Letters to the Earl of Nottingham and Mr. Whiston. Pref. p. 19.

* T yae asvá323s, rex"is ris &zararaxian row; rí Axy rā āwara/axáry;

**Angá, rou re's xávrea Aax ričeir wavrov grav?axiēsis, x2) ob row Aérov gavrov

4Airweis, xa 3 rd arysvaa. wavrov &raxxarelois &rd ràs rg Stov xàeiros, xa, a row

vii, 4x raress, 252 r **** r: #yley &re rare's wal viol, Epiphan. Ancor.

cap. xiv. p. 20.
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if posterity, fallible as they, grow bold and daring, where

the other would have trembled, let them look to it. They

had the same Scriptures we have, and better helps for the

understanding them: they had their faculties of discern

ing no less than we; and they spared no pains, or care,

in their searches. This is a consideration of some mo

ment, especially in a fundamental article. We should not,

at least, go rashly into contrary sentiments, nor without

plain Scripture to warrant it. We may be apt to flatter

ourselves too much, and think we see farther than those

before us; when in reality, perhaps, it is not that we have

more sense than they, but that we want their piety.

You tell me how carefully the men of your way have

“studied the Scripture,” and how sincerely they have

“made use of all the helps God has given them, to un

“derstand it rightly.” Be it so: and I do not know any

one that can lay it to the charge of St. Paul, that he had

not, in such a sense, sincerely studied the Scripture, or

had not sincerely made use of the helps God had given

him, though still a persecutor of Christ. However sincere

you may have been, yet believe also that others, as sincere

as you, have carefully studied the same Scriptures; and

that the most eminent lights of the Christian Church in

all ages, have as sincerely thought it their indispensable

duty to pronounce an anathema upon the doctrine you

give us, as you do that you ought to receive and follow it.

We have nothing to do to inquire after your sincerity, of

which God is judge. Neither civil judicatures, nor eccle

siastical courts, ever proceed upon that bottom. Our busi

ness is not to consider the sincerity of the men, but the

nature, quality, and tendency of the doctrine. There have

been sincere Photinians, sincere Samosatenians, sincere

Sabellians, sincere Papists, sincere Jews and Mahometans.

And indeed, what sects are there that have not sincere

men amongst them? The more sincere you are, the better

it will fare with you at the great day of account. In the

mean while, give us leave to be sincere too, in condemning

heartily what we heartily disapprove. And let the sin

*
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cerity of each be tried by the nature and quality of the

cause you and we are engaged in, and by the strength of

the evidence on either side; on which, as I conceive,

chiefly hangs the proof of our sincerity. You proceed to

invective. “It concerns those who thus affect to sit in the

“seat of God, and to equal their own disputable notions

“with the express word of God, to consider a little more

“seriously what spirit they are of.” But, laying aside

childish wrath, let us argue this matter coolly and sedately

with you. Is it “affecting to sit in the seat of God,” that

we are doing our bounden duty in condemning false doc

trine, or what we take to be such; and in “contending

“earnestly for the faith which was once delivered to the

“saints?” And how is it “equalling our own disputable

“notions with the express word of God,” when we stand

up for the “express word of God,” against those who

appear to us to contradict and pervert it, in favour of their

metaphysical conceits and ill-grounded hypotheses? What

right have a few private men to claim express Scripture,

and to equal their own disputable notions with the “ex

“press word of God,” in opposition to the Christian

world, as capable of judging what Scripture is, as they

that so vainly boast of it? Charge us no more, so fondly,

with “affecting to sit in the seat of God,” lest it be told

you, in return, that there appears to be infinitely more

pride, vanity, and arrogance, in a few private men sitting

in judgment upon whole Churches, and throwing their

hasty, ill-grounded censures upon Fathers, and Councils,

and all the greatest and wisest men that have lived in past

centuries, than any can be imagined in those whom you

so injuriously reflect on; for no cause, but for honestly

declaring their abhorrence of your novel and dangerous

opinions. Surely we may presume, without “affecting

“to sit in the seat of God,” to think some very fallible

men liable to errors: and when in fact it appears that they

are so, we may presume, according to our bounden duty,

to take all proper care to prevent such errors spreading.

But enough has been said in vindication of a motto.
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3. A third complaint is of my unrighteous use of the

term Arians, and Arianism. But that this censure of

yours is very unrighteous may appear sufficiently from

what I have elsewhere demonstrated", and may again, as

occasion offers. In truth, it is complimenting you, to call

you Arians; for you really come short of the old Arians,

in more points than one, (as I shall observe hereafter,)

and have not so honourable thoughts of God the Son, as

the generality of the ancient Arians had. As to what you

pretend about the “particular tenets of Arius,” I showed

you long ago", that yours differ not in any thing material

from them. You are pleased to say, that by my “way

“ of consequential deductions the Fathers of the Council

“of Nice, and all their Catholic predecessors, may with

“equal justice be charged with Arianism.” You mean, I

suppose, provided in drawing consequences, no regard be

had to what is plain or obscure, right or wrong, true or

Jalse. Such a consequential ways as this, never was my

way; and, I hope, never will be: whether it be yours, we

shall see. You are to prove, that the Council of Nice is

chargeable with Arianism, upon my principles. I per

ceive, you are sanguine enough to undertake it; we are

now to examine how you perform. .

I must abridge your long tedious train of argument, to

bring the parts nearer together, and to save myself the

trouble of transcribing. But I will take care that your

argument shall not lose a tittle of its force or strength;

having indeed none to spare.

“The Council of Nice, by asserting that the Son was

“not (rowsils # 0% draw) made or formed out of nothing,

“but (ysyvnSé's #x rig ovalag ro5 warphs) generatedfrom the

“substance of the Father—confessedly, did not mean

“either, that the Son was (which is the first of Dr. W’s

• Supplement to the Case of Arian Subscription, vol. ii.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 154.

* See my Supplement, vol. ii. where I justify my charging our adversaries

with consequences, and also intimate in what cases such a conduct is allow

able or otherwise. . -
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“ two senses of the term individual) the same identical

“whole substance with the Father—or (which is the Doc

“tor's other sense of the term individual) that he was a

“homogeneous undivided part of that infinite and insepara

“ble substance which is the Father’s But their mean

“ing evidently was, that as one fire is lighted from an

“other without any division, abscission, diminution, &c. so

“the Son was generated from the Father without any

“division, abscission, &c. of the Father's substance, or of

“his alone supreme authority and dominion over all. And

“this notion of theirs, because it supposes the Son to be
go. not the substance of the Father, but from the sub

“stance of the Father: and because it supposes the gene

“ ration of the Son to be an act of the Father——and be

“cause it reserves inviolably to the Father, his ačSsyria,

“his alone supreme authority and dominion over all, which

“makes him to be in the absolute sense, the one God:

“therefore, I say, this notion Dr. W. is pleased to rank,

“among other things, under the head of Arianism.”

This is the consequential thing, which you have been

pleased to bring forth. The sum is thus: If Dr. W. sup

poses the Son to be a part of the Father's substance, (which

he does not,) and if the Nicene Council denies the Father

and Son to be one undivided substance, (which it doth

not,) and if the Council supposes the eternal generation

to be an act, in the sense of free choice, (which is a false

supposition,) and if the Council supposes the Father alone

to have supreme dominion over all, (which is another false

supposition,) if these several false and groundless supposi

tions be evidently true; then Dr. W. by charging some

persons with Arianism, who deserve it, has consequentially

charged others also, who have not deserved it. That I

may be certain of doing you justice, as to this marvellous

thread of reasoning, I will come to particulars.

In the first place, where do you find me saying that

the Son is either the “same identical” (that is, same,

same) “whole substance with the Father,” or an “undi

“vided part of that substance which is the Father's?” I
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leave whole and partsh to those gentlemen of strong ima

gination, who consider every thing in a corporeal way, un

der the notion of extension. All that I say is, that Father

and Son are one undivided substance; which is also the sense

of the Nicene Fathers. For,

2. Where do you find that the Nicene Council ever

supposes the Father and Son not to be one and the same

undivided substance? They say, #x ris odorlag, from the sub

stance of the Father: this is all you have to ground your

cavil upon. But the Council supposes the Son to be both

from the substance of the Father, and of the substance of

the Father, and but one substance in both, because of the

inseparable union and connection of both. The doctrine

is plainly this, God of God, and both one God; light of

light, and both one light; substance of substance, and both

one substancei. This is the Catholic doctrine, which it is

much easier to carp and cavil at, than to confute. I should

take notice of your words, not rol,Sel; # oux dyrov, not

made or formed out of nothing. Why do you here insert

rom Sals, and pretend to give the sense of the Council in a

way wherein they never expressed it? Is it not to insi

nuate, that the Council imagined the Son to be made, or

Jormed, only not out of nothing? One may believe that

this was in your head, by your slily remarking, presently

after, that Tertullian, Origenk, and Lactantius affirmed

the same thing of angels and souls, as the Nicene Fa

* Kveia's Saos &rarić obz is 420s, oirws ob% #x2y, irt r* 5xo, ix *éây is". xxi

oux iési A6%as raea ×aaSal row iri răz Stov stya iz Asgåy, 2, #xago, ou Buwara

3rie rā āAxa uipm. Orig. contr. Cels. p. 18.

* Quemadmodum lumen de lumine, et utrumque unum lumen, sic intel

ligatur sapientia de sapientia, et utrumque una'sapientia; ergo et una essen

tia, quia hoc est ibi esse quod sapere—Pater et Filius simul una sapientia

quia una essentia, et singillatim sapientia de sapientia, sicut essentia de

essentia. August. de Trin. lib. vii. cap. 1, 2, p. 855. -

Consilium de consilio, et voluntas de voluntate, sicut substantia de sub

stantia, sapientia de sapientia. Ibid. lib. xv. cap. 20. p. 994.

See other examples of the same way of speaking, collected by Petavius de

Trin. lib. vi. cap. 10. p. 351.

*See Origen fully vindicated in this respect by Huetius Origenian. p. 30,

93.
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thers did of the Son. Your report of every one of them

is utterly false, (as shall be shown in a proper place;) but

were it true, what is it to the Nicene Fathers, who were

wiser men than to countenance any such detestable doc

trine : What they meant by #x ri; ovala; toū Tarp), is very

plain from the Creed itself, and has been fully explained

and vindicated 1 from misconstructions. The sum of what

they intended was, that the Son was not from nothing,

nor from any extraneous substance, but from the substance

of the Father; as light streaming out from light, but

without division, or abscission, or diminution; being eter

nally in the Father, as well as from him, and inseparably

included with him. Indeed, the Arians invidiously charged

them with making the Son a part of the Father’s sub

stance", as you also are pleased to charge me. Which is

to me an argument that my notion is still the same with

that of the Nicene Fathers, and yours not different from

that of the Arians. -

3. Where do you find that the Council ever supposes

the generation of the Son to be an act, in your sense of

act * The Council has not a word about act, that I know

of: nor, if it had, would it be at all to your purpose. The

question about act will depend upon another question,

See my Defence, vol. i. p. 328,329. Bull. D. F. p. 114. Athanas. p. 224,

895. Eusebius of Nicomedia may be an evidence of the meaning of ix ris

$rias, (while he is endeavouring to expose it,) by what he uses as parallel, and

what as opposite to it.

Parallel. Opposite.

'E' aire, &r abro5, &s &y aipos al- This pūzia's rās &ysvirs an usrixov.

rev, # &roijoias rās obvias. "Erséey r? piae' wa r. 8vyāui.

"Exey rh, ravrárnta rās pūrials. Krugøy.

‘pivisix ring ©vrials. - "Tr' airo5 yayovás.

Bouxãuar ysvågsvos.

Euseb, Nicomed, apud Theod, lib. i. cap. 6. p. 24.

Some of these expressions which Eusebius uses as parallel, are put invi

diously and injuriously. But still, we may see what in the main was the

Catholic sense of the phrase, through the false colours whereby he hoped to

expose it.

* See Arius's Letter. Apud Theod. E. H. lib. i. cap. 5. And Eusebius of

Nicomedia. Theod, lib. i. cap. 6.
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viz. Whether the Council intended an eternal or temporal

generation? Upon either supposition, I can allow the

generation to be an act; but not in your novel sense of

act, in both cases. Suppose it eternal, then the generation

was an act; but in the ancient sense of act and necessary

agency: as the sun was supposed to act in generating

rays; fountains to act in generating streams; the mind to

act in generating thoughts; trees to act in generating

branches; bodies to act in generating effluvia, vapours, or

perfumes; the earth to act in generating fruits; and the

like. No matter whether, in strictness, these kinds of

generations should be called acts: they are such as the

ancients called so; and when we are interpreting the an

cients, we must attend to the ancient sense of words. Ne

cessary acts were then called acts; and therefore no won

der if eternal generation was looked upon as an eternal

act. But, suppose the Council intended only temporal

generation, (as some have thought, and it seems not im

probable,) then I readily allow it to be an act, even in

your sense of choice; as much as was the Son’s genera

tion of the blessed Virgin. But then I insist upon it, that

the Nicene Fathers maintained the Son’s eternal and ne

cessary existence, antecedent to the generation; which is

a doctrine opposite to yours, as light to darkness.

4. In the last place, where do you find one word of the

Father's alone supremacy of dominion in the Nicene de

crees? This is purely a fiction of your own, without the

least shadow of a reason for it. Do you find the Nicene

Fathers telling you of a sovereign producing to himself a

subject, or of a lord and master producing a servant P Is it

sulffect of sovereign, very subject of very sovereign; in

stead of God of God, very God of very God? You will

see that one is of the other, not that one is above the other.

If the Father be there called Almighty, (Tavroxpárap,) yet

they understood the Son to be Almighty of Almighty,

(ravroxpárap #x Tavroxpárogo; ",) as well as God of God:

n / * p r * * * e * * -

IIzvroxéroga gz wavroxêa rogos. 2’azy"rduy %ae, døy 26%a o rarne *d xextet,

àext ral wearsi wa 3 wińs. Athan. Expos. Fid. p. 99.
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all perfections common to both, only not coordinately;

the Father having his perfections from none, the Son hav

ing the same perfections from him; equal in every thing,

but still deriving that very equality. If this be the at Say

ría you speak of, the thing is true, but not pertinent; if

you mean more, it may be pertinent, but it is not true;

nor have you a syllable of proof for it, either in Scripture

or antiquity.

We have now seen how well you have acquitted your

self in the consequential way, under this article; not quite

so well, I think, as before in your charge upon me as

denying the Father's divinity. I must do you the justice

to say, that you can sometimes manage an argument to

greater advantage : or if you could not, I should have

made it my resolution not to exchange a word more with

you. How you came to perform so much below yourself,

here in your Preface, I know not; except it be, that your

passions were more deeply engaged in this part, than in

the rest. To proceed.

4. A fourth head of complaint is, that I have “talked

“about calling in question a fundamental article of reli

“gion.” I have so; and, I pray, where is the offence of

so doing? Your first reason against it lies in these words;

“ as if the first article of the Creed was not as fundamen

“tal as the second.” But who are they that set the first

and second articles at variance with each other, when for

fourteen centuries, and more, they have agreed most ami

cably together? Do not be surprised, when I tell you,

that you are the men that impugn the first article, by im

pugning the second. I have learned from the first article,

that God is a Father: which, in the sense of the Christian

Church, and according to the intention of the compilers

of the Creeds", supposes him to have a Son P; a coeternal,

• Seemy Sermons, p. 198. Bull. Judic. Eccl. p. 36, &c. Stillingfleet, Trin.

cap. ix. p. 229.

P IIzréea 3-3, 923, 8vouazzas, iva #2 * votiv rariea, vonoa'asy x2' raw wiáv. vig

yet was rareds 2:34, is asra:9 ray irray. Cyril. Hieros. p. 114. Bened. t

* Ecelesiae
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coequal, and coessential Son, of the same nature with him.

And I readily submit the case to the pious and considerate

reader to judge of, whether I, who, among the other per

fections and glories of the Father, reckon this for one,

that he has always had with him so great and so divine a

Sonq, equal to himself; or you, who, out of the abun

dance of your metaphysics, contrive to rob him of that

superlative glory, show the greater zeal and concern for

the honour of God the Father. The Pagans, I know,

thought it very much for the honour of their supreme

God, to have other Gods under him. This they looked

upon as an article of grandeur, and the very top of magni

ficence r. But Christians never talked at this rate: they

thought it most for the honour of the supreme Father to

have a Son, equal to him in nature, and one God with him.

You go on to another exception: “As if an article's be

“ing fundamental, was a reason why—even the most

“learned and able men should by no means be suffered

“to consider or inquire what this fundamental article is.”

You have very little reason to use this kind of talk with

me; because, when I first entered into conference with

you, my whole design and desire was, to have the thing

amicably debated betwixt us, and with equal freedom on

both sides, in a private way, without troubling the press.

And though the article I am defending be a fundamental

one, yet it was never such to me, till I had well examined

Ecclesiae fides solum verum Deum Patrem confessa, confitetur et Chris

tum. Hilar. p. 1006. Bened.

Patrem cum audis, Filii intellige Patrem, qui filius supradictae sit imago

substantiae. Ruffin. Symb. p. 540.

* A6%a view ix ruñs rare's abrov was raxis view 22:24.24vov, Asyaza's riparas

à row rozoirs rathé &YaSov. Cyril. Hieros. p. 87. Bened.

žáčouív Ya row rariex, Savučovris abrov rew view, Aáyov, xa, replay, wa &A*

Suay, xa, Pixalorinv, xa rāvra &rse sival wituašízausy row view row Stov, 25ra. 3%

wal r}, ysynSávra &r row rotoirs raress. Orig. contr. Cels. p. 387.

Honor Filii dignitas sit Paterna; et gloriosus auctor sit, ex quo is, qui tali

gloria sit dignus, extiterit. Hilar. p. 832.

* Onatus apud Stob. Eccl. Phys. cap. 3. Plotinus Enn. ii. lib. ix. cap. 9.

p. 207.
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it: nor do I expect it should be such to you, without the

like method. However, there is a great deal of difference

between settling one's own private faith, and undertaking

to publish and propagate the same among others. While

a man pretends no farther than to judge for himself, he

ought to rest unmolested, to enjoy the freedom of his own

private sentiments, wherein others are not concerned. But

when he endeavours to draw disciples after him, the case

is altered; and it then becomes the common concern of all

that have truth at heart, and more especially of those who

are the appointed guardians of the Christian faith, to be

upon the watch against seducers, and to interpose their

seasonable offices to prevent the growth of any dangerous

error. There must be some public restraints to hinder

conceited men from venting crudities; as well as a just

and due regard to the interests of truth, if any man, with

sobriety and modesty, has any new thing to offer. Where

to fix the true medium between liberty and restraint is not

my business here to inquire: I think, our governors in

Church and State have already fixed it, beyond all reason

able exception. But to return.

Let those learned and able men you speak of consider

and examine, that they may find out the truth; and when

ithey have done, defend it. But if the result of their inqui

ries is the embracing and propagating of errors; be they

ever so learned or able, they must be rebuked and re

proved for it. What if a learned Jew or a deist, after

examining and considering, thinks it right and just to

reject, and openly to vilify the Christian revelation? May

he not therefore be told that his labours have been ill laid

out, and that his infidelity is a very great, a very unpar

donable crime And if another, after inquiry, sets him

self publicly to oppose any momentous article of the

Christian faith; it is the duty and the business of those

that know better, and of those that are in authority, to

stand up for the true religion, and to use all proper means

for its preservation. What would have become of the

WOL. III. C
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Christian faith, if such learned and able men as Praxeas,

Noëtus, Paul of Samosata, Photinus, Arius, Eunomius,

Apollinarius, &c. had not been vigorously opposed, and

expelled the Christian Church? Errors once entered have

been sometimes kept in by the same methods, as truth

hath been preserved; just as the banks intended to keep

out the waters, if once overflowed, serve afterwards to

keep them in : which is yet no argument, I suppose, for

having no banks at all, or for throwing all open to inun

dations. You add, “as if taking great pains—to find

“out the sense and meaning of a doctrine, was calling in

“question the doctrine itself,” which I have answered

above. In your next words, you betray an unbecoming

heat, which should be avoided always, if you desire to see

clear. “Wonderful,” you say, “that the very founda

“tions of all religion and of all truth should be thus

“turned into ridicule by men of learning, without their

“ perceiving what they are doing!” A heinous and heavy

charge; not upon me, not upon a few private men, but

upon the Church of Christ in all ages, and upon the best

men of it. For, what is it, I beseech you, that you are

here so severely declaiming against, under the opprobrious

name, of “turning all religion into ridicule?” I say, what

is it, but the Church’s acknowledging that there are fun

damentals in religion, and her defending those fundamen

tals, in such a way as Christ and his Apostles have taught

her, against all opposers? Be you ever so able or so

learned, (which I dispute not) yet we know, that if an

angel from heaven comes to teach us any other doctrine

than what we have received from Scripture, we have

St. Paul's warrant for pronouncing an anathema upon

that and him. You will say, no doubt, that you have.

truth and Scripture on your side. Well: that is saying

something, if you can make it good: it is the very point

which we are going to try. In the mean while, argue

not against the properest methods of defending and pre

serving the truth, (which are undoubtedly right and

."



TO THE PREFA C E. 19

good, in the general,) but show, if you are able, that

there is something particular in the present case, to put a

bar to the general rule. *

5. The last article of complaint is, my “artificially

“concealing from the reader the true and indeed only

“material point in question, and amusing him with mat

“ters of a quite different kind.” In this affected charge,

(which, I am unwilling to say, you do not believe one

word of) I blame not so much the injuriousness of it,

since it is too weak to do hurt, as the indiscretion. Might

you not have been content to set out upon a new foot,

and, as it were, silently and unobserved, to alter the terms

of the question; but you must begin with laying your

sin at my door, and charging me with the very fault

which you are, that instant, committing? I will show

you, first, that my manner of stating the main question

was right: and I shall afterwards tell you what I have to

say to yours; which in reality (when stripped of its am

biguity) is not different from mine. All my labour and

endeavour was, to bring the dispute to this short ques

tion, whether the Son of God be a precarious being, that

is, a creature, or nos. This was the only point I was

concerned for; being that upon which all the rest turn.

There therefore I laid the stress; making it my business

to confute whatever I could find in Dr. Clarke’s pieces,

tending to degrade the Son of God into precarious exist

ence, or to make a creature of him. If this point be but

once secured, that the Son is no creature, but necessarily

existing; the Doctor may go on talking of supremacy, and

whatever else he pleases; they are incidental points only,

and must either fall of course, or else be understood in a

sense consistent with the resolution of the other question.

You are sensible of this yourself; and therefore you all

the way resolutely dispute with me the point of the

* See my supplement, where I have shown nine several ways, from the

writings of Dr. Clarke, and his disciples, that they do by immediate and

necessary consequence make the Son a creature.

C 2.
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Son's necessary existence, as much as the other point of

the Father's supremacy: you are as resolute in denying

the Son to be one God with the Father; you are scrupu

lous as to calling him Creator, and never directly assert

his creating of the world by his own power, or his coeter

nity. In short, you dispute every thing with me that is

pleaded to exempt him from the number of precarious

beings, or creatures. Were it not for this, you should be

permitted to talk of the Father's supremacy as much as

you pleased, and to make sense of it at leisure. Indeed,

the determining of the point of supremacy, and how it is

to be held, depends entirely upon the other question;

which is therefore the main question betwixt us. Do but

allow me, that the Son is no creature, that he exists not

precariously, but necessarily, that he is one God with the

Father, that he is properly Creator, and by his own power,

with other the like things; and you shall then go on,

without let or hindrance, in your talk of the supremacy.

Now then, will you please to answer me: Do you under

stand the supremacy in a sense which you believe con

sistent with the points which I maintain, viz. the Son’s

necessary existence, uncreatedness, &c.? If you do, the

dispute is ended; go on and prosper with so Catholic a

notion of the supremacy. Or do you understand the

supremacy in a sense not consistent with those other points

which I maintain? If this be the case, (as I presume it is,)

then do not pretend that those other points are not mate

rial; for, by maintaining them, I overthrow your pre

tended supremacy, as much as you, by maintaining the

supremacy, design to overthrow the Church’s faith: and

so it matters not, whether the main question be put into

your terms or mine; since both, in reality, come to the

same thing. Only there is this difference in the case;

my way of stating the main question is plain and clear;

yours, obscure and ambiguous: mine is fitted to instruct

and inform; yours, to perplex and confound a reader: mine

is proper to bring the debate to a short and clear issue;

yours, to protract and lengthen out a dispute: in a word,
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mine is sincere and open, like that of a man that knows

his cause is good; yours is fallacious and disguised, as

of one that is diffident of his cause, and is retiring behind

the curtain. You will have the question put thus: Whe

ther the Father alone hath supreme authority, sovereignty,

and dominion over all? When this is stripped of ambi

guity and chicane, I suppose it will fall into mine. You

determine in the affirmative. The Son then is naturally a

subject of the Father, and the Father is his sovereign Lord

and Ruler. He has an absolute right over him, to call

him to account, to reward him, if he does well, to punish

him, if he does amiss. This all men understand to be im

plied in supreme dominion; a right and power over sub

jects, to compel, constrain, and punish, as occasion serves;

and in short, to bridle them at pleasure. Is this your

meaning? Pray then, where is the difference between

saying it, and calling God the Son a creature?

And, do you imagine that you have any the least sylla

ble of proof of such alone dominion, either in Scripture or

antiquity? Yet there is certainly no medium between this,

and what I assert of the equality of Father and Son. They

are either naturally and strictly equal; or else one is in

Jinitely superior to the other, as God and creature. Well;

be the consequences what it will, you are attempting to

prove your point syllogistically, after this manner: -

“If the Father never acts in subjection to the will of

“any other person, and every other person acts in sub

“jection to his will; then the Father alone is the one

“ supreme Governor of the universe.

“But it is fact that the Father never acts in subjec

“tion, &c. and that every other person acts in subjec

* tion, &c.

“Therefore, &c.”

This is the wonderful demonstration; lame and defi

cient in every part. To prove that the Father alone hath

supreme dominion, &c. you should show, not only that

all other persons act in subjection, (for an equal may act

in subjection to an equal, or even to an inferior, as our

*

C 3
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Lord acted in subjection to Joseph and Mary, and washed

his disciples’ feet,) but that they are really subject, and

under his absolute power and authority. Your reasonings

therefore on this head amount only to what the Schools

call ignoratio elemchi, proving beside the question, or

talking wide of the purpose. And how easy is it for a

man to fill a book with quotations, as you have done, that

can be content with any thing, however foreign to the

question? You have proved, that the Son acted sometimes

a ministerial part, or that he submitted to an inferior

office: this is all that you have proved; and it is no more

than I would have readily granted you, without quoting

so much as a single Father for it. You are not advanced

one tittle towards the proof of what you intend, that the

Father and Son naturally have not one common dominion.

I affirm that they have; and that at the very same time

that the Son is executing any inferior office, he is still

Lord of the whole universe, in common with the Father;

and that their dominion over all is one and the same

undivided dominion, as they are one God and one Lord.

You would gladly slip upon us supremacy of dominion,

instead of supremacy of order, or office. Instead of say

ing that the Father alone has his supreme dominion from

none, you pretend that he alone has supreme dominion;

to make two dominions where there is but one. You play

with the ambiguous word authority, that you may have

something to blind the readers with: while you quote

Fathers who affirmed it in one sense, and you intend it in

another. Auctoritas is often no more than paternitas, with

the Latin Fathers, as auctor is pater : but you are wrest

ing it to the sense of dominion. The like use you make

of the equivocal word dignity; which is of order, or office,

or dominion, or nature; and you artificially blend and con

found all together. None, I hope, can be imposed upon

by such weak fallacies, but they that want their faculties

of discerning. Let the reader carefully distinguish three

things, and he will then be able of himself to unravel

all your pretences, and to throw off that studied con
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fusion which you are labouring to introduce in a plain

thing. - -

1. Supremacy of nature, or supremacy of perfection, is

to be possessed of all perfection, and the highest excel

lency possible: and this is to be God. There is nothing

of this kind but what is common to Father and Son; who

are therefore one God supreme. And as supremacy of

dominion and sovereignty (properly so called) over all

creatures (as soon as they exist) is included in it, and

consequent upon it; Father and Son have one common

and undivided sovereignty over all; the constant doctrine

of antiquity.

2. Supremacy of order consists in this; that the Father.

has his perfections, dominion, &c. from none; but the Son

from the Father. All that the Son has, is referred up to

the Father, and not vice versa. This kind of supremacy is

of the Father alone: and the Son’s subordination, thus

understood, is very consistent with his equality of nature,

dominion, perfection, and glory, according to all anti

quity. -

3. Supremacy of office. This, by mutual agreement and

voluntary economy, belongs to the Father: while the Son

out of voluntary condescension submits to act ministe

rially, or in capacity of mediator. And the reason wh

the condescending part became God the Son, rather than

God the Father, is because he is a Son, and because it

best suits with the natural order of Persons, which had

been inverted by a contrary economy. These things being

fixed and settled, there will be no difficulty in replying to

any thing you have offered, or can offer in this cause.

You may amuse us with Scripture and Fathers : but

every man sees, before this time, where the whole pinch

of the controversy lies: you think the Unity of the God

head, as we teach, is not consistent with the distinction of

persons, order, and offices. While you pretend to be dis

puting against me, you are really disputing against the

standing doctrine of the ancient churches, from some con

cessions which they made, and in which I agree with

C 4.
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them. And your way is to wrest and strain some princi

ples, maintained both by them and me, to a sense repugnant

with their other known doctrines. If you can prove any

thing, we are ready to hear you: if you cannot, it is high

time to desist from an impracticable attempt, that can

bring nothing in the end, but shame and confusion to as

many as engage in it. I take no notice of your reflections

upon my hardiness, as you call it, (in denying what no

good Catholic ever affirmed.) and my metaphysical excur

sions, and my fixing names of reproach. It will be seen in

the sequel who are most remarkable for hardiness, who

make excursions, and who reproach, not their brethren

only, and the whole Church of Christ, but the Lord of

heaven and earth, the living God; to whom be honour

and glory, now and for ever.

That the reader may not imagine our dispute to be any

thing new, or that you have advanced any thing beyond

what the ancient Arians and Eunomians vainly endea

voured in the same cause; I shall just give him a speci

men of what some of the Fathers of that time answered

to the same pretences which you are now reviving. When

Eunomius had been magnifying the Father, as alone sub

ject to none, on purpose to degrade and depress the Son,

under the notion of a subject; the great Basil rebukes

him, for thereby reducing God the Son to the condition

of a creature, in these words: “Forasmuch as there are

“two things, the creature and the Godhead, and the

“creature is ordained to subjection and servitude, while

“the Godhead is regnant and paramount; is it not mani

“fest, that he that deprives (the Son) of the honour of

“absolute dominion, (357 worslag,) and casts him down to

“the meanness of servitude, does at the same time rank

“ him with the rest of the creation t?”

* Ave yae irray reay/4 ray, wrizia's r za Suárnves' wa rās al., xviria, i, 32

xtis was braze; raraxairns, &exixñs 2 eurns x& Pizzorixás rās Saárnros i &pal

eačaves rās Burroritas re &#aaa, xa, is re rās 28Asia, rarur, *araćaxxar, $x?

*A*s is was a revre ruseizeuxa abre, 7% rary wrizu Suzvās; Basil. contr.

Eun, lib. ii. p. 73,
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Gregory Nyssen thus more at large answers the Euno

mian pretence, of the alone supremacy. I shall give it in

English only, because of its length, and to save myself

trouble.

“He (Eunomius) says, that the Father has no sharer

“(asgirwy) in glory with him: wherein he says the truth,

“though he knows not what he says. For the Son doth

“not share (or divide) the glory with the Father; but he

“has the Father’s whole glory, as the Father has also the

“whole glory of the Son. For thus he said, speaking to

“ the Father, All mine are thine, and thine are mine,

“Joh. xvii. He who is heir of all things, who is

“Creator of the worlds, who shines out from the glory of

“the Father, and together with it, and in himself, carries

“the express image of the Father's hypostasis; he has

“all things whatsoever the Father himself hath, and is

“also Lord of all power. Not that the majesty passes

“away from the Father; but it abides with him, and at

“the same time rests upon the Son. For while he is in

“the Father, he is together with his whole power, in the

“Father: and as he hath the Father in himself, he must

“contain the whole power and authority of the Father.

“For, he has the entire Father in himself, and not a part

“only: wherefore having the Father entire, he must have

“his authority also entire. What then does Eunomius

“mean by pretending that the Father has no consort in

“(power or) authority?——He says, there is one only

“God, Supreme Ruler (tavroxgårwp). If he means a Fa

“ther, by the name of Supreme Ruler, he says the same

“ as we do, and nothing contrary: but if he means it of

“any Supreme Ruler that is not a Father; he may preach

“up circumcision, if he pleases, along with his other Jew

“ish tenets: the faith of Christians looks to a Father.

“The Father indeed is all and every thing, he is Most

“High, Supreme Ruler, King of kings, and Lord of

“lords; whatever titles sound high or great, they are

“ the Father’s own: and all things that are the Father’s

“belong to the Son. Allow but this, and we admit the
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“other. But if, instead of a Father, he introduces an

“other kind of Supreme Ruler; his doctrine is Judaism :

“or he strikes in with Plato's sentiments. For they say,

“ that that philosopher also taught that there is a certain

“supreme Creator and Maker of some inferior Gods. As

“therefore a Jew or a Platonist, though he admits a

“supreme Governor, is yet no Christian, as not believing

“in a Father: so also Eunomius does but belie his pro

“fession, while, when his doctrine is either Judaism or

“Paganism, he pretends to the name of Christianity.”

I have recited thus much out of Gregory Nyssen,

(who in the same place" has a great deal more to the

same purpose,) to give the reader a just notion of Chris

tian and Catholic principles. For this acute writer has

really hit the true point of difference between the Catho

lics and their adversaries; whether Pagans, Jews, or

heretics. It lay chiefly in the acknowledging, or the

not acknowledging a true and proper Father in the God

head. Pagans, Jews, Sabellians, Samosatenians, Arians,

Eunomians, &c. all denied it: while there was no true

Catholic but strenuously contended for it. Hence it was

manifest, that the Arians were the innovators, in endea

vouring to introduce a Creator and a creature, a Sove

reign and a subject, instead of a Father and a Son. They

professed the relation in words, but in reality they dis

owned it. The considering God as a Father, in a just

and proper sense, (as the ancients always did,) is break

ing the neck of Arianism at once. It gives a quite dif

ferent turn, from what they aim.at, to all their pretences

of the Father being the only God, the highest, &c. For

none who believed God to have a Son, (properly so called,)

eould ever be fools enough to imagine that such expres

sions were intended in opposition to him. On the con

trary, they always understood, that magnifying the Fa

ther was at the same time magnifying the Son too: their

relation being so close and intimate, that whatever per

" Greg. Nyss, contr. Eunom. Orat. i. p. 13, 14, 15.
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fections belonged to one, must of course be supposed

common to both. He who reads the Fathers that lived

before or after the Council of Nice, with this key, will

find them clear and consistent throughout; and will the

less wonder at the exceeding great offence taken against

Arius, for attempting to divide Father and Son; and in

deed to divest the one of his Paternity, (according to the

Catholic sense of it,) and the other of his Filiation. Ful

gentius is a late writer, of the fifth and sixth centuries;

but a judicious man, and well instructed in the true and

ancient principles of the Christian Church; especially in

regard to our present subject: wherefore I shall close

this, with an account from him *; not because of his au

thority, but because what he says is true and just, and

very well expressed, in his comment on the Creed, writ

ten in opposition to the Arians of that time. The sum

is this, that whatever high things are said of the Father

in the Creed, are to be understood to belong equally to

the Son: and there was no need of any more particular

application, since the very name of Son is sufficient.

* Inaniter tibi visum est, male intelligendo, ad tuum sensum velle rectitu

dinem symboli retorquere, et inde praescribere sanctae fidei Catholicae, quia

in symbolo non omnia dicta sunt de Filio, quae sunt dicta de Patre: cum uti

que propterea plenitudo divinitatis, quantum oportebat, debuerit in origine

commendari, quia non debuit aliter in prole cognosci. Cum enim quisque se

dicit credere in Deum Patrem omnipotentem, hoc ipsum quod in Deum Pa

trem dicit, sicut in eo veritatem naturalis divinitatis, ita veritatem naturalis

quoque Paternitatis, et exhac veritatem naturalis etiam generationis osten

dit. Totum igitur in se habet illa generatio divina, quicquid in se habet

Dei Patris aeterna substantia. Proinde sufficiebat ut diceretur de Patre solo,

quicquid aequaliter intelligendum esset in Filio. Pater enim sic omnipoten

tem. Filium genuit, sicut est ipse Pater omnipotens; sic universorum Creato

rem, sicut ipse universorum Creator est; sic regem seculorum, sicut ipse

rew seculorum est; sic immortalem et invisibilem, sicut ipse immortalis est

et invisibilis. Omnia igitur, quae Deo Patri dantur in symbolo, ipso uno

Filii nomine naturaliter tribuuntur et Filio. Fulgent. Fragm. xxxvi. pag,

652, &c.
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A SECOND

DEFENCE OF SOME QUERIES

RELATING TO

DR. CLARKE'S

scHEME OF THE HOLY TRINITY:

IN ANSWER TO

THE COUNTRY CLERGYMAN'S REPLY.

*

Compare the following Texts.

I am the Lord, and there is The Word was God, John i. 1.

mone else, there is no God beside Thy throne, O God, Heb. i. 8.

me, Isa. xlv. 5. Christ came, who is over all,

Is there a God beside me? yea, || God blessed for ever, Rom. ix. 5.

there is no God; I know not any, Who, being in the form of God,

Isa. xliv, 8. Phil. ii. 6.

I am God, and there is none Who being the brightness of his

like me; Isa. xlvi. 9. Before me || glory, and the express image of his

there was no God formed, neither | person, Heb. i. 3.

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

-o

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

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

God. A

YoUR general answer to this Query is, that the texts

of Isaiah expressly and uniformly speak of a Person; and

therefore all other persons, besides the He, the I, the Me,
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are excluded from being what He, who there speaks, de

clares himself alone to be. To which I reply, first, that

the exclusive terms need not be interpreted with any such

rigour: and secondly, that they ought not, because such

interpretation leads you into absurdities which you have

not been able to answer.

1. I say, exclusive terms are not always to be inter

preted with such rigour, as to leave no room for tacit ex

ceptions, such as reason and good sense will easily sup

lv.
p*. xi. 27. speaking of the Person of the Son, says,

“No one knoweth the Father but the Son.” Doth it

therefore follow, that no Person but the Son, no, not the

Father himself, knows the Father?

So, I Cor. ii. 11. “The things of God knoweth no one,

“but the Spirit of God;” no person but he. Doth it

therefore follow, that neither the Father nor the Son

knoweth the things of God as much as the Holy Spirit P

Rev. xix. 12. it is said of the Son of God, that he had

a name written, that “no one (ojżels) knew, but he him

“self.” Doth it therefore follow, that neither the Father

nor Holy Ghost knew it? See more instances of like kind

in my fourth Sermon. I say then, that exclusive terms

are not always to be interpreted up to the utmost rigour:

and there are many reasons why they should not be so

interpreted in this particular case; as I have shown at

large in the same Sermon. -

2. I am next to observe, that such interpretation, in

the present case, has led you into absurdities which you

have not been able to answer. For, if the Son be excluded

at all, by those texts of Isaiah, and others of like kind, he

is entirely excluded. He cannot be another God, all other

Gods being excluded by those texts; and you will not

admit that he is the same God: since therefore he is not

another God, nor the same God, it follows, upon your

principles, that he is no God. That the texts exclude not

only all other supreme Gods, but absolutely all other Gods,

I prove, not barely from the force of the exclusive terms,
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but from the scope, drift, and intent of those texts; which

was to exclude inferior as well as supreme Deities; and to

leave no room for idolatry; which might be consistent

with paying sovereign worship (to use your phrase) to the

God of Israel. You take a great deal of pains to wind

yourself off; or rather, to show how much you can have

to say, when you have nothing to reply. You tax me

with quibbling in the word beings, as standing in the

Query: which is a rebuke that comes late, now you are

answering, not my Queries, but my Defence. However,

since all other Gods are by me shown to be excluded, and

not all other Persons, the expression is just, and no other

but what should be. You observe, next, that the Son

cannot be the same God with the Father on any but

Sabellian principles: which is begging the question. It

is sufficient to say, that the Fathers in general (as we

shall see hereafter) acknowledged both to be one God, and

not one Person. You cite Eusebius" as your voucher,

that the words of Isaiah, (“besides me there is no God,”)

denote one Person. When you look again into Eusebius,

you will find that the words are Marcellus’s, not Euse

bius's: though little depends upon them either way. You

have another piece of a quotation from Eusebius, p. 4.

where he makes it Sabellianism, to say that the Father

and Son are #y x2 + xútby, one and the same thing. Add,

as Eusebius there does, dwówag' way 8 apópols, &c. under dif

ferent names only; and then I condemn it for Sabel

lianism, as well as Eusebius. Your quoting Tertullian in

this case is very extraordinary; when every body knows

that he makes Father and Son one God, in the very same

treatise where he is confuting the Sabellians; that is, the

Praxeans, men of the same principles with those of Sabel

lius. Was Tertullian then a Sabellian? Ridiculous! You

have a farther shift, (but still in the way of retorting, not

answering,) that I myself, when I come to explain, do

not in reality make the Son to be the same God, but only

a Euseb. Eccl. Theol. lib. ii, cap. 19, p. 133.
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to be in his substance undivided. Add, from the Father

as his Head, and consubstantial with him; and then I

insist upon it, that he is therefore the same God with the

Father, upon the certain and standing principles of all

Catholic antiquity. • -

But what becomes of the difficulty all this while, which

it concerned you to answer? You were to tell us, whether

the Son (since he is not the same God) be another God, or

no God. You say, he is not another God, in that sense

wherein the Father is: that is your meaning. But if he

be received as an object of worship, he is then God in

such a sense, as none but the God of Israel was, and must

either be the same God, or another God. By your argu

ment, the Jews might have admitted as many inferior

Gods as they pleased, consistent with the first command

ment; for that would not have been admitting other Gods,

because not Gods in the same sense. So you leave a gap

open to all manner of idolatry. You say farther, that the

texts do not exclude Moses from being a God unto Pha

raoh, nor magistrates, nor angels, from being Gods. But

the texts do exclude Moses, and angels, and magistrates,

and all creatures whatever, from being adorable Gods: and

therefore they can be no more than nominal Gods; that is

to say, no Gods. The Jews might have had nominal Gods

what they would: but they were to pay worship to one

only; which comes to the same as having no other Gods

but one. The receiving more adorable Gods than one, is

making another God. Well then, will you cast off the

worship of God the Son, or will you frankly own that

you make of him another God? You discover a great in

clination to own him for another God: you do not scruple

in one place, to call him another Lord b : and yet, when

you come to the pinch, you pause, you hesitate, you are

at a loss what to resolve on: another God, or two Gods,

sound very harsh; no Scripture, no Fathers, ever ventured

upon it; and Christian ears cannot bear it. What then

* Page 197.
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must be done? You at length put on an air of assurance,

and intimate to us, (p. 6.) that an inferior God besides

the supreme, is not another God; and that two Gods, in

the nature of language, must signify two coordinate Gods,

or Gods in the same sense. But, as the nature of lan

guage hitherto has been always different, and you can

give no examples in any writings, sacred or profane, of

this new kind of language; that any two Gods, and each

of them received and adored as a God, were not two Gods,

as well as one God, and another Gode; you must give us

leave to think that this kind of answering is really saying

nothing. All the heathens that acknowledged one supreme

God, over many inferior deities, will, by your way of rea

soning, stand clear of the charge of admitting more Gods

than one. Strange! that you should appeal to the nature

of language, in a case where the language of mankind,

Jews, Pagans, and Christians, hath been always contrary.

You have two or three references at the bottom of the

page; which I pass over, as not coming up to the point

in hand. If you have any countenance from Eusebius, it .

will amount to no more than that great man’s contradict

ing himself, and the Catholics before him, as well as those

of his own time: his authority therefore, especially for a

plain blunder and solecism in language, will be very in

considerable, and weigh little with us.

As to my argument, concerning Baal, and Ashtaroth,

and the Pagan deities; you answer it by telling me, you

know not how to excuse it from profaneness. You should

have said, (for that the reader will see to be plainly

the case,) that you knew not how to evade its force. A

rebuke is much easier than a solid reply; which was here

wanted. Tell me plainly, if the first Commandment ex

cludes only other supremes, and not inferior deities; why

Baal, or Ashtaroth, or any Pagan deity might; not have

been worshipped along with the God of Israel, without

any violation of that Commandment? The Law indeed

- • See the Preface to my Sermons.

VOL. III • D
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says, you shall have no other Gods before, or besides me;

that is, according to you, no other supreme God, or Gods.

How then are inferior and subordinate deities, how many,

or whatsoever, at all excluded by that law Here lay the

pinch of the difficulty; which, because you could not

take it off, you are pleased to dissemble, and to run to

another point. You represent it, as if I had intended a

comparison between Christ and the Pagan deities; and

you remind me of the difference betwixt them; which is

only solemn trifling. I made no comparison, nor did my

argument imply any : but this is plain, that the texts

which exclude only supreme deities, do not exclude any

that are not supreme, or not considered as supreme: and

so you, by your interpretation of those texts, have, in a

manner, voided and frustrated every law of the Old Testa

ment against idolatry. If the very mention of this evident

consequence be a thing so profane, what must your doctrine

be, that involves this very consequence in it? I showed

you, in my Defence, vol. i. p. 168. how, upon your prin

ciples, any man might easily have eluded every law of the

Old Testament, relating to worship, or sacrifice. One plain

and direct answer to that difficulty would have been more

satisfactory to the reader, than all your studied diver

sions.

You proceed to a tedious harangue about mediatorial

worship; which shall be considered in its place, but is

here foreign, and not pertinent. You should have shown

how, by the force of these texts, (which declare the Unity,

and ascribe the worship to God alone,) inferior deities can

be excluded, but upon this principle, that the texts are to

be understood as excluding all other Gods absolutely, and

not with your restriction of all other supremes only. You

have indeed contrived a way, such as it is, to bring in the

worship of Christ: but it is by making so wide a breach

in the laws of the Old Testament, that had it been disco

vered by the Jews of old, there had been room enough to

let in all imaginable kinds of inferior deities. They might

easily have pleaded, that the texts were intended of one
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supreme God; and that he alone was to be worshipped as

such: but as to subordinate deities, as the texts did not

reach them, so neither need they be scrupulous about the

worship of them. This is the pressing difficulty, to which,

after sufficient time to consider, you have not been able to

make any tolerable answer. Wherefore it may fairly be

concluded, that the argument is unanswerable; and that

this Query having bore the test, will now stand the firmer.

You seem to think that you have done your part, when

you have found out a reason why Christ should be wor

shipped : but the main thing wanting, was, to give a rea

son (upon your principles) out of the Law, why any in

ferior deities, along with the supreme, might not be wor

shipped also. You do well to plead for the worship of

Christ: it is a doctrine of the Gospel, and I think of the

Law too. But you had done better, if you had contrived

to make the Law and the Gospel hang together; and had

not entirely frustrated the main intent and design of one,

in order to maintain the other. - ..

You have some observations, p. 9, Io, II, which seem

to me foreign to the business of this Query: they may

deserve some notice in a more proper place. -

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 sum of my argument is, that since all other ador

able Gods are excluded by the texts of Isaiah; and yet it

appears from the same Scripture, that Christ is adorable,

and God, it must follow, that he is not another God; but

the same God with the Father. *

This Scripture argument I confirm from testimonies of

antiquity, declaring, , , , , , , - -

1. That other Gods only, (not God the Son,) or idols,

are excluded by the texts which concern the Unity.

2. That God the Son is not another God.

D 2
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3. That he is the same God, or one God, with the

Father.

4. That the one God of Israel (confessedly God supreme)

was Christ, speaking in his own Person; being God, not

as God's representative, but as God’s Son, of the same

substance with the Father.

This is the sum of what I endeavoured to make out,

under the second Query. I am first to consider what you

have to offer, in order to take off the force of my evi

dence; and next, to examine any counter-evidence which

you may have produced to balance mine. In this method I

design to proceed: and let the reader, who desires to see

distinctly into the merits of the cause, take it along with

him. My Scripture argument was formed upon the fol

lowing texts: Joh. i. 1. Heb. i. 8. Rom. ix. 5. Phil. ii. 6.

Heb. i. 3. Let us now examine them in their order.

JoHN i. 1.

My argument here is, that the A6yog, Word, is called

God, not in any improper, or loose, figurative sense; but

in the proper and strict sense of the word God. Therefore

he is not excluded among the nominal Gods; therefore he

is one and the same God with God the Father.

You reply, p. 15. that God the Word, is not God in as

“high a sense as the Father himself.” The reason why

he is not, or cannot, you assign, because by him, or

through him, “all things were made; which cannot,”

you say, “be truly affirmed of the one supreme God and

“author of all.” On the contrary, I affirm, that since

“all things were made by him,” he is not of the mumber

of the things made; therefore no creature; therefore God

in the strict sense; and, since God is one, the same God.

The most which you can justly infer from the Father's

creating all things by or through Christ, is only this; that

they are two Persons, and that there is a priority of order

betwixt them; not that the Son is not God in as high a

sense, or in the same sense as the Father. -

What you cite from Eusebius signifies little; except it
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be to expose the weakness of a great man: whose autho

rity is of no value with me, any farther than he is con

sistent with himself, and with the Catholics before, and

in, and after his own times. Not to mention that his au

thority is late; and I may almost as well produce Atha

nasius, Hilary, and the elder Cyril against you, as you

produce Eusebius against me: who, after all, is so dif

ferent from himself, in different places of his works, that,

upon the whole, it is extremely difficult to know what

judgment to make of him. To return to John i. 1.

In my Defence, vol. i. p. 8. I give the reader a view of

your real and intended construction of St. John. The

Word was with the one supreme God, another God inferior

to him, a creature of the great God. -

This representation, you say, is unjust, p. 45. It seems,

your own real sense, when put into plain terms, is too

frightful for yourself to admit. You endeavour therefore

to wrap it up, and disguise it, in these words: “The

“Word was with the one supreme God and Father of all;

“ and the Word was himself a divine Person,—in subordi

“nation to the one supreme God, and by him did the one

“supreme God and Father of all make all things.” All

the difference between this and mine is, that I spoke out

your whole sense, and you insinuate it, or mince it; being

ashamed to say all that you mean. This divine Person

you speak of, you own to be God, neither dare you say

otherwise; you do not allow him to be the same God;

therefore your meaning is, and must be, that he is another

God: so far my representation is manifestly just. But

farther, this same divine Person you, with your whole

party, deny to be necessarily existing; therefore you make

of him a precarious being, which is nothing but another

name for creature; therefore he is, upon your principles,

a creature of the great God: and so my interpretation, or

representation of your reserved and real meaning, is true

and just to a tittle. Your next attempt is, not to repre

sent, but to corrupt and mangle my construction of St.

D 3
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John. I refer the reader to my Sermons, for a full view

of my sense in that particular. Let us see what you can

make of it by the help of chicane and cavilling. “The

“Word was with the one supreme God—himself the

“same one supreme God, (yet meaning another supreme

“God in the same undivided substance,) and by the same

“one supreme God, did the one supreme God make all

“things.” That is to say, “The Word was with the Father

“the one God supreme, and was himself, though not the

“same Person, yet one and the same Godd supreme, and

“by the Son, who is God supreme, and Creatore, the Fa

“ther, supreme God also, made the worlds.” What is

there absurd or contradictory in all this? I have given

you three Ante-Nicene writers (Irenaeus, Clemens of

Alexandria, and Hippolytus) interpreting St. John in the

same way as I do. Show me one that ever interpreted

him in your manner. You are forced to disguise the mat

ter, and to give your meaning but by halves; because

you know you have not one Ante-Nicene or Post-Nicene

Catholic writer on your side, so far as concerns your con

struction of St. John. You pretend, that I make of the

Son another supreme God; not the same God. But as

this is only said, not proved, it must pass for nothing but

a trifling begging of the question. Prove you that, as

plainly as I have proved that you make the Son another

God, a creature God; or else acknowledge the difference

between a just representation and an injurious misrepre

sentation. So much for Joh. i. 1. The second text is,

* Dei verbum, imo magis ipse Deus, Iren. p. 132.

"Ew yae kapa, 3 Stås. Sri shrew, iv &é% # A43 as #y is rí Šiš, xa, Saā, ś, ź Ai

70s. Clem. Alex. p. 135. conf. p. 86.
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HEB. i. 8.

My argument here is, that Christ, who in this text is

declared to be God, must be the same God with the Fa

ther, because Scripture admits but one God; and expressly

declares against every other God. To which you reply,

p. 13. that the Apostle sufficiently explains himself by

the words, “God, even thy God;” verse the ninth: and

that I “ought not to have omitted it.” But I had abun

'dantly answered that pretence', by interpreting the words

of Christ considered in his human capacity, referring to

Dr. Bennet for a vindication of it: which is what you

ought not to have omitted. This text will come up again

under Query III.

RoM. ix. 5.

From this text I form my argument after the same

manner as in the two former. You pretend it “dubious,

“whether it may not possibly be meant of the Father;”

referring to Dr. Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 75. 2d edit. On

the contrary, I maintain, that no reasonable doubt can be

made of its being meant of Christ; referring to such as

have proved it g.

But allowing the words to be intended of Christ, (which

is no great courtesy,) you have still something farther to

say, viz. that the meaning of this text “is distinctly ex

“plained,” I Cor. xv. 27. and Eph. i. 22. But how ex

plained ? so as to make the Son another God? I see no

thing like it: neither does God's being the head of Christ,

nor his “putting all things under him,” conclude any

thing against what I assert, that both together are one God

supreme. See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 134. A distinct per

sonality, together with a supremacy of order, or office, are

sufficient to account for all, upon my principles. You

remind me of Hippolytus's comment on this text, in these

f Defence, vol. i. p. 41.

* My Sermons, vol. ii. p. 133. Grabe, Not in Bull. D. F. sect. ii. cap. 3.

Grabe's Instances of Defects, &c. p.24. Second Review of Doxologies, p. 15,

16. Dr. Calamy's Sermons, p. 38.
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words: “Christ is God over all: for thus he himself says

“plainly, All things are given me from the Father".” But,

why did you overlook the words immediately following;

“Who being over all God blessed, was begotten (of the

“ Virgin), and becoming man, is God for ever ?” You see,

Hippolytus supposes him to have been God before the

commencing of his mediatorial kingdom, before the time

when all things were said to be given him; and therefore

Hippolytus may reasonably be supposed to mean no more,

than that all things were intrusted with him, because he,

so great and so divine a Person, was the most proper to

sustain so great a charge. The consideration thereof leads

back to his antecedent dignity and excellency, which qua

lified him for so great and so endearing a charge. Where

fore it was right in Hippolytus to make mention of it, in

order to confirm what was said, Rom. ix. 5. that he is

“over all God blessed for ever.” Epiphanius, who cannot

be suspected of Arianizing, scruples not to argue upon

the same text, just as Hippolytus does, and almost in the

same words i. And they did not quote Matt. xi. 27. (or

Luke x. 22.) to show how, or when, Christ was appointed

God; they had no such thoughts, believing him to have

been always God; but to confirm what was said in Rom.

ix. 5. so as to show withal, that he was distinct from the

Father, not the same Person with him, as Noëtus pre

tended. *

You bring up Hippolytusk again, to confirm, as you
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imagine, your fancies upon I Cor. xv. 27. Hippolytus

answering the objection of Noëtus, drawn from Rev. i. 8.

where Christ is styled Tavroxgårop, (and from whence

Noëtus inferred, that Christ must be the very Father him

self incarnate;) I say, Hippolytus, in his answer, hath the

words which you recite: “If therefore all things are put

“under him, excepting him that did put all things under

“ him, he hath dominion over all, and the Father over

“him; that in all things may be made appear one God, to

“whom all things are subject, together with Christ, to

“whom the Father hath subjected all things, himself

“only excepted.”

Hippolytus here speaks not of the A6yog, but of God

incarnate, Christ Jesus; showing that Christ, since his

incarnation, has been subject to the Father, and will be so

also, in his human capacity, after he has delivered up his

mediatorial kingdom. From whence it is manifest, against

Noëtus, that the Father himself was not incarnate, was

not Christ; for then whom could Christ be subject to, but

to himself” which is absurd. This I take to be the sense

of Hippolytus, and his full sense; his argument requiring

no more: besides that, it is not consistent with Hippo

lytus's other writings, to make the Son, in his highest

capacity, subject to the Father, and under his dominion.

For, not to mention that Hippolytus, in this very tract,

plainly teaches that the Son is of the same substance with

the Father, and one God with him, (as shall be shown

xxx&s zara révra iri waxås yåé £rs, révra ao rag:239m ird row rare, as:

#x rávra's wiv ovy &y $35, #x2y 3, #212, 25rg Taváč2, &c. Epiph. Haer. Ivii.

p. 488.

Omnipotens Christus appellatur. Sienim omnia Patris Filii sunt, et ut

ipse loquitur in Evangelio, “data estmihi omnis potestas in caelo et in terra;

“omnia mea tua sunt;” cur non etiam omnipotentis nomen referatur ad

Christum: ut sicut Deus Dei, et Dominus Domini; sic omnipotens omnipo

tentis Filius sit? Hieronym. in Isa. tom. iii. p. 13.

Nec mirum si Christus dicatur omnipotens, cui “tradita est omnis potestas

“ in caelo et in terra.” Et qui dicit; “omnia quae Patris sunt, mea sunt.”
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mine; ergo et ex omnipotente omnipotens : neque enim fieri potest ut, quo

rum una natura est, diversa sit gloria, Hieron, in Zach, tom. iii. p. 1718.
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more fully hereafter,) he concludes his treatise with

ascribing glory and dominion to the Son with the Father

and the Holy Ghost. Now it would be very absurd thus

to join sovereign and subject together, ascribing the same

glory and dominion to both'. And in the words going

before, speaking of Christ, he says, “He being God, be

“came man for our sakes, to whom the Father subjected

“all thingsm.” Which shows that all his discourse be

fore, relating to the subjection of things to the Son, and of

the Son to the Father, is after his incarnation; and is to

be understood of the SeáySparrog, the God-man; who, as

God, had all things under him; as man, was himself

under the Father. To confirm which, we may observe

that Hippolytus interprets Christ’s praying to the Father,

as being done oixovouxāg. These are his words: “Christ

“made all these prayers economically, as man, being

“himself very God". Does this look as if Hippolytus

believed God the Father to have sovereign dominion over

Christ, in his highest capacity ? Might not any subject of

God have prayed to God, as such : -

You say (p. 16.) that the “doctrine which I allege

“this text (Rom. ix. 5.) to prove, is a contradiction to

“the whole stream of antiquity.” And here again you

quote Hippolytus, (the spurious and interpolated Hippoly

tus, according to you,) as a just interpreter of the an

cients. It seems, you are willing to admit him, when he

says any thing that looks for your purpose. The words

you chiefly value are tavroxgårop arapa warpèg xarearášn

Xg'sé, Christ was constituted Ruler over all by the Father.

On occasion whereof, let me observe a thing to you which

you are not aware of; that though the ancients scrupled

not to say, that Christ was constituted by the Father,

Abré à 2%a za re weaves &aa rare za &yíg rvečar, &c. Hippol. contr.
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Ruler, or Lord, or even Creator, (according to Prov. viii.)

or any thing coming under the notion of office, (the Fa

ther being ever looked upon as first in order, and, in virtue

thereof, the Fountain of every office, according to his own

voluntary appointment,) yet you will never find it said by

the ancients, that the Father constituted Christ a God, or

appointed him to be God. Which observation is highly

deserving your special notice; as it may discover to you

a fundamental flaw in your hypothesis, and may show that

you have took a great deal of pains with the ancients,

upon a very wrong view, and (give me leave to add) to

very little purpose. Had you found ever an ancient testi

mony, declaring that Christ was constituted God over all,

you would have done something: the rest are imperti

nent, and come not up to your point. The word God

was never looked upon as a word of office or dominion,

but of nature and substance: and hence it is, that the

ancients never speak of Christ's being constituted God.

One use indeed you may make of your observation from

Hippolytus, that &avroxpárap, though it be often in the

LXX the rendering of nsix mm Lord of hosts, yet the

Fathers sometimes used it in a lower sense, such as comes

not up to the strength of the Hebrew: and therefore I

readily acknowledge to you, that such passages of the

Fathers as style Christ aravroxgårwp, are not pertinently

alleged to prove him to be the Jehovah in the strict sense

of that name, according to those Fathers. But enough of

this. Upon the whole, it may appear that you have not

been able to take off the force of Rom. ix. 5.

PHIL. ii. 6.

My argument from this text runs thus: He that was in

the form of God, that is, naturally Son of God, and God,

and as such equal with God", is God in the same high

sense as the Father himself is; and since God is one, the

same God. To this you only reply, (p. 14.) that “nothing

• See my fifth Sermon.
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“can be more directly against me” than this text. Which

decretory sentence, void of all proof, and coming from a

man fallible as myself, deserves no farther notice. You

have a great deal more upon this text from p. 50 to p. 64.

but put together in so confused a manner, with a mixture

of foreign matters, that I shall not spend time in pursuing

you; but refer the reader to my fifth Sermon upon this

very text: where all that you have material is already

answered, or obviated. Your incidental pleas and pre

tences relating to Novatian, and other ancients, will be

answered in their place. I proceed to another text.

HEB. i. 3.

My argument here is, that he who is “the brightness

“ of his Father's glory, and the express image of his per

“son,” cannot reasonably be supposed to be excluded

among the nominal Gods. But if he be not excluded, he

is included in the one supreme God. Therefore, &c. Now,

in page the fourteenth, you are content only to say, which

I can as easily gainsay, that this text is directly against

me... But you resume it again, p. 65. out of method; and

thither I must attend you. There you talk much of by

his Son, and by whom, and of the Father's being his

God: which kind of reasoning I have sufficiently answered

above. But you add, that “the image of the one su

“preme God cannot be himself that one supreme God,

“whose image he is.” But what mean you by the words

“that supreme God?” Plainly, “that supreme Father,

“who is God:” and thus I readily allow, that he cannot

be himself that very Person whose express image he is.

But why do you thus perpetually quibble with the phrase

“ that supreme God;” as if there were two Gods, this

and that, and making the supreme God a name for one

Person only . This, you must be sensible, is taking the

main point for granted; and poorly begging of the ques

tion: which is a thing beneath the character of an able

disputant. To proceed: I had been pressed with a passage

of Eusebius, relating to this text; and I returned a clear
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and full answer to it in my Defence, vol. i. p. 13, 14. You

bring another passage out of Eusebius, in his Demonstra

tio Evang. though you know that even Bishop Bull, who

otherwise is a defender of Eusebius, yet makes no ac

count of what he wrote before the Nicene Council: as

neither do I. I shall not therefore give myself the trou

ble of attending you, as often as you fill your margin

with that author. I had said however, what was true, in

relation to the passage brought against me before, that

by 360 ova'iz, Eusebius might mean no more than what

Pierius, Methodius, Alexander, and Tertullian, meant by

the like expressions; that is, two Persons. To which you

reply, (p. 68.) that I, “by adding what the ancient writers

“constantly disclaimed,” (viz. an equality of supreme au

thority in the two Persons,) “do necessarily make, what

“they never did, two supreme Gods, however inseparable

“ or undivided, as to their substance.” But you are under

a double mistake; first, in imagining that the ancients did

not acknowledge an “equality of supreme authority,” as

much as I do; and next, in fancying that they and I (for

the charge affects both, or neither) thereby make “two

“supreme Gods.” The ancients, and I conformable there

to, always suppose a headship, or priority of order of the

Father, referring his consubstantial Son to him as his head.

And “this origination in the divine Paternity” (as Bishop

Pearson speaks P) “hath anciently been looked upon as

“the assertion of the Unity: and therefore the Son and

“Holy Ghost have been believed to be but one God with

“ the Father; (N. B.) because both from the Father, who

“is one, and so the Union of them.” If you ask how the

authority, or dominion, (for so I understand you here, and

not as authority sometimes signifies Paternity, and auctor

P Pearson on the Creed, p. 40. sti
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is Pater;) I say, if you ask how it can be supreme in

both, if it be original here, and derivative there; I answer,

because it is the same in both, only existing in a different

manner: neither are there two dominions or two sovereign

ties, any more than two essences, substances, or Gods. The

question from whence the Son's dominion is, is one point,

and how great, or how high, is quite another. If you ask

from whence the Son's dominion is, I say from the Father,

as his essence also is: if you ask from whence the Father’s

dominion is, I say, from none, as I say also of his essence.

. But if you ask me, what, or how great, or how high; I

say equal" in both, and indeed one undivided same, just

as the essence is. Thus your charge of two Gods, which

you so frequently repeat, through your abounding in false

metaphysics, is proved a fallacy, and a groundless ca

lumny.

You proceed to examine my authorities for my con

struction of Heb. i. 3. one by one. This being but a very

small and incidental part of the controversy, I could be

content to pass it over, for fear of being tedious to the

reader. But I will endeavour to be as short as possible,

You begin with rebuking me for citing Origen out of

Athanasius; who lived, you say, above a hundred years

after Origen's death. It was not quite a hundred when

Athanasius wrote the piece from whence I cited the pas

a AEqualem ergo Patri credite Filium; sed tamen de Patre Filium, Pa.

trem vero non de Filio. Origo apud illum, aqualitas apudistum. August.

Serm. cxl. tom. 5. p. 681.

quod si dixeris, eo ipso major est Pater Filio, quia de nullo genitus genuit

tamen aequalem; cito respondebo, imo ideo non est major Pater Filio, quia

genuit aequalem, non minorem. Originis enim quaestio est, quis de quo sit;

aequalitatis autem, qualis aut quantus sit. August. tom. viii. p. 718.

Cum sit gloria, sempiternitate, virtute, regno, potestate, hoc quod Pater

est; omnia tamen haec non sine auctore, sicut Pater, Deus ex Patre tan

quam Filius, sine initio et aequalis habet: et cum ipse sit omnium caput,

ipsius tamen caput est Pater. Ruffin. in Symb.

Cum Pater omnia quae habet gignendo dedit, aequalem utique genuit, quo

niam nihil minus dedit: quomodo ergo tu dicis, quia ille dedit, ille accepit,

ideo aqualem Filium Patri non esse; cum eum cui data sunt omnia et ipsam

a qualitatem vidcas accepisse? August. contr. Maxim. lib. ii. cap. 14. p. 707.
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sage. But no matter. I question whether you can bring

any thing of Origen’s, that is of better, or indeed so good

authority; considering how carefully Athanasius's Works

have been preserved, how negligently most of Origen’s,

and how much they have been corrupted; as the best

critics allow. Will you produce me any MSS. of Origen,

above the age of Athanasius Or will you assure us that

later scribes were more faithful in copying than he To

pass on; you think however that the passage cited from

Origen is “nothing to my purpose;” it does not show

that the Son is the one supreme God. But it shows enough

to infer it, though it does not directly say it. It shows

that, in Origen's opinion, the image must be perfectly

like the prototype; both alike invisible, and like eternal':

so far he is express; and his premises infer a great deal

more, by parity of reason. Wherefore Origen, in his

book against Celsus, carries the argument up to a formal

equality in greatness. His words ares, “The God and Fa

“ther of all is not, according to us, the only one that is

“great. For he hath imparted even his greatness to his

“only begotten, begotten before the creation: that he

“being the image of the invisible God, might keep up

“the resemblance of the Father, even in greatness. For

“it was not possible for him to be (if I may so speak) a

“commensurate and fair image of the invisible God, with

“out copying out his greatness.”

Now to me it seems, that this and the other passage

of Origen are both very much to my purpose. For Ori

gen was never weak enough to imagine that there were

two Gods, equal in invisibility, in eternity, in greatness:

but that the Father and Son, thus equal to each other,

* El Harw six&y rg Stow roo &oeózov, &622tos, six4v.. ty& 3 roxahazs *S*

4, 3rd was justórns rvyxévay rà rares, obz triv 3rs obz iv. Orig. apud Athan.

p. 233.

* Ob asso; 3% aiyas was #43; tariv 8 raw 5%ay Ss's 22 rarãe. asrážax: %

izvrg wa rās asyaxesárnres rá čovoysvái x2 reareróx4 rāgns wrizia's #y, sixów

aúz’s rvyxéva, rg &oes re Stoà, wa) is ré asy49* **, rh, sixáva rod wargás ow

yae slav, 3, that rippetres (# &ra's youáza) x* xxxây sizíva rä &%rs 9:5, A.

xz as asy49ss ragisawa, raw sixáva. Orig. contr. Cels. p. 323.
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were together the one God supreme. If you have any

passages to allege to the contrary, out of Origen's less ac

curate, or perhaps interpolated works, they are by no means

to be brought in competition with those I have cited: be

sides that most of them may admit of a fair and candid

construction, as meaning no more than that the Father is

naturally prior in order to the Son, or in office superior by

mutual concert and agreement.

Nor shall I think myself obliged (which I mention

once for all) to answer such testimonies as have been be

fore completely answered by Bishop Bull; unless you

have something new to add upon the subject. We shall

have more concerning Origen in another place.

You proceed to Dionysius of Alexandria, (p. 71.) whom

I had also cited in relation to Heb. i. 3. You call it citing

at second hand, because out of Athanasius. May not any

writings whatever be almost with equal justice said to be

cited at second hand * They must be conveyed to us by

some hand or other: and we cannot be more certain of

any parts of old writings than we are of these parts espe

cially which were long ago cited, higher up than any

MSS. now reach. But enough of this trifling. You bring

up again the stale pretence about what Basil and Photius

said of Dionysius: which has been answered over and

over, by considerable writers'. This is what you ought

not to have concealed from your reader. You observe far

ther, that Dionysius does not draw the same inference

from the text that I do, viz. that the Son is the “ one

“supreme God.” Very true: neither should I draw that

inference, if I was only proving the eternity of God the

Son; but I should stop there. However, if there be occa

sion to advance farther, nothing is easier than from the

coeternity to deduce all that I desire, viz. that the Father

and Son are together the one God supreme: which is

* Bull. Def Fid. Nic. p. 142. Mr. Thirlby's Answer to Mr. Whiston's Sus

picions, p. 91, &c. Ruinart. Act. Mart. p. 181. Le Moyne, Not ad war. Sacr.

p.235. Athanasius de Sententia Dionysii.
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indeed the plain certain doctrine of the same Dionysius,

in the same treatise. “The undivided Monad we extend

“to a Triad, and again the undiminished Triad we con

“tract into a Monadu.” Now, I beseech you, what is his

Monad, but the one God supreme? And what doth it

consist of, but of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, according

to this excellent writer

My next authority was Alexander of Alexandriax;

whom, you say, I cite out of Athanasius. You should

have said, out of Montfaucon's edition of Athanasius's

works, into which he has inserted this epistle of Alexan

der. The reader perhaps otherwise may suspect that this

was again at second hand, as you would call it, from

Athanasius. Well, what have you to say to the thing?

It amounts, you think, to no more than what Arius him

self might have said, viz. that the Son is not (&véuolo; Tjob

oix rā Targ%) of unlike substance to the Father. You should

have added the other words by me cited, sixów taxsix xal

āraāyaaux tê warp?g, the perfect image and shining forth of

the Father. Which I believe neither Arius, nor yourself

would be willing to admit. However, Arius had denied

that the Son was 6aolo, r oùria, of like substance with the

Father; as appears from that very epistley. And neither

Arius nor you would have said &raffyaguz to tarp?g, but

āraāyaaux ri: 86%ms toū aratpog, which kind of expression

Dr. Clarke contends for in opposition to the other. You

proceed to cite a pretty large passage from Alexander's

other epistle in Theodoret, to show, as you pretend, that

“he has nothing agreeable to my notion;” though the

whole epistle is exactly agreeable to my notion, and in

deed contains it. Alexander no where says, with you,

* Ojra av Hasis #s vs raw relá3a ră, Advá2a razrāvous" &8taies row, *, r*

*ěláža réxis &asia roy sis rh, uováža rvyx:paxanoia:Sa. Dionys. Aler. apud

Athanas. vol. i. p. 255. -

* II&s &véaoues rà obzig rg rares, 5 &y siza, raxsta za &ravyaaaa Ts rare's :

Alexand. Alexand. Ep. inter Op. Athanas. p. 399.

* Among Arius's tenets, this is one. our 2, 3aolos war ouzlav tí rareí is",

Ibid. p. 398. -

VOL. III. E.
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that the Father alone has “supreme authority, sovereignty,

“and dominion:” he was too wise and too good a man

to divide the Son from the Father. He expresses their

inseparability” in all things, in very full and express terms;

together with the Son's necessary existence", and supreme

divinity b; blaming the Arians for laying hold of Christ's

acts of submission, and condescension, in order to sink

and lessen it. All you can find in this writer that looks

for your purpose is, that the prerogative of unbegotten

belongs to the Father, (which I also constantly maintain,)

and that the Son was neither unbegotten, nor created, but

between both: which Alexander observes, in opposition

to the Arians, who pretended there was no medium, but

that the Son must be either unbegotten or a creature.

You cite part of this passage, but omit what would have

shown fully the sense of the author; which runs thus:

“For these inventors of idle tales (the Arians) pretend,

“ that we, who reject their impious and unscriptural

“blasphemy against Christ, as being from nothing, assert

“two unbegotten Beings: alleging, very ignorantly, that

“one of these two we must of necessity hold; either that

“he (Christ) is from nothing, or that there must be two

“unbegotten Beings. Unthinking men! Not to consider

“the great distance there is between the unbegotten Fa

“ther, and the things created by him out of nothing, (as

“well rational as irrational,) betwixt which two, comes

“in the intermediate only-begotten nature of God the

“Word, by whom the Father made all things out of

“nothinge.”

z 'AAAñxay &xégisa red yuarx Büo, row rarića wa row view, &c. Alexand.

Epist. Ap. Theod, lib. i. cap. 4. p. 12. Marak, rare", wa) viol, oil?iy—?idarn
e *4,

** * * * * - - - - * -

ow? &xel rives ivyolas rouro payrawiszai rās Wux is 20, atávns. Ibid.

* "Argirroy tourov xx &vaxxoiarov &s roy zaráez, &reogos; xa rixelow view

Aáv4 r? &ysvárq Aetrópavoy ixiivs. p. 18. To y&é &račyaguz rās 3%ms & sha,

Aáyely, ruvatesi wa to rearárvarov pås, où isly &raúyaguz, si ži za # sixay vs Sss.

oix #y &s, 37xov #3 oboi oil isly six&v, Hsu" &si. p. 14.

* “H vićrns abrog zara pázav rvyxáveza rās rarelz is Saárnros, &c. p. 14.

T?s &valrára wa &#x39sy abro5 Sárnros, p. 16.

‘ ‘pazi yae #22s of pxnvépay ipsugeral &#9av, &rosépouívous rhy # 25x irraw,
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I see nothing in this passage, but what I can heartily

assent to; understanding by nature, person, as Alexander

himself understood it; which Walesius observes. One

thing the reader may remark, that the main principle upon

which you and your friends found all your opposition to

the doctrine of a coequal and coeternal Trinity, is no other

than what you have borrowed from the ancient Arians;

and which Alexander, in this passage, severely condemns;

namely, that God the Son cannot be God in the strict

and proper sense, unless he be unoriginate and self-existent,

as the unbegotten Father himself; there being, as you

conceive, no medium between self-existence, in the highest

sense, and precarious existence: that is, in plain words,

(though you love to disguise it,) between being unbegot

ten, and being a creature. And thus we have done with

Heb. i. 3. Some Post-Nicene writers I had added, not to

“make a show,” as you frowardly and falsely suggest;

but, as you very well knew, to correct your wonder, and

your representing it before as strange, and new, to offer

this text in proof of Christ's divinity.

You have not been able, we see, to invalidate the force

of those few texts, laid down in this Query, with design

to prove that Christ is not excluded, by any texts of the

Old Testament, or New, from being one God with the

Father, but necessarily included in the one God supreme.

To these I might add many other texts, signifying that

the Father and Son are one; that the Son is in the Fa

ther, and the Father in him ; that he who hath seen one,

has therein seen the other also; that the Son is in the

bosom of the Father, and as intimate as thought to mind;

that all things which the Father hath are the Son's; and

that whatsoever the Father doth, the Son doth likewise;

ârsă wał &yeapow war& xpired 9xagonaia”, &yívynra 3.84ozil, 262, Busiv Sârgov
* A * -?" -- - - f :----f * ** * * * * * * * - / * ~ *

Aiyarris 3s., sha ai &raíževrai, # # oux àvray abrov sival peoysis, rávra's 4-yāvyn ra

Aiyu, 3% &ywoovyzes of &váeznrol, &s gazeby B" sin Asraft rare's 47"firov, *

ra, wriz9ávray 52 airs # oux àvrov, Aoyuzăy re x2 &Aáyay. J, Asgiričovza púris

govoyevns, 3, #s rà #xa # six Byray iroinvey 5 rathé row Stov Aáys, &c. p. 17, 18.

See Bull, sect. iii, cap. 9, n. 11. Animad, in Gilb. Clerke, p. 1027.
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that they are represented as one temple, Rev. xxi. 22. and

as having one throne, Rev. xxii. 1. and as making one

light, Rev. xxi. 23. These and many other considerations, -

suggested in Scripture, serve to confirm and illustrate the

same thing. But it is now time to examine your pre

tended counter-evidence drawn from Scripture: after the

discussion of which, we may come regularly to our in

quiry into the sense of antiquity upon this head.

You had produced John xvii. 3. 1 Cor. viii. 6. Eph. iv.

6. which prove that the Father is styled, sometimes, the

one God, or only true God; and that he is God of the

Jews, of Abraham, &c. I asked, how those texts proved

that the Son was not ? You say, (p. 26.) “very plainly.”

Let us hear how. You add, “Can the Son of the God of

“Abraham, (Acts iii. 13.) be himself that God of Abra

“ham, who glorified his Son?” But why must you here

talk of that God, as it were in opposition to this God,

supposing two Gods; that is, supposing the thing in

question? If I allow that there is a this God, and a that

God, or two Gods; you can prove, it seems, that two

Gods are not one God... Very ingenious! But if I tell you

that this divine Person is not that divine Person, and yet.

both are one God; the quibble is answered. You are very

often at this kind of play: and therefore it may be here

proper to say something more to it. Let us make trial of

the like argumentation in another case. It is the Doctor’s

principle, as hath been observed, that the divine substance

is infinitely extended, and yet the same substance every

where. Let us now argue much after the same manner

as you do against me; this divine substance here on earth

is not that divine substance which fills heaven: for this

and that cannot be the same. It is but repeating the

argument, and one may prove that the Divine Being,

according to the Doctor, consists of an infinite number of

different substances, no two parts whatever being the same :

substance. Such is the force of your logic, by the help of

this and that. But if the Doctor, on the other hand, can

allow that the substance may be the same, where there is
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a distinction of this and that; then give us leave to take

the benefit of the Doctor's own principles; and to con

clude in the present case, that Father and Son may be one

substance, one Being, or one God, notwithstanding the dis

tinction of this Person and that Person. Having once

fully answered your quibble, you will not, I hope, expect

that I should do it again and again, as often as you get

into this trifling way. It will be sufficient just to hint to

the reader, that you are again playing, as usual, with this

and that ; and so to dismiss it. . Now let us proceed.

You ask farther, upon Acts iii. 13. “Can the one su

“preme God be exalted, or glorified by another?” In

answer to which I refer you to my fifth Sermon. You

add, is it not true, that “the less is blessed of the

“greater?” But what has benediction to do with exalta

tion and glorification? I am weary of answering such

things.

You come to take off the answer I had made to such

texts as style the Father the only God, &c. I had said,

he was not so styled in opposition to the Son, or to ex

clude him from being the one God. That is, say you,

“The Father, though expressly distinguished, is still both

“Father and Son.” That is your mistake: we do not

say, that in these, or the like instances, both persons are

included in the term Father; but that the exclusive terms,

alone, or only, are not to be so rigorously interpreted, as

to leave no room for tacit exceptions. To make this a

little plainer to you.

Rev. xix. 12. it is said of the Son, “He had a name

“written, which oã8sig, no person, knew but himself.”

This was not said in opposition to the Father, or as ex

cluding him from that knowledge: for, it is still tacitly

supposed, that he knew as much as the Son; and no

question could be made of it. This is not including Fa

ther and Son under the term Son; but is speaking of one

only, abstracting from the consideration of not excluding

the other. I had said, that the Father is primarily, not

exclusively, the one true God. You do not understand

E 3
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primarily: I am sorry for it. First in order, first in con

ception, God unbegotten and proceeding from none, as

distinguished from God begotten and proceeding. You

add, that “when one person is in any respect declared to

“be the only, &c. he must needs be so, exclusively of all

“others, in that sense wherein he is declared to be the

“ only, &c. otherwise there is no certainty or use in lan

“guage.” That is to say, since no one knoweth the Father,

but the Son, the Father must be excluded from knowing in

the same, or in so high a sense: and if no one knoweth

the things of God but the Spirit, both Father and Son

are excluded from knowing in so high a sense, or in the

same sense. And if no one knew the name written but

the Son himself, both the Father and the Holy Ghost must

be excluded from knowing; “otherwise there is no cer

“tainty or use in language.”

And if Christ be styled by the primitive Fathers, as he

often is, (see my Sermons, vol. i. p. 82.) the only Judge, the

only Lord, the only God, the only King; the Father must

be excluded from being Judge, Lord, King, or God, in

such a sense as those authors intended of God the Son:

“otherwise there is no certainty or use in language.”

But I think the use of language and custom of speech,

in all authors I have met with, has gone upon this rule,

or maxim, that exclusive terms are always to be under

stood in opposition only to what they are opposed to, and

not in opposition to what they are not opposed to: and

there is both use and certainty enough in language, in

this way, so long as men are blessed with any tolerable

share of common sense, and are but capable of under

standing the design, drift, or purport of any speaker or

writer. I see where your confusion lies: and if you will

bear a while with me, I will endeavour to help you out

of it. I consider the matter thus: the God of Israel (be it

Father, or Son, or both, or the whole Trinity) is styled

the one God, God in the strict and emphatical sense of the

word God, in opposition to creature-Gods; which are

none of them Gods in the same sense of the word God.
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Here you will observe that I lay the emphasis upon the

sense of the word God: and in this very highest and most

emphatical sense of the word, I suppose as well Son and

Holy Ghost, as the Father, to be God.

Again, the Father may be emphatically styled the only

God, because of his emphatical manner of existing. Here

I lay the whole emphasis upon the manner of existing,

existing from none. Either Son or Holy Ghost is God

in the very highest sense, in the same sense of the word

God, but not in the same emphatical manner. If there

fore the emphasis be laid upon the sense of the word God,

every person of the three is emphatically God, in opposi

tion to creature-Gods: but if the emphasis be laid upon

the manner of existing, the Father only is God in that

emphatical manner, and for that very reason is most fre

quently styled, in Scripture and antiquity too, the only

God. I perceive, you do not distinguish between being

God in a different sense of the word God, and being God

in a different manner, though in the same sense of the

word: and hence arises your perplexity upon this head.

I will give you one example, out of many, which may

help to illustrate the case. The Father is Spirit, and the

Son is Spirit; but yet the Holy Ghost is emphatically the

Spirit. Not that he is Spirit in any higher, or any diffe

rent sense of the word Spirit; but upon other accounts,

the name of Spirit is emphatically and more peculiarly

attributed to him. In like manner, the Father is God,

the Son God, and the Holy Ghost God; yet the Father is

emphatically the one God. Not that he is God in any

higher, or any different sense of the word God: but upon

other accounts, (either as he is first known, or as being

most universally acknowledgedd, or chiefly as being first

* Quin et illud observatione dignum est, Judaeos per id tempus, uterant

rudes et occaecati, solum Deum agnovisse quem Patrem suum esse Christus

docuerat—idcirco Joh. viii. sic illos Christus alloquitur: “Est Pater meus,

“quiglorificat me, quem vos dicitis quia Deus vesterest, et non cognovistis

“eum.” Itaque de hoc ipso Deo, quem Judaei animo capiebant, necnon

Judaizantes haeretici plerique, ad quos dedocendos vel refutandos Johannes

E 4
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Persone, and head of the other two,) the name of God, or

only God, has been emphatically and more peculiarly ap

propriated to him. These things being cleared, and set

right, let us now pass on. What you have, p. 27, 28.

about the Son’s being sent, considered even in his divine

nature, I readily admit, and never doubted of. Neither

do I dispute but that he that sends, is for that very reason

greater than him that is sent; greater in respect of office

voluntarily entered into; and greater in respect of natural

order of priority, which made it proper for one to submit

to the inferior office rather than the other. And therefore

I have not scrupled, after Cyprian, Novatian, Athanasius,

Basil, and others, in my Sermons', to admit that the Son

is greater than the Holy Ghost; of which, if you please, .

see a full and brief account, in a book referred to in the

marging.

Your testimonies therefore upon that head might have

been spared, as containing nothing contradictory to me:

unless perhaps Eusebius, or the Council of Sirmium (nei

ther of which are of any great authority with me) might

strain the notion rather too far; as it is certain you do.

You go on to 1 Cor. viii. 6. where you say the Son is

in the most express words excluded. Excluded from being

one God with the Father? Where? Show me the express

words, if you can. I say, the Father is there emphatically

styled the one God; and the reason of it is intimated, be

cause of him are all things; whereas in respect of the

ista scribebat, loqui sic necesse habuit, ut diceret verbum erat reas rev Stev,

hoc est apud illum Deum, quem vos, O Judaei et haeretici, solum novistis.

Petav. Dogm. Theol. tom. v. part 2, p. 352. lib. xvi. cap. 4.

• Salvo enim Filio, recte unicum Deum potest determinasse, cujus est

Filius. Non enim desinit esse qui habet Filium ipse unicus, suo scilicet no

mine, quotiens sine Filio nominatur. Sine Filio autem nominatur cum prin

cipaliter determinatur ut prima persona, quae ante Filii nomen erat propo

nenda, quia pater ante cognoscitur, et post patrem filius nominatur. Tertul."

contr. Prax. cap. 18.

f Sermon vi. vol. ii. p. 114.

& Leo Allatius's Notes upon Methodius, p. 102, in Fabricius's second

volume of Hippolytus. -
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Son, they are only by him : which shows a difference of

order betwixt them, in existing and operating. And this

is all you can make of 1 Cor. viii. 6. However, as all

things are by the Son, as well as of the Father; it appears

from that very passage, that they are both one Creator,

one joint-cause of all things. But of this text I have said

more in my Sermonsh. You wonder I should not see in

I Cor. viii. 6. “ that if the one Lord is included in the one

“God,” (there spoken of, you should have added,) “the

“whole reasoning of the Apostle is quite taken away.”

But it is easy to answer, that one God there is taken per

sonally: and so I do not pretend that it there stands both

for Father and Son, but for Father only; as one Lord is

also taken there personally for the Son only. Neverthe

less, the giving the name sometimes to one singly, is no

argument that the same name may not also justly belong

to both together. On the contrary, it is certain, that if

both are joined in the same one common Godhead, either

of them singly has a right to be called the one God, not

excluding the other from the same right. -

What you add about Sabellianism, I pass over here as

foreign. Your quotation from Bp. Pearson is shamefully

abusing your reader, while you conceal what would have

shown that the Bishop's notion was diametrically oppo

site to yours. I have set down his words above i. As to

Origen’s way of solving the Unity, it will be seen here

after to be directly contrary to yours; as are also the

Ante-Nicene Fathers in general, as will be seen pre

sently. Eusebius I reckon not with the Ante-Nicenes;

unless you will take in Athanasius too, who has two

treatises written before any books now extant of Euse

bius. What I had said of Novatian, stood corrected in

my two later editions of my Defence, which you might

have been so fair as to look into. I say, if Novatian did

not mean that Christ was God in the same sense with

the Father, and only God as well as the Father, it will be

h Serm. ii. vol. ii. p. 28, 29, &c. Page 45.
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hard to make out the sense or connection of his inferencek

from John xvii. 3. His reasoning is plainly this; that

when our Lord said, “They might know thee the only

“true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent,” his

joining himself to the Father in that manner shows that

he must be God also. The strength of his argument lies

only in the conjunction and : there are but two construc

tions of it; either thus, Know thee, and also know Jesus

Christ, (according to which there is nothing like an argu

ment, at least not according to Novatian,) or else thus,

Thee the only true God, and also Jesus Christ. Thus in

deed the text does afford an argument of Christ's being

God, and only God too. For it comes to this, that the

Father, and also Christ, is the only true God. And thus

Ambrose' reasons upon that text, much after the same

way with Novatian: as also do Athanasius m and Austin".

Wherefore I do not see that I have at all misrepresented

the sense of Novatian. What you farther pretend from

other parts of his treatise is by no means made out: all

being easily reconciled upon the foot of the Son’s subordi

nation as a Son, or his voluntary condescensions, without

the least diminution of his supreme authority, naturally

* Sinoluisset se etiam Deum intelligi, cur addidit, et quem misisti Jesum

Christum, nisi quoniam et Deum accipi voluit: quoniam si se Deum nollet

intelligi, addidisset, et quem misisti hominem Jesum Christum; nunc autem

neque addidit, nec se hominem nobistantummodo Christus tradidit, sed Deo

junicit, ut et Deum per hanc conjunctionem, sicut est, intelligi vellet. Est

ergo credendum in Dominum, unum verum deum, et in eum quem misit

Jesum Christum consequenter: qui se nequaquam patri, ut diximus, junxis

set, nisi Deum quoque intelligi vellet. Novat. cap. 14.

* “Ut cognoscant te solum verum Deum, et quem misisti Jesum Chris

“tum;” conjunctione illa Patrem utique copulavit et Filium, ut Christum

verum Deum a majestate Patris nemo secernat: nunquam enim conjunctio

separat. Ambr. de Fid, lib. v. cap. 1. Compare Hilary, p. 815.

* Athanas. Orat. iii. p. 558.

* “Et quem misisti Jesum Christum.” Subaudiendum est, “unum verum

“Deum;” et ordo verborum est, “ut te et quem misisti Jesum Christum

“cognoscant unum verum Deum.” August, de Trin. lib. vi. cap. 9, p. 849.

Petavius remarks, that Novatian's was the same with St. Austin's. Petav.

de Trin, lib. ii. cap. 4.
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and essentially adhering to him. But Novatian shall be

more distinctly and accurately considered in the sequel.

You tell me, p. 36. that the Nicene Creed professes the

Father to be the one God; as if any one questioned it, or

thought it of any weight in the controversy Do not I

also profess the same thing? You add farther, that even

the Post-Nicene writers referred the title of 5 uávo, &A,Sivā;

Osog, the only true God, to the Father only, (which is a

mistake";) but what if they did? Then they reserved

some peculiar titles to the Father, by way of eminency, to

distinguish the first Person of the Godhead: and that is

all. And if the Post-Nicene writers, notwithstanding their

reserving some peculiar and eminent titles to the Father,

yet believed all the three Persons to be the one God; why

should the reserving of the same, or like titles to the

Father, among the Ante-Nicenes, be made any argument

against their having the same faith with those that came

after ? What you say of Epiphanius, (p. 37.) that he

understood the words row uávoy #AnSIvoy Qsov, in John xvii.

3. of the Father only, is true: but you are prodigiously

out in your account, when you pretend from the same

Epiphanius, that 5 &AWSivā; Q=0s, the true God, in 1 John v.

20. “was in his time universally understood of the Fa

“ther.” Athanasius quotes the words seven times; con

stantly understanding them of God the Son: Basil applies

them in the same manner P. So also do Ambrose, Jerome,

• I think it not worth while to search particularly for a thing of little or

no weight. But so far as I remember, the title of only true God, is very

often applied by the Post-Nicene writers to all the Persons together; though

perhaps rarely to any single Person, except the Father. Two instances of the

latter may here suffice.

‘o yåp ro5 See: Asyas Aévos Sass 4Anşās, Bud was "ovoysvås 213 rd Aves sha Si's

As a rarãe. Athanas. in Psal. Wov. Collect. p. 83.

Est ergo solus et verus Deus Filius; haec enim et Filio praerogativa defer

tur. Ambros. de Fid. lib. v. cap. 2. p. 556.

As to the want of the article, it is of no moment, since the words without

the article are as full and expressive of the Catholic sense of the Son’s divi

nity as possible.

P See the places referred to, Serm. vi. vol. ii. p. 127.
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Faustinus, and Didymus. These were all contemporaries

of Epiphanius. And I have not yet met with so much as

one ancient writer that ever understood those words in

1 Joh. v. 20. of God the Father. Cyril of Alexandria,

Austin, Fulgentius, Vigilius, Eugenius, and the rest that

wrote in the age next to Epiphanius's, interpret the text

the same way: and if Epiphanius did otherwise, he is

very singular in it, and his judgment of very little weight,

against so many considerable authors his contemporaries.

But it is as wild a consequence as ever was drawn, that

because Epiphanius did not insist upon this text, where

he had occasion, therefore all the other Fathers, (though

we have their own words to vouch the contrary,) under

stood that place of God the Father. Mr. Whiston, whose

zeal sometimes transports him, yet did not care to come

up to your lengths in this matter; being content only to

say, that “Epiphanius was utterly a stranger to the Atha

“nasian exposition q:” which perhaps may be very true;

and to the Arian exposition also. For I will frankly own,

I am inclinable to suspect, that Epiphanius made use of

some faulty copy which had not the word Q3%, but &AW

Sv%; only; though I have not observed that any other

Greek writer had any such faulty copy. But it is certain,

that some Latins read, hic est verus, et vita aeterna. Hi

lary for one: and probably Faustinus, though the pre

sent editions have Deus: and there is a Latin treatise

among the supposititious pieces ascribed to Athanasius',

which reads the text the same way. The author, proba

bly, Idatius Lemicensis, about the year 458.

You have something more to say on 1 Cor. viii. 6 in

page 38. But, I think, I need not add any thing to what

I have before said, referring also to my Sermons.

The next text we are to consider is Eph. iv. 6. “One

“God and Father of all, who is above all, and through

* Whiston's Reply to Lord Nottingham, p. 35. Append. p. 47.

* Hilarius, p. 908. ed. Bened.

* Athanasii Opera Suppos. p. 608. ed. Bened.
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“all, and in you all:” a passage which, I said, had by

the ancients been generally understood of the whole Tri

nity. Upon which you say, “a man must have a strange

“opinion of the ancients, who can think so.” Your rea

son is, because he is there distinguished from the one

Spirit, and the only Lord. And what if the one Lord, and

one Spirit be there first distinctly named, I see no ab

surdity in afterwards mentioning and summing up the

three Persons in the one God, under a threefold considera

tion of above all, through all, and in all. But we are not

now inquiring into the sense of the text, but into the sen

timents of the ancients upon it, whose testimonies I have

now given in one view in the margin'. As to Irenaeus,

you deny that he understands the text of the Trinity; re

ferring to Dr. Clarke's Reply to Mr. Nelson, p. 71. In

return for which I refer to True Scripture Doctrine con

tinued, p. 67, 103. Nor is there any thing more absurd in

this construction of Irenaeus, than there is in his often

reckoning the Son and Holy Ghost to the Father, as be

ing his very self in a qualified sense. Indeed, nothing is

more common than for the head of a family, suppose

Abraham, to be understood in a stricter or larger sense;

* Unus Deus Pater ostenditur, qui est “super omnia, et per omnia, et in

“omnibus.” Super omnia quidem Pater, et ipse est caput Christi: per omnia

autem. Perbum, etipse est Caput Ecclesiae: in omnibus autem nobis Spiritus,

&c. Iren. p. 315.

Oizovoaia rvatavia's avays ral sis #va Søv, is ydé is v 5 936s. 'O yae wasvow

arzrhe, 3 × 5xxxâx, vios, rà 2 avvaríčov &ylov rv£az. 'O £y rarhé to waivray, 5

B. vi.); 3.2 ravray, r* 3: #yao, rysvaa is zāriv. &Axas re #va. See, wouirau & Buva

‘Sz, iž, a Byra's rare za viš na &yío rvsöuari ris siza'asy. Hippol contr.

Moët. p. 16.

Eis Sie, i, r, ixxxngiz znaćrrera, 5 ix) wavrov, x2) 31% zavray, x2) is zväz v.

ir ravrov ai, as rarãe, &c &ex} xz ray, 21% ravrov 2: 21% vs. x6%, is rāzi ž.

** r * rvivaaru ré &yin. Athanas. p. 676.

Diversitas autem praepositionum, in quibus dicitur; “unus Deus, et Pater

“omnium, qui super omnes, et per omnes, et in omnibus,” diversam intelli

gentiam sapit. Super omnes enim est Deus Pater, quia Auctor est omnium.

Per omnes Filius, quia cuncta transcurrit, vaditQue per omnia. In omnibus

Spiritus Sanctus, quia nihil absque eo est. Hiero: . in locum, tom. iv. part 1,

p. 362.
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either as denoting his own proper person, or as denoting

himself and all his descendants considered as contained in

him, and reckoned to him. There is therefore nothing

strange or absurd in it, if the ancients sometimes con

sidered God the Father, the Head of both the other Per

sons, either in a more restrained, or more enlarged signi

fication: it is fact that they did so, as will be seen pre

sently.

You proceed to Hippolytus, and speak of his spurious

ness with as much confidence, as if you were able to prove

it: of which more in the sequel. You tell me also that

“he is against me;” though I think he is clearly for me,

and that the Father who gives orders, the Son who exe

cutes, and the Holy Ghost who finishes, are, with him,

one God, as plainly as words can make it, both before and

after: which I leave to the learned reader to judge of

Only I may add, in confirmation of Hippolytus's com

ment on Eph. iv. 6. that he u, as well as Tertullian” and

Irenaeus, considers the Father sometimes in a restrained

sense, for the Person of the Father, and sometimes in a

larger, as containing both the other Persons. Neither is

Athanasius against me, as you pretend, but directly for

me, when he is justly translated, without your interpola

tions. “In the Church, there is preached one God, who

“is above all, and through all, and in all. Above all, as

“Father, as Head, and Fountain; and through all by the

“Word; and in all by the Holy Spirit.” You, by put

ting in he in one place, and his twice, have endeavoured

to pervert the author’s true meaning; as if Athanasius

had been speaking of the Father all the way, when the

one God is his subject, and he is showing how the one

God is considered in the several Persons of Father, Son,

and Holy Ghost.

What you have farther in page 40, 41. betrays either

" * 2: raw warhe, #25 Büvaas Aéros. Hipp. p. 14.

* Unus omnia, dum ex uno omnia, per substantiae scilicet unitatem. Ter

tull, contr. Prax. c. 2. f

Pater tota substantia est; Filius vero derivatio et portio totius. Ibid. c. 9.
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such strange confusion of thought, or such a peculiar

talent at misrepresenting, that I hardly know what to say

to it. But I must make some short strictures upon it. I

had said, some texts are meant of Christ as Mediator;

upon which you gravely tell me, that the one Mediator is

not a part of Christ, but the same Christ, the same Person

incarnate, and Mediator in respect of both natures. I hope

you will remember this, when we come to speak of me

diatorial worship, which by this account will appear to

be strictly divine worship; since a Mediator is God, as

well as man. But that by the way. I must however ob

serve, that a Mediator is considered two ways, by nature

or by office, as the Fathers distinguish. He is Mediator

by nature, as partaking of both natures, divine and human:

and Mediator by office, as transacting matters between

God and man. The submitting to this office is a great

instance of the Son's condescension; and if any low things

be said of him considered as executing an inferior office,

voluntarily undertaken, they affect not his real inherent

dignity, or his essential equality in all things with the

Father. It is not that he is really a servant, or subject,

under the Father’s dominion; but that he has been pleased

to take upon him a ministerial part: so that now you

may see how little pertinence or sense there is in your

wide and loose talk (p. 41.) about two Persons in Christ,

and about Cerinthus, or whatever else came into your

head; to give you a handle to fill your margin with

strange, frightful, impertinent quotations, to prejudice

weak readers.

Your 43d, 44th, and 45th pages, containing little but

declamation, I pass over: when you have any thing that

looks like serious reasoning, I will attend you.

I have, I hope, sufficiently made it appear, that the

texts which you brought to exclude the Son, prove no

thing like it; as I before showed, that you could not

answer the texts alleged to prove the contrary. I

should now be willing to go regularly on to antiquity,

after the method laid down above. But in your 25th
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page, you have thrown some metaphysical jargon in my

way, and of which you are so confident as to say, that un

less I can reply to it, “all other things are to no purpose.”

This is the man that builds nothing upon metaphysics.

Indeed, I cannot but wonder at your unaccountable con

duct in this controversy. If you really think the received

doctrine of the Trinity to be absurd in itself, and there

fore impossible to be proved, why do you amuse us with

Scripture and Fathers; as if the stress of the question lay

there, when, according to you, it doth not? You should

rather have wrote a philosophical dissertation to show,

that the notion itself is contradictory, and such as no

Scripture or Fathers can prove. This is really your mean

ing. And as the first question always is, whether a thing

be possible, and next whether it be true; you should have

begun with the point of the possibility, without meddling

at all with Scripture or Fathers: which are impertinently

brought in, while the question of the possibility remains

in suspense. But if you resolve to put the cause upon

Scripture and Fathers, then your metaphysics, which relate

to the possibility of the doctrine, are very impertinent, and

come out of place: because the possibility is to be always

presupposed before we join issue upon Scripture and

antiquity. But to leave you to take your own way, how

ever peculiar or preposterous, let us examine a little into

those marvellous subtilties, which you lay such weight

upon. Your design is to prove that the same God is and

must be the same Person, and that therefore two or more

Persons cannot be one God. If you can make this out,

the business is done at once; and our dispute is at an

end. Several ways have been attempted by Dr. Clarke

before, which now seem to be given up as unsatisfactory.

It was once a principle, a maxim with him, that a person

is a being, and that two individual beings cannot be one

individual being. I have heard no more of this, since the

Doctor has been apprised, that his own hypothesis of the

divine substance being extended, could not stand with his

famed maxim; every part of that substance being consi
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dered as Being, and yet all but one Being. The Doctor

however, and you, still resolve to hold to your conclusion

against the Trinity; and to seek for new premises, where

ever you can find or make them. After some delibera

tion, comes out this syllogism : - -

There must be identicalness of life, to make the same

God.

But three different Persons cannot have identicalness of

life. . . "

Therefore three different Persons cannot be the same

God. -

This afterthought, which has took you up so much

time and pains, is at length good for nothing; except it

be to set weak persons a musing upon the new thing,

called identical life. Whatever it be, you might as well

have formed twenty syllogisms as one, and all of the same

value. For you might have argued, that three persons

cannot have identicalness of power, or identicalness of will,

or identicalness of wisdom; or, to say all in a word, iden

ticalness of essence, which includes every thing. But when

you have done your utmost, the main question, viz. what

is or is not identical, stands just where it did, and you are

not advanced a tittle farther than before. There is the

same rule for life, and for every thing else you can in

vent, as there is for the essence. The life is common to all

the Persons, as the essence is; and it is identical in all,

yjust as the essence is identical. So much for syllogism :

pity it could be no more serviceable, in a case of ex

tremity. - -

You are often puzzling your reader, and yourself, upon

a very abstruse and intricate question; whether any thing,

or what, can make two persons or more one God. The

short of the case is this; the Christian Churches have

collected from Scripture, that three Persons are one God:

y Propter unam eandemque naturam, atque inseparabilem vitam, ipsa Tri

nitas—intelligitur unus Dominus Deus noster. August. Epist. x. ad Mar.

p. 609.

VO L. III. F
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and believing the thing to be fact, they have, according

to the best of their judgment, resolved the Unity into

consubstantiality, inseparability, and Unity of origination;

finding, (or at least believing that they had found,) that

Scripture had also signified the three things now men

tioned. This account appears as probable as any; neither

perhaps can human wit invent any thing beyond it. But

still it must be said, that little depends upon stating the

manner how the three Persons are conceived to be one

God: the fact is the one material point. H Scripture really

makes them expressly, or by necessary consequence, one

God; I know not what men have to do to dispute about

intelligent agents, and identical lives, &c. as if they under

stood better, than God himself does, what one God is; or

as if philosophy were to direct what shall or shall not be

Tritheism. Jews, and Pagans, and Heretics of several de

nominations, have often charged the Christian and Catho

lic doctrine of the Trinity with Tritheism. The Fathers

of the Church have as constantly denied the charge; giv

ing such reasons as I have mentioned, why it is not, and

therefore should not be called, Tritheism. One general

reason might have sufficed for all, viz. That the Unity of

the Trinity is too strict and close to admit of the name

or notion of Tritheism. This is ending the dispute at

once, without farther inquiry into the nature of that Unity;

unless the adversary can show (which is impossible) that

no Unity whatever can be sufficient to make more Per

sons than one, one Being, one Substance, one God. If we

are to build our faith on Scripture, such an Unity there

may be, because there really is. Philosophy, falsely so

called, may reclaim against it; but having no certain

principle of reason to go upon, no rule whereby to judge,

whether the one God be one Person or more; it is evi

dent, that this point must at length be determined by

Scripture alone; and that must be the true Unity of the

Godhead, which Scripture (according to its most reason

able and natural construction) has given us for such.

But it is high time now to come to antiquity; which
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has been so long staved off, and yet must make a great

part of our discourse under this Query. I shaped out my

method into four particulars, which may be seen above.

1. The first particular is, that the ancients have in ac

counting for the texts relating to the Unity, declared their

judgment, that idols only, or other Gods, are thereby ex

cluded, and not God the Son.

I cited Irenaeus for this purpose, where he says, that

the holy Scriptures declare, that the alone God, excluding

others, made all things by his Word?. That is, other Gods

are excluded, not God the Son, who is not another God,

according to Irenaeus; as we shall see under the next

article. I observed farther, that the Son and Holy Ghost

are the very self of the Father, according to Irenaeus; as

the Father is also the self a of them: wherefore it can

never be imagined that either of them is excluded from

the one God. . .

Let us go on to Clemens of Alexandria, who frequently

teaches the same thing. He says, that “the Father of all

“things is alone perfect;” immediately adding, “for in

“him is the Son, and in the Son the Father b.” This

writer could never believe, that the exclusive terms were

intended in opposition to God the Son. In another place,

he says, “he that is the alone God, is also the alone just:”

and soon after adds, that “he, (the Father) considered as

“Father, is called that only which he is, good; but as the

“Son, who is his Word, is in the Father, he is styled

“just, on account of the mutual relation to each othere.”

* Universae Scripturae unum et solum Deum, ad excludendos alios,

praedicent omnia fecisse per verbum suum, &c. Iren. lib. ii. cap. 27. p. 155.

* Sienim existens in Patre cognoscit, hunc in quo est, hoc est semetipsum,

non ignoret. Iren. p. 139.

Fecitea per semetipsum, hoc est per Perbum et Sapientiam suam. p. 163.

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

enim ei semper Verbum et Sapientia, Filius et Spiritus, per quos et in quibus

omnia libere et sponte fecit. p. 253.

b Are?:#aasv—affyev 2: ilva rāAtto, row raríga rāv Āar iy abr; yāé à vi's,

xa is r. vi. 5 rarie. Clem. Alex. p. 129.

• Air; Ávo; &, Siès, x2) 21:21ás is v 5 abr's wal wévos--xx93Aiy Tarh:

F 2
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A few pages lower, he observes that “no one is good,

“but the Father;” adding presently after, that “the God

“of the universe is one only, good, just, Creator, the Son

“in the Father, to whom be glory 4, &c.” What a

stranger must Clemens have been to your novel divinity,

whereby you would exclude the Son from being one God

with the Father ?

Tertullian’s doctrine in this point is very well known,

and that he expressly interprets the exclusive terms in

opposition to idols only, or false Gods, or other Gods; not

to God the Son, who is not another Gode. And so now

I may come to the proof of my second article.

2. That the ancients always declared against admitting

another God, and denied constantly that the Son was an

other God.

Justin M. in his Dialogue with Trypho", declares, that

there never was nor will be (&xxo; Osog) another God be

sides the Maker of the universe. And in a fragment cited

by Irenaeus, he says, he could not have given credit even

to our Lord himself, had he preached up any other God

(3xxov Qaāv) besides the Creators.

Irenaeus is very express to the same purpose in more

places than one, declaring against admitting another God".

was ral, &yaSār āv air afiya, 3 is is xíxxx rat &yaSās, x298 23 oils, &, 3 xáves airs,

iv rá rarpi is, Bizaios reogaydesvara, ix rās rees &xAnxa axiwias. Clem. Aler.

p. 140.

d Ob%); %ya S, ti Ah 5 rathe airs xzrapavis re ray rvurávrov Stoy its

Avoy sha, &yaSov, Bizalov, 2nuove yov, view i, rarp), # 3%a, &c. Clem. Aler.

p. 142.

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 17, 18.

Itaque praeter semetipsum non esse alium Deum; hoc propter idololatriam

tam *ationum quam Israelis: etiam propter hareticos, qui sicut nationes

manibus, ita et ipsi verbis idola fabricantur, id est, alium Deum, et alium.

Christum. Tert. contr. Prair, cap. 18.

* Just. M. Dial. p. 34. ed. Jeh. See this explained at large in my Reply to

Dr. Whitby, IX. 1. &c. vol. ii.

# Just. M. Fra" ... p. 408. ed. Jeb.

h Alterum Deum, praeter eum qui est, non-requiremus. Iren. p. 156.

Alterum Deum minime possitis ostendere, p. 157. -

Nectuuc quidem oportuit alterum Deum annuntiari, p. 233.
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And if you would know, how then he could consistently

admit another Person to be God, besides the Father; he

will tell you, as before seen, that the Son is considered as

the very self of the Father, and that they are not another

and another God i. - --

Tertullian is another voucher of the same thing. “There

“is,” says he, “one God, the Father; and there is none

“other besides him. By which he does not mean to

“exclude the Son, but another God; now the Son is not

“ another besides the Father k.”

Origen shall be our next evidence; who in his famous

piece against Celsus, (the most to be depended on, both

for the uncorruptness of the copies, and the accuracy of

the thoughts contained in it,) does in a very remarkable

manner teach the same doctrine.

He having charged his adversary with the worship, not

of one God, but of Gods", (N.B.) though all the inferior

deities were supposed subordinate to one supreme, comes

afterwards to answer the like charge, retorted by Celsus m;

the charge of worshipping 3xxoy (Osow), another God, be

sides the one supreme God. Now, how does Origen

answer it? Plainly, by denying the fact, that the Chris

tians did worship &AAoy, another, (i. e. God,) besides the

God of the universe. His reason is, because Father and

Son are one n. This was the only way he had to get off

i Non ergo alius erat qui cognoscebatur, et alius qui dicebat, memo cogno

scit patrem, sed unus et idem, omnia subjiciente ei Patre, et ab omnibus ac

cipiens testimonium, quoniam vere homo, et vere Deus, &c. p. 235. Vid:

Massuet. Dissert. Praev. p. 131.

k Unus Deus, Pater, et alius absque eo non est: quod ipse inferens, non

Filium negat, sedalium Deum. Caeterum alius a Patre Filius non est. Tert.

contr. Prax. cap. 18. -

'Exsives 3 roAxel's huās 2.84**ay wićtiv Stobs, Ståv A2AAoy &pelass-Aiyev

gariatlaw, #xse Stov. Orig. contr. Cels. p. 385.

* El Air 3% an?iva #AAoy #946&arivov oùrou arx', 'va Siły, , #, rug abrols fra's

re's rails àxxes &rivas A6%; wwwl 28, &c. Ibid.

* Aizríay 3 x2 re's robro, 3ri, alwee wavoãze Kâzos ré, iva za 3 rathe #y

irus, xa, rà is six; signaávoy bro row view ro5 Seow iv rá, as #y& *al ob #9 igus" &x

4, #7, #e3s was āxxo, Sagarivew raea reviar rāa, Siáv. N. B. After &AAoy must

be understood Siów: for Origen could not pretend to say, that the Christians

F 3
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the charge of worshipping another God, besides the Fa

ther, by taking both into one, and considering both as

one in the worship. Wherefore he concludes, a little

after, “we therefore worship, as before said, one God, the

“Father and the Son.” This was Origen’s resolution of

the grand point in debate, between Christians and Pagans,

as to the charge of Polytheism; in answer to one of the

sharpest adversaries the Christians ever had, in a solemn

and accurate treatise, wrote in the name and in defence of

the Church, wrote by the author then above sixty years

old; and (as critics now agree) after he had been ad

monished by Fabian of Rome, for his want of caution at

other times, and therefore was the more likely to keep

strictly up to the sense of the Church, in an article espe

cially of so momentous importance. He did not pretend

that a subordinate God, purely because subordinale, would

not be another God, or would not make two Gods: the

Pagans, in that silly way, might have cleared themselves

of the charge of Polytheism; as Origen well knew. He

did not pretend to say, that the Father only was God, be

cause God in a high sense, (which the Pagans could also

have said of their one supreme God, and so have got clear

of Polytheism,) but he answered upon the true and stand

ing principles of the Christian Church, that Father and

Son were one God, and the Son not another God. This

acquitted the Christians of Polytheism, and left the charge

fixed and unremovable upon the Pagans.

We have seen then that the ancients never would own

another God, that they constantly declared against it;

and even in the particular case of God the Son. It is to

worshipped no other Person, besides the Father, (when immediately after he

owns, that they worshipped both Father and Son,) but only that they wor

shipped not another God, Son and Father being one God, as he also in the

same place expressly asserts.

I may here add a passage out of the Acts of Pionius's Martyrdom; which

have the appearance of being true and genuine.

Polemon, (rogat,) Quem Deum colis? Respondet, (Asclepiades,) Christum.

Polemon. Quid ergo? Iste alter est? Respondit: Non; sed ipse quem et ipsi

paulo ante confessi sunt, Ruinart. Act. Martyr, p. 144.
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the same purpose, that they as constantly denied two

Gods, or three Gods: as may appear from many testi

monies: which being well known, I shall only refer to

one or two in the margin o. Nay, it was a principle

so fixed and rivetted in the heart of every pious Chris

tian, that they would rather have died than have ever

admitted Gods, or Lords; as is plainly intimated by Ter

tullian P. - -

Hitherto, perhaps you tell me, that you and the ancients

can agree, (that is, in words,) for neither do you assert

another God, or another Lord, nor two Gods, or two

Lords. To which I answer, that as to another Lord, you

have said it in terms: and by necessary consequence, you

assert another God; yea, two Gods, and two Lords. Nor

have I ever met with a more deplorable example of self

contradiction, and resolute opposition to the most evident

truth, than your pretending that Father and Son are not

two Gods, while you affirm each to be a God, and deny

their being both together one God. But we will go on

with the ancients; who, like wise and honest men, as they

would not admit another God, or two Gods, so, consistent

ly with themselves,

3. They as constantly taught, that Father and Son

were one God, or the same God: and thus they settled

that grand article of the Christian faith. I will show this

plainly by clear and express evidence, and shall answer

your exceptions to every writer, as I go along. I have,

in some measure, anticipated myself upon this head, in

my Sermons q, and elsewhere: and therefore shall some

times content myself with references. Let us take the

• El 3, 25, 5 xixes re's ris St, Sso, 3, 7% ofty pårets, 3, ris 2% xive, Sisis;

2% ały obz iga Stobs, &Ax' # #va, redraza 3, 2% &c. Hipp. contr. Woët. p. 15.

Wid. Epist. Synod. Antioch. contr. Samosat. Labbé tom. i. p. 845.

P Caeterum si conscientia nostra, quà scimus Dei nomen et Domini, et

Patri, et Filio, et Spiritui Sancto convenire, Deos et Dominos nominaremus;

extinxissemus faces nostras, etiam ad martyria timidiores, quibus evadendi

quoque pateret occasio, jurantibus statim per Deos et Dominos, ut quidam

haeretici, quorum Dii plures. Tertull contr. Prax. cap. 13.

* See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 180, &c. - -

F 4
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authors in order of time, fixing also the time of their

writing, according to the latest and best accounts.

A. D. 145. JUST IN MARTYR.

As to Justin Martyr, I do not here produce him as one,

- who, in express terms, has ever styled Father and Son

one God. But that he believed the thing may be made

out two ways. 1. As he declares for the worship of God

alone, at the same time admitting the worship of all the

three Persons: which is implicitly including all the three

in the alone God. (The pretence of inferior worship shall

be answered in its place.) 2. As declaring that God the

Son is not another God, besides the Maker of all things,

(that is the Father,) as hath been remarked above'. You

have some things to,object to what I produce from Justin,

under another article: and there I shall consider them as

. I come to them.

A. D. 17o. LUCIAN, a Pagan writer.

The famous testimony out of Lucian's Dialogue, in

scribed pixówarpig, I produced in my eighth Sermons, to

prove that, at that time, the Christians believed three in

one, and one in three, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, one

God supreme. It is so noted a testimony that I need not

here repeat it.

There has been some doubt, as I intimated in my Ser

mons, whether Lucian was the author of the Dialogue;

but all agree, that it was either Lucian himself, or a con

temporary, if not a more ancient writer'; which serves

our purpose as well.

A. D. 177. ATHENAGoRAs.

I produced also, in my Sermons u, this ancient and ex

r See my Answer to Dr. Whitby, IX. 1. &c. vol. ii.

* Sermon viii. vol. ii. p. 181, &c.

t Vid. Bull. Def. F. p. 73. Jud. 32. Fabricius Bibl. Graec. lib. iv. cap. 16.

p. 504. and Le Moyne, Varia Sacr. vol. ii. p. 187.

* Sermon viii. vol. ii. p. 181.
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cellent writer, as a voucher for the truth of this doctrine,

that Father and Son are one God. I shall not repeat what I

there said, or in my Defence, vol. i. p. 18, 19. but referring

the reader thither, shall proceed to answer your objec

tions. You begin with lessening the credit of the author,

(p. IoS.) as being “full of very obscure notions;” a cha

racter you would give to any writer that is full of the

doctrine of a coeternal and consubstantial Trinity. You

object, that “he describes this very doctrine in a way di

“rectly condemned by Justin Martyr, and even by Atha

“nasius himself, for Gnostic or Sabellian; making the

“Holy Ghost an emanation, like a ray shot forth from

“the sun, flowing from it, and returning to it.” But

Athenagoras's doctrine is far from being the same with

that which Justin condemns. He always speaks of the

Son and Holy Ghost as real and permanent, not as the

heretics in Justin did, who supposed them to be dissolved,

and in a manner extinct”. And Athenagoras did not teach

a nominal distinction only of the Persons, but a real dis

inction of ordery; which is directly opposite to the tenets

of those heretics described in Justin. Athenagoras always

speaks of the Spirit as united with the Father and the

Son: and as he took the Father and Son for real Persons,

he must of consequence think the same of the Holy Spi

rit; so that there is little or no resemblance between the

two notions. Besides that, if you had carefully observed

the passage on which you ground your remark, you

might have perceived that nothing more is meant, than

that the Spirit was sometimes sent to the Prophets, and

again returned to him that sent him. As to the use of

the word &różoix, and the doctrine of emanation, it was

* Justin. M. Dial. p. 102,372. Jeb.

y Aáy" 343nauêeynra, was ry rae airs rvčaari evvíxtra ră răvra. Athen.

p.28.

2vs2e 3: vs A6% za to reopm rixby resoua

ix pavgri areapnrixás £ylov rysvaa &raffolay shal paptiv rā Sag, &reifftov, xz ira

xal rol. xal aird to iwipygy reis

*apiéâusway &s 4xxiva #Aí9, p.40. Aelwyövras abrov was rhy iv r, iváru, Büyata, wal

ra, i, 7% rége 3iaíesaw, p. 40. Vid. p. 46, 96.
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neither simply approved nor condemned in the Christian

Church, but according as it was understood; just as apo

6ox, or prolatio, was condemned by Irenaeus and Tertul

lian in one sense, admitted in another: and as the notion

of a x6%; āvālāśsrog, or "popogixög, was either approved or

condemned, according to its various construction and ac

ceptation; as I have remarked in my first Sermon”. You

find fault with my construction of voojusy yap xa vity to:

@sou. For we understand, or tacitly include, God's Son also,

in God before spoken of". That this is the true meaning,

I prove first from the words immediately preceding. Athe

nagoras having declared, that the Christians could not be

atheists, because they acknowledged one God, who had

made, adorned, and preserved the universe by his Logos,

or Word, immediately adds, wooijusy yag x2 vihy row Oso,

referring to the Aéro; he had just before mentioned, as

contained in God, that did all things by him.

2. This sense is also confirmed by what follows; where

he says, “Father and Son are one; the Son being in the

“Father, and the Father in the Son, by the Unity and

“power of the Spirit b.”

3. The same thing is farther proved from Athenago

ras's joining (when he is again answering the charge of

atheism) Father and Son together: and as before he had

the phrase of Qsby &yovres, speaking of the Father singly,

now he applies the same phrase to both c.

4. I farther vindicated this construction, in my De

fence, vol. i. p. 19. by parallel expressions of Athanasius

and Tertullian: wherefore, I conceive, it may still stand.

But, though you seem to allow that Athenagoras com

* Sermon i, vol. ii. p. 5, 6.

a ‘T * * 4. * - 3 * - * - * * * * 7

© 25 yeyívnrai ră ră, 3.3 rg airs A6/8, xa, 21axszágunrai, za rvyngari:

rai, Stov 4»ovris irava's two. 23etz ran voguty yåe xa widy rot Stow, &c.

b ‘Fui.e : - :- -- -3 ..:* * * - ee- > * * * > t = t .2

Eyds oyrag are rareos zazu re us" overag 3} * ong gy rarel, *&d rareos gy wift, gyo

*nzi, xa Buyáual rvsöuaros, p. 38.
* Az * 2 p.

* Oix is asy &Saal, Sso, äyovris row rotarily row?s ro5 ravvis, xa row ràe airey

A43 ov. Saby not Stås.

“We are not atheists, inasmuch as we receive the Maker of the world as

* God, and also his Word.”
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prehends both in one God, yet you say, he does “not so

“comprehend both in the one God, as that one is as

“much the one supreme God as the other:” which I

cannot make sense of “Nor does he,” say you, “any

“where suppose the Son, as such, but only the internal

“Reason of the Father, to be &#810g, eternal.” But if Rea

son or Wisdom be only a different name of the same Per

son, the Person of the Son, considered in different cir

cumstances, and at different times, (as Bishop Bull has

fully demonstrated,) then the Son is &#10; according to

this writer. “On the contrary,” you say, “that Athe

“nagoras expressly affirms the unbegotten God alone to

“be eternal.” But the reading there should be āyāywrog,

with single v, as I shall show hereafter, and in the one

unmade, or necessary existing God, is contained God the

Wordd. -

You go on, (p. 108.) to charge Athenagoras with the

ridiculous notion of the Son's being nothing (before his

generation) but the Father's internal Reason; that is, no

thing but an attribute. I hope you do not expect an

answer to these pretences, so long as Bishop Bull's con

futation of them stands untouched. The English reader

may see what is sufficient on that head, in my Defences

and Sermons'. Bishop Bull, you say, acknowledges Athe

nagoras meant that the “Son is the same with respect to

“the Father, as the internal reason is to the mind of men.”

Bishop Bull says no such thing. How shall we trust you

in your reports of the Fathers, when you scruple not to

misrepresent even a modern author, which is in every

body’s hands?

Bp. Bull only says 8, that Athenagoras meant that the

a "ns's r, Aiyovra &yívarov, xx) ravrozea roga röy rariez, votiv is rā &ysvāra,

x2 r rayroxpárael, zz, rov rárs 2.6%ay wa) replay, # ris irri, 3 viás. Athanas.

Decret. Syn. Nic. p. 236.

ob yàe ro #vaux rouro ragates: rh, row Aáyev púriv, 25% waxw re &yiynrow we's

rs, vi., ixi rā anaaizéaswo", &AAA reas rà Pia row vios yawáasya, Ibid. p. 235.

• Defence, vol. i. p. 105, &c.

f Sermon vii. vol. ii. p. 147.

5 Ita ut Filius Dei intelligatur verbum Patris, quod nempe se habeat ad
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relation of thought to mind resembles the relation of the

Son to the Father in several respects, which he there men

tions. I have said the same thing, and explained the re

semblance at large elsewhere h. After some pains taken

to falsify and misrepresent Athenagoras, (which pains had

been much better spent in replying to Bp. Bull,) you

come at length to charge me home with running counter

to Athenagoras's notion, in “two fundamental points.” I

must give you the hearing in things more trifling than

these; so let us inquire what they are.

1. You say, his notion makes the Son's generation an

act, which mine does not. If that will please you, I will

allow a double act in the Son’s generation, according to

Athenagoras. One of the Father in sending forth his Son,

another of the Son in going forth; viz. to create. Did I

ever deny the procession of the Son, which Athenagoras

and several others intend by generation P But I assert

eternal generation, which Athenagoras does not: there,

I suppose, is the main difference. Yet Athenagoras ac

knowledges the Aéro; to have been eternally of and in

the Father, and referred up to him as his head and source:

which is acknowledging the selfsame thing which other

Catholics intended by eternal generation; so that the dif

ference lies only in words, as I before intimated in my

Defence i. - - - -

2. You say, that Athenagoras's notion “never supposes

“two Persons of equally supreme authority and worship,

“but ascribes every thing the Son does to the supreme

“authority and will of the Father.” But where do you

learn that Athenagoras ever excludes the Son from su

preme authority (properly so called) or from supreme wor

ship? Athenagoras indeed is express, that there is a dif

ference of order among the divine Persons: but where do

Patrem, ut ad mentem humanam verbum ejus interius, quod et Spirituale

est, minimeque per se cadit in sensus; et in mente, unde procedit, manet,

mec ab ea sejungitur, &c. Bull. p. 203.

* Sermons, vol. ii. p. 3, &c.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 111, &c.
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you find a difference of dominion or worship? You could

not have chose an author more directly opposite to your

sentiments, or more favourable to mine, in the very point

of dominion; on which you are pleased to lay so much

stress. For Athenagoras, addressing himself to the em

perors Marcus Antoninus, and his son Lucius Commodus,

styles them both equally uáyiso, Avroxparópav, which I

might translate supreme Rulers. And he observes, that

all things were under their common rule and dominion k;

and from thence draws his comparison for the illustration

of the one common rule and government of God the Fa

ther and the Son; to whom, as being inseparable, all

things are subject. Is this making the Father alone su

preme Governor ? Or is it likely that a Creator and crea

ture should be thus familiar, and rule all things equally

and in common? Where were your thoughts? To be short,

all that you can possibly extract out of Athenagoras is

no more than a priority of order, as the Father is Head

and Fountain to which the Son and Holy Ghost are re

ferred. The dominion, the authority is equal, is supreme

in all: only in the Father primarily, in the other two deri

vatively; the same thing under a different order and man

ner. After you had endeavoured to puzzle and perplex

Athenagoras, you go on (p. IIo.) to do the like with

Tatian, Theophilus, and some others. I shall not attend

you now, but proceed in my method. If you have dropped

any thing that is worth the notice, it shall be considered

* Atázouat 3: 54%, 4yugol Abrozea rāgay, red rå Aáys, 4AnŠsis rage:ouíva rāg

Asyiguàs ww.yyyāvar-ixours &p tavray zal rhy irsgånow gariasizy igsråely £e

%ae #4, rare za viş arávra. x*xsie wrau, ävaSsy why £azixázy sixmpár-#ra's iv:

* Stig was rig rae ahro5 x6y" viš voguív? &#&#3, Tavra brovíraxral. p. 64.

“Before I enter upon discourse, I beseech you, O ye greatest of Emperors,

“to bear with me, while I offer true reasonings From your ownselves

“you may form a notion of the heavenly empire. For like as all things are

“in subjection to you, being Father and Son, (having received your empire

“from above,) so also to the one God and to the Word who is with him, con

“sidered as a Son inseparable, are all things subject.” Wide Le Moyne, War.

Sacr. Wot. et Observ. p. 169.
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in a more proper place, under Query VIII. which you

have often robbed to fill up this.

A. D. 187. IRENAus.

Irenaeus is the next author cited to prove that “the

“Father and the Son are one God.” He asserts it in

sense, and indirectly many ways; some of which have

been hinted above; see also my Sermons'. He does it

also in terms more than once m. I must now attend your

exceptions to the evidence. To what I had observed from

Irenaeus, in my Defence, you say, (p. 92.) “The sense

“then of Irenaeus, according to you, is, the one and

“only God, the Father and Son, made all things by his

“Word, or Son:” No; but, if you please to leave off this

vein of cavilling, (which is below the character of a grave

writer,) the sense is not that the Son was included under

the term Father, which undoubtedly there stands for the

Person of the Father singly, (and therefore the Son is

excluded from being the Person of the Father,) but that

he is not excluded from doing what the Father alone is

said to do, or from being God, though the Father alone is

Sermon viii. vol. ii. p. 182, &c. N

" Itaut is, qui omnia fecerit, cum Verbo suo juste dicatur Deus et Domi

nus solus. Iren. p. 183.

Qui igitur a prophetis adorabatur Deus vivus, hic est vivorum Deus, et

Verbum ejus, qui et loquutus est Moysi &c.—Ipse igitur Christus cum

Patre vivorum est Deus, quiloquutus est Moysi, &c. p. 232.

Propter hoc manifestissime Dominus ostendit se et Patrem quidem suis

discipulis, ne scilicet quaererent alterum Deum praeter eum qui plasmaverit

hominem. p. 311.

Quoniam autem in ventre plasmat mos Verbum Dei, &c. p. 312.

“He who made all things, he alone with his Word, is justly styled God

“ and Lord.

“He who was adored as the living God by the prophets, he is the God of

“ the living, and his Word, who also spake to Moses, &c. Christ there

“fore himself, with the Father, is the God of the living that spake to Mo

** Ses.

“For this reason our Lord manifested both himself and the Father to his

“disciples, that they might not look for any other God but him that formed

** man The Word of God forms usin the womb, &c.”
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said to be so; because the exclusive terms are not in

tended in opposition to God the Son.

You are often imposing this kind of sophistry upon us;

wherefore I would once for all endeavour to show you

the weakness and absurdity of it, when our Saviour told

his disciples that they had left him alone, he did not mean

by this to exclude the Father, but others: will you there

fore say, that Father and Son both are meant by the him

left alone * When our Saviour is said to have a name

given which no one knew but himself, the Father is not

excluded by the term oã8sis will you therefore plead that

he is included in the Person of the Son, and that both are

one Person P. How ridiculous is it, that you cannot distin

guish between being not excluded with respect to the

predicate of a proposition, and being included in the sub

ject of it. In this proposition, “The Father is the only

“God,” we say the Son is not excluded: how not

with respect to the predicate; not from being only God,

as well as the Father, because the exclusive term affects

him not. But we do not therefore say that he is included

in the subject of the proposition; or that Father means

both Father and Son. So much in answer to this cavil,

which had deserved no notice, but for your so often re

peating it. Now to return; you pretend it absurd that

all things should be made by or through the one supreme

God. But you have not shown that all ministration is in

consistent with any supremacy, but a supremacy of order

or office; which I admit. What you add from Irenaeus,

about the Father’s commanding the Word, I have an

swered in my Sermons", and shown it to be, as under

stood by the ancients, directly opposite to your principles.

You are next labouring to take off the force of what I

had pleaded in respect of Irenaeus’s making the Son and

Holy Ghost the self of the Father. But this was too

hard a task: I will trust the reader with what you have

said, to compare it with mine; and to see if he can make

* Serm. ii. vol. ii. p. 42, &c.
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sense of your immediate obedience: as if any obedience,

mediate or immediate, were a reason sufficient for styling

the Person obeying, one's self. You refer to Irenaeus."

saying, that by the Son and Spirit, (that is, per semet

ipsum, by himself, as he says in the same chapter,) he

made all things freely, and of his own will. And so he

well might, when the Son and Spirit are so much his self,

as to have but one and the same will with him. Others

might have contrary wills: they could not. You miscon

strue his next immediate words: he “produced,” you say,

“ the substance of the creatures from himself, i. e. from

“his own original underived power.” But himself means

there, the Son and Spirit; as is plain from exemplum fac

torum; (which you took care to leave out:) God the Son

being the exemplar by which things were formed P. And

Tertullian may serve to explain Irenaeus’s meaning in the

other article q.

You next tell us of his citing a remarkable passage of

Hermas: as if there were any thing so very remarkable,

in respect to our present purpose, in Hermas’s saying that

there is but one God. But Irenaeus, you observe, adds

presently after, that the Son “receives the power of all

“things from him who is the one God the Father, &c.”

And what wonder if he receives all things from him, from

whom he receives his essence? We are not inquiring

whence the Son’s power or dominion is, but what it is;

• Ipse est qui per semetipsum constituit, et elegit, et adornavit, et continet

omnia—Adest enim ei semper Verbum et Sapientia, Filius et Spiritus per

quos, et in quibus omnia libere et sponte fecit. Lib. iv. cap. 20. p. 253. Vid.

Bull. D. F. p. 87.

Ad quos et loquitur dicens, “Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et simili.

“tudinem nostram;” ipse a semetipso substantiam creaturarum, et exem

plum factorum, et figuram in mundo ornamentorum accipiens. Ibid. p. 253.

* Vid. Iren, lib. v. cap. 16. p. 313, comp. p. 163, and Clem. Alex. p. 78.

* Si necessaria est Deo materia ad opera mundi, ut Hermogenes existima

vit, habuit Deus materiam longe digniorem—Sophiam suam scilicet—

Quis non hanc potius omnium fontem et originem commendet, materian

Vero materiarum-quali Deus potuiteguisse, sui magis quam alieni egens?

Tert, contr. Hermog. cap. 18.
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and whether it be not of the same quality and extent with

the Father's, the same being common to both. But you

say, “this power and dominion became plenary over all

“things both in heaven and earth, when he had been in

“carnate.” Plenary, did you say? and over all things?

I think not; nor is even the Father’s dominion yet so

plenary as this comes to. (See I Cor. xv. 28.) But what

strange thing are you here discovering, that Christ be

came Lord in a sense which he was not before ! So did

the Father become Lord over the Jews in a sense he was

not before, when he made them his peculiar people. He

became their Lord, first, when he created them, and again,

in a more peculiar sense, when he chose more imme

diately to govern them. In like manner, Christ who was

Lord of all men in right of creation, became Lord again,

in a more special sense, in right of redemption"; and will

be their Lord again, in a still more plenary sense, after

the day of judgment; as will also God the Father. What

difficulty is there in these plain common things? But, I

suppose, the force of your argument lies in the words

accipiens potestatem, and tradita sunts. And yet you will

think it no argument against the Father's supremacy, that

he is to receive a kingdom, which is to be delivered to

him by the Son, 1 Cor. xv. 24. though I need not insist

upon it here, being ready to admit, that while all power

* See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 104, &c.

* No one ever better understood this matter than the great Athanasius,

who wrote a tract on purpose to show how all things are said to have been

delivered to God the Son. The sum is, that when all things, in a manner,

were lost and sunk, and no one ready at hand to undertake their recovery

and restitution, in this exigency, Christ stepped in to redeem those whom he

had at first created. To him therefore were they delivered; into his hands

were they committed, who alone was both able and willing to recover and

restore them; and who accordingly took flesh upon him, and wrought their

redemption for them.

IIavra 342exs" is ri: Xzele airs # Serie 3 airs rà ravra yiyev", eijras is

air; rà ravra &vaxauvigSiva BvynS5. Athan. vol. i. p. 104.

Eusebius's account of the same thing is not much different.

to £, ess i2129, was raethi’s ir 81Artáre", wai &pixila ola Žarães wal id:re",

x2 xvcevian rà, 3xa, &c. Euseb. de Eccl. Theolog. lib. i. cap. 19, p. 88,

VOL. III. G.
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and authority is common to both, yet it is primarily con

sidered in the Father, and referred up to him: and it was

the more proper for our Saviour, during his state of con

descension and humiliation here on earth, to refer all to

the Father; as Irenaeus intimates in another case, of his

referring the knowledge of the day of judgment. I might

farther observe to you, that though Irenaeus sometimes

represents the power and authority of the Son as de

scending from the Father, he at other times represents

the Son as assuming it himself, and making himself 'the

head over the Church, &c. which is also very true, and

much in the same way, as he is sometimes said to have

raised himself from the dead, and sometimes to have

been raised by the Father: for what one does both do,

diversly considered as to the order and manner of acting,

I had cited a plain passage u or two, to prove that the

Son is the only God, according to Irenaeus, as well as the

Father. You reply, that, in the first passage, “true and

“only God is evidently meant of the Father,” which I

readily allow: and so you may see in Clemens, cited above,

how he applies the like title to the Father, and yet im

mediately, in the same breath, makes Father and Son

together the only God. The reason is, that neither he, nor

Irenaeus, nor indeed any of the ancients, ever had a thought

of excluding the Son by the word only, or the like. How:

* Uti sicut in supercaelestibus, et spiritalibus, et invisibilibus, princeps est

Verbum Dei; sie et in visibilibus, et corporalibus, principatum habeat, in

semetipsum principatum assumens, et apponens semetipsum caput Ecclesia,

universa attrahat ad semetipsum apto in tempore. Iren. lib. iii., cap. 16.

p. 206. -

* Nunquam neque Prophetae neque Apostoli alium Deum nominaverunt

vel Dominum appellaverunt praeter verum et solum Deum. Multo magis ipse

Dominus, quiet Caesari quidem quae Caesaris sunt reddi jubet, et quae Dei

sunt Deo. Iren. p. 182.

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

non-esset. Deus, definitive et obsolute Deum nominassent aliquando, nisi

esset were Deus, p. 180.

Compare the following words:

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

et eum, qui ungit, Patrem, p. 180. ... "

:
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have you read the Fathers, not to see these plain things?

You go on, endeavouring to elude and perplex Irenaeus's

meaning. But your attempts are so feeble, and your

efforts so weak, that I am almost ashamed to make any

reply to them. You would have it, that Irenaeus does not

call the Son God in the supreme and absolute sense; though

you can never show that Irenaeus had two senses of the

word God as applied to Father and Son. The Son, you

imagine, is not God in the absolute sense, but as being

God’s anointed, our Lord, and our God, (p. 98.) I read:

of the Father's anointing, and the Son's being anointed,

(that is, to his office;) but could you have shown, that he

was anointed to his Godship, (pardon the oddness of the

word, it contains your sense) that would have been a

discovery indeed. You refer to several passages, (I could

add many more) where the Father is styled the only

God. But to what purpose is it? Irenaeus never meant.

thereby to exclude the Son from being, with the alone'

Father, Deus et Dominus x, God and Lord, or.from being

with the Father, vivorum Deus, God of the living, or from

being the self of the Father, or from being Deus ipsey,

God himself, nor would he ever allow, that the Son was

not God in the definitive, or absolute sense, or that he was

another God. What can you do with such a man as Ire

naeus, all the way contrary to your principles, directly for

mine He styles the Father only God, in opposition to

the Valentinian AEons, or other monstrous deities; never,

not once, in opposition to God the Son. ‘. .

After what hath been said, the reader, I hope, will not

be surprised, to find me quoting another passage of Ire

naeus” to the same purpose as before. It is where he

* See above.

y Dei Verbum, imo magis ipse Deus. Iren. p. 132.

* Peccata igitur remittens, hominem quidem curavit, semetipsum autem "

manifeste ostendit quis esset. Sienim memo potest remittere peccata nisi so

lus Deus, remittebat autem haec Dominus, et curabat homines; manifestum

est quonian ipse erat Perbum Dei. Filius hominis factus, a Patre potesta

tem remissionis peccatorum accipiens, quoniam homo et quomiam Deus: ut:

G 2
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proves our Lord to be the Word of God, and God, from

his remitting of sins; upon the strength of this maxim,

that none can forgive sins but God alone. I take the

argument to lie thus: None can forgive sins but the God

of Israel, the true and only God, (so the Jews understood

and intended it:) Christ forgave sins: therefore Christ is

God, in the same sense as intended, i.e. God of Israel, &c.

I defy any man to come at Irenaeus's conclusion from that

passage any other way: and though he words it Verbum

Dei, it is plain from the following words, that the phrase

is with him equivalent to Deus; the Word of God being

necessarily God, or, as he elsewhere expresses it, Deus

ipse. What you have to object is, that solus Deus is there

predicated of the Father; I grant it: and yet Irenaeus's

argumentation necessarily infers, that Christ is Deus too,

in the same sense; and therefore with the Father, solus

Deus; the only God that can remit sins; and he received

this power because he is God of God. Irenaeus plainly

enough intimates, that if he had not been God, he could

not have had the power; which shows that he is speak

ing of such a kind of remission, by inherent power and

right, as is proper to God alone *; otherwise there is no

sense in the argument.

quomodo homo compassus est nobis, tanquam Deus misereatur nostri, et re

mittat nobis debita nostra, quae factori nostro debemus Deo. Iren. p. 314.

“Remitting sins, he healed the man, and at the same time plainly showed

“who himself was. For if none can forgive sins, but God alone, and yet

“our Lord forgqve sins, and healed men; it is manifest that he was the

“Word of God, made Son of man, receiving from the Father the power of

“forgiving sins, because man, and because God: that as he suffered with us,

“being man, so he might also have mercy upon us as he is God, and might

“forgive us our debts, which we owe to God our Maker.”

* Bene igitur Verbum ejus ad hominem dicit, “Remittuntur tibi peccata;”

idem ille in quem peccaveramus in initio, remissionem peccatorum in fine

donans. Aut si alterius quidem transgressi sumus praeceptum, alius autem

erat qui dixit, “Remittuntur tibi peccata tua;” neque bonus, neque verax,

neque justus est hujusmodi. Quomodo enim bonus, quinon ex suis donat?

Aut quomodo justus, qui aliena rapit? Quomodo autem vere remissa sunt

peccata, nisi ille ipse in quem peccavimus donavit remissionem? Iren. p. 313

Wid. Grab, in Bull. D, F. p. 85. - Well

66 e
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You here (p. 101.) take notice of another passage of

Irenaeus, which I incidentally brought in (p. 39. of my

Defence, vol. i.) to prove that, according to Irenaeus, none

that has any superior, any God above him, can be justly

styled God". A famous passage, and directly opposite to

your principles; while you pretend to ascribe divinity to

the Son, at the same time subjecting him to a superior

God, and putting him sub alterius potestate, under the do

minion and power of another. You do well to labour to

take this off; but how, we shall see presently. You pre

tend, that Irenaeus, in “numberless other passages, ex

“pressly asserts the superiority of the Father to the Son.”

I deny that he ever does it, so much as in any single pas

sage, in your sense of superiority. Nay, to see how con

sonant to himself Irenaeus is, I will show you where e he,

by necessary consequence, declares the Son to have no

superior.

The argument will stand thus:

“He that is the God of the living, and who spake to

“Moses out of the bush, has no other God above him.

“Well therefore did his Word say to the man, Thy sins are forgiven

“thee; he the same against whom we had sinned in the beginning, in the

“end vouchsafes remission of sins. Otherwise had the precept against which

“we transgressed come from one, and it had been another that said, Tky

“sins are forgiven thee, he could neither have been good, nor just, nor true

“in doing it. For how can he be good, who gives what is none of his own?

“Or how can he be just, that assumes what belongs to another? Or how

“could sins be really forgiven, if he that forgave them were not the very

“same against whom we had sinned?”

* Qui super se habet aliquem superiorem, et sub alterius potestate est, hic

neque Deus, neque Rex magnus dici potest. Iren. p. 229. -

* Is qui de rubo loquutus est Moysi, et manifestavit se esse Deum Patrum,

hic est viventium Deus. Quis enim est vivorum Deus, nisi qui est Deus

super quem alius non est Deus 2–Qui igitur adorabatur Deus vivus, hic

est vivorum Deus, et Verbum ejus, quiloquutus est Moysi, qui et Sadducaeos

redarguit, &c. Ipse igitur Christus cum Patre vivorum est Deus, quilo

quutus est Moysi-. Iren. p. 232. Wide Bull. sect. ii. cap. 5.

“He that spake to Moses out of the bush, and manifested himself to be

“the God of the Fathers, he is the God of the living. For who else can be

“the God of the living, but the God that has no other God above him?

“Christ with the Father is the God of the living, who spake to Moses, &c.”

G 3
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... “Christ is the God of the living, and who spake to

“Moses out of the bush. * *

“ Therefore Christ has no other God above him.”

The premises are both of them Irenaeus's own: and

the conclusion from them is evident. We see then, that

Irenaeus does not only lay down the general maxim, that

whoever is God, properly so called, can have no other

God above him: but in the particular case of God the

Son, he applies the very maxim, and declares that there

is no other God above him. What will you say to these

manifest truths, which so directly strike at your whole

hypothesis? You endeavour to find some shelter, by turn

ing Deus into Greek, making it à Qs, which will not do,

because it is frequent with Irenaeus to give the Son the

title of Q#4. And if he did not, yet he never appears

to lay any such stress upon an article. Nor will the oc

casion of Irenaeus’s maxim at all serve you. For though

the discourse there is of God the Father, yet his reason

ing, whereby he proves that the Person, there styled :

Q=%, could have “no other God above him,” will prove

the same thing of every other Person so styled, or prove

nothing. You produce some citations from Irenaeus to

prove the “Father superior in authority” (another God

above him, you should have said, because you mean it)

“to the Son, and the Son subject to him.” None of them

prove any thing like it, in your meaning of superiority

and subjection. -

* The Father commanded, the Son executed. What then?

I answered this above e. Another pretence is from the

words, “conditionem simul, et Verbum suum portans:”

which I may leave as I find it, till you make out the con

sequence: or I may oppose to it, “mensura enim Patris

“Filius, quoniam et capit eum.” Iren. p. 231. Porto may

as well signify to bear, or contain, as sustain. ... Besides

that the creatures are said, in the very same place, por

vid. Iren, p.211,215,271, ed. Bened.

.* See also Bull. D. F. p. 80.
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tare eum; to sustain him, you will say. And much will

you make of it, that the Creator of them, mundi Factor,

(Irenaeus's own words of God the Son, in the same

chapter,) was sustained by his creatures. You proceed to

observe, that the Son ministered to the Father: you might

have observed farther, that “he washed his disciples’

“feet.” But see Bishop Bull, who had fully answered

these pretences, before you produced them. You farther

take notice out of Irenaeus, that the “Word incarnate

“hung upon the cross.” Who doubts it? You should

have took notice likewise of what Irenaeus says, in the

very same chapter, that this Word was really “Maker of

“the world, and containeth all things f.” But I am weary

of pursuing trifles. If Irenaeus had had a mind to express

the subjection of the Son, and superior dominion of the

Father, he knew how to do it. See how he expresses

himself, where he declares the subjection of all things to

God the Son, and the Holy Spirit 8, at the same time

speaking of their ministration (not subjection) to the Fa

ther: which may be sufficient to show you how wild

your hypothesis is, and how little countenance for it you

can reasonably hope to find among the ancients.

A. D. 192. CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUs.

I have already produced one plain and express passage,

wherein Clemens includes the Father and the Son in the

only God. He has more to the same purpose, where he
says, “both are one, namely, God";” and where he ad

f Mundi enim Factor vere Verbum Dei est—et secundum invisibilitatem

continet, quae facta sunt omnia. Lib. v. cap. 18. p. 315. - -

“The Pord of God is really Maker of the world and in respect of

“his invisibility, (or invisible nature,) contains all things which are made.”

g Ministrat enim ei ad omnia sua progenies, et figuratio sua, id est, Fi

lius, et Spiritus Sanctus, Verbum et Sapientia; quibus serviunt, et subjecti

sunt omnes angeli. Iren. p. 236. Comp, p. 183. - - --

“His own offspring, and figure, that is, the Son and Holy Ghost, the

“Word, and Wisdom, to whom all the angels are subject, and do obeisance,

“minister to him (the Father) in all things.” - -

* “E, yac àupa, à Sàs. Clem. Alex. p. 135, -
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dresses both as one Lordi, and the whole Trinity as onek.

Which I took notice of in my eighth Sermon'.

You are forced to confess, (p. 80.) that in Clemens's

first writings, there are “some sublime expressions, which,

“if taken literally, would favour either my notion or the

“Sabellian.” A pretty fair confession; but it would have

been still fairer to have said, (which is what the reader

must see,) some expressions, too plain and strong to ad

mit of any evasion. All you have to say is, that they

are highly rhetorical; which is saying nothing. You are

next to oppose other passages of Clemens, to take off

their force. Upon which, I may observe, by the way,

how disingenuous your claim to the ancients is, in com

parison with ours. You think it sufficient, if you can but

find any passages which look at all favourable to your

scheme, however contradictory (as you understand them)

to other clear and express testimonies of the same author.

On the other hand, we think ourselves obliged to reconcile

the seemingly opposite passages, and to make an author

consistent with himself: which if we cannot do, we give him

up as neuter, and make his evidence null; unless there be

reason to believe, that the author, upon better consider

ation, had changed his mind, or that some parts of his

works are more certainly genuine than others. But to

proceed, you begin with attempting to deprave the sense

of a celebrated place in Clemens, which I shall transcribe

into the margin m. In English it runs thus: “The divine

“Word, who is most manifestly true God, who is equal

“ized with the Lord of the universe, because he was his

“Son, and was the Word in God.” This is a passage

very little favourable to your invention of a superior do

minion of the Father, and a subjection of the Son: for the

i Tà za rarhe, *, **pal Kieu. p. 311.

k Clem. Alex. p. 311.

1 Sermons, vol. ii. p. 183, &c.

" 'O Stros x6%s, 5 pavigarazos & tas Sabs, 3 r Parréry rà, 3Aay ičeassis' *r

#y wiès airs, xz 3 xàyos is is ré Suá. p. 86. Adm. ad Gent. -

Vid. Bull. D. F. p. 88. Anim. in Gilb. Clerke, p. 1010.
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Son is here said to be equalized, that is, proclaimed equal

to the Lord of the whole universe. You say, equalized

implies an exaltation, a delegation, &c. Ridiculous. Can

any thing or person be made equal to God the Father,

exalted to a parity with him But a person may be pro

claimed equal; which is only showing what he was before.

And Clemens assigns two substantial reasons, why the

Son was thus proclaimed; it was his natural and essential

dignity that demanded it; for he was God’s own Son", of

the same nature with him; and he was the Word that

existed in God” himself; most manifestly therefore true

God, and accordingly equalized with God, as he had a

right to be. You give us two or three words of Eusebius,

as expressing the sense of Clemens. But let Clemens

speak for himself, who is a plainer man, and a more con

sistent writer, than Eusebius; and of whom it is easier to

pass a certain judgment. Suppose the words in Clemens

to signify equalized in honour, or advanced to equal honour .

and glory: still, would you have a subject thus equalized

with his sovereign? If Christ was equalized in honour

and glory, the inference will reach to an equality of na

ture; which alone could be any sufficient reason or foun

dation for honouring him so highly. You would have it

only, receiving dominion (you do not care to say equal

dominion) from the Father. But this comes not up to

Clemens’s strong expression of equalizing; nor to his

reasons assigned for it; the very reasons which he else

where gives, why the Father and Son are the one God, 5

n ris, as vs yyários, jSties Aáyos, paris &éxirvarov pås. Clem. Admon. p. 78.

Toy A4%ay rixelow ix reasis pivra rareás. Paedag. p. 113.

• Compare the following passages of Clemens, explanatory of the phrase

is rig @*#.

'n ro5 asyáAs Sisi & row rixstow ražiev viès is rare za rarie is vis. Paed.

lib. i. cap. 5. p. 112.

Tč, vvarávray Sai, #va Ave, shal, &yaSãs, Pixalov, 2na spyär, view is rareí.

Pardag. lib. i. cap. 8. p. 142.

"E, yāe āupw, Suár £r sixw, is 4.6x3 + A*,* iv is ris Suff, sa Sue, f, i Aé

7's. Clem. Alex. p. 135.
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Geog, absolutely so called, and jointly the one only God

and Creator of all things.

Next, you are to search out some other expressions

of Clemens, to be pleaded in the way of abatement.

Clemens, it seems, says in the same page, that “he

“sprung from the will of the Father.” But let the reader

see the whole sentence, that he may be apprized of your

unrighteous method of citing authors. “Being with ut

“most celerity diffused upon all men, rising swifter than

“the sun, out of the very will (or heart) of the Father,

“he most readily darted forth God upon us P.” Would

you have your reader here deceived into an opinion that

Clemens is speaking of the Son's existing by his Father's

free choice and pleasure? No doubt but that is your

meaning, or something very little better; though Clemens

is only speaking of his mission to mankind. Elsewhere,

you say, he calls him inspector of our hearts by the will

of the Almighty q. But you are as unfortunate in this

place as in the other; misconstruing the words, and per

verting the sense; as I have elsewhere shown. IIayro

aparogixó, Sax%uari signifies by his own sovereign, all-con

taining will. That there is no impropriety in applying

the epithet wavroxparogix’s to will, I proved by parallel

instances from other authors; and shall now add one

more of the like kinds. You appear very unwilling to

have the Doctor's criticisms on this passage taken from

you: and therefore you endeavour, feebly, to prop them

up again, in a note, p. 227. You tell me, that the paral

lel passages I alleged, do not signify that God is omni

present or omniscient by his will, but by “his active

“governing wisdom.” Be it so: then let the same answer

P Tázura 2 tis rávras & Seáres 212°34's, Sãrrow #xis # abrås &varsixas räs

are reixas GuxArias, #ra hair irixaaws re. Suá. Clem. p. 86.

* Tây zvetov’Inggy, re, rig ravrozea reelzé, Six war irizzarov rás xx£ias #uês.

p. 611.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 78. Sermons, vol. ii. p. 160.

* Tà Sale was ravrozea regizs wai &Airw rās &yaSárnros abrås ieares. Pseudo

Dionys. Areop. de Divin. Nomin. cap. x. p. 829.
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serve for the expression of Clemens; and let Christ be

omniscient by his “active governing wisdom,” and now

all is right again. I am not contending for God's or

Christ’s knowing all things by his will, in the Doctor's

sense: but why must Clemens be tied up to the Doctor’s

strict sense of will, in the word Sex War, more than other

authors, who have likewise used the phrase of all-con

taining will, as well as Clemens? The Doctor's fanciful

speculations against the phrase (Script. Doctr. p. 294.) are

of as much weight against the phrase in other authors, as

in Clemens; that is, of no weight at all, but to show the

folly of interpreting phrases by speculation and fancy, in

stead of looking into authors, to see how they have been

used. You was to say something, it seems, however

wide, rather than give up a favourite criticism.

- You say, Clemens calls the Son SáAqua wavroxparogixów.

which is true; but it does not there signify the same as

wargixoy Sixmpa, but all-containing wisdom, or will again;

as is plain from the very place itself, where Clemens also

styles him 36Vaug waywgaths, all-containing power". And

it is the very reason given by Clemens, why he may be

known to all, even to those that have not acknowledged

him; he is wayxparis, and wavroxparogix’s, present to all,

or containing all. Had Clemens intended your sense, he

would rather have expressed it by wargix: S5%uari, as

usual"; or 95%uari rod Tarpos”, or the like. Nor can you

give any instance out of Clemens, of wavroxparogix0s, but

where it either must, or however may, bear the sense I

have given. The phrase wavroxparopixby 60%pa (p. 857.)

comes the nearest to the other. But it is there manifest,

from the context, that it ought to be interpreted in the

same way as I have construed Séamua aravroxparopixów. I

much question whether wavroxparopix); is ever used for ro5

* Xopia 2 x2, xensárns paytearárn rg Siob, Büyalas re rayzéarks, x2' T âyr.

Sita 25% rols un jaoxoyours &xarayåntos, Sixmag: Tavroxgazogtsäy. Clem.

p. 647. - | -

" Wid. Clem. p. 99, 150. Comp. p. 86, 125.

* Vid. Clem. p. 156, 710.
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wavroxpáropos, in the way that Dr. Clarke contends for.

It is certain, that the other which I contend for is most

proper, and is most usual and customary in Greek writers.

This, I hope, may be sufficient to put an end to a weak

criticism, which has nothing in it. Now let us go on.

As to the Son's ministering, I have before answered:

and as to the passages you have selected, one would think

you had took them out of Bishop Bull; only leaving out

the Bishop's solutionsy: which is a very unfair way of

protracting a controversy.

As to second cause, you do not meet with it in Clemens;

85%rspo; airio;” signifies no more than secondary causer,

r&#s, 88%repos, second in order in causal operations. Be

sides that, if it strictly meant more, allowance must be

made for Clemens, while he is adapting the Platonic to

the Christian Trinity, if he uses the Platonic terms;

though they may not quadrate exactly.

You next cite Clemens for styling the Father uávov orw;

Qsby, and introducing the Son as joining in hymns of praise

to him. As to uévos, or other the like exclusive terms,

Clemens made no account of them, in exclusion to the

Son, as before seen; besides that, the Son is not only

Byra, Os, truly God, with Clemens, very frequently", but

even uávo, Q=%, only God", and only Judgee, and only

Masterd. All authors I have met with thus use exclusive

terms; it being a rule of common sense, and custom of

language, that such exclusive terms are to be strained no

farther than they are intended in opposition to such or

such things. As to the Son's joining in hymns of praise,

y Vid. Bull. Def. F. p. 90.

* Clem. Alex. p. 710.

* Clem. Alex. p. 86,647, 690.

* Clem. Alex. p. 84, 142. See also another passage of his Paedagogue,

where he seems to be speaking of God the Son: the words are, #3, tws Stés, i.

** *r's ré révra, was rà révra & abres, 3rd airs, Sús, 5 Auðves Suás. p. 150.

Compare a passage of the Stromata, 1.4. 25 yatra &rix,5; i, & 1, •ü rexxx

** *** **, *.xx & révra 1, #31, was rávra.

• Clem. p. 99. * Ibid. p. 309.
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you should have told your reader, that he is supposed by

Clemens, in that very place, to do it as in capacity of

High-Prieste. I can scarce without indignation find such

things as these offered by men pretending to letters, or

the least ingenuity.

You run on, about Clemens’s styling the Father the

one God, supreme over all; though every body knows

it never was intended in opposition to God the Son, but to

Pagan deities: as is plain from what hath been said. You

next come to observe that Clemens styles the Son IIpa

rixrigo; f. This indeed was worth remarking, and a thing

fit to be offered in the way of objection; though Bishop

Bull had given a good answer to it long agos. It is an

allusion to Proverbs viii. 22. where Wisdom is said to

have been created, that is, appointed head over the works

of Godh; which I shall show, in due time and place, to

have been the ancient and Catholic sense of that text:

nor can any Ante-Nicene Father be produced for the other

sense of creation, in regard to that text. The stale pre

tence about Photius and the hypotyposes, hath been an

swered over and overi. However, it is a mere fancy of

yours, that Photius's censure upon the hypotyposes was

grounded upon a passage found in his Stromata. I have

now said enough in vindication of Clemens; and he must

be a very orthodox writer indeed, when in so large a vo

lume, and wrote before the Arian controversy was started,

he appears to have been so well guarded as to leave room

only for very frivolous exceptions; such, perhaps, as

might most of them be found even in many of the Post

Nicene writers, or in Athanasius himself.

• 'Aap row &%vynrow (leg. &yávnro) wał &v4x49eov, was uávoy 5, ra's Sisy, avy

wave, ros harv rob Sag A478. &#910s oùros, "Ineous sis, 3 Ayas &éxis?sus 9:25 ra

isis, row abros xa raress, Sarie & Sea ran six-ra, *al & Searois #yzsz.sviral.

Clem. Alex. p. 92,93. -

* Clem. p. 699.

8 Bull. D. F. p. 90. -

* Offrog & révray rāv &yaśāy, Sixflazri tow wavroxgårocos worphs, arrios i vis,

*Sirzrat, weavree yes xuyársas, Bövauls &Anarros airShast. Clem. p. 833.

i Bull. Def. F. p. 91. Grabe, Instances of Defects, p. 13, &c.
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What you say after in p. 83, is worth the taking notice

of, for the peculiar turn of it; and because it may let the

reader into the true state of the dispute between us. You

tell me, I am “forced into the absurd inconsistency of

“confounding a priority of mere order (which expresses a

“perfect coordination of persons equally supreme in au

“thority) with a subordination of authority and domi

“nion.” You are troubled, it seems, that I will not

suffer two of the Persons to be thought really subjects, or

servants, that is, creatures of the first. I am very earnest

and serious in it; nor will I yield that momentous point

to you, till you are able to prove it. As to inconsistency,

you shall see that there is none of mine, it is all your own.

I have sometimes wondered with myself, how I came to

be charged by the modest Pleader, &c. with making a co

ordination of the Persons; when I every where admit a

priority of order in one, a subordination in the other two.

But now the secret is out: a coordination is not a coordi

nation, and a subordination is not a subordination, if it be

only of order; though I was so weak as to think that the

words coordination and subordination, strictly and properly,

respected order, and expressed an equality or inequality of

order. But you have a mind to use the word coordination

for what an accurate man would call coequality: and so I

am charged with holding a coordination. I confess the

charge: I always held a coequality of the Persons, though

I never before knew that it must be called coordination.

And while I profess a subordination, I as constantly de

clare against inequality. If this does not content you, I

cannot help it: it is not my fault, nor indeed yours, (for

you have done your utmost,) that your arguments de

mand no more. I will still maintain a priority of order,

together with coequality. And if you insist upon it, that

priority of order is no priority of order, but a coordina

tion; every reader, I suppose, may see whose is the in

consistency, yours or mine. Besides a subordination of

order, which is natural, I have also allowed a subordina

tion in office, which is economical. Is this also nothing
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more than a “mere position and order of words 2’’ True,

it is not making the Father a sovereign over the Son as:

his natural subject, because I never intended it : nor will

you ever be able to prove any thing like it. But let us.

proceed. -

A. D. 206. TERTULLIAN.

Tertullian is so full and clear for all the three Persons

being one, God, that I need not again kproduce things so

well known. You yourself have confessed it: but now

you come in to plead for abatements; which, if you have

ever so good, a right to them, will not, however, make

Tertullian an advocate on your side, but a neuter at most,

as being inconsistent, and of no credit. But let us see:

perhaps he may prove a consistent evidence for us; though

it is utterly impossible he ever should for you. You re

mind me of his being a Montanist, when he wrote against ,

Praxeas; which was scarce worth your observing, when

you allow in the same page that Tertullian makes Father

and Son one God, even in his Apology', wrote very proba

bly before he was a Montanist: and I should be content

to try the merits of the cause by that Treatise alone,

which would furnish you with few or no pretences against

his orthodoxy in this article. But to come to the busi

IlêSS. :, . -

You first fall upon him for making the Son no more,

than a “ small part of the Father's substance.” To which

I answer, that if Tertullian indulged his fancy too far in

explaining the doctrine, yet he may be a good evidence of

the Church’s general doctrine, that Father and Son are:

one God. However, I think this objection has been well

answered by Bishop Bullm and Le Nourry"; whither. It

* See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 184, &c.

Pater et Filius et Spiritus, Tres crediti, unum Deum sistunt. Tertull.

contr. Prax. c. 31.

* Quod de Deo profectum est Deus estet Dei Filius, et unus (suppl. Deus)

ambo. Apol. c. xxi. p. 203. -

* Bull. D. F. p. 95. * Nourrii Apparat, ad Bibl. Max vol. ii. p. 1305.
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refer the reader. All I shall add is this; that if Tertul

lian, as I have shown above, sometimes used the term

Father in a large sense, (as a head of a family sometimes

stands for the whole family together with their head,)

then it is no wonder, if God the Son might be called

Portio totius, being but one Person of the Trinity, not

all; as he styles the Father, unus omnia, dum ex uno

omniao. This might be illustrated from the case of Abra

ham, considered as the father of many nations, and con

taining, in a certain sense, all his descendants. Thus was

Abraham tota familia, and Levi only derivatio et portio

totius; that is, of Abraham, considered in capacity of

head and fountain. I do not pretend to be confident, that

Tertullian had this thought in his mind: but I propose it

as a probable conjecture, to be farther inquired into, to

make Tertullian appear the more reasonable and consist

ent; who was certainly no downright idiot, such as your

representation would make of him. Allowing such a sup

position as I have here offered, there will be no difficulty

in accounting for Tertullian's saying, that the Father is

major Filio, greater than the Son, in the manner that he

does. For it will amount only to this, that the head, con

sidered as such, is major singulis, as containing all;

though it cannot be said of any but the head, because

the rest are considered only as single Persons. In the

other way, it is certainly downright nonsense to suppose

the Father, in his own proper personal capacity, to be the

whole : for however small a part you suppose the Son to

be, that part must go in to make up the whole; and no

single Person, barely considered as such, can be called

the whole. But consider the Father in capacity of Head,

in the sense before intimated, and then the notion is just,

• The like way of speaking obtained among the Pagans, in respect of their

supreme Jupiter, father of the other gods.

Jupiter omnipotens regum rerumque defimdue

Progenitor, genitrixque deúm, Deus unus et omnis.

- August. de C. D. lib. vii, cap. 9. p. 170.
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and has nothing absurd, or strange in it. I may farther

argue against Tertullian's making the Son a small part,

as you say, of God's substance, from what he says of the

omnipresence of the Son, in as full and ample terms as

can be used of the omnipresence of the Father him

self P.

You go on (p. 77.) to speak of the Son’s exercising

the Father's power: right; because the Father's and his

are one 3. You add, “by the Father's will:” yes, and by

his own too, for both are the same, because their sub

stance is one'. You say indeed in your Preface, p. 6, 7.

that Tertullian affirmed the same thing even of angels, or

rational souls, that “they were generated from the sub

“stance of the Father:” and to show that you really be

lieve it, you quote (p. 55.) three places of Tertullian, to

prove it. Had this been the case, I would have given you

up Tertullian for a madman. But it is your misfortune,

P Habes Filium in terris, habes Patrem in caelis: non est separatio ista,

sed dispositio divina; caeterum scimus Deum etiam intra abyssos esse, et

ubique consistere, sed vi et potestate: Filium quoque, ut individuum, cum

ipso ubique. Tamen in ipsa oeconomia, Pater voluit Filium in terris haberi,

severo in caelis. Tertull. adv. Prax. c. xxiii. p. 514.

“The Son you have upon earth, and the Father you have in heaven. This

“is no separation, but a divine economy. Furthermore, we are certain that

“God is even in the abysses, and present every where, but in virtue and

“power; the Son also, as individual, (or undivided,) is with him every where.

“But, according to the economy, the Father would so have it, that the Son

“should be considered as being upon earth, and himself as being in the

** heavens.” -

* Omnia, inquit, Patris mea sunt. Suo jure omnipotens, qua Sermo

Dei omnipotentis, quaque omnium accepit potestatem. cap. 17.

Pater omnia tradidit in manu ejus—a primordio tradidit. Ex quo, a

primordio Sermo erat apud Deum, et Deus erat Sermo, cui data est omnis

potestas in caelo et in terra-Omnem enim dicens potestatem--et omnia

tradita in manu ejus, nullam exceptionem temporis permittit; quia omnia

non erunt, si non omnis temporis fuerint. cap. 16.

* Quale est ut Deus divisionem et dispersionem pati videatur in Filio et

Spiritu Sancto-tam consortibus substantiae Patris, &c.-Caeterum, qui

Filium non aliunde deduco, sed de substantiu Patris, nihil facientem sine

Patris voluntate, omnem a Patre consecutum potestatem, &c. Adv. Praw.

cap. 3, 4.

VOL. III. H
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in two of the places, very innocently to give us Marcion's

tenet for Tertullian's own. And as to the third place, out

of his book against Praxeas, it is very wide of the pur

pose; being no more than this, that God breathed into

man the breath of life, a peculiar privilege of man above

all the animal creation. See below * what he says of

angels.

But to proceed; You talk of the Son’s subjection, as

from Tertullian: concealing from your reader that it is of

a subjection posterior to the incarnation, an economical

subjection: and that Tertullian denies any suljection, such

as you are aiming at, in full and express terms'. You

add, “upon this disparity of the Son to the Father, (di

“rectly contrary to your motion of an equality in supreme

“ authority,) as well as upon his notion of consubstanti

“ality, does he ground his denial of two Gods.” False

every word:, how can you let your pen loose, to write at

this rate Tertullian's notion of one common supreme au

thority is exactly the same with mine u: that the three

Persons are of one state, one substance, one divinity, one

supreme power and authority, as being one God. When

Tertullian says, non statused gradu, by gradus he means

order, as Bishop Bull hath observed, D. F. p. 96.

And where does Tertullian found his denial of two

Gods upon the disparity of Father and Son? Or where

does he resolve the Unity, as you do, into the Father

alone, casting out God the Son from the one Godhead?

His constant way is to take in both, and thus he makes of

both but one God. What you cite from his 13th chapter

* Angelorum-alienorum a substantia Patris. Contr. Prax. cap.3.

‘Sophiam-non sibi subditam, non statu diversam, &c. Tert, contr.

Hermog. cap. 18.

"Tres autem non statused gradu, nec substantiased forma, nec potestate

sed specie: unius autem substantiae, et unius status, et unius potestatis, quia

unus Deus. Contr. Prax. cap. 2.

Trinitas, unius divinitatis, Pater, Filius, et Spiritus Sanctus. De Pudicit.

cap. 21.
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is not at all to your purpose. He plays awhile with

Praxeas, telling him, that if he would be so hard, as to

insist upon it that Father and Son must be two Gods, on

the Catholic scheme, than let them be so; and let him at

least grant, that Father and Son may be two Gods, the

Son having certainly as good, or much better right to be

called God, than many others whom Scripture has so

styled. But after he had thus argued awhile ad hominem,

and ex hypothesi, he returns to his position, that they are

not two Gods*, but one God, because of unity of substance

and original. His reasoning, in short, comes to this, that if

the Catholic doctrine, as Praxeas insisted, must be Dithe

ism, then let it be so; so long as it is Scripture Ditheism,

and the doctrine certainly true, whatever name it be called

by: but still a very good reason may and has been as

signed why it is not, and therefore ought not to be called

Ditheism; because Father and Son are really one God, as

being of one substance, and the Son referred up to the Fa

ther as his head and source. This is the sum of Tertul

lian’s thoughts on that head; which are as contrary to

yours, as light to darkness.

You have another little shift grounded upon Tertullian's

blaming Praxeas for making the Father incarnate, whom

he there calls ipse Deus and Dominus omnipotens; as if

Tertullian might not emphatically style the Father God,

without denying it of the Son. Those phrases there are

nothing but so many periphrases for God the Father, and

* Duos tamen Deos et duos Dominos nunquam ex ore nostro proferimus

Nam etsi soles duos non faciam, tamen et solem et radios ejus tam duas

res et duas species unius indivisae substantiae numerabo, quam Deum et ser

monem ejus, quam Patrem et Filium. Tert, contr. Prax. cap. 13.

Si Filium nolunt secundum a Patre reputari, ne secundus duos faciat Deos

dici, ostendimus etiam duos Deos in Scriptura relatos, et duos Dominos; et

tamen ne de isto scandalizentur, rationem reddidimus; qua Deinon duo

dicantur, nec Domini, sed qua Pater et Filius duo: et hoc nonex separatione

substantiae, sed ex dispositione, cum individuum et inseparatum Filium a

Patre pronuntiamus, nec statused gradu alium; quietsi Deus dicatur,

quando nominatur singularis, non ideo duos Deos faciat sedunum, hoc ipso,

quod et Deus ex unitate Patris vocari habeat. cap. 19.

H 2.
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do not at all relate to your purpose: unless denying the

Father to be incarnate, be denying Christ's supreme divi

nity; where I see nothing like a consequence.

As to Tertullian's asserting a temporary generation, it is

common to him and many Catholic writers, both Ante

Nicene and Post-Niceney; and has no difficulty in it,

when rightly understood. What you add from Tertul

lian's Tract against Hermogenes, is indeed of some weight,

and the most material objection that his works can furnish

you with. Yet you should not have concealed from your

reader, that Bishop Bull” has spent a large chapter par

ticularly in answer to it: and it must appear very strange,

that Tertullian, who at other times speaks so highly of

God the Son, should designedly contradict so many clear

and plain passages of his works, by denying the coeternity

of the Son, and reducing him to a creature. Is the divi

nity, subsisting in three, similar with itself, one only, and

capable of no degrees, (the express doctrine of this writer,)

and yet made up of eternal and temporary, Creator and

creature, differing infinitely? Is eternity and immutability

contained in the name and notion of God, and particularly

as applicable to God the Son*, and yet the Son have

neither eternity nor immutability? In a word, can Ter

tullian pretend, that an inferior God is nonsense and con

tradiction", and at the same time assert a creature, a

y Hilarius in Matt. p. 742. Zeno Veron. ap. Bull. p. 200. Phaebadius.

Bibl. Patr. tom.4. Prudentius. Hymn. xi. p. 44. Rupertus Tuitiensis. Pseud

Ambros. de Fid. Orthod. cap. ii. p. 349.

* Bull. D. F. sect. iii. cap. 10.

* Deum immutabilem et informabilem credi necesse est, ut aeternum.

Transfiguratio autem interemptio est pristini. Omne enim quodcunque

transfiguratur in aliud, desinit esse quod fuerat, et incipit esse quod non

erat. Deus autem neque desinit esse, neque aliud potest esse. Sermo autem

Deus, et Sermo Domini manet in aevum, perseverandoscilicet in sua forma.

Adv. Prax. cap. 27. Vid. Bull. p. 245.

* Neque enim proximi erimus opinionibus nationum, quae si quando co

guntur Deum confiteri, tamen et alios infra illum volunt. Divinitas autem

gradum non habet, utpote unica. Contr. Hermog. cap. 7. Deus non erit di-,

cendus, quia nec credendus, nisi summum magnum. Nega Deum quem di

cis deteriorem. Contr. Marc. lib. i. cap. 6.
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being of yesterday, to be God, nay, and one God with the

Father? These are such glaring and palpable absurdities,

that a man of any tolerable capacity or thought (and Ter

tullian was a man of no mean abilities) could scarce have

been capable of admitting them. Wherefore they are to

be commended, who have endeavoured to bring Tertullian

out of these difficulties, and to reconcile, if possible, the

seeming repugnances. There was one way left for it,

which the excellent Bishop Bull, and after him the learned

Le Nourry, has taken. Tertullian is known to have dis

tinguished between Ratio and Sermo, both of them names

of the selfsame A&yog, considered at different times, under

different capacities; first as silent and unoperating, alone

with the Father, afterwards proceeding, or going forth

from the Father; to operate in the creation. With this

procession he supposes (as do many others) the Sonship

properly to commence. So that though the Logos had

always existed, yet he became a Son in time; and in this

sense there was a time when the Father had no Son; he

had his Aévos, his living substantial Logos, his Xopia, with

whom he conversed, as his Counsellor : but the Logos was

not yet a Son, till he came out to create. This notion of

a temporal Sonship was what Tertullian endeavoured to

make some use of in his dispute with Hermogenes, who

asserted matter to be eternal, unmade, and unbegotten; in

short, self-existent in the highest sense. Tertullian thought

it might be an argument ad hominem, against Hermo

genes, that he hereby made matter in some sense higher

than even God the Son; while he supposed it absolutely

underived, and in no sense derived or begotten at all;

which was more than could be said of God the Son, who

was begotten, and proceeded of the Father. This appears

to have been Tertullian's real and full meaning, however

he happened, in the prosecution of the argument, to run

some expressions rather too far; as is often seen in the

heat of dispute, in very good writers. Allowing him only

the favour of a candid construction, he may at length be

made consistent; and his other expressions stand without

H 3
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contradiction: and he has the greater right to it, upon

the principles of common equity; since one obscure pas

sage ought never to be set against many, and plain ones.

You proceed to obviate a passage which we are wont

to cite for the equality. I have cited others stronger and

fuller, which you have not took notice of Your correc

tion of patrem for parem, is what I had met with before,

and it seems to me very just. But your quotation from

his book de Jejuniis, to take off the force of the words

aequat et jungit, does not so well satisfy me: because there

is a great deal of difference betwixt aequat when used

absolutely, and when only in a certain respect. How

ever, as I never insisted upon the force of the word aequat

in that place, nor have any occasion for it, after so many

other more certain and less exceptionable evidences of

Tertullian's making Father and Son one God supreme; so

I shall not be at the trouble to inquire farther about it.

Our next authoris,

A. D. 240. HIPPoLYT Us,

This writer you bear somewhat hard upon: spurious

and interpolated are the names you give him. I must first

see upon what grounds; and then proceed with him, if

we find him genuine. In a note to p. 39, you are pleased

to favour me with your reasons. We need say nothing

of Dr. Mill, who I presume had never seen the Greek

of Hippolytus against Noëtus. Neither need we lay any

great stress upon Photius's calling the whole piece against

heresies, 8.8×8áploy, a little book, as you say, since we

know not by what rules and measures Photius judged of

the greatness or littleness of a book, or to what kind of

tracts he confined the name of 8,8x8áploy. These things

are slight, and such as critics would scarce mention. I

find that some very good judges, as Tillemont and Fabri

cius, (I do not know how many more,) take the piece to

be genuine; and nobody can doubt but it is at least so in

Part; as one may perceive by what is borrowed from it

by Epiphanius. The only question is about interpolations.
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Mr. Whiston was so sanguine as to say, he had evidently

demonstrated c, that it was one half of it interpolated, and

by an Athanasian; because Theodorit and Pope Gelasius

had both of them quoted a passage out of it, which ap

pears much shorter there than in Hippolytus, as now

published. You are so wise as to drop Theodorit, being

apprised, perhaps, that Theodorit's quotation was not

from this treatise against Noëtus, but out of another work

of Hippolytus, upon the second Psalm d : and what great

wonder is it, if an author, in two distinct tracts, borrows

from himself; expressing the same thought here more

briefly, there more at large? Gelasius indeed refers to

the Memoria Haeresium: but as his quotation is exactly

the same with Theodorit's, and probably taken from him,

at second hand; Theodorit is the more to be depended

on, as being the elder, and as being a Greek writer, and

noted for his accuracy; and his works preserved with

greater care than Gelasius’s. Whether the mistake of

Memoria Haeresium was Gelasius's own, or his tran

scriber's, an easy account may be given of it; since Hip

polytus's piece against heresies was the most noted of

any, and was preserved entire for a long season, and be

sides really had in it a passage very like that other out of

his Comments on the Psalms; and it might seem no great

matter, which of the pieces they referred to. These con

siderations show how little your critical censure of a book

is to be depended on : I will therefore still continue to

quote Hippolytus as genuine, till I see some better rea

sons against it than you have here offered. What you

hint of its being changed into a homily in latter times, is

sufficiently answered by Fabricius, vol. ii. p. 6. Let us

now see what Hippolytus has to offer in relation to our

main dispute. -

I produced the passages which I most insist upon (to

prove that Father and Son are one God) in my De

• Mr. Whiston's Answer to Lord Nottingham, p. 10.

4 Ti 4%, Irrexwrw, is rās igenvaías rg A. Wax/g. Theod. Dial. ii. p. 167.

H 4
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fence, first briefly, (vol. i. p. 16.) and afterwards more at

large in my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 185, &c. whither, to save

myself the trouble of repeating, I beg leave to refer the

reader. You have some pretended counter-evidence to

produce, as usual, in order to evade the force of what I

offered. You say, (p. 9o.) that “though he seems to

“aim at including the Son and Spirit; in some sense in

“the one God,” (it is well however that he does not aim

at excluding them, having quite other intentions than you

have,) “yet he expressly ascribes to the Father, not a

“priority of order only, but a real supremacy of autho

“rity and dominion.” Where are your proofs The first

is, that he talks of the Father's commanding, the Son

obeying: so did Athanasius, Basil, Cyril, Hilary, Marius

Victorinus, and otherse, who notwithstanding would have

detested your notion: for they never suspected any thing

of subjection or servility in it, but only a different order or

manner of operating, so far as concerns the work of crea

tion; and a voluntary condescension, or oixovouía, as to

other matters. But Hippolytus says, by this Trinity the

Father is glorified. No doubt of it, since nothing can be

more for his glory, than to have two such divine and glo

rious Persons proceeding from him, and ever abiding with

him: and they that lessen this glory, lessen him; who, in

a certain sense, is the r? Tāv. You add, as from Hippoly

tus, that the Father “begat the Son” (that is, sent or

showed him to the world, which is Hippolytus's mean

ing') “when he willed, and as he willed.” Undoubtedly,

in Hippolytus's sense, just as he sent him to be incarnate

of the blessed Virgin, “when he willed, and as he willed.”

All you have farther material, I have answered above.

• See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 42.

Or Bull. D. F. p. 80. et alibi.

Or Petavius de Trin. lib. ii. cap. 7.

f “Or, #94Anway, xaSa's #Sixnrty, £3e3s row Aévoy abro5–A6%ay #xay is izvrš,

&áeará, r" is ra rā, wričouí” xáza", iearby routi-pass is paris yawāv reoãxs, r?

*riru Avetov, roy 72 or war, air; Asāv4 reáreew jears, ārāexovra, &c. Hipp. contr.

Moët. p. 13.
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You will never be able to shew, that either subordination,

or ministration, or the Son’s condescending to become

man, and in that capacity a servant to the Father, is at all

inconsistent with the notion of both the Persons being

one God supreme. You make a show of producing the

ancients against me; whereas, in reality, you can pick

nothing from them more than I am ready to allow, as

well as they: and you endeavour to turn what they and I

agree equally in, against them, as well as me, by the

imaginary strength of two or three false maxims, which

you have laid down to yourself, as so many principles of

reason. It might be pleasant to observe, what a dance

you are leading us through Scripture and Fathers, and all

for amusement; while the true secret of the business is

kept behind the scenes.

The case lies here. Scripture and Fathers agree in these

three things, as I also do. 1. That the Son, from the

time of his incarnation, was really subject, in one capacity

or other, to God. 2. That before his incarnation he mini

stered to the Father; as well in the areation, as in all

transactions between God and man. 3. That, as a Son,

he is subordinate to the Father, referred to him as his

Head. Now your way is to take one or more of these

three premises, and from thence to draw your inference

against the Son's being God supreme. This inference you

draw from these premises, first, as found in Scripture. The

same inference you draw from the same premises, as found

perhaps in Justin Martyr; the same inference again from

the same premises, as found in Irenaeus; and so quite

through the Fathers. But a man may ask, since the pre

mises are taken for granted on both sides, might it not be

a much shorter and clearer way, to wave farther proof

of the premises from Scripture and Fathers, and to lay

all the stress upon making out the inference, in a set dis

sertation to that purpose? Right: but then every body

would see (what is not to be told) that it is not Scriptures

or Fathers you depend on, but philosophy; which, while

you mix it all the way with Scripture and antiquity, is
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not thought to be, what it really is, the true source and

spring of the opposition you make to us; and which,

while it is behind the curtain unperceived, is yet the only

thing that raises all the disturbance. But to proceed.

A. D. 249. ORIGEN.

Origen, one of the most learned and considerable writers

of his age, was another voucher I had produced for the

truth of the doctrine that Father and Son are one Godf.

I have before vindicated the true construction of the pas

sages, and have observed, from the circumstances, of what

moment such a resolution as that of Origen, in so critical

and nice a point, (on which depended the grand question

of Polytheism between Christians and Pagans,) is, and

ought to be, when duly considered. You pretend, p. 82.

it is not clear that Origen's words must bear my sense.

I do not wonder at your holding out in such a place as

this: it must trouble you to find yourselves condemned

in the most important article of all; and that by Origen

too, whom you would have to be a favourer of you, as he

is much a favourite with you. But as to the sense of his

words, it is so exceeding clear, from the whole scope and

context, that nothing can be more so. See what I have

said above. What then must be done next? Still you

say, admitting my construction, it is not to my purpose.

What! not to my purpose that Father and Son are one

God; which is what I quoted it for ? And if they are one

God, they are one God supreme. You add, that Origen,

in that very place, “explains at large how the Father and

“Son are one, and also what sort of worship is to be paid

“the Son.” The sense, you pretend, is, “that Christians

“still worshipped but one God,” (the Father, I suppose,

you mean) “because they worshipped the Father by or

* “Eva &, etcy, "s 2xo'sława", rev waríea was row view Steerive”. Orig.

contr. Cels. p. 386.

“We therefore, as we have shown, worship one God, the Father and the

“Son.”

* See what I have said above; and compare my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 186.
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“through the Son.” Ridiculous: for so Celsus and all

the wiser Pagans worshipped but one God; because they

worshipped the one supreme, by and through all their

other deities. How then did this answer clear the Chris

tians from the worship of Qsèg, Gods, more than the

Pagans? Was Origen no wiser than to expose himself

and his cause to ridicule, by so weak a reply The strength

of his solution rests entirely upon this; that Father and

Son are but one God; and therefore the Christians wor

shipped not many : he takes in both, to make the $v, the

unum, the one thing worshipped: otherwise there was

no occasion for saying that they were one; one in nature,

(as I understand by his instance of believers, who were all

of the same nature, and as such equal,) and one also in

concord, agreement, and sameness of will: which is the

very account which Post-Nicene Fathers also give of the

Unity; as Hilary, Epiphanius, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gre

gory Nyssen, and Austin, referred to in my Defence".

I shall here only cite the last of themi, who may speak

for all the rest. I shall have occasion hereafter to dis

course you fully upon the head of worship, and to vindi

cate Origen from your misrepresentations. It may suffice,

for the present, to say, that the considering the two Per

sons under distinct offices (a good rule for the regulating

the direction of our prayers) is no argument either against

the Son’s being supreme God, (which is no word of office.)

or for two worships, sovereign and inferior, which you

contend for.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 256, &c.

i Hi tres, quia unius substantiae sunt, unum sunt, et summe unum ubi

nulla naturarum, nulla est diversitas voluntatum. Si autem natura wonum

essent, et consensione non essent; non sumfre unum essent: si vero natura

dispares essent, unum non essent. Augustin. contr. Mar. lib. ii. p. 698.

Etiam nos quippe incomparabilem consensum voluntatis, atque individuae

caritatis, Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, confitemur, propter, quod dici

mus, Haec Trinitas unus est Deus. August. contr. Max. lib. ii. p. 720. See

my Defence, vol. i. p. 260.

To the same purpose speaks Theodorit, or Maximus.

Ei; ©s?s, ob% &s rplávvuos, &AA as oi is Xelry warnerizuival, sis r. 2.6% ris

*wupovias, & rig puzsa's. Theod. Dial. IV ad Maced. tom. v. p. 373.
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The other passages of Origen which you refer me to

(in pages 4, 5, Io, 23, 28, 31, 49, 56, 7o.) are most of

them taken from Origen's less accurate, or interpolated

writings; which are of no weight, any farther than they

agree with his piece against Celsus. And what you have

out of that very piece, has been mostly answered by Bi

shop Bull, and is not to your purpose.

The passage you quote (p. 10.) shows one advantage

the Christians had, that they could plead a command for

the worship of Christ, which the Pagans could not for

their deities: not that this was all they had to say, but it

was something, and too considerable to be omitted. What

you cite p. 24, I answered in my Defence, (p. 260.) refer

ring also, in my later editions, to Bishop Bull and Mr.

Binghamk. What you have, p. 28, is only that God the

Son was sent. Your citation, p. 31, is answered by Bi

shop Bull'. What you have, p. 49, is full for a perfect

equality of all essential greatness", and therefore is di

rectly against you. And I must charge it on you as a

false and groundless report of Origen, when you say

(p. 83.) that he is one who in his whole works does

“most fully, clearly, and expressly insist on the direct

“contrary to my notion.” So far from it, that in his

latest, best, and most certainly genuine work, he is all

the way directly contrary to your notion, and conform

able to mine; as Bishop Bull has abundantly demon

strated: nor have you so much as pretended to confute

what the Bishop has said.

A. D. 256. Cvratas.

I cited Cyprian in my Sermons", in proof of the three

Persons being one God. He does not use the very words,

but he sufficiently intimates the thing. I shall not here

repeat what I said, but refer the reader to it.

* Bull, Def. F. p. 121. Bingham, Orig. Eccl. lib. xiii. cap. 2. p. 45.

Bull. Def. F. p. 262. m See above, p. 42.

* Sermon viii. vol. ii. p. 187.
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A. D. 26o. D1onysius of Rome, with his clergy.

This author I also cited in my Sermons°. We have

but a small fragment of him preserved by Athanasius:

but it is of admirable use for showing the doctrine of the

Trinity, as professed by the Church of Christ at that

time. Sabellius, who had started up but a few years

before, gave occasion to the Church to reconsider and to

clear this article.

One may see from Dionysius, not only what specula

tions some at that time had, but also what were approved,

and what not. We have no less than four hypotheses

there intimated: and all condemned but the one only true

One. - -

1. One was the Sabellian, making the Son the Father,

and the Father the SonP; which Dionysius condemns.

2. A second was of those who, in their extreme oppo

sition to Sabellianism, made rpsis àpxas, three principles;

and, of consequence, tpsis rosársis #va; &AA#Awy wavrárzai

x=xwpiquévaš, three independent, separate Hypostases, un

allied to each other, and not united in one head. This is

condemned as Tritheism; and as being near akin to the

Marcionite doctrine of three principles; (against which I

presume the Canon, that goes under the name of aposto

licalq, was first made;) and which Dionysius censures as

diabolicalr doctrine. Here it is observable, that we meet

with three Hypostases, first introduced in the third cen

tury, in opposition to the Noëtian and Sabellian doctrine

of one Hypostasis, and thought very proper to express the

sense of the Church; provided the Hypostases were not

made separate, as so many heads, or principles. For the

Church has always condemned the notion of resis àpx|x2)

ürogársigs. Origen is, I think, the first writer now extant

• Sermon viii. vol. ii. p. 188. *

P o Aix yae (22&#xxios) 8xxxpnasi, aire, row view sha Aiyav row waríex, *z,

*Awaréxiv. p. 231.

4 Apost. Can. 49. ubi damnatur quisquis baptizaverit in rpsis Xváexas.

* Magzialvos yåe vg Aarauápeovos Bisayua, His resis &exas rhs wove exías rounv

# 3 aftetow, waf2#vaz 3, 31262xxâv, &c. Dionys. p. 231.

* See Basil. de Sp. S. p. 130.
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that makes mention of two or more Hypostases in the

Trinity.

3. A third opinion which some were likewise apt to

fall into, in opposition to Sabellius, was to make the Fa

ther only the one God; reducing the Son, and, of conse

quence, the Holy Ghost, to the condition of precarious

beings, or creatures. But this also is condemned by Diony

sius, in smart terms, as blasphemy" in a very high degree.

4. After rejecting the former three false and heretical

tenets, he at length gives us the true faith of the Church,

to this purpose. “Therefore it concerns us by all means

“not to divide the venerable divine Unity (or Monad)

“into three Deities, nor to lessen the superlative majesty

“ and greatness of our Lord by making him a creature;

“but to believe in God the Father Almighty, and in

“Christ Jesus his Son, and in the Holy Ghost; and that

“the Word is united with the God over all: for, he says,

“‘ I and my Father are one; and “I am in the Father,

“and the Father in me.’ So shall the divine Trinity, as

“ also the sacred doctrine of the Unity, be preserved u.”

This was his decision of that important article; which

he had also expressed before in words to the same effect,

which may here also be cited. “The divine Word must

“of necessity be united with the God of the universe,

“and the Holy Ghost abide and dwell in God; and the

“divine Trinity be gathered together and united into one,

“ as into a certain Head, I mean the God of the universe,

“the Almighty”.”

* BX4a.pngay 25, & r? ruxāv, Ayiso, Av obv, xugozoin row, r2%row ‘revå, A47s."

* , a * * * ex i ey" - 3 3

‘rgy xvélow. gu %ae 7'yovsy vios, z, or ovz my

p. 232.

u Oür gy xarausefuy xen sis Tesis $16tnras rày Savaas, x2' Saia, Auová2a:

à roarðraroy 2: voors. , Dionys.

oirs wouñas, xa,Avely r? &#aaa, & rà wriééâAxoy AiyaSos row zupis' &xxâ werigeu

ziva is Quev arzries wavroxe4-sea xxi sis Xelse, 'Insov, ris view abrov, xxi sis: r=

&ylov ww.staa, hyāzSa Pi ră es: raw 5xa” row A65 or iya yae, pnzi, xa, i zarae,
** * * - 2 A * = * * * * * * * *, *, * si < *, *.x Q. A -

#y truer & #ya is rig warg, & 5 rarie in iaoi cirw yàe &w & #Sria renas, xa, rs

4x12" xàevyaa rās aevaexías Blazáoiro. Dionys. p. 232.

* "HvězSal yap &váyxn rā, Qaş raw 3.xzy row Scio, A65 or a pixexagti. Bi ré:
• v 2 - - \ C/ - J/ \ \, , s\ A ** * * *r -

@4% wa iwbizarāzSai Bii ră ăylov ww.svaa' it?: xzi ră, Satay rpióża is #va £rrip sis
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You will observe how the Unity is solved by Dionysius,

not by making the Son and Holy Ghost subject to the

Father, but by including them in the Father; not by the

Father's governing them, but by his containing and com

prehending them. And though Dionysius styles the Fa

ther the God of the universe, and emphatically wavroxpá

tap, he at the same time declares the Son to be strictly

God, or no creature: and he does not afterwards weakly

retract what he had said of the Son, by throwing him

again out of the one Godhead; but wisely and consistently

takes him in, as “one with the Father,” included in him,

and reckoned to him. These were true and Catholic

principles sixty years before Arius was heard of; and they

will be such while the world stands.

I might here add the other Dionysius of the same age,

and witness of the same faith. But, having produced him

twice before, once in my Sermonsy, and again in these

papers?, I shall here pass him over.

A. D. 318. LACTANTI Us.

I had barely referred to this author, as an evidence of

the Church’s faith, that Father and Son are one God, and

that the Son is not excluded by the texts of the Unity:

and of this he is as full and plain an evidence as it is pos

sible for a man to be, however he may differ in other

points; as I never pretended to say he did not. But here

you exclaim, (p. 83.) of the “strange abuse made of

“quotations and second-hand representations.” One

would think you had had some such book as Scripture

Doctrine before you; which would indeed have furnished

you with “variety of strange abuses".” And had you

found one, by chance, in me, you might have spared the

exclamation for the Doctor's sake. But to proceed: we

zoevts, roa, r*., ess, rsy %ay ris warranéroes xi, w, avywspaxaliz$zi r">

suyáyiesa, wära &váyx". p. 231. Athan. vol. i.

y Sermon viii. vol. ii. p. 189. * See above, p. 48.

* See the Doctor's manner of quoting exposed in my Defence, vol. i.

p. 314, &c. ... "



I 12 A SECOND DEFEN CE Qu. 11.

may learn this from Lactantius, that the common way of

answering the charge of Tritheism was, not by excluding

the Son from being one God with the Father, but by in

cluding both in the one Godb. We learn farther, that

they are consubstantial to each other, and to be adored

together as one God. Nevertheless, since Lactantius had

elsewhere dropped some expressions which appeared

hardly, if at all defensible, I never laid much stress upon

Lactantius's authority, as to the main question : though

I might with a much better right have done it than you

generally lay claim to- Fathers, while you think it suffi

cient if you can but cite a passage or two which you

imaginc to be on your side ; never regarding how to

reconcile many other much stronger ones against you.

I am persuaded, if I have been to blame, it has been on

the modest side; not insisting'so far upon Lactantius as H

might justly have done. I shall now examine whether

you have not claimed a great deal too much, and I too

little, in respect of this author.

It is certain you can never make him a consistent evi

dence on your side. You can never reconcile his consul)

stantiality, and his doctrine of the two Persons being one

• Cum dicimus Deum Patrem, et Deum Filium, mon diversum dicimus,

nec utrumque secernimus, quia nec Pater sine Filio esse potest, nec Fi

lius a Patre secerni: siquidem nec Pater sine Filio nuncupari, nec Filius

potest sine Patre generari. Cum igitur et Pater Filium faciat, et Filius Pa

trem, una utrique mens, unus Spiritus, et una substantia est. Sed ille quasi

exuberans fons est, hic tanquam defluens ab eo rivus ; ille tanquam sol,

hic tanquam radius a sole porrectus : qui quoniam summo Patri et fidelis et

charus est, non separatur, sicut nec rivus a fonte, nec radius a sole, quia et

aqua fontis in rivo est, et solis lumem in radio: æque nec vox ab ore sejungi,

nec virtus aut manus a corpore divelli potest. Cum igitur a prophetis idem

manus Dei, et virtus, et sermo dicatur, utique nulla discretio est : quia et

lingua sermonis ministra est, et manus iu qua est virtus, individuæ sunt

corporis portiones. Lact. lib. iv. cap. 29.

Filius et Pater, qui unanimes incolunt mundum, Deus unus est ; quia et

unus tanquam Duo, et Duo tanquam unus— Unum Deum esse tam Pa

trem quam Filium Esaias ostendit, &c. Ad utramque personam referens,

intulit, præter me non est Deus, cum posset dicere præter nos merito

unus Deus uterque appellatur, quia quicquid est in Patre ad Filium trans

fluit, et quicquid est in Filio a Patre descendit. Lib. iv. cap. 29.
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God, to your principles; so that you have little reason to

boast of an evidence which at best is not for you, but

either against you, or else null, and none: and could you

have been content to have had him set aside, without

insulting me upon it, I might perhaps have let you pass.

But now I shall examine what right you have to him.

You say, p. 55, and again, p. 86. that his sense of una

substantia is not clear, and that it might not perhaps be

taken in the metaphysical sense. But nothing can be

clearer than his sense of una substantia, both from his

similitudes, (as that of the same water in fountains and

streams, and the same light in the sun and its rays,) as

also from the name of Manus given to the Son of God,

and his observing that the tongue and hands are individua

corporis portiones, undivided parcels of the same body.

Where, though the comparison be gross, and the expli

cation savouring too much of corporeal imaginations;

yet the meaning is evident, that he intended the selfsame

substance, both in kind and in number, to belong to Fa

ther and Son; as much as you design the same substance

in kind and in number, of any two parts of the one ex

tended divine substance. You observe also, (p. 55.) that

Lactantius makes angels to be from the “substance of

“God.” If he did, he has disparaged a certain truth

relating to the Son of God, by mixing with it a foolish

Manichaean error about angels; having been imposed

upon by some heretical books. Yet Lactantius has no

where said what you affirm of him. He has no where

said that angels are “ of God’s substance,” as he has said

plainly of God the Son. You can only collect it from

obscure hints and dark innuendos. He uses some coarse

comparisons about God’s breathing out angels, and speak

ing out his Son. But he never pretends that angels are

one substance, or one God with the Father. He says of

the Son, that he was conceived in the mind of the Father,

(mente conceperat,) which he never says of angels. He

says of angels, that they were “created for service:” of

WOL. III. I
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the Son, he only says, that he proceeded". In a word,

allowing only for his including the Son and angels to

gether under the general name of breathings, which may

mean no more than productions, and differing infinitely in

kind, though agreeing in the common name; (as yawra

likewise is a name comprehending things that proceed by

creation or generation, in time or eternally,) I say, allow

ing only this, there appears nothing in Lactantius but

what may fairly stand with his other principles, above

recitedd. For if, according to Lactantius, God breathed,

that is, produced his Son from his own substance, but

breathed, or produced angels not from his own substance,

but from nothing, as he breathed into man a soul”; (Gen.

ii. 7.) then there is no farther ground for your censure

upon him. That this was really his meaning, and all his

meaning, I incline to think, as for several reasons before

hinted, so also for this, that in the very chapter of the

Epitome (cap. 42.) you refer to", he makes a manifest

difference between the production of the Son and of an

gels. The Son was de aeternitatis suae fonte, and de Spiritu

swo. There was not only breathing, but breathing from

the very “fountain of his eternity;” that is, from his

own substance: whereas angels are only said to be de suis

spiritibus, from his breathings. So he makes it the pe

culiar privilege of God the Son, that he was breathed

out, tanquam rivus de fonte, and ex Deo Deuss: which

• Administerium Dei creabantur. Ille vero, cum sit et ipse spiritus, ta

men cum voce et sono ex Dei ore processit, &c. Lib. iv. cap. 8. Comp.

cap. 6.

d Vid. Nourrium, Appar. ad Bibl. vol. ii. p. 798.

* Vid. Lactant. lib. ii. cap. 13.

* Deus in principio, antequam mundum institueret, de etermitatissue

fonte, deque divino ac perenni spiritu suo, filium sibi progenuit, incorrup

tum, fidelem, virtuti ac majestati patriae respondentem Denique ex om.

nibus angelis quos idem Deus de suis spiritibus figuravit, solus in consortium

summae potestatis adscitus est, solus Deus nuncupatus. Lactant. Epit.

cap. 42. p. 104, 105.

& Lactant. Instit. lib. iv. cap. 8.

Quoniam pleni et consummati boni fons in ipso erat, sicut est semper, ut
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he never says of angels, any more than of human souls;

which he also derives de vitali fonte perennis Spiritush,

from the fountain of his breathings, but not from his sub

stance; as I have also remarked of Tertullian above. In

deed most of the Fathers laid great stress upon the text

in Genesis ii. 7. God's breathing into man's nostrils the

“breath of life;” a privilege peculiar to man above the

animal creation i: something of God's own infusing and

inspiring, something of a purer and diviner substance,

spiritual and enduring; the breath of the Almighty, a

resemblance, a shadow, an imperfect copy of the Divinity

itself. Thus far the Fathers carried the notion: and you

seem to have mistaken it for the Marcionite and Manichaean

notion of souls being the very substance of God: a notion

which the Fathers detested; and I doubt not, Lactantius

among the rest.

Your next objection against Lactantius is, that he sup

posed the Son to be only mentally contained in God, and

afterwards begotten into a Person. You ground your

conjecture upon a passage which you cite p. 88. and

again, p. 12o. I have certainly a better right here to say

abeo bono tanquam rivus oriretur, longeque proflueret, produxit similem

sui spiritum, qui esset viribus Patris praeditus, lib. ii. cap. 9.

* Lactant. Instit. lib. ii. cap. 12, p. 182.

* Tā ai, #Axa xixsway £6voy artroinzay, röy 3. BySea roy 3 airs #xuéoveynosy,

& r a brig 73 ov #v=pûrnasy %rse impúzmaa Aiyiral ess. Clem. Alex. p. 101.

"Os ys & rā #4 vshazres is rā ysvízu Asraxačiv &wayāyearra, 22.9%avigas

&zias araea rā āxx2 &āa usrarxév. Clem. Alex. p. 698.

Incorporales animae, quantum ad comparationem mortalium corporum.

Insufflavit enim in faciem hominis Deus flatum vitae—. Flatus autem

vitae incorporalis. Sed ne mortalem quidem possunt dicere ipsum flatum

vitae existentem. Irenaeus, p. 300. -

Animae suae umbram, Spiritus sui auram, oris sui operam. Tertull. de

Resurr. Carn. cap. 7.

Intellige afflatum minorem Spiritu esse; etsi de Spiritu accidit, ut auru

lam ejus, non tamen Spiritum– capit etiam imaginem Spiritus dicere

flatum, nam et ideo homo imago Dei, id est Spiritus. Deus enim Spi

ritus—. In hoc erit imago minor veritate, et afflatus Spiritu inferior,

habens illas utique lineas Dei, qua immortalis anima, qualibera et sui ar

bitrii, &c. tamen in his imago, et non usque ad ipsam vim divinitatis. Tert.

contr. Marc. lib. ii. cap, 9,

I 2
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that the sense is not clear, than you had with relation to

una substantia: and the liberty you take of translating

comprehendit in effigiem, (or ad effigiem, as some editions

have it,) formed into a real Person, is pretty extraordinary.

The learned Le Nourry gives a quite different construc

tion of that obscure passage: and which to me appears

more probable than yours. But supposing the author to

have expressed himself somewhat crudely in this place, in

relation to the Son’s generation, (which he at the same

time professes to be inexplicable,) you very well know

that the same author elsewhere speaks as crudely even of

the Father himself; whom he supposes to have had a

beginning, and to have made himself. His words are,

“Since it cannot otherwise be, but that whatever exists

“must have sometime begun to be, it follows, that since

“nothing was before him, he must have sprung from

“himself, Deus ipse se fecit, God made himself.” Lactant.

lib. i. cap. 7.

This is strange divinity: but the author was a novice;

and he at other times talks in a soberer manner. He

ought therefore to be interpreted with candour, and with

some grains of allowance. If you take advantage of every

obscure or uncautious expression, you will make him as

heterodox in respect of the real divinity of the Father, as

you suppose him to be with regard to the Son. But if

you please to interpret him with candour, and to explain

any obscure or incidental passage by what is plain, and

is expressed more at large; he may then perhaps be

found, upon the whole, sound and orthodox in relation

both to the Father and Son. You next speak (p. 89) of

the Son's entire subjection and obedience to the will and

commands of the Father: yet taking no notice of Lactan

tius vindicating to both the same inseparable honour, as

being one God". The subjection you mention is intended

* Duo esse dicentur, in quibus substantia, et voluntas, et fides una est.

Ergo et Filius per Patrem, et Pater per Filium. Unus est honos utrique tri

buendus, tanquam uni Deo, et ita dividendus est per duos cultus, ut divisio
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only of what was since the incarnation, and therefore no

thing to the purpose. And as to Christ's not setting him

self up for another God, (which appears to be Lactantius's

real and full meaning in the passage you cite],) I suppose

it may be admitted without any scruple. Or at most, it

can amount to no more than this; that in the opinion of

Lactantius, Christ (during his state of humiliation) never

called himself God, lest he should thereby give offence,

and be misconstrued as preaching up another God. How

otherwise shall the Apostles or Lactantius himself be jus

tified (by that way of reasoning) in giving the title and

character of God to Christ?

I conclude with repeating what I before said, that

admitting some things in Lactantius (a catechumen only,

and not fully instructed) to be such as do not perfectly

agree with Catholic principles; yet on the other hand it

must be confessed, that there are many other things taught

by him, which can never be tolerably reconciled with

yours": so that you have the less reason to boast on

that head. You are pleased to observe, (p. 12o.) that

Bishop Bull gives up “this author as not reconcileable to

“his opinion:” you should have said, not reconcileable,

upon the whole. For the Bishop suspected some passages to

have been foisted in, being not reconcileable with others;

or else that the author himself, being a very raw divine,

had fallen into gross contradictions. But Bishop Bull in

sisted upon it that some passages of Lactantius were di

ipsa compage inseparabili vinciatur; neutrum sibi relinquit, qui aut Patrem

a Filio, aut Filium a Patre secernit. Lactant. Epit. cap. 49, p. 140, 141.

* Fuisset enim hoc non ejus qui miserat, sed suum proprium negotium

gerere, ac se ab eo, quem illustratum venerat, separare. Lactant, lib. iv.

p. 354.

Vid. Nourrii Apparat. vol. ii. p. 799.

* Solus habet rerum omnium cum Filio suo potestatem: nec in angelis

quicquam nisi parendi necessitas. Lact. Inst. lib. ii. cap. 16. p. 197.

“The Father alone, with his Son, has dominion over all: nor doth any

“thing belong to the angels, but the necessity of obeying.”

Here Lactantius plainly ascribes one common dominion to the Father and

the Son; and intimates, that God the Son is exempt from any necessity or

obedience by the opposition made between him and angels.

I 3
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rectly opposite to the men of your principles, and not

reconcileable with Arianism: as they certainly are not.

A. D. 335. EUSEBI Us.

We now come to a man that lived after the rise of the

Arian heresy; and who is supposed by all sides and par

ties to have had a tincture of it more or less; and espe

cially in his writings before the Council of Nice. A

testimony therefore from him in proof of the Father and

Son being one God is the more considerable; since no

thing could extort it from him, but either the force of

truth, or the strength of tradition, or the currency and

prevalence of that persuasion in his time. And which

soever of these it were, it is very much to my purpose,

though Eusebius might at other times contradict it. I

cited Socrates" for the truth of the fact, that Eusebius

himself confessed one God in three Hypostases: nor do I

see any reason to suspect his credit. He had his account,

as he declares, from original letters which passed at that

time. And whatever Eusebius might privately write, he

might not have assurance enough, in public debate, to

gainsay a thing which all Catholics allowed. Any one

may see, by Eusebius's oration before Constantine, how

tender he was of dropping any thing like Arianism in the

face of the Catholics, who, he knew, would not bear it.

He there speaks as orthodoxly of the blessed Trinity as a

man can reasonably desire. His words are: “The ternary

“number first showed justice, teaching equality; having

“equal beginning, middle, and end: and these are a re

“presentation of the mystical, most holy, and majestic

“Trinity; which compacted of a nature that had no

“beginning, and is uncreated, contains in it the seeds,

“reasons, and causes of all things that have been made.

“And the power of the number Three is rightly styled

“the &gx, the source of all thingso.”

* Socrat. Eccl. Hist. lib. i. cap. 23.

• II.e4." 33 Télès Pixalogāyny &vižeks, irávnres zaSnynga/-äwn as ä, *exh', zai

* -
> - - - - - -
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Thus far Eusebius; and he that could say this, (which

is really stronger,) may very well be supposed to say the

other, which Socrates reports of him. Now, either Eu

sebius was sincere in what he has here said, or he was

not. If he was, then he is an evidence on my side, and I

have a right to claim him as such : if he was not, still it

shows what the prevailing doctrine was, and which Euse

bius durst not but comply with in his public speech; and

this is an additional confirmation of Socrates’s report,

which relates to what Eusebius acknowledged in public

conferences. The same also is confirmed by his subscrib

ing the Nicene faith, drawn up upon the same principles

which I am here defending.

Let this suffice in proof of my third article, that the

ancients have all along believed and taught, that Father

and Son are one God; and therefore God the Son was

never thought to be excluded from the one Godhead by

the texts which concern the Unity. I have waved all

disputable authorities: but because there are some con

siderable testimonies in Ruinart's select Acts of Martyrs,

which though not so certainly genuine as those before

given, have yet no certain mark of spuriousness, I may

throw them into the marginP, for the reader to judge of

as he sees cause. There can hardly be any clearer, or

£ar. Auxis reux20s ris &vá2x2 & 3yey're ?vasa's hernaivn, 3-5; rāv Yavn raw & rév

re, airixs rà wriettara, & ràs 2.6%as, 3 rā; alrias 2xsixnts xzi relážos Air Bü

vagus sixáros &y &ga ravros &exhis wouzSán. Euseb. Orat. Paneg. cap. 6.

p. 730.

Conf. Jobium, apud Photium. Cod. 223. p. 605, 612.

T5s vs Beşoyay's relyave 3vs4usa's, 3rie is, dex, rās raw #x2" vivizias. Phil.

de Vit. Contempt. p. 899.

P Christum cum Patre et Spiritu Sancto, Deum esse confiteor. Act. Epi

podii Mart. A. D. 178. Ruin. p. 76. * *

Dominum enim Christum confiteor, Filium altissimi Patris, unici unicum.

Ipsum cum Patre et Spiritu Sancto, Unum solum Deum esse profiteor. Act.

Pincentii Mart. A. D. 304. apud Ruinart, p. 369.

Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum adoro; Sanctam Trinitatem adoro,

praeter quam non est Deus. Acta Eupli Mart. A. D. 304. apud Ruin.

p. 407.

Adorem Trinitatem inseparabilem, quae Trinitas Unitas Deitatis est.

Id. p. 408. -

I 4
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less contested point than this I have been mentioning.

It runs, in a manner, quite through the Fathers down to

the times of Arius. The only writer I have met with

within this compass, that can with any show of reason be

thought to make an exception, is Novatian, Presbyter of

Rome; who, with Novatus of Carthage, in the year 251,

began the schism called after his name; and in the year

257, or thereabout, (it could not well be sooner by his

mentioning Sabellius,) wrote a tract upon the Trinity,

still extant. That he was in the main orthodox, as to

the point of the Trinity, I think plain enough from the

tract itself; as has been shown also by Le Moyne, Gar

diner, Bull, and other great men. But his way of resolv

ing the Unity of Godhead into the Father alone, (not very

consistently with his comment on John xvii. 3. if it is to

be made sense of,) appears to me somewhat particular,

and not very agreeable to the Catholics of that time. He

seems to me (which I speak however with submission to

better judgments) to have taken much such a method in

explaining the doctrine of the Trinity, as some very worthy

men" amongst ourselves did about thirty years ago, when

the controversy was rife in England. It was to admit of

a higher and a lower sense of the word God; the higher

supposed to have nothing above the other but self-exist

ence or unoriginateness: the Father then was supposed to

be God in the highest sense as unoriginate, but still the

Son and Holy Ghost each God in a sense infinitely higher
than any creature can be; being necessarily existing, and

wanting nothing but unoriginateness. This, I say, was

the scheme which some worthy men amongst us at that

time took into; and which Dr. Clarke has endeavoured

to make some advantage of, as falling partly in with his

scheme; though differing in the main point of all, the

necessary existence. This method of solving the Unity

was thought the more plausible, as most easily account"

sing for the Fathers being so often styled the one, or only

* Bishop Fowler and others.

- -

*
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God: and there was this thing farther to recommend it,

that it seemed very happily to stand clear of the most

considerable difficulties raised about one being three, and

three one. The main charge it lay liable to, was that of

Tritheism: which yet neither Arians nor Socinians could

with any face object to it; their respective schemes being

equally liable to the like charge; and whatever evasions

they should contrive, the same would, with a very small

change, serve as well this, or better. But after all, to

say the truth, this scheme can never be perfectly cleared.

Tritheism may be retorted upon an Arian, as Ditheism

upon a Socinian, and so they may throw the charge back

one upon another; while a Sabellian, a Jew, or a Pagan.

might maintain the charge against them all. Nor is there

any way of avoiding it, but the same which the ancient

Church in general went into, viz. the including all the

three Persons in the one God. I have shown however,

what may be justly pleaded for Novatian's orthodoxy, in

the main point, the essential divinity of all the three Per

sons; though he otherwise took a way somewhat pe

culiar, and almost dropped the Unity: Unity of Godhead,

I mean; for as to Unity of substance, he is clear enough

for it: and therefore he seems to have supposed Father

and Son to be two Gods in one substance; though he never

so called them, but endeavoured, in his way, to fence off

the charge as well as he could, not very judiciously mor

consistently. Upon the same scheme perhaps Eusebius's

orthodoxy so far may possibly be defended, especially as

to God the Son; notwithstanding what the learned Mont

faucon has objected, in a dissertation to that purpose.

But this by the way only; I shall have another oppor

tunity, lower down, of saying more of Eusebius. Having

cleared three of the points which I undertook, viz. that

the ancients in general never thought the exclusive terms

to affect the Son, never admitted another God, or two

Gods; but constantly supposed Father and Son together

one God; there remains now only my fourth article, to

complete the demonstration of what I intend; namely,

*

*
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4. That the ancients applied such texts of the Old Tes

tament as undoubtedly belong to the one God supreme, to

God the Son; considered in his own Person, and as really

being all that those texts in their fullest sense imply. The

authors by me cited for this purpose, in my Defence, vol. i.

p. 20, &c. are Justin Martyr, Theophilus, Irenaeus, Cle

mens of Alexandria, Tertullian, Hippolytus, Origen, Cy

prian, Novatian, the Antiochian Fathers, Lactantius, and

Eusebius. Most of these have been before considered

under the former article, but must now be traversed over

again upon this article also, distinct from the other.

Before you come directly to attack the general argu

ment, you have some previous considerations thrown in

to prejudice the reader against it: these I must take some

short notice of, in the entrance, following your method.

1. You say, my asserting Father and Son to be the

“one supreme God, not one in Person but in substance,

“is directly affirming two supreme Gods in Person, though

“subsisting in one undivided substance,” p. 126. To

which I answer, that this is directly begging the ques

tion. One substance, with one Head, cannot make two

Gods, upon the principles of the primitive churches: nor

are your metaphysics strong enough to bear up against

their united testimonies, with Scripture at the head of

them.

2. You ask, “How comes it to pass that the ancients

“never say that Christ is the one, or only God?”

Answ. They do say it sometimes of Christ singly", often

of Christ with the Father; as hath been shown under the

last article: besides that the making Christ the “God of

“Israel, &c.” is saying the same thing; unless there be

two Gods of Israel.

3. You ask, “Why do they expressly condemn the

“applying the title of the one supreme God” (God over

all, you mean) “to Christ?”

Answ. They never do condemn the applying the title

* See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 82, 83.
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of God over all to Christ, but the applying it in a wrong

sense, and under a false meanings, as some heretics applied

it. Your references I have answered above.

4. You object, that “all the texts I allege style the

“Son Angel, or Messenger.” Right: and so the ancients

came to know that the texts were not meant of God the

Father. The Son is an Angel and Messenger; not by

nature', but by office, and voluntary condescension.

5. You object, that the ancients thought it “absurd

“and blasphemous to suppose that the supreme God

“should appear, be styled an angel, &c.”

Answ. Blasphemous only for the supreme Father to

appear; who could not submit to an inferior office (as

they thought) without inverting the order of the Persons.

See my Answer to Dr.Whitby, vol. ii. p.270,&c. And I may

observe that the Post-Nicene writers, who undoubtedly be

lieved the essential divinity of Christ, yet talked the same

way upon that head". I may further take notice to you,

that the Catholics, in their charge of blasphemy upon the

Sabellians, did not go upon any such principle as you

imagine; that the difference of the natures of Father and

Son made it blasphemy to ascribe that to one which might

be innocently ascribed to the other, but upon quite an

* See my Answer to Dr. Whitby, vol. ii. p. 227.

* Dictus est quidem Magni Consilii Angelus, id est Nuntius; officii, non

naturae vocabulo. Non ideo tamen sic angelus intelligendus ut aliqui

Gabriel aut Michael. Nam et Filius a Domino vineae mittitur ad cultores,

sicut et famuli, de fructibus petitum. Sed non propterea unus er famulis

deputabitur Filius, quia famulorum succedit officio. Tertull. de Carn. Christ.

cap. 14.

“He is called, indeed, the Angel of the great Council; that is, the Mes

“senger, which is a name of office, not of nature.—He is not therefore to

“be thought an angel, like any Gabriel or Michael. For even the Son is

“sent to the husbandmen by the Lord of the vineyard, as the servants are,

“to gather the fruits. But we must not therefore reckon the Son as one of

“the servants, because of his succeeding to their office.”

* Pater non dicitur missus; non enim habet de quo sit, auter quo pro

cedat—Si voluisset Deus Pater per subjectam creaturam, visibiliter appa

rere, absurdissime tamen aut a Filio quem genuit, aut a Spiritu Sancto qui

de illo procedit, missus diceretur. August de Trin.lib. iv, cap. 28, 32.
Wid. Prudentium, p. 165, 168. " " - ... f

*
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other foundation; namely, that they thought it blasphemy

to ascribe any thing to the Father, seemingly derogatory,

or lessening to his Majesty, beyond what Scripture had

warranted. And as to their ascribing some inferior offices

and services to the Son, they did not justify it by alleg

ing the inferiority of his nature or person, but by show

ing that Scripture had ascribed those things to him, and

without blaspheming. For the truth of what I say, I

appeal to Tertullian in the margin"; who was one of

those that argued in the manner you mention: and his

answer to Praxeas, in relation to this very charge of blas

phemy, in a similar case, plainly and evidently discovers

what was meant by it; and how little there was of what

you suspect in it. For when Praxeas, replying to the

charge of blasphemy, had said that there was no blas

phemy in supposing the Father to suffer, on his hypothesis,

any more than it was blasphemy to make the Son suffer,

on the other hypothesis, since neither of them imagined

the divine nature to suffer, but the human only; how does

Tertullian answer? Not by telling Praxeas of the great

disparity between Father and Son; not by insisting upon

any inequality; but only by alleging that Scripture war

ranted their ascribing sufferings to the Son, and did not

warrant their ascribing any such to the Father.

6. You add, that the “absurdity of the supposition (in

“the manner the ancients express it) evidently arises

“always not from the consideration of paternity, but of

“the Father's supremacy, his being the one supreme,

* Ergo, inquis, et nos eadem ratione Patrem mortuum dicentes, quavos

Filium, non blasphemamus in Dominum Deum: non enim ex divina, sed ex

humana substantia, mortuum dicimus. To which Tertullian thus answers.

Atquin blasphematis, non tantum quia mortuum dicitis Patrem, sed et

quia crucificum. Maledictione enim crucifixi quae ex Lege in Filium com

petit, (quia Christus pro nobis maledictio factus est, non Pater,) Christum

in Patrem convertentes, in Patrem blasphematis. Nos autem dicentes Chris

tum crucifixum, non maledicimus illum, sed maledictum legis referinus;

quia nee Apostolus hoc dicens blasphemavit. Sicut autem, de quo quid capit

dici, sine blasphemia dicitur; ita quod non capit, blasphemia est, si dicatur.

Tertull, contr. Prax, cap. 29.
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“self-existent, independent God of the universe,”

(p. 128.)

Answ. This being a secret piece of history which will

want proof, we may pass it over: you have told us what

gou would have said in such a case; but the ancients, I

think, had “not so learned Christ.” Let us now proceed

to see what those good men say; and how handsomely

they can plead for the divinity of their blessed Lord.

A. D. 145. JUSTIN MARTYR.

My argument from Justin stands thus: (see my De

fence, vol. i. p. 21.) The Jehovah mentioned, Gen. xviii.

1, 13. and Gen. xix. 24, 27. The God (5 Os3g) speaking,

Gen. xxi. 12. The “Lord God of Abraham, and God of

“Isaac,” spoken of, Gen. xxviii. 13. “The God ofBethel,”

(Gen. xxxi. 13.) God, (5 G)=0s,) absolutely so called, Gen.

xxxv. 1. God calling out of the bush, and saying, “I am

“ the God of Abraham, &c.” Exod. iii. 4, 6. and “I AM

“that I AM,” the “Lord God, &c.” Exod. iii. 14, 15.

“God Almighty,” mentioned Exod. vi. 3. “Lord of

“hosts,” Psalm xxiv. 8, 10. The Jehovah spoken of,

Psalm xlvii. 5. The God mentioned, Psalm lxxxii. 2. and

xcix. I. is the one true God, the one eternal God of the

universe, supreme. But, according to Justin Martyr, our

blessed Lord is what hath been said, and all that hath

been said, in his own Person. Therefore, &c.

Now let us consider what you can have to except against

this plain and evident demonstration. I have indeed al

ready answered, or obviated, all you have to say, in an

other placey: and therefore shall be so much the shorter

1m0V. -

You plead, that according to Justin, it were presumption

to say that the “Maker and Father of the universe left

“the super-celestial mansions, and appeared here in a

“little part of the earth.” Right; because the Father,

upon their principles, was never to be sent, or to act a

• Answer to Dr. Whitby, vol. ii. p. 254, &c.
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ministerial part, any more than he was to be incarnate;

so that the appearing, even by visible symbols, (which was

the only kind of appearing they ascribed to God the Son,)

was not thought suitable to the first Person of the Trinity;

who, as he is from none, could not, without inverting the

order of Persons, be sent by any. It was therefore proper,

in that economy, to assign heaven as the seat of residence

to the Father, though filling all things, and the earth to

the Son, though at the same time filling all things as well

as the Father”.

I must farther remind the reader, that you have not a

syllable here to plead beyond what Bishop Bull had fully

and completely answered long ago". And therefore the

fair way would have been, not to bring up again those

obsolete, and now stale things, fit only to be offered to

very ignorant readers, but to have set yourself to answer

what the Bishop has said; which might have been an

employment worthy of a scholar.

You pretend it to be undeniably certain, from Justin,

that “the divine Person” appearing was not the “supreme

“God,” &c. whereas it is undeniably certain, that he was

the supreme God, only not the supreme Father; another

Person from him, not another God, but the same God.

See above.

You bid me take notice, (p. 134.) that “the beginning

“ and conclusion of every argument is to show that Christ

“is not [ä in arávrov Gls%, 5 Kógio; rôy 6xwy, wornr), rà,

“6×ov,] but always subordinately @s?; # Köglos, yeypaupivo;

“Qs?, "Ayyaxo; # Qs's, $ Qsh; $ Kágios.” You may fancy

there is something of weight in what you say: but all

that know anything of Justin, know there is nothing in

it. Justin uses the several phrases you have mentioned

to denote the Person of the Father; and they amount to

no more than if he had said & IIarāp; only there was a

cause, a very just one, as I have elsewhere b intimated,

* See Tertullian above, p. 97.

* Bull, D. F. sect. iv. cap. 3. p. 267, &c.

* Answer to Dr. Whitby, vol. ii. p. 251.
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why he chose the other generally, rather than that of

# II.xt%p.

There was therefore good reason for Justin's forming

his conclusion in the terms he did: and it had been ridicu

lous to do otherwise. Yet you will find that the titles given

to God the Son in those texts which Justin cites, are as

high and strong as the highest you have mentioned, and

are indeed the very same, many of them, by which Scrip

ture sets forth the supreme majesty, dignity, and per

fections of God the Father.

What you say of the title of Kópio; Buyáušov, Lord of

hosts, applied to Christ in Psal. xxiv. by Justin, is rightly

observed. And therefore I have hinted above, that the

title is understood by Justin, as a name of office; not of

nature, as in the Hebrew original: and so we cannot

draw so cogent an argument from that title, considered

by Justin, as we may from the same title as it signifies in

the Hebrew. This I allow, and also that every office is

justly referred to the Father, as being first in order, and

therefore first considered in every economy and dispensa

tion. - -

You farther argue, that Christ was “made avaSures,

“passible, by the will of God, for our sakes.” Very true,

because he was made man for our sakes: not that his

divine nature was passible, any more than the Father’s.

Such is Justin's own account of it, passible as man c.

None of the Fathers ever thought him passible any other

wise. But I am ashamed to remind a scholar of those

known things.

You come next to misreport Bishop Bull. You say,

(p. 135.) that “to all the places in Justin's unquestion

“ably genuine writings, which thus declare the Word to be

“ the minister of God's will, the learned Bishop Bull op

“ poses one single passage out of an epistle to Diognetus

“judged to be spurious.” Who would not from hence

* >aezerainSsis, xa, Ayşewros &u%t, 3rust, 22 raśnt, briue vs yawāzszt. .

Just. Dial. p. 255. Sylburg.
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imagine that the whole cause, in a manner, depended on

a single passage of a spurious epistle But this is a most

unjust representation. Let that passage or that epistle be

spurious, though if it be not Justin's, yet it is certainly

very ancient, and about the same age with Justin; and

you yourself have quoted it, without scruple, as Justin's

own, (p. 27.) The cause stands very safe without it: and

Bp. Bull has defended Justin admirably, and unanswer

ably from his other certainly genuine pieces d. All the

service that passage does, is only to show that Justin

once expressly denies the Son to be unneérns. And has he

not done the same thing twenty times over, and more, by

making him the Jehovah, and God of Israel, God Al

mighty, &c. But still he allows him to be wripárne, as he

does &yyaxos, a minister and angel by office, which has

nothing absurd or improper in it; since he condescended

much lower, even to become man. -

You next give us a long passage of Bishop Bull, which

shows the great ingenuity of that excellent Prelate. You

produce the oljection, which the Bishop frankly proposed,

at length; but you mangle and misrepresent his solution

of it. You say, “he thinks they meant no more than, &c.”

Thinks? He has demonstrated that they meant no more.

Bishop Bull's own last account of this matter, in answer

to Gilbert Clerke, is as follows.

“The sum of my answer is this. Those Doctors of the

“Church who wrote before the rise of Arius's heresy, as

“oft as they reason thus, It was not God the Father but

“the Son that appeared under the Old Testament, and

“became incarnate in the fulness of time; the Father is

“infinite, and cannot be included in a place; is invisible,

“and cannot be seen by any; they did not intend to deny

“the Son of God to be immense and invisible, as well as

“the Father, but only signified barely that both all those

“appearances of God, and even the incarnation itself, had

“relation to the economy which the Son of God had taken

* See Bull. D. F. p. 269.
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*

“upon him; which economy could no way suit with the

“Father because of his having no principle from whence

“he is, nor deriving his authority from any besides him

“self. That this was the certain intent and opinion of

“those ancients, I have made appear upon these two

“accounts. 1. Because, upon other occasions, they in

“many places all confess God the Son to be, as well as

“the Father, in his own nature, immense, omnipresent, and

“invisible. 2. And again, because some of them do them

“selves expressly interpret these their sayings of the

“economy. What therefore has Mr. Clerke to say to

“ this e 2* -

The short of the matter then is, that it did not suit

with the Father to act a ministerial part, or to be sub

ject to any, (as Bp. Bull expresses it elsewhere, meaning

the same thing,) because he is from none, and therefore

sent from none; lest it should be inverting the order of

the Persons. -

To this you object, (p. 139.) “the impossibility of the

“Father's being a visible messenger is not founded upon

“his Paternity, but upon his absolute supremacy; upon

“his being subject to none, which is inseparable from his

“being the unoriginate Author.” But why do you change

the terms? Who ever said that it was absolutely or phy

sically impossible for the Father to act as the Son did?

All that is said is, that he could not do it suitably, as not

being consistent with that priority of order which as Fa

ther he is possessed of. And it is ridiculous of you to

found his being subject to none upon his being subject to

none, which is idem per idem. But his being subject to

none, that is, his never acting a ministerial part, is found

ed upon this, that he is Father, first Person, Head, from

whom every thing descends; which order would be in

verted, if the Son were to be at the head, and the Father

minister to him. Such ministration therefore is a contra

diction to his Paternity, but to nothing else.

• Bull. Op. Posth. p. 972, &c.

VOL. III • K.
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You add, “Nor do the primitive writers ever lay the

“stress of this argument upon the relation of Paternity,

“but upon the supremacy.” That is to say, they do not

lay it upon the Paternity, but upon the Paternity: for

laying it upon the supremacy of order, which he is pos

sessed of as Father, and no otherwise, is laying it, I

think, upon the Paternity. And when you add, (p. 14o.)

that the Fathers, in ascribing omnipresence to the Son, did

not intend thereby “to infer any equality of supreme in

“dependent authority;” you only show how much you

are at a loss to make any thing like an answer to Bp.

Bull’s solution of the main difficulty. For so long as the

Son's omnipresence is secured, (which seemed most to be

affected by that argument,) the rest is all taken off at

once, by allowing a supremacy of order, or, if you will, a

paternal authority; which comes to the same, and is no

way inconsistent with the Son’s equality, either of nature

or dominion.

Your quotation out of Clemens, in these words, (“This

“is the greatest excellency of the Son, that he orders all

“things according to the will of the Father,”) is contrived,

as your custom is, in a way very proper for the deception

of a thoughtless or ignorant reader. Who would not

imagine from the words, as you cite them, that the high

est honour of the Son is only to be obedient, and to serve P

The reader will be surprised to find how very different

the thought is from what Clemens is there upon. His

words run thus: -

“The most perfect, most holy, most lardly, most

“princely, most kingly, and most beneficent, is the nature

“of the Son, which is most intimately allied to the alone

“Almighty. This is that greatest excellency which orders

“all things according to the will of the Father, and steers

“the universe in the best manner, and worketh all things

“by his indefatigable unexhausted power, &c'.”

* Texelarárn Bh, zal #yiarárn, xx xvelarávn, xal hy:/sovixarárn, xal gazlău

xarárn, was sisé%rixarárn à view pials, h rá ava raysoxeáree reorizier&rn.
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Does not the reader see, by this time, what a cheat you

would have put upon him, under the name of Clemens ?

I mention not, that the Greek will not bear your con

struction: or if it would, the whole context serves to

discover your fraud in it. But perhaps you did not look

into the author.

A. D. 181. THEoPHILUs.

Theophilus, in his little piece, afforded me but one text,

(Gen. iii. 8, 9.) where God the Son is (according to him)

twice styled “the Lord God;” that is, as I understand it,

the one true God, the Creator of man, (Köplog á Osog,)

God absolutely so called, the Jehovah. . .

You cite (p. 142.) a passage of Theophilus, which y

say (according to your usual style) is “directly contrary

“to what I refer to him for.” I humbly conceive not.

But let us see: Theophilus argues after the same way

with other ancients; that the Lord God there spoken of

could not be the Father; who never appears because never

sent, and is never sent because he has no Father to send

him: which is the sum of what all the ancients thought

in that matter. The Father was not to be in a place, even

by visible symbols; which yet the Son might be, because

a Son. -

You observe that Theophilus speaks of the Father, not

under the character of Father of Christ, but as being Q=0;

xa IIarg Tāv Āaw, the God and Father of all things.

Right; because he was talking to a Pagan; to whom

therefore he adapted his style, calling the Father by such

a name as Pagans gave to their “supreme Father of gods

“and men.” So Justin Martyr, in his Apology, written

to the Pagans, gives the Father that title; but in his Dia

logue he generally gives him another, more proper to the

Jews, because he had then to deal with Jews; and it

would not have been proper to give him the name of

airn 5 A*yism ärteexh, # rà révra Biaráartral wară ră Sixmua row ara reas, xal

** rav čessa oiaxiće, 4xaguár", wa &reira 2vá" wavra ipya£24vn, &c. Clem.

Strom. vii. sect. 2. p. 831.

K 2
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Father, in the Christian sense, while disputing against

those who would not yet own him a Father in that sense;

for it would have been begging the questions. You have

therefore drawn strange consequences from an imagina

tion of your own, which never entered into the head of

Theophilus.

But you observe farther, that the Son (according to

Theophilus) “assumed the Person (not of the Father

“merely, but) of (row Osow,) God absolutely.” That is

again not of the Father, but of the Father: for it is the

Father he means, the Person of the Father, by ro5 Geoff,

the same whom he had just before called the “Father

“ and God of the universe,” in compliance with the Pagan

style. And what cuts off all your criticisms at once,

Theophilus observes there, that the Son being God h as

God’s Son, appeared to Adam: as much as to say, that if

the Son had not been God, he could not pretend to assert,

that he was the Person styled in Genesis, Kágio; 6 @s?g,

the Lord God. But being really God, as God's Son, there

was nothing in that title but what very well suited his

Person; and so it was right to interpret Gen. iii. 8. of

him. This is evidently the train and course of Theophi

lus's thoughts in that place; gradually to introduce Au

tolychus to admit God's Son; and therewith the Christian

religion. This may farther show, that when Theophilus

speaks of the Logos's assuming the “Person of God,” he

means this, and only this; that he acted in the character

and capacity of the eternal God: which he might very well

do, being himself very God, as well as that other Person,

his Father, called “God and Father of the universe:” and

it was under this very character he appeared to Adam as

his Creator, that is, as “God and Father of all things;”

which is not a stronger expression than Köpio; 5 Osóg, the

Lord God applied to him by Theophilus. I shall only add,

... " . .

s See my Answer to Dr. Whitby, vol. ii. p. 251.

* @*, *, *, * Aáyos, xa, ix ess repuxas, irár' &, Sáxtra 3 warhe rê, 5x",

riars, airey is riva rārow, &c. Theoph. p. 130.
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that Theophilus certainly never intended to assert two

Lord Gods, as your hypothesis requires, but one only,

the Father with the Logos: and so all concludes in one

God supremei; agreeably to my principles.

A. D. 187. IRENAus.

My argument from Irenaeus runs thus: “Jehovah that

“rained upon Sodom,” (Gen. xix. 24.) God calling at the

bush, and saying, “I am the God of Abraham, &c.” (Exod.

iii. 4, 6.) “The mighty God” spoken of, Ps. l. The God .

known in Judah, (Ps. lxxvi. 1.) : Q=0; absolutely; “God

“ (5 Osó;) standing in the congregation,” (Ps. lxxxii. 1.)

“The Jehovah reigning,” Ps. xcix. 1. The God and Je

hovah mentioned, Is. xii. 2. xxxv. 4. Joel iii. 16. Amos

i. 2. God, who has none like him, Mich. vii. 18. “God (5

“@sh;) that came from Teman,” Hab. iii. 3. He that is all

this, is the “one God supreme.” But such is Christ,

according to Irenaeus: therefore, &c.

You have little here but repetition of the same thread

bare things: that Christ “was not the one supreme God,”

that is, not the “one supreme Father,” which you con

stantly confound with the other; that he ministered,

which I do not dispute, for he died too; that “he ful

“filled the Father's commands,” which I never ques

tioned; that the Son is “never called by Irenaeus the one

“God,” which I much question, and have proved to be

false, though the point is not material; that the Son “re

“ceived power to judge,” that is, from whom he re

ceived his essence. What force is there in these trite

things? You add, (p. 141.) that Exod. iii. 4, 8, is applied

by Irenaeus to the “Father only.” I know not where; but

Theophilus speaking of woman being made from the rib of the man, re

presents it as an emblem of the divine Unity, in these words.

Oi Ali, &Axã za Bua row.ru Bux$5 ro Avrielow riis Auova exías, rās wară răy Suá,

ãua 2 iroines, 5 es's rhy yuwaiza airs, xa, irov.ral of Büo is raeza Aias. Theo

phil. p. 145.

“To signify the mystery of the Unity (or Monarchy) of God, he made

“for him a wife, (saying,) And they two shall be one flesh.

K 3
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I am sure that he applies verse the 8th to the Son thricek,

And if he has any where applied it to the Father also, the

reason may be, that since both are the same God, the

application may be proper to either; which may be like

wise answer sufficient to what you observe of Exod. iii.

14, 15. As to what you have farther, p. 142, I refer to

what hath been said under a former article, to prove that

Father and Son are (according to Irenaeus) both together

one God. -

A. D. 192. CLEMENs ALExANDRINUs.

My argument from Clemens is to this effect:

He who is “Jehovah,” “Almighty God,” (Gen. xvii.

1, 2.) “Lord God of Abraham,” (Gen. xxviii. 13.) “God

“of Bethel,” 5 Os3g, (Gen. xxxi. 13.) and “Lord God,”

(Exod. xx. 2.) is the “one God supreme.” But such is

Christ, according to Clemens: therefore, &c.

Here you tell me (p. 144.) of the Paedagogue being a

“juvenile” piece, (which is more than you know") or if it

be, it is of never the less authority, if not contradicted by

his riper thoughts, as it is not. You refer to what you

had said above; and I refer to what I have said in answer

above. But you farther take me to task for what I had

said in my Defence, vol. i. p. 25. that Christ spoke the

words, “I am the Lord thy God,” Exod. xx. 2. in his

own Person, according to Clemensm. This observation,

which, it seems, tenderly affects you, you call “absurd"and

“perfectly ridiculous.” It is easy to give hard names; let

us hear your arguments. All you have to plead is this, that

* Loquente Filio ad Moysem; Descendi, inquit, eripere populun'."

Ipse enim est qui descendit, &c. Iren. p. 180.

Nescientes eum qui figura loquutus est humana ad Abraham, etite" ad

Moysem, dicentem, Pidens widi verationem, &c. Haec enim Filius, quiest

Verbum Dei, ab initio praestruebat, p. 236. -

Ipse est qui dicit Moys, "idens ridi, &c. ab initio assuetus ve"

ascendere et descendere, p. 241.

* See Grabe's Instances of Defects, p. 10. *** - A

"max" airs, aly assa. -----, -r-, *******

Kęss sess *, * itsyaya" rs is Yss Aiyêrres. Clem. p. 131.

*
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&

“Christ is there observed to speak in his own Person, not

“in opposition to his being the representative of the Per

“son of the Father, but in opposition to his being else

“where spoken of in the third Person.” Now, I grant it

was not intended in opposition to an opinion which no

body at that time was wild enough to hold: but while he

is aiming at another thing, he might accidentally drop a

sentence which quite overthrows that opinion; which is

the truth of the case. For what can be plainer than the

words, 81% ibis a poróws, in his own Person, and #avrov ćuoxo

'yei, he professes himself to be arabayayev, the Leader

forth, because of his saying, “I am the Lord thy God,

“who led forth thee out of the land of Egypt?” I trans

late leader forth, to make the English answer, as the Greek

walbayoyöv and #ayayaw do. Is there any sense in what

Clemens says, if the Person there speaking was the Per

son of the Father, or any other Person but the Son? But

you was to say something to amuse, and was to fill up

the rest with hard words. The opposition you have took

notice of, does not at all alter the case. For whether the

Scripture speaks of the Son in the third, or he of himself

in the first Person, it is still the Person of Christ.

A. D. 206. TERTULLIAN.

My argument from Tertullian stands thus:

“The Lord God” mentioned, Gen. iii. 8, 9. Jehovah ap

pearing to Abraham, Gen. xviii. 1, 13. and xix. 24. The

“God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,” Exod. iii. 4, 6. The

“I AM,” Exod. iii. 14. The God spoken of, Is. xxxv. 4.

“The God, besides whom there is no God,” (Is. xlv.

14, 15.) he is the “one true God supreme.” But this is

Christ, according to Tertullian: therefore, &c.

You have here (p. 145.) two or three little cavils, which

I have answered above. You next tell me that Tertullian

always “declares Christ to have appeared, not in his own

“name, but in the name of the one supreme God.” But

where does Tertullian say that he appeared not, or con

versed not in his own name * He says indeed in the Father's

K 4
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name, but in his own name too, the name and nature of

either being common to both n. He took no name but

what he had a right to: nor said any thing of himself

but what was true of himself. And therefore he never

said I am the Father, though he often said I am God, or

Lord, or Almighty: which deserves your special notice.

I allow that he acted in the Father's name, coming with

all the authority of the Godhead, common to both, un

originately in the Father, derivatively in the Son. This is

coming in the Father's name, and with his authority, to

exhibit in and through himself all the majesty and dignity

and perfections of the Godhead: being himself a full, per

fect, and adequate transcript or image of all that the Fa

ther is. -

You would have it thought that the Father was “ab

“solutely invisible” (according to Tertullian) “on ac

“count of his supreme majesty, but the Son visible, as a

“comprehensible part;” and yet you very well know,

that Tertullian did not allow even the Son to be visible in

his divine nature 9, but only by visible symbols voluntarily

chosen. And all the peculiar majesty of the Father lay

only in this, that he was not to be visible in any way at

all; because he was not to minister or to be incarnate.

But will you persist in offering the most palpable abuses

upon your readers ?

A. D. 249. HIPPoly TUs. -

Hippolytus I had cited for one text only, his applying

* Omnia, inquit, Patris mea sunt: cur non et nomina 2 Tertull. contr.

Prax. cap. 17. See my Defence, vol. i. p. 31, &c.

° Dicimus enim et Filium suo nomine eatenus invisibilem, qua Sermo et

Spiritus Dei: ex substantiae conditione, jam nunc, et qua Deus, et Sermo,

et Spiritus. Pisibilem autem fuisse ante carnem eo modo quo dicit, &c. Ter

tull. contr. Prair. cap. 14.

“For we say that the Son also, in his own Person, was invisible, so far as

“he was the Word, and Spirit of God: and he is so also now, as God, and

“the Word, and Spirit: the condition (or quality) of his substance requiring

“it. But he was visible before his incarnation, in such away as he says,” &c.

Wid. Bull. D. F. p. 88. Nourrii App. vol. ii. p. 1310.



QU. II. OF SOM E QUERIES. 137

the words “that stretcheth out the heavens like a cur

“tain” (Is. xl. 22.) to Christ. Whoever looks into that

chapter, will see that the Person of whom those words

were spoken is described all the way in characters pe

culiar to the one true God. That Person therefore being

Christ, according to Hippolytus, the consequence is evi

dent. You have little to say in answer, but what has

been abundantly replied to or obviated before. So I

pass on.

A. D. 237–244. ORIGEN.

I cited Origen but for two texts, Exod. iii. 4, 6. Psal. xxiv.

8, 1o. According to him therefore Christ is “God ofAbra

“ham, Isaac, andJacob,” “Jehovah,”and “King ofglory.”

“You see not,” it seems, “how this proves that Origen

“thought Christ to be the one supreme God.” It either

proves that, or else that Origen thought there were two

Gods of Abraham, two Lords of hosts: which yet Origen,

as we have before seen, absolutely denies. So much for

Origen.

A. D. 256. CYPRIAN.

My argument from Cyprian runs thus:

He that is “God of Bethel,” Gen. xxxv. 1. “The Lord

“strong and mighty,” “Lord of hosts,” Psal. xxiv. 8, 1o.

He that said “I am God,” (Psal. xlvi. 10.) and who is called

“mighty God,”and “ourGod,” Psal.l. 1,3. The Godarising,

Psal. lxviii. 1. “God standing in the congregation,” Psal.

lxxxii. 1. “TheGod beside whom there is none else,” Is..xlv.

14, 15. He that said, “I am God, and not man,” Hos. xi. 9.

The Jehovah spoken of, Zech. x. 12. “The God in compa

“rison of whom none other shall be accounted of,” Baruch

iii. 35. He that is all this, is the “one true God supreme.”

But such is Christ, according to Cyprian: therefore, &c.

In answer hereto you tell me (p. 146.) that “Cyprian

“has not one word to my purpose.” But let the reader

judge as he finds, and not give too hasty credit to your

blunt sayings. You tell me of Cyprian's styling the Fa
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ther “the one God, who is Lord of all, of unequalled

“majesty and power:” but you have not shown that this

was said in opposition to, or exclusive of, God the Son.

Nay, it is certain it was not, because Cyprian, in his

application of the texts above cited to Christ, has really

said as high and as great things of him. What can run

higher than that of Baruch “This is our God, and there

“shall none other be accounted of in comparison of him.”

You have nothing farther to say, but that “Christ” (i. e.

during his humiliation here on earth) “called the Father

“his Lord and God,” by him “prayed to be glorified,”

and the like. Sure you do not expect an answer, as often

as you bring up those poor things.

A. D. 270. ANT1ocHIAN Fathers.

The texts which these Fathers apply to Christ are

Gen. xviii. 1, 13. Gen. xxxi. 13. Exod. iii. 4, 6. Isa. xxxv.

4. xlv. 14, 15. Hos. xi. 9.

The argument from them will be much the same as

that of others before recited. You plead, that “these

“Bishops are so far from declaring the Son to be the one

“supreme God, that they expressly, on the contrary, say,

“that he fulfilled the will of the Father in the creation of

“all things.” Wonderful! So far from declaring it, that

they say nothing but what is very consistent with it, or

what serves to confirm it. For what is there contrary in

his “fulfilling the will of the Father in the creation?” Or

what creature could ever be able to execute so high a

charge q} But here again you discover what it is you

rely on; not Scripture or Fathers, but two or three fancies

of your own, among which this is one: that the doctrine

of the Unity, as held by the Church, is not consistent

with a distinction of Persons, order, and offices. Might

you not therefore better plainly own to the world that

there lies all the difficulty, rather than amuse them with

P Labbè, tom. i. p. 845. -

See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 43, &c.
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Scripture and Fathers, only to draw such premises as are

readily granted; at least by me, who dispute only your

conclusion ? You repeat some things about the absurdity

of the Father’s appearing, the Son’s being an angel, and

the like; which have been before answered, and need not

any farther notice.

A. D. 257. NovAT1AN.

This author, according to order of time, should have

come in before: but I was willing to postpone him, as

you had done; because I take him to be somewhat parti

cular, and therefore of distinct consideration; as before

hinted. -

My argument from this writer will stand thus:

The Jehovah appearing to Abraham, (Gen. xviii.) and

raining upon Sodom, (Gen. xix.) The God speaking to

Abraham, (Gen. xxi.) “The God of Bethel,” (Gen. xxxi.)

“The God standing in the congregation,” (Ps. lxxxii.). The

God mentioned, Is. xxxv. 4. The Jehovah from Zion, (Joel

iii. Am. i.). He is the “one true God.” But such is Christ,

according to Novatian: therefore, &c. - •

I have intimated my doubts of Novatian before, as to

his way of solving the Unity: in which he appears to be

various, and not very consistent with his own principles;

though orthodox in the main, as to the Son’s essential

divinity. The Sabellian abuse of the phrase one God, I

suppose, might make him the more scrupulous. I have

sometimes wondered at it, considering the known princi

ples of that age, appearing in the authors above men

tioned. But he was none of the most judicious, nor with

out his singularities; as is plain from the schism begun

by him. I shall now see what you have to say to this

writer. You bring up (p. 148.) the whole pretence of

God the Father being “immense,” and “ contained in no

“place,” whereas the Son might be contained, &c. A

general answer has been already given to this out of

Bishop Bull; which answer is so full and certain, that

you know not how to gainsay it. The meaning of the
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Fathers was no more than this, that God the Father never

appeared in a place, no, not by visible symbols, which yet

the Son did; and it was by such visible symbols only,

that the Son was contained in a place, and not in his

divine nature. Novatian himself is a proof of this matter;

for he expressly asserts the omnipresence or immensity of

God the Son". Your other objection is, that Novatian

speaks of the Son as being subditus, subject to the Father;

which is meant only of the Son’s ministering to the Fa

ther by voluntary condescension, according to the economy

entered into from the creation: so that this is far from prov

ing the subjection which you are aiming at, viz. a natural

and necessary subjection of a precarious being to his God

and Creator. Novatian would have abhorred the thought.

He reserves to the Father solely and exclusively the title

of the one God, on account of his supremacy of order and

office, (which I think a false way of speaking,) at the

same time allowing the Son to be of the same nature and

substance; which is plainly making the Son God supreme,

and God in the strict sense, according to just propriety of

speech. In words then, he may seem in some measure to

agree with you: but in reality, he agrees more with me;

differing only loquendi modo, or citra mysterii substan

tiam, from the Catholic doctrine, as Petavius himself con

fesses of him. Pref in T. ii. c. 5.

A. D. 318. LAcTANTI Us.

There are only three texts cited from this author:

Isa. xliv. 6. xlv. 14, 15. Baruch iii. 35. But they are

wonderful strong and expressive, “I am the first, and I

“am the last; and besides me there is no God:” this he

understands of the Father and Son together. “Surely

* Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo adest ubique invocatus; cum

haec hominis natura non sit, sed Dei, ut adesse omni loco possit? Novat.

cap. 14.

“If Christ be only a man, how comes he to be present as invoked every

“where; when it is not the nature of man, but of God, to be present to all

“places?”



U. II. O F S OME OU ER I E S. I4I
Q

“ God is in thee ; and there is not another God besides

“ thee,” (so he expresses it in his Epitome :) this he un

derstands of Christ ; and the other text, out of Baruch, is

as full and strong>. One thing is evident, that Lactantius

never dreamed of that strict force of eaeclusive terms,

which you are used to insist upon. For if he had, he

must have excluded the Father himself from being God,

in virtue of the text of Baruch. - -

You have nothing of moment to say to Lactantius's

citations, which are directly opposite to your principles :

but with your usual air, when you are entirely at a loss,

you would seem to contemn what you cannot answer.

All you can pretend is, that Lactantius styles the Fa

ther Deus summus t, God supreme : and yet it is certain

that he supposes the Son to have the same nature and

substance with the Father, and to be one God with him ;

* Unum esse Deum tam Patrem quam Filium, Esaias in illo exemplo

quod superius posuimus, ostendit cum diceret: Adorabunt te, et te depreca

buntur, quoniam in te Deus est, et non est alius præter te. Lact. Inst. lib.

iv. cap. 29. Epitom. cap. 44.

Sed et alio loco similiter ait. Sic dicit Deus rex Israel, et qui eruit eum

Deus æternus : Ego primus et ego movissimus, et præter me non est Deus.

Cum duas personas proposuisset Dei regis, id est Christi, et Dei Patris—

ad utramque personam referens, intulit, et præter me non est Deus, cum

posset dicere præter nos : sed fas non erat plurali numero separationem tantæ

necessitudinis fieri. Lib. iv. cap. 29. -

Item Jeremias. Hic Deus noster est et non deputabitur alius absque illo,

&c. Lactant. Epit. cap. xliv. p. l l6.

* Unus est enim solus liber Deus, summus, carens origine ; quia ipse est

origo rerum, et im eo simul et Filius et omnia continentur. Quapropter cum

mens et voluntas alterius in altero sit; vel potius in utroque una, merito

unus Deus uterque appellatur: quia quicquid est in Patre ad Filium trans

fluit, et quicquid est in Filio a Patre descendit. Lact. Inst. lib. iv. cap. 29.

The words et omnia here seem to come in very strangely. Lactantius

must think the omnia to be contained in the Father much otherwise than the

Son is: else how should he prove the Son one God with the Father, without

proving the same of every thing else, as well as of him, by the same argu

ment? Qu. Whether rerum and omnia may not be understood of things di

vine ? all that is divine or adorable in such a sense as Tertullian speaks:

Unus omnia, dum ex uno omnia, per substantiæ scilicet unitatem

Here omnia stands only for the divine Persons. Aruobius se

omne quod colendum est colimus. -
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which is what I call making the Son God supreme: and

the author cannot be more plainly opposite to my princi

ples in the former part, than he is to yours in the latter.

If the parts are not reconcileable, his evidence is null, and

of no account on either side. But I conceive, the author

may he reconciled by a candid construction of Deus sum

mus; either considered as opposed only to Pagan deities,

or as being an inaccurate expression for summus Pater,

the supreme Father, by which the author himself inter

prets it, and meaning no more than that he is supreme in

order or office; which I allow. See Le Nourry, Apparat.

vol. ii. p. 353.

A. D. 335. EU SEBIUs.

What you were deficient with respect to Lactantius,

you endeavour to make up in regard to Eusebius. Here

you insult unmercifully: a plain sign that your forbearing

to do the like upon other writers, is not owing to your

civility or modesty, but to something else. The “learned

“world” must be called in, and stand “amazed” at my

“presumption:” as if none of the learned world had ever

taken Eusebius to have any thing orthodox upon the

Trinity. I gave a caution in my Defence, vol. i. p. 23.

note m, in regard to Eusebius : and it so stood in

three editions before you published your piece. This

was on purpose to intimate, that I did not pretend to

claim Eusebius as entirely on my side; but only so far.

And with the like moderation I have always spoke of

Eusebius, in my Sermons, and elsewhere, because I would

not deceive my reader, nor be confident where a point is

disputable. Learned men know how both ancients and

moderns have differed in their opinions of this man. Hi

lary, Jerome, Photius, two Nicephoruses,the second Coun

cil of Nice, Baronius, Perron, Petavius, Noris, Sandius,

Le Clerc, and others, and at length Montfaucon, have

charged him with Arianism: on the other hand, Socrates,

Theodorit, Gelasius Cyzicenus, Camerarius, Chamier,

Calovius, Peter du Moulin, Florentinus, Valesius, Bull,
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Cave, Fabricius", defend, or at least excuse him. Atha

nasius” seems to have thought that he was once an Arian,

but at length came over to the Catholic side. Epipha

nius says, he was too much inclined to the Arian way;

and the learned Pagi (as an ingenious gentlemany, from

whom I have borrowed part of this account, has ob

served) confesses he knows not what to make of him. Now,

in such cases, as these, however firmly persuaded a man

may be, on this or that side; yet in pure modesty and

deference to men of name and character in the learned

world, one would speak with caution and reserve: and

there cannot be a surer argument of a little mind, than to

be insulting and confident on such occasions. After all,

the main question is very little concerned in this other

about Eusebius; who cannot justly be reckoned among

the Ante-Nicene writers, (to whose indifferent judgment

we appeal,) as living and writing after the time that Arius

had broached his heresy, and raised a faction against the

Church; to which Eusebius, by affinity and party, (and

perhaps upon principle too,) appears to have leaned. He

may however be a good evidence of what the Church

taught, in those very points which he endeavoured, by a

novel turn, or by some private constructions of his own,

to warp from their ancient intendment and significancy.

And though I cannot pretend to say that he comes en

tirely into that scheme which I defend, yet sure I am that

he can never be reconciled, upon the whole, to yours.

It would be tedious to run through all you have cited

from him: it might fill a volume to discuss this single

question about Eusebius. I shall content myself there

fore with a few strictures, just to abate your excessive

confidence. I have admitted that Eusebius did (as some

other very worthy men have also done) magnify the glory

of unoriginateness rather too far; as if it were a distinct

u Fabricius, Biblioth. Graec. vol. vi. p. 32.

* Vid. Athanas. Ep. ad Afros, p. 896.

y Mr. Thirlby, Answer to Mr. Whiston, p. 79.
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perfection, and not a relation only, or mode of existence,

as the Catholics taught : yet you will not find that Euse

bius denies the necessary existence or eternity of the Son;

however not after the Nicene Council. If you have a

mind to gain Eusebius to your side, do not endeavour it

by false reports and manifest untruths; lest the reader

suspect you even in what you may justly plead from him.

You scruple not to say, (p. 150.) as from Eusebius, that

the Son is “styled God and Lord on account of his hav

“ing received all power and authority from the Father,

“ and ministering to all his commands:” which, in effect,

is making a Photinian or Samosatenian of him. He no

where, that I know of, says any such thing: nor do the

places you refer to prove any thing like it; unless saying

that Christ is God, as being our Creator”, be the same as

saying he is God on account of receiving authority, &c.

Eusebius's constant way of accounting for the Son’s be

ing God, is by resolving it into his being God's Sona, and .

his thereby copying out a perfect resemblance of the Fa

ther: and he makes him “by nature great Godb” on

that very account. In one place more besides that be

fore mentioned, he calls him God, as being our Creator, or

Maker c : unless it be there meant of the Father; which

if it be, it shows that Eusebius's looking upon Christ as

God because Creator, was no lessening consideration. The

reader may well wonder, after this, what could move you

to make so strange and false a representation of an au

thor. I may farther hint, that, according to Eusebius,

the Son could not be God, if he were produced # 8x &ray,

*"or 2 yarnray &rarra” wasnyiiral rô, 2 abrov yiyevnuiva, &, &, &rarre,

üréexas owrhé, xal xvelos xx. onalseyes—rnvtzavra, xx} $80s, xal Bazarárns,

22 garne, x2, &aaixabs &vayogsboro &v. Euseb. Eccl. Theol. lib. ii. p. 111.

a Euseb. Dem. Evang. p. 146, 213, 227.

Contra Marc. p. 7, 62, 68, 69, 72, 111, 123, 127.

Comm. in Psalm. p. 534, 634.

* Düzel uíyas &y Sses, wa Ayas rvyxavu 8aaixsus, &rs wovoyev's &v row 9to5

A670s. Euseb. in Psalm. p. 629.

* Káelos #4-5, irriy &s Bovaay, was esā; as xx4sms. Euseb. Com. in Psal.

p. 645. - -
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from nothing, or did not participate of the Father’s divi

nity". How does this suit with your notion of his God

ship being owing to his receiving of authority? You next

produce a passage where Eusebius is arguing that the

Father, or God over all, could not have appeared, because

it is “impious to say God was changed:” and this you

leave with your reader. You add another passage of like

kind to it: “It can no way be said that the unbegotten

“and immutable essence of God supreme was changed

“into the form of a man.” This also you leave for any

simple reader to imagine, that Christ, who took upon

him human form, is not, according to Eusebius, of in

mutable essence, but subject to change. Yet Eusebius

certainly meant no more than that it was not so suitable

to the majesty of the first Person, (whom he calls indeed

supreme God, in contradistinction to the Son,) to submit

to take upon him any visible symbols, or to be incarnate.

As to the nature and essence of the Son, he believed it to

be absolutely immutable", and liable to no change, as well

as the Father’s. Wherefore though. Eusebius does insist

on the supremacy of the Father, more than other writers

before him, (which might bring him under the suspicion

of Arianizing,) this is in a manner all he can be said to

agree with you in, being directly opposite to you in the

main points of your scheme. Such men as Dr. Cudworth,

Bp. Fowler, and others amongst us, might perhaps have

claimed Eusebius as their own: you and your friends are

quite of another stamp; though you are willing to seek

* Euseb. Eccl. Th. p. 69. See below, p. 149. -

* Miwa, aires raxis &üxos clos & red rárs waga ră rarel #, Jrs utraćaxa.”

*hy stria.——oi:3 rà, abria, #xaoxi, 3 & raśs, &c. Euseb. Orat. Paneg.

cap. xiv. p. 761.

2%uari sãe:Sais &s à,9eares &xxoia guy & ray ruxgray #22%;" tropäytv, &vax

Asia ro, 2, x2) &resorros & ©sés. Euseb. in Psal. p. 185.

“He performed all things by the man he had assumed–Continuing

“immaterial in himself, such as he had been before this, with the Father,

“without any change of his substance. Nor did he suffer any thing in re

“spect of his substance, being impassible.

“Being found in fashion as a man, he might seem to undergo no small

“change, though unchangeable and unvariable as God.”

VOL. III. L
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some cover and countenance from the few things wherein

they agreed with you. The next passage you cite (p. 152.)

proves no more than that Eusebius strained the point of

the Father's supremacy too high, in calling the Son a

second Lord; which second however was, in his opinion,

in a manner infinitely higher and more excellent than your

scheme makes him, by depriving him of necessary exist

ence, and reducing him thereby to a creature, which Eu

sebius declares against more than once. And though I

will not undertake to clear Eusebius of Tritheism, or Di

theism; yet it appears plainly enough to me, that he

was very far from Arianism; at least, after the Nicene

Council.

As to the next text, about which I appeal, you pretend

that Eusebius is expressly against me. Why? Because

he says that the Son is not & ir arávrov, that is, he is not

the supreme Father: which is all you could make of many

the like places in Eusebius; were there not others still

stronger elsewhere. I could show you where Eusebius

styles the Son Qs), rày 6xov', and 6 @s?, rāv Āays, and

might translate supreme God, as you do 6 in) arávrov, were

there nothing else to be considered in this matter. But I

will not deceive my readers. Nor is there any such pe

culiar force in the words 6 in) arávray @sog, that Eusebius

might not, as well as the Phrygian martyrs, apply them

to the Sonh. But I attend to the sense, not to the phrase.

To proceed:

You grow bolder in your next page, (154,) pretending

to tell me, from a passage in Eusebius, that “the ancient

“Church worshipped Christ, not as being the one su

“preme God, but to the glory of the Father who dwelt

“in him, and from whom, says Eusebius, he received the

“honour of being worshipped as God.”

* Euseb, contr. Marc. p. 67, 70. *

# Euseb. Dem. Evang. p. 11.

* TB, *z wēvray Stö, Xelse, irićeaguá, ws. Euseb. Eccl. Hist. lib. viii.

cap. 11.

'O i* warray, & Blà wavrov, & is wavis deat-isois rs & &pávrov, triarcésváros

** Sieg A4, os. Euseb. Orat. Panegyr cap. i. p. 719.



QU, II. OF SOME QUERIES. I47

The reader will easily see the drift and purport of these

rash words; for which you have not one syllable of proof.

Whatever may be thought of Eusebius, the ancient Church

stands perfectly clear; as shall be shown in due time and

place. As to your cavil upon the words of Eusebius,

(Eccl. Hist. lib. i. cap. 3.) I refer to Valesius's Notes for

an answer. Nothing more certain, than that Eusebius

ordinarily founds the worship of the Son upon his being

naturally Son of God, or very Godi. If he contradicts

this in his comment on Isa. xlv. 15. he is the less to

be regarded, as being inconsistent: and it is one great

prejudice against the notion, that among fifteen Christian

writers who have considered and quoted that textk, he is

the only one that ever drew so wild a consequence from

it. But the truth is, Eusebius never had a thought of

what your words insinuate of him. Let him but explain

himself, and all will be very right. It depends upon Eu

sebius's notion of the Father’s inhabitation; which he

fully lays open in another place": where he tells us, that

the Father in the generation of the Son communicated of

his fulness, the fulness of his Godhead, without division

or separation; and it is in this respect that in him “dwell

“eth all the fulness of the Godhead:” so that the wor

shipping of Christ as having the Father dwelling in him,

comes to the same with worshipping him as being God of

God, eternally begotten m of the Father; which is Eu

Ola row wasāAs Sisy wai?a yvízio", & airáStow weezzvysiaSal. Euseb, Eccl.

Hist, lib. x. p. 468.

Wid. Eccl. Theolog. p. 69, 111.

* Hippolytus contr. Noët, cap. iv. p. 8. Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. cap. 6.

Tertulliam. contr. Prax. cap. 13. Patres Antiocheni, p. 845. Lactantius Epit.

et Institut. Hilarius, p. 849. Cyrilli Catech. p. 156. Athanasius, p. 491, 686.

Hieronymus in loc. Epiphanius, vol. i. p. 486. Ambros. de Fid. lib. i. cap. 2.

Marius Victorin. lib. i. p. 261. Gregor. Nazianz, p. 733. Zeno Veronens. de

Nativ. Christi, 1250.

! Euseb. contr. Marcell. lib. i, cap. 2. p. 62.

* T5 &váeze yiwárias. Euseb. in Psal. p. 15. Atolov yiv'new. Euseb.

contr. Marc, p. 73. -

L 2
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sebius's doctrine. And thus Eusebius agrees well with

Hilaryn, and other Catholic Fathers.

You go in triumph (p. 155) in the most extraordinary

manner, imputing to me whatever first comes into your

head. All I was to prove from Eusebius was, that the

texts there cited were applied to Christ; “determining

“nothing of his other principles,” as I expressly noted

in p. 23, vol. i. Yet neither you, nor any man else,

can ever clear Eusebius of the charge of Polytheism

and self-contradiction, if, notwithstanding the applying

these texts to Christ, he did not think him the one true

God. And if he had learned of the Arians a novel way

of eluding an argument which the Catholics before him

knew nothing of, nor ever used; he is still a witness of

the Church's application of those texts, (which is what I

cited him for,) though it be against his own principles.

But I am not yet satisfied that Eusebius differed in any

main doctrine, except it were in the manner of expressing

the Unity; still believing the essential divinity of God

the Son. You cite Montfaucon as charging Eusebius

with Arianism; at the same time telling us, that he erro

neously calls it Arianism. But if that learned man did

not know what Arianism is, he might more easily mistake

in determining of Eusebius's doctrine; which is a much

more intricate business. The truth is, that learned and

judicious man understood very well what Arianism is,

and is guilty of no error in that respect: but as to his

judgment of Eusebius, it is not so entirely to be depended

on. After he has given us a sketch of Eusebius's doc

trine, as being Arian, he does not yet pretend to reconcile

all Eusebius's doctrine to that scheme, to make him, in

the whole, a consistent writer: but he still seems to sus

pect that he may be found various and repugnant; which

at last is rather making him a neutral, than clear for any

* Deus enim in eo est: et in quo est Deus, Deus est. Non enim Deus in

diversae atque alienae a se naturae habitaculo est, sed in suo, atque ex se

genito manet, Deus in Deo, quia ex Deo Deus est. Hilar. de Trin. lib.v.

cap. 40, p. 851.
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side". Nor do I think it would be difficult to acquit

Eusebius of the charge of Arianism, at least from the

time of the Nicene Council.

It is plain enough that he does not ordinarily (for I

must except a passage before cited) make Father and Son

one principle, or one God; upon which chiefly Montfaucon

founds his charge of Arianism. He did not consider that

a man might assert the eternity and necessary existence of

the Son, and yet throw the supremacy and Unity of God

head upon the Father alone, as self-existent and God in a

higher sense; which others have done besides Eusebius;

though, I think, not very judiciously or consistently.

Montfaucon takes too much advantage of Eusebius's De

monstratio Evangelica, or other pieces, wrote before the

Council of Nice, and contradicted or corrected in several

points afterwards by the same Eusebius. I will give two

or three examples. In his Demonstratio, he makes the

Son to be 8muépympa". In his dispute with Marcellus he

plainly retracts and contradicts it". In his Demonstratio",

he pretends that nothing can be properly said to be # 8x

irray, without doubt to gratify the Arians, that they might

in a certain sense deny the Son to be # 8x dyrov. But in

his piece against Marcellus, he asserts plainly that crea

tures are # 8x &raw", meaning that they come from non

existence into existence, (which is the true signification of

the phrase,) at the same time denying that the Son is in

A dyros, in the same sense of the phraset. Wherefore the

* Quod si in his Eusebius secum pugnare deprehenditur; id sane proprium

erroris est, ut consistere non valeat, sibique ipsi adversetur. Praelim, in

Euseb. p. 28. - *

* Tixels, raxis 2nuágynua. Demonstr. lib. iv. cap. 2.

- * Tà 3 # abro: púvros wig oix 3, 2nalseyes AixSain. Euseb. contr. Marc.

p. 68. -

* Mnzár £52.4%as péval Bai, ##x #wray shal ri ray Byrov. Euseb. Dem.lib.iv.

cap. i. p. 145.

• Euseb. contr. Marcel. p. 68, 150, 152, 166.

“Ibid. p. 67,68, 69, 150.

I shall here cite one passage, being a pretty remarkable one.

oi 3, 25, 3%, is 5xoráress, rà, ai, &ylvvnvoy, rāv 3 # #x #vray x rigStiray, 'va

Ai, Sso, 54%gavral. # 23 vi's #x it abrois, 8% govoysvhs frau, ob% uły xveles, ob?:

L 3



15o A SECOND DEFENCE QU. II.

learned Mountfaucon does not do justice to Eusebius,

when he imputes to him the opinion of the Arians, that

the Son passed from non-existence to existence : for Eu

sebius plainly denies the Son to be #x rà un övros, in the

same sense that he affirms it of creatures; and therefore

must deny his passing out of non-existence to existence,

unless he were the greatest prevaricator and shuffler ima

ginable. If it be said that he intended that creatures

were not made out of any thing preexisting, he must

then affirm that the Son was out of something preexist

ing : and then let any man tell me what he could

mean by it; except it were that he existed before his

generation, having been eternally in and with the Father;

of the same homogeneous divine substance that the Fa

ther is. But my persuasion is, that Eusebius believed

eternal generation; and if so, it is plain enough what he

meant by denying the Son to be #x w, wrog. It does not

appear to me that Eusebius denied the Son to be &#810g,

though I know Montfaucon charges him with it; and

there are more passages than one u that say something

very like it. Eusebius was very earnest in his charge

against Marcellus, and was ready to put any the most

invidious construction upon his words. As often there

fore as Marcellus had made the Son &#810s, Eusebius con

strues it &yévywros, that he might reduce him to an ab

surdity; and believing perhaps that &#10; and &yévywros,

upon Marcellus’s hypothesis, went together and resolved

into one. In this sense only I conceive Eusebius to have

denied the Son to be &#ios. And if any one narrowly

examines the passages, he may find good reason to believe

that this is real fact.

Sës, an?'" Ai" trizawa way r row wargas Sárnri, rais ?: Aoxois wrisaari, was’

* * * *raw brism, wagaćaxxâavos. Eccl. Theol. lib. i. cap. 10.

“They that admit two Hypostases, one unbegotten and the other created

“from nothing, do indeed make one God; but in their scheme, the Son will

“be no Son, nor only-begotten, no, nor Lord, nor God, having no com

“munion of the Father's Godhead, but being likened to the rest of the crea

“tures, as having existed from nothing.”

"Euseb. contr. Marcell. p. 35, 106, 119.
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It may be questioned whether ever Marcellus asserted

the Son to be āyāvywrog. But Eusebius charged it upon

him as a consequence of his hypothesis; and laid hold of

ào; as implying it, and meaning as much with Marcellus,

who denied any antemundane generation. But to return.

To show me how low an opinion Eusebius had of God

the Son, you quote part of his comment on Psalm cix.

(which I cannot find there,) intimating that “by the

“laws of nature the father of every son is his lord;”

and therefore God the Father is Lord and God of the

Son. Admitting this rule, I suppose by the same laws of

nature, every Son is of the same nature with his Father,

and as such equal; and so let the similitude serve equally,

if you please, for both. But since you produce one testi

mony, as you say, from that book, (from Eusebius on the

Psalms,) give me leave, in my turn, to produce some few

of a very contrary strain to what you would wish.

1. I shall first remind you of Eusebius's accounting

for Christ's praying, praying as man for things which

himself could bestow, or dispose of as God”. This seems

to run cross to two of your principles. One of which is,

that Christ being a subject is to refer all grants entirely to

his Sovereign: the other is, that the speaking of Christ

in two distinct capacities, in the manner Eusebius does,

you would call absurd, (as in p. 233.) as if part of Christ

prayed, and another part did not pray; which is your

profane way of ridiculing a distinction universally made

use of by the primitive churches, and held sacred amongst

them.

2. I must next observe to you, that, according to Eu

sebius, Christ is Creator of all things, (5 arávrov Bhuiepyā;y,)

not only so, but 5 womr;” also, and he created all things

* Airsi &w y&e &s ârşewards, 3f2·e 2 rà, afrnry & Stés abāoxsyros 2nxovira

& runeyarres vs sixtie wareis. Euseb. in Psal. p. 53. Vid. p. 142,366, 698.

y 'o wavra, 2nalsey's 3 vs Sas viás. Euseb. in Psal. p. 89. Vid. p. 90,

125, 634.

* Ts aveis was earsees huāv 73a rvyxévar abris yae is 5 wonths abrèv.

Euseb. in Psal. p. 630.

L 4
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by his own powera. This is a step beyond what Dr.

Clarke is yet advanced to; who often talks of the Son's

creating by the power of the Father, and interprets Heb.i.3.

“the upholding all things by the Word of his power,”

of the Father's power; but is not yet come to say, that

it is by the Son's own power. If he does not here con

tradict Eusebius, he is however vastly short of him; and

has not yet discovered any such honourable thoughts of

God the Son as Eusebius has done. -

3. Eusebius does not scruple to give the Son the title

of only Godb, believing it to have been him that so called

himself, in opposition to strange Gods, and challenging

the Jewish worship as his own due upon that very score.

How does this suit with your doctrine about the exclusive

terms, and the texts running personally, I, thou, he ” By

which doctrines, upon Eusebius's principles, you must

exclude the Father. I do not therefore cite these and the

like passages of Eusebius to prove that Father and Son

are one God; but to show that there is no force (accord

ing to him) in your argument drawn from the personal

and exclusive terms. - -

4. Eusebius, in this same book, fully and significantly

expresses the immutable eternitye of God the Son. For

applying the words of the 92d (alias 93d) Psalm, “Thy

“throne is established of old, thou art from everlasting,”

to our Saviour Christ, he takes particular notice of the

* 'o rā31 & 743. 7% gavrä Puyága Asyaxseyārzs, &c. Euseb. in Psal. p. 318.

Vid. p. 616.

* Aáva 2 r a sizaxoxarest, iai 2, 4,2, Stov sizíval zagszsawraan, als

irixáy" iva, %é sial züglas # 98%; vs, wagisks izvré, are #voy, £rs &AAáreio, #rs

reárparoy Byza $16, #y % is & abras a rg Sss A670s, & 5 raxal Bizoáea's •rois

- re * ** * O - \ , a M & 2 * / *
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p. 533.
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force of thou art, ai, el, as denoting immutable existence;

agreeably to his explication of the same phrase else

whered.

5. I have above took notice of Eusebius's styling God

the Son, “great God by nature,” which is a very high

and strong expression. I shall here farther observe how

he interprets the name of Hand of God, given to the Son.

Not after a low disparaging manner, as you are used to

interpret it, but as Christ is the all-creative power of

Gode. -

6. I may add a few more observations from Eusebius's

Commentary on Isaiah. His comment on Isa. xlii. 8. is

pretty remarkable'; “I will not give my glory to an

“other.” Where he takes notice, that it is not said,

that “I will give my glory to no one,” (for the Son,

says he, has the Father's glory,) but that it will not be

given to another. Now, though Eusebius here comes not

entirely into the common and Catholic way of construc

tion, yet he differs very much from you in several parti

culars, as that the Father’s glory is also the Son's glory,

and that the exclusive terms do not affect God the Son.

I may also take notice how magnificently Eusebius sets

forth the Son's omnipresence, both heres and in his Com

ment upon the Psalmsh, in words as expressive and full

as any can be. Here also Eusebius keeps closer to the

sense and language of the Church, in relation to the one

Godhead, than he has at other times been observed to do;

except in his Oration before Constantine, taken notice of

above. His words arei : “There being but one Head,

* Vid. p. 584.
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“there will be no more than one Godhead, with which is

“taken in what concerns the divinity of his only-be

“gotten.” It is much to the same purpose with what

he elsewhere saysk, that the Son is partaker of the Fa

ther's Godhead, and is, as it were, to be reckoned to

him.

Upon the whole, you will find Eusebius much more

favouring my principles than yours; though not fully

coming in to either: and you ought hereafter either to

reconcile such things as I have here cited out of him,

besides many others, to your hypothesis, (which can never

be done,) or to leave off boasting on that head. It should

be considered that Eusebius lived and wrote at a time

when the Arian pretences, being mostly new and untried,

appeared therefore the more specious and plausible: and

his familiar acquaintance and friendship with the heads of

the party contributed to give them the greater force with

him. They received an additional strength from the in

judicious solutions which had been offered by Marcellus

and other weak defenders of the Homoousian doctrine.

Athanasius, Hilary, and other judicious advocates of the

Catholic faith, had not then wrote their immortal pieces,

to clear the doctrine from misrepresentation, to set it in a

due light, and to unravel the main objections brought

against it. No wonder if, in these circumstances, Eu

sebius might incline too much towards the Arian cause,

and give too far into it. Yet, even under these disadvan

tages, he kept himself free from the grosser tenets of the

Arians; and he retained so much of Catholic principles,

that had he but attended to the true and certain conse

quences of many of his own positions in that behalf, he

could not have failed of being entirely orthodox and Ca

tholic. He had not so clear a judgment as Athanasius,

Hilary, Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, and other eminent de

fenders of the Nicene faith: nor did he live to see how

easily the Arian sophistry was defeated and baffled after

k Tàs row rareh; Sárnro; wouvavas, &c. Euseb, in Psal. p. 534.
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it had passed the scrutiny of such masterly hands. In

the mean while he seems to have had no consistent set of

principles, but a confused mixture of Catholic and Arian

tenets!, such as could not stand with each other in true

and just reasoning. -

You have certainly no right to claim him as yours.

If you would look among the ancients for your scheme,

it must not be in Eusebius, nor in any Ante-Nicene Fa

ther, or Post-Nicene; but in such Fathers as Arius, Aetius,

Eunomius, or Philostorgius: and yet you come short

even of them in some points; particularly in the part you

assign the Son in the creation of all things by the Father’s

power; (you do not yet say by his own, which several of

the ancient Arians would never have scrupled;) and in

the account you give of Christ's being appointed “God

“over all” after his resurrection; and your resolving his

worship into the power then given him: doctrines proper

only to a Samosatenian" or Socinian. -

Having shown, from Father to Father, down to the

Arian times, that our Lord Jesus Christ was supposed

by them to be the Jehovah, the Almighty, the one true

God, God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, acknowledged

as the one true God, and worshipped by the patriarchs as

such: having proved this to have been the ancient Ca

tholic doctrine of the Church, without any exception;

unless of Novatian, who yet differs not from it in the

main, but in expression rather; not in the doctrine of

the Son’s real and essential divinity: this foundation being

laid, it remains now only to take off some pretences you

have offered to invalidate the force of the evidence.

Your pretence is, that though God the Son was “God

“ of Abraham, God of Israel, &c.” yet he was such only

in a “subordinate sense,” because he was “representative”

of God the Father, p. 159. To which I answer, that had

the ancients supposed him to be styled God and Lord,

-

See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 64.

m See my Defence, vol. i. p. 195, &c.
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purely in virtue of such representation, there would then

be some force in your reasoning: but that they did not,

will appear most evidently from the following considera

tions.

1. None of the Fathers ever put the Godhead of the

Son upon that foot; they never say nor insinuate, that

he is God on the account of any such representation.

2. They are so far from doing it, that their whole drift

and method of arguing supposes and implies the utmost

contradiction to it. For if the Son were supposed to be

God on the score of the representation, then any angel

might be God also on account of such representation; and

then it could never be proved (in the way that the Fathers

took") that there was any God the Son at all; but the

whole force of their reasoning would be vacated and null.

On the contrary, they presumed that none could either

represent God, or personate God, or use the style of God,

that was not really God: and upon this presumption their

whole reasoning turns. If therefore they are any where

to be understood of a representation, they must mean a

full and adequate representation, such as none could ex

hibit or sustain, who was not himself every thing that he

represents. For as nothing but man can fully and ade

quately represent man; so nothing but God can perfectly

and suitably represent God.

3. Add to this, the ancient Fathers always suppose the

Son to be God antecedently to the supposed representa

tion; which is decisive in the case. They suppose him

God as being God's Son, of the same nature and substance

with God. This is what all the Fathers expressly, or in

words equivalent, resolve the Son's divinity into: which

consideration cuts off all your pretences at once; as I

before intimated", and you take no notice of it. The

reason why you did not must be visible to the meanest

reader.

"See my Defence, vol. i. p. 28, 29, 306.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 34.
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In proof of the fact, that the Fathers did so resolve the

divinity of Christ, (though it be what no scholar can be

ignorant of) I shall, for the sake of common readers,

here recite their testimonies. -

Justin Martyr, in his first Apology, says of God the

Son, “Who being the Word, God’s first-begotten, is also

“GodP.” In his Dialogue he often repeats the same

thing. He is “God, on account of his being his Son

“begotten before all creaturesq.” In another place,

“Had you but understood what is said by the prophets,

“you could not have denied him to be God, being the

“Son of the only, the uncreated, the ineffable God r.”

To the same purpose he elsewhere styles him God;

immediately adding, “as being Son of Gods.” And

Justin is known to represent the Son as begotten from, or

out of God', (#x Os3 and # #xurg,) without abscision or

division", as one fire from another, and as being strictly

and properly” (#8 on, and xvpiwg) Son of God. All which

together expresses the consubstantiality, sameness of na

ture, and most entire and perfect Unity imaginable. Such

is Justin Martyr's account of Christ's divinity; never

speaking of his being appointed God, or being God by I

know not what representation; but of his being God by

P "Os & Aáyos wearározos 2, r3 Sss, & Sa's bréexa. Apol. i. p. 123. Ox.

* @sov 2: ix row shal vizyov argarðroxo, ray 3Awy xriguáray. Just. Dial.

p. 364.

* Ei vevaixare rà signaiva bră răy weapnvčy, obz 2, #neysiz$s abré, shal Stev,

• 25 Azóws, & &ysvárov, & ####vov Stov viáv. Dial. p. 366.

N. B. I read &ytvárov with single v, for a reason which will appear more

fully afterward: and I understand givew in opposition to creatures only, or

false gods, not to the Son, who is always to be tacitly understood to belong

to, and to be included in, the alone God. And I take this of Justin to be

nearly equivalent to these other of Philo and Cyril of Alexandria. -

"Os rag &#24' x 6yes &v, # &váyxns xa abrós is v &pSaeros. Phil de Conf.

Ling. p. 326.

“orse 3, #4%ivñrs & 24,94erov yiyiwnra, revra ravros &p$zerov was 3%,nroy.

Cyril. Thesaur. p. 34.

ses, 37ta, view abrov. p. 170. ©18s, Sso, vi's iráexøv. p. 171.

* Just. Dial. p. 183. Apol. p. 49.

u. Just. Dial. p. 183,373. Paraen. p. 127.

* Just. Apol. i. p. 45, 46. Apol. ii. p. 13.
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partaking of the one true Godhead, naturally Son of

God.

The same account, but more briefly, we have from

Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch, a little lower in the same

century; who speaks of Christ being God, as God's Sony.

The same we have also from Clemens of Alexandria, in a

very remarkable passage above cited. The same also

from Tertullian, who says, “that which is derived from

“God is God, and Son of God, and both one Godz.”

Novatian speaks as plain, in these words; “As nature

“itself has made it a rule that he must be accounted

“man, who is of man: so the same rule of nature pre

“scribes, that he must be accounted God who is of

* Goda.”

I forbear to cite more. It is a ruled case in antiquity,

that Christ is God, (not by appointment, deputation, re

presentation, or any thing of like kind,) but by his Son

ship; deriving the same divine nature from the Father, as

is in the Father. Nor was the name of God ever thought

by them to denote an office, or any relative character, but

nature and substance, as the word man. It will now be

easy to answer those little pleas and exceptions which

you have remaining. You have, in the main, but one

argument, which you repeat over and over: viz. that

Christ cannot be supreme God, because he was an angel,

or messenger of God: which is as much as to say that

Peter, for instance, could not be man, if sent by man.

The whole strength of your argument lies in the artificial

confusion of ideas. Christ could not be supreme in office

while executing an inferior office, that is very certain: but

what has supremacy of office to do with the notion of

supreme God? God is a word expressing nature and sub

yet's 3, &, 5 A470s, xa, ix. Sss ripuras, &c. Theoph. p. 130. Ox.

* Quod de Deo profectum est Deus est, et Dei Filius, et unus (suppl. Deus)

ambo. Tertull. Apol. cap. 21.

* Ut enim praescripsit ipsa natura hominem credendum esse qui ex homine

sit: ita eadem natura praescribit et Deum credendum esse qui ex Deo sit.

Movat. cap. 11.
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stance: he is supreme God, or God supreme, that has no

God of a superior nature above him. Such is Christ,

even while he submits and condescends to act ministe

rially: and thus all your speculations on this head, arising

only from confusion of ideas, drop at once. I submit

sometimes to your phraseology, of supreme God, though

it be improper, and rather Pagan than Christian. Su

preme God has generally a tacit reference to an inferior

God; and so it was used in the Pagan theology. But

Christians, who acknowledge but one God, should never

talk of a supreme God; the more proper name being

rather the one God, the true God, the God of the universe,

God supreme, and the like. But you, to introduce your

Polytheism, are perpetually telling us of the supreme God;

and every time you meet with in wāq, Qsh;, or à Q=0; rāv

ãoy, you falsely and corruptly render it, the supreme God,

(instead of the God of the universe,) to serve your hypo

thesis. I do not find that the Fathers were used to style

God the Father supreme God; except when disputing

with Pagans, or the like, they accommodated themselves

in some measure, to their style, reserving to themselves

the Christian sense. And it is but very rarely they use

apáros Q=0;, or Deus Princeps, for the Father; and when

they do, it is, as I said, to express the supreme Father in

a style not proper to Christian principles, only in conde

scension to the Pagans, to be the better understood.

To return. I perceive the subordination is what you

lay the main stress upon, in order to overthrow the

Church's doctrine of Christ’s real divinity. You will

now be reduced to this single maxim, (which you are

sensible you can never prove, but every where suppose,)

that the unity or equality which we teach, is not consist

ent with any distinction of order or offices. Whenever

you are disposed to try the strength of your metaphysics,

that point may be debated with you. At present you

have thought it the wiser way only to speak your wishes,

and to deliver out dictates instead of proofs: a method

which may be thought rather too assuming in private,
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and withal very fallible men; to expect that their bare

affirmations should have any weight against the united .

verdict of all the Christian churches, ancient and modern.

I shall take but little notice of the “incidental errors”

which you are pleased to charge me with, p. 16o, &c.

because the reader will have seen, before this time, that

they are imaginary only, founded upon your own mis

takes. I may just observe that, p. 164, you give a cha

racter, or description of God the Father, calling it, very

absurdly, “the signification of the word God, when ap

“plied to the Father.” You might as well have given a

description, or character of Adam, calling it the significa

tion of the word man, when applied to Adam. To say

what the Father's Person is, is one thing: to say what

is signified by the name God, is another. Your testi

monies none of them come up to the point: which was

to show, that unbegotten, or that particular manner of

existing, is necessarily included in the signification of the

word God. There is nothing more under this Query, but

what I have before sufficiently answered or obviated.

But since this Query has been drawn out into a very

great length, so as almost to take in the whole of the

controversy; it may be for the ease and conveniency of

the reader, to subjoin a brief recapitulation, or summary

of what has been done in it.

It has been shown, first, from Scripture, that God the

Son is not excluded by such texts as speak of the Unity;

not excluded from being God, and one God with the Fa--

ther. The texts that prove this have been explained and

vindicated; and the pretended contrary evidence from

Scripture has been shown to be null, and of no account.

It has been farther proved, that the ancients in general

teach the same thing, by understanding the exclusive texts

to affect idols only, or other Gods; by declaring against

admitting any other God besides God the Father, yet ad

mitting God the Son; by their asserting Father and Son

together to be one God, or the one God: and, lastly, by

their believing God the Son to have been that very Per
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son, who declared himself God of Israel, God of Abra

ham, &c. besides whom the Jews were to have no God;

declaring this of himself, in his own proper Person, (not

excluding the Father or Holy Ghost, one with him,) as

being really God, because Son of God, of the same divine

nature and substance with God the Father. These things

have been proved to have been unanimously taught by

the ancients; saving only some little difference in Nova

tian, a schismatic at that time, and of no considerable

authority, (though he also agrees in the main doctrine of

the Son’s essential divinity;) allowing also for some dis

sent in Eusebius, (a late writer, and a familiar acquaint

ance of the leading Arians,) in which he is not consistent

with himself, or with the Creed which he subscribed, or

with his public speeches and debates.

Upon the whole, one can scarce desire fuller or better

evidence of what I advanced in this Query than has been

produced for it. And, as I formerly told you, so I again

.repeat it, (though perhaps you may be the last to believe,)

that “the Fathers stand pointed against you, and you are

“certain to expose your cause as often as you hope for

“any relief or succour from them.” Which shall be yet

more fully evidenced in the sequel.

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. 1.

YOUR new answer to this Query is, that the word

God, when applied to the Father, “denotes him who

“alone has all perfections, &c. in and of himself, original,

“underived, &c.” but when applied to the Son, it de

notes one who has not his perfections of himself, but

derived, &c. and so the word God is used in different

senses, supreme and subordinate. You might as well say

that the word man, when applied to Adam, denotes the

VOL. III • M
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person of Adam, who was unbegotten; but when applied

to Seth, it denotes the person of Seth, who was begotten;

and therefore the word man does not signify the same

thing, or carry the same idea in both cases, but is used

in different senses. What I assert is, that the word God

signifies or denotes absolute perfection, whether applied

to Father or Son; and is therefore applied in the same

sense to both. He that is possessed of all perfection

(whether originally or derivatively) is God; all that God

is, God in the highest and fullest sense of the word God.

You are to show that unoriginateness, or paternity, is con

tained in the idea or definition of God; or that the word

God necessarily implies it. By your account, the word

God, in one sense, signifies as much as God and Father

together. You have no ground for this fancy, either in

Scripture or antiquity. The truth is, God denotes all

perfection, and Father denotes a relation of order, and a

particular manner of existing: all which you confusedly

blend together, as if signified by the one word God.

Hitherto then you have brought no proof of two different

senses of the word God, when applied to Father and

Son.

I must observe, that here appears to be a very great

change, a very material alteration in your scheme since

your writing before. God was then a mere relative, a

word of office, and always so, in Scripture: so the learned

Doctor had told us b, and that it was never intended to

express metaphysical attributes. But now it is to signify

all perfections, original, underived, (by which you mean

necessary existence, as you elsewhere explain it.) So that

you now come into my notion of the true and proper sense

of the word God; excepting that you confound unorigin

ateness with necessary existence, which I keep distinct:

and as I take the necessary existence into the definition

of God, I as constantly throw out unbegotten, as having

* See Clarke's Script. Doctrine, p. 296. edit. 1st. Reply, p. 119,

290.
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nothing to do in it. What kind of a divinity you have

left to God the Son, you may do well to consider; hav

ing excluded him from the one necessarily existing God

head, and from being God in the most usual and scriptural

sense of the word; which you had some pretence to

before, while you supposed the word God a mere relative,

whether applied to Father or Son.

Our dispute about dominion is now at an end; though

it before made a great part of this Query. I allow that

the phrase, our God, expresses some relation of God to

us, as well as what he is absolutely in himself. I ad

mitted as much beforee; so that you need not now have

mentioned it as any discovery. * *

You do not tell me in what sense you make Christ

God, after you have struck him out of that sense which

occurs ordinarily in Scripture, and which is indeed the

only true and proper sense of the word; all the rest being

loose and figurative only, as I showed at larged. Instead

of answering difficulties, which was the part you under

took, you turn objector; thereby to hide and cover, if

possible, the many flaws in your scheme.

Why do you not tell me plainly in what sense the

Son is God, that I may argue the point with you, and do

justice to the common readers, who want to be satisfied

in so important a question?

You object to me thus: “If none can properly be

“styled God, who has not all perfections, how come you

“to leave out the principal of the essential perfections of

“the first Cause and Author of all things?” p. 173.

To which I answer, that I leave out no perfections at

all. I suppose the Son, with the Father, to be the one

Cause and Author of all creatures; and there is no need of

saying first where there is never a second. At the same

time, I suppose the Father to be Father of his Son;

which expresses a relation of order, and mode of exist

ence; not any difference in any essential perfection. Neither

* Defence, vol. i. p. 38. * Ibid. p. 36, &c.
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is there any greater perfection in being a Father, in this

case, than in being a Son; but both are equally perfect,

equally necessary in respect of existence; all things com

mon but the personal characters: and self-existence, as

distinct from necessary existence, is expressive only of the

order and manner in which the perfections are in the Fa

ther, not of any distinct perfection. With this answer

the Catholic Fathers baffled the Arians and Eunomians,

objecting in the same way you now do: and as you

might have known this, it might have been more for

your credit to have shown the answer to be insufficient,

than barely to repeat a stale objection. You have little

else but repetition in pages 174, 175. One argument, in

a manner, is to serve quite through your book. The Son

cannot be supreme God; no, he cannot, because he is a

Son, because he is subordinate, because he has acted, or

still acts ministerially. Repeat this ever so often, it proves

nothing but a distinetion of Persons, order, and offices; no

difference of nature, or perfections, or Godhead. And

what has the question about supreme Godhead, relating to

nature and substance, (as God is a word denoting sub

stance, and he is God supreme that knows no nature su

perior to his own,) to do with order or offices? The Son

is God supreme for that very reason, because he is a Son,

of the same nature and the same divine perfections with

the Father. But you say, the word “nature is of very

“uncertain, various signification:” and you return me

the same loose answer which Dr. Clarke gave to Mr.

Nelsone, which I sufficiently exposed in my Defence.

The plain fact is, that you are pinched, and you see

where, and have nothing to retreat to but insignificant

words.

What is there in the words equality of nature, more

than what every peasant or child may understand? Man

is in nature equal to man; angel to angel; any individual

to another of the same kind: a very little metaphysics

* Clarke's Reply, p. 17. * Defence, vol. i. p. 212.
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may suffice in so plain a thing. This then is what I

assert, that a supremacy of order or of office is consistent

with equality of nature; and if the Son be in nature equal

to the Father, he is also equal in Godhead, which is a

word expressing nature; and if equal in Godhead, equally

God supreme. Q. E. D. This I took to be sound and

true reasoning before: and you have been pleased to

confirm it by your tacit confession: while you avoid

replying to it.

To prove that Christ is God in the same sense as the

Father is, I appealed to his name Jehovah; as I have also

elsewheres, more at large. To this you have little to

answer, besides what I have abundantly replied to above,

about Christ's being a messenger and representative, &c.

As to what you add of inferior angels speaking in the

style of their principals; you will consider, that it is a

notion directly opposite to all the ancients; whose gene

ral argument for the divinity of God the Son, drawn from

the appearances under the Old Testament, would be en

tirely eluded and frustrated by it: neither could they

have proved, in that way, the existence of God the Son,

but upon a supposition directly contrary to you. This

therefore is one great prejudice against your notion, and

such as ought to have weight with you, while you make

your boasts of antiquity. Besides, I thought you had

before allowed that God the Son was Jehovah, God, Lord,

&c. in his own Person, though in a subordinate sense: and

I think you then gave me a rebuke, p. 159 for supposing

the contrary. Are you now altered of a sudden, and be

come another man? But be it so, this new answer will

serve no better than the former: for as to any pretended

instance you can bring from the Old Testament, it will be

answered, that the angel was the Logos, for that very

reason, because he used the style of God; as it was cus

tomary for him to do. And as to your instance from

Rev. xi. 1, 3. I own it so runs in the English; but a

g Sermons, vol. ii. p. 19, &c.
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scholar should have looked into the Greek, where he will

not find it. This you had notice of long agoh.

Your example given of the Roman fecialis is as little

to your purpose as the other. For in the words, Ego po

pulusque Romanus, I and the Roman people; I does not

denote the senate, as you imagine, but the fecialis, the

herald himself coming in the name of the Roman people,

considered in their large collective sense, comprehending

all the Romans, senate and people. And so you find, in

Rosinus, the herald saying, Ego sum publicus nuncius

populi Romani: not, Ego sum populus Romanus, or, Ego sum

senatus; as your supposition would require. However, I

do not pretend that no instance can be given of such a

thing as a proxy, in any case whatever. But that God

should thus permit a creature to be his proxy, (as man

may permit man,) appears by no means proper or con

gruous, because of the infinite disparity; and because of

the inevitable danger it would bring men into, of mis

taking the creature for the Creator, and misplacing their

worship, which would be idolatry. You proceed (p. 178.)

to weaken the force of what I had said in relation to the

name or appellation of Jehovah. -

Our dispute is in a great measure superseded, since

you no longer insist upon the relative meaning of the

word God; against which I was then arguing.

It is very indifferent to me whether Jehovah be ever

an appellative, (as Bishop i Pearson thinks,) or always a

proper name, as others k teach; provided only that it be

looked upon as a name expressive of an intrinsic perfec

tion, and not of an outward relation, like king, gover

mor, &c.

And that it is expressive of necessary existence, the best

critics, ancient and modern, agree. I had said (vol. i. p. 44.

of my Defence) that its primary signification is Being; to

which you answer very strangely, that “the name Jeho

* True Script. Doctr. continued, p. 194. See also Mr. Wade, p. 33.

i Pearson on the Creed, p. 150. ed. 10.

* Brocklesby's Gospel Theism, p. 347.
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“vah signifies neither primarily, nor at all, Substance, or

“Being, but Person.” This is little more than equivo

cating upon the word signify; which is low employment.

Let it denote a Person, which is what you mean by signify,

(for I hope you do not intend to say that the word Person

is the English for the Hebrew Jehovah,) still it signifies

the nature of that Person to whom the name is given, to

be existing, in the emphatical sense, or necessarily exist

ing: and if it be applied to more Persons than one, it still

signifies the same also. You are fallen into such a road

of talking, without any distinct meaning, that I am some

times at a loss to know what it is you would say. Jeho

vah, you observe, does not signify substance, but the “Per

“son, whose the substance is.” I beseech you, what is

Person but substance? Is it intelligent, agent nothing *

Person, as I take it, is intelligent, acting substance; (though

that is not a full definition;) and so the sense of what you

have said amounts to this; that Jehovah does not signify

substance, but the intelligent acting substance, whose that

substance is. Readers will be much edified by these very

curious and deep remarks. The truth may be said at

once, in a very few words, that the name Jehovah denotes

the necessary existence of as many Persons as it is applied

to ; and being applied to Christ, it is a proof that he is

necessarily existing as well as the Father, and one Jehovah

with him; since Jehovah is one'. You say, Father and

Son being two agents will be two Jehovahs: but that, you

will remember, is begging the question. The Father is

intelligent substance, and the Son intelligent substance;

and both one substance, one Jehovah, one God. You add,

(p. 1805 “being consubstantial with Jehovah will no

“ more make another Person to be the same Jehovah,

“ than being consubstantial with the Father will make

“him the same Father.” For want of arguments, I am

forced to take your sayings, where there is no argument.

I never put the Unity upon consubstantiality alone": one

See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 135. "See my Defence, vol. i. p. 326,327.
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man is consubstantial to another, and yet they are not one

man, nor one substance. But if the Son be not only consul

stantial, but also one substance with the Father, (styled

Jehovah,) as proceeding from him, and inseparably con

tained in him; then he is also one Jehovah with him.

You have a farther pretence, that if the Son be Jehovah,

or 5 dy, he will be “unbegotten, unoriginate, &c.” But

your reasoning is lame; because you have not proved

that 5 day either signifies unbegotten, or ever necessarily

implies it. The Father indeed is 5 div, and is unbegotten;

but not 5 div, because unbegotten, but because necessarily

existing. -

Page 181, you come to inform the reader what it is I

mean by the Son’s being supreme God: it is, you say,

supreme in the strict sense; God in the same sense, and in

as high a sense as the Father himself; and yet, strange

contradiction 1 “referring all to the Father as Father,

* Head, Fountain, &c.” Now here is no contradiction

at all, but what you have made to yourself, through your

confusion of thought, and your want of distinct percep

tion. For when I apply supreme to the word God, I

mean as I ought to mean, that the Son is God supreme,

(knowing no superior God, no divine nature greater, higher,

or more excellent than his own,) not that he is the supreme

Father: who, though superior in order, is not therefore of

superior Godhead; for a supremacy of order is one thing,

a supremacy of nature or Godhead, another. These are

plain things to all that have ever dipped in this con

troversy.

But you come a little closer up to me in your following

words, which will indeed deserve notice; because it is

running your argument up as far as it can possibly be

carried. You say, that upon my principles “there is no

“impossibility but the Father (if the economy had been

“so laid) might as well have exercised the authority of the

“Son, executed his orders, &c.” nay, and “ have been

“begotten also of the Son, and from him have received

“his being.” But do not blend things together which
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ought to be kept distinct; and then we shall see clearly

into this matter, so far as is needful.

If you ask, why that Person called the Son might not

have been Father; I have nothing to say, but that in fact

he is not: so it is written, and so we believe. The Father

is Father, and the Son is Son ; and because of this rela

tion of Father and Son, there is a natural priority of order,

(I say, natural, not economical,) by which the Son is

referred up to the Father as his Head, and not vice versa.

As to the Son's acting a ministerial part, that indeed is

purely economical ; and there was no impossibility, in the

nature of the thing, but the Father himself might have

done the same : but it was more congruous that he who

is first in order should be first in office too: and had it

been otherwise, it would have been inverting the order of

the Persons; which, I think, is reason sufficient against

it. To which purpose Bp. Pearson very justly observes:

“Upon this preeminence, (of the Father,) as I conceive,

“may safely be grounded the congruity of the divine

“mission. We often read that Christ was sent, from

“whence he bears the name of an apostle himself, as

“well as those whom he therefore named so; because as

“the Father sent him, so sent he them. The Holy Ghost

“is also said to be sent, sometimes by the Father, some

“times by the Son: but we never read that the Father

“was sent at all; there being an authority in that name

“which seems inconsistent with this missionn.” All this

is very right in the Bishop's sense of authority; not in

yours, as signifying power and dominion over a subject;

which is neither excellent nor true divinity, but false and

blasphemous.

You proceed to consider my argument for one and the

same strict sense of the word God, drawn from John i. 1.

which argument the reader may see briefly summed up in

my first Sermon, vol. ii. p. 21. -

* Pearson on the Creed, p. 36.
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I argued, as is usual°, from the word God occurring

twice in the same verse, without the least hint of any

different sense. You pretend, on the contrary, that “for

“that very reason it must bear a different sense, because

“it is used in the very same sentence by way of contra

“distinction,” p. 183. By what kind of logic you draw

this strange inference, I see not. Suppose it were said,

Seth was with the man, (i. e. Adam,) and Seth was man;

doth it follow that the word man carries two senses Or

God the Father was with the Spirit, (meaning the Holy

Ghost,) and the Father was Spirit; does it follow that

the word Spirit bears two senses? Would it not be rather

manifest in both cases, that the words so repeated, and so

near one another, are interpretative of each other? “The

“Son,” you say, “is styled God the Word, or Messenger;”

which is more than you know. See my Sermons as to

the meaning of the name WordP. But suppose him so

styled by way of prolepsis, (being here considered ante

cedently to the creation,) as one that was to be sent to

create the world, and to reveal the Father to mankind;

how is this at all repugnant to the doctrine of his being

the one God supreme * I have so often answered this pre

tence, that I am afraid of nauseating the reader with re

petition. You say, “he is distinguished from him who

“of his own original supreme authority sends the mes

“sage.” Very true; he is distinguished from the Person

of the Father, who has his authority from none: and yet

the Son having the same supreme authority (if you mean

power and dominion) from the Father, is one God supreme

• Si-evangelista Deum alium majorem et supremum hic indicat, alium

vero minorem et longe inaequalem; incogitanter admodum Johannes, ut ait

plerumque Athanasius, res adeo disparatas, sine ulla distinctione, uno eo

demque vocabulo utramque copulans, significavit: et Verbum, ait, erat apud

Deum, et Deus erat Perbum. Nam quis non voci Deus conjunctim repe

titae eandem utrobique significationem statim aptaverit? Quis eandem vocem,

bis eodem loco enuntiatam tam disparata significare putaverit? Montfaucon,

Prelim. Dissert, in Euseb. Comment, in Psalm. p. 21.

P Sermon i. vol. ii. p. 3, &c.
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with him. He is distinguished, you say, from the “first

“Cause, of whom are all things,” because “through him”

are all things. He is distinguished in Person, and in the

manner, or order of operating; but not as one cause from

another cause: for as all things are of one, and by the

other, both together are one Cause of all things q; their

operations undivided, their nature, power, perfections,

and glory one.

I had argued, that the Son was God before the creation.

You say (p. 183.) this infers not supremacy. Yes it does:

he was before all creatures, therefore no creature, therefore

no precarious being, therefore necessarily existing, there

fore equal in nature and Godhead with the Father; there

fore God, supreme as well as the Father. The link is

never the worse for its length, if it be but well con

nected.

I had said, that the Son could not be called God, in

the sense of dominion, John i. 1. because he is there con

sidered antecedently to the creation, and before any do

minion commenced. This, I think, is self-evident. But

you have a mind to dispute the point. Your argument

is, that God was merciful, good, and just, before the crea

tion, therefore also he was possessed of dominion, p. 183,

184. -

That is to say, he was disposed to acts of goodness,

mercy, and justice, and likewise to have dominion in his

own appointed time; therefore he had dominion before he

had it. Does not every body know, that dominus and

servus, master and servant, are relatives, as much as father

and son, husband and wife, and always suppose and imply

each other, commence and fall together? Tertullian there

fore was very right and accurate in his distinction about

God and Lord'; that the Father was always God, God

* See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 32, &c. 46, 62, 65.

r Dei nomen dicimus semper fuisse apnd semetipsum et in semetipso, Do

minum vero non semper. Diversa enim utriusque conditio. Deus substantiae

ipsius nomen, id est, divinitatis; Dominus vero non substantiae, sed potesta

tis: substantiam semper fuisse cum suo nomine, quod est Deus; postea
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denoting nature, substance, and perfections; but became

Lord in time, as soon as the creation commenced; Lord

expressing his relation to his creatures. To proceed:

I had argued for Christ's real and supreme divinity,

from his part in the creation, according to John i. Here

you have only the same thing over again, about the dis

tinction of of whom and by whom ; which is nothing to

the purpose.

I allow, that the Father is primarily Creator, and Son

secondarily, or subordinately; and both one Creator. There

is a difference of order, or manner, which yet makes no

difference of power or Godhead: so that this is mere

trifling, unless you could prove that the Unity of Godhead

is not consistent with the distinction of Persons, order, or

offices; which you have not done. I dispute not whether

813 may express the primary efficient cause; it expresses

as much efficiency as ūrā or #x, which is all I am con

cerned for: and as to the different order or manner of the

two Persons concurring in the same thing, it neither

makes them two Causes, nor two Creators, nor two Gods;

nor is it any argument against the Son’s being Cause,

Creator, or God, in the same high and full sense of those

words as the Father.

You have something to say to two instances given,

(Rom. xi. 36. Heb. ii. Io.) where 812 is applied to the

Father. You interpret the texts of his providential care:

not that things are created, but preserved, through him.

Allowing you this construction, (which is perfectly pre

carious,) yet you have only seemed to say something, as

usual, when, upon the matter, you have really said no

thing. For if 813 may be applied even to the Father,

who, with you, is the original efficient Cause of the pre

servation of all things, and whose is the original govern- .

ing Providence, (a work and business not less consider

able than the work of creation;) what can you infer

Dominus, accedentis scilicet rei mentio. Nam ex quo esse caeperunt in quae

potestas Domini ageret, exillo, per accessionem potestatis, et factus et dictus

est Dominus. Tertull. contr. Hermog. cap. 3. .
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merely from 21& being applied to God the Son? He might,

notwithstanding what you have here said, be efficient, and

even originally too, either in creation or conservation; for

they are near akin to each other: and so conservation has

been sometimes styled continued creation, being a con

tinuance of the same power. Might you not therefore

have been content with my granting you more than you

can fairly prove from the bare force of 813, instead of la

bouring a needless point; where, at last, you can make

nothing out? I have allowed you (which I may now call

a courtesy) a priority of order: make your advantage of

it. You say it is in words; that is, because you make a

difference in order to be no difference in order; and con

found coordination with coequality. I desire no greater

advantage over an adversary than to see him reduced to

self-contradiction and plain defiance to common sense, only

to keep up an hypothesis. I admit a difference of order,

not of nature: but that word nature is so very obscure

and metaphysical; I would say, that distinction is so plain

and obvious, carrying in it so entire a confutation of all

you have been saying, or doing, that you cannot endure

the least mention of it. You have thought it material to

observe, (p. 186.) that things are said to have been created

for the pleasure of God the Father, (Rev. iv. 10, 11.)

which is no where said of the Son. To which I answer,

nor twice of the Father. However, nobody can doubt

but the world was created for the Son’s pleasure as well

as the Father's; and to me it seems that the expression

of St. Paul (“All things were created by him, and for

“him”) is as strong and significative as the other. I

am the more confirmed in it, because I observe that you

translate, or construe, si; arov rà arávra in Rom. xi. 36.

(the very same phrase here used in Coloss. i. 15.) “To

“his glory they all terminate,” (p. 185.) which is as

much as terminating in his pleasure".

We are now to hold a debate about 6 Qs, which is

* See my Sermous, vol. ii. p. 36.



I74 : A SECOND DEFENCE QU. 111.

very needless in the main, because I had really admitted

(to shorten our dispute) more than you could prove, either

from Scripture or antiquity. I had allowed 5 Osog to be

the ordinary title of God the Father, and rightly reserved

to him, in most cases, as his distinguishing personal

character', in the sense of airóSsog. Yet I very well

know that this is more than you can prove from the Fa

thers, except from Origen; and that not from his latest

and best writings. Might you not then have thought it

sufficient to build upon my concessions, rather than to

make your cause appear the weaker, by endeavouring to

give it more strength than belongs to it? It is demonstra

tion, that the Fathers in general made no account of the

distinction between Qs?; and 5 Q=0, in our present case;

because of their applying a multitude of texts to Christ,

where there is Qs, as before shown. Your pretence

of his being considered as representative only, has been

fully answered above: besides that you are fluctuating

and inconsistent in your accounts of that matter; some

times allowing Christ to be what he is there styled (viz.

* @sh;) in his own Person; and again retracting it, by

supposing the title to belong only to the other Person,

whom he represented. In short, you seem not to know

what to determine, or where to fix; so various and un

constant a thing is error. It being certain that the Fa

thers, in general, so interpreted Scripture as to make no

account of your distinction; it will be of less weight if

they appear to make more of it in their own writings:

for why should they fix a rule to themselves which Scrip

ture (by their own account) had not observed, but the

direct contrary ? Indeed, you have two writers, before

the Nicene Council, to produce for it, Clemens and Ori

gen: as to Clemens, how little he made of the distinc

tion, as to our present question, may be observed from

his manner of styling the Father and Son together 5 Qed,

as hath been noted above. Besides this, I took notice

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 50.



QU. III. OF SOME QUERIES. I75

that he often gives the Son, singly, the title of 5 Osó; :

and I referred to the places": you have something to say

to every one of them, to show how resolute you can be

in defending any thing you have once pretended to lay a

stress upon. To the first passage”, you say it is only an

allusion to Psal. xxxiv. 8. And what then? Is it ever the

less true, that 6 Qsh; is there applied to Christ? To the

second passage y you say, the A6%, is spoken of, as per

sonating the Father. Not a word does Clemens say of

personating, but of the Son’s being the face of the Father2:

so that in seeing one, both were, in a manner, seen; one

being the perfect resemblance of the other, and represent

ing him, (not in your low sense of personating,) but ex

hibiting him, as in a lively mirror, by exhibiting himself.

Besides, that it is plain from Clemens, that the same

Person who was to be man, was 5 Geóg. Was this the

Father, think you, or the Son? To the third passagea,

you say, that the Qs, “is not the A670s, but a sanctified

“Christian.” But your better retreat is to the various

lection; not only because your construction is at least

dubious, but because if it were certain, it were still an

instance of 6 @s); applied by Clemens contrary to your

criticism. To the fourth and fifth passages", you reply,

that “row Qsby and rift Osij may be understood of the Fa

“ther.” To which I need only say, they cannot without

straining, and making the construction forced and unna

tural. To the sixth c, you say, “the limitations added

“are strongly against me.” That is only a fancy of your

own: but was not the question, whether Qs?, was ap

- * Clemens Alex. p. 72, 132,251, 273, 436, 832.

**I*T* 3rl Xels's 5 eság. Clem. p. 72. -

y "Era 2 & &vováuares à, es's 5 Küelos an?íra yayi'naivos & Searos. Clem.

p. 132.

* IIeówarov 2, r3 ess 5 x 6yds, & parić ral à ess, & yyagés rai. rārs & 'Iseas.

iraviaasai, 3rs #21 row Stow, row wielow £rós is is 5 es's, 5 A670s, &c. Clem.

Ibid.

* Clem. Alex. p. 25l. * Ibid. p. 273, 436.

* "Ayvala y&e 8x ārrara, rg ess, ri; we waraćaxis zózews www.36As ysvagiva

*g warpás. Clem. p. 832.
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plied to Christ by Clemens? An ingenuous man would

either have confessed plain fact, or have said nothing.

None of the passages, you say, “give to the Son the title

“(5 Osh;) in the absolute and unlimited construction.”

And might you not have had this reserve, if I had pro

duced a thousand passages with & G)=% applied to Christ '

I do not expect you should grant them to be understood

in the unlimited construction: you have resolved against

it: and if there were as many instances in Scripture as in

the Fathers, you might still have some pretence against

an unlimited construction. In the mean while, what be

comes of your criticisms upon 5 Ochs, if we are to judge

from other rules, whether it is to be understood with

limitation, or otherwise ? Doth it not appear, even from

yourself, that the insisting on the article is very trifling?

I had likewise produced Clemens for styling the Son,

& aravroxpárap d. Here you tell me it is not in an absolute

construction. And what if it is not ? The instance is suf

ficient to show that Christ is true God, upon Clemens's

principles, because he is 5 wavroxpárape, for Clemens makes

no distinction about absolute construction. But neither

can you prove that Clemens does not use the words rhy

wavroxpáropa, in the passage cited, in an absolute construc

tion, (if one can know what you mean by absolute,) nor

if you could, would it at all change the sense of the word

wavroxpárap, or make it signify any thing less than when

applied ever so absolutely. Clemens reasons from it in

the same manner as he would have done from the same

word, or title, understood in the fullest and highest sense

that wavroxgårap, or Almighty, can come up to. It is to

little purpose for you to show that Clemens sometimes

styles the Father uávo, 5 wavroxgårap. It is not Clemens's

way to use the exclusive terms, in such instances, in any

opposition to God the Son, but quite the contrary; as

* 'Avayash; yae i ri" was rexe4vega Siè, Aáys, ixes, & #31,8s &, xešćal, &ree:

wors. Clem. p. 277.

"ol yèe Sri &rAst weeviñri, i ră ră ăeşps wearášu ri, warrazed rees 2nx4

was. Clem. p. 548.
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hath been observed above. As to Origen, you will be

able to make no more of the place cited than this; that

as the Adyog excels all other his inferiors, so also the A6%;

is excelled by the Father; not in the same degree, but in

a certain sense, as the Father is airóSso, God from none,

the Son God by partaking of the Father’s Godhead.

However, if Origen or his interpolators have any where

in these comments dropped any unwary expressions; you

will remember that they are of no moment any farther

than they are consistent with Origen's certain, well

weighed doctrine, in his treatise against Celsus.

As to Eusebius, your last authority for the distinction

between Qsh; and 6 @sog, (whatever his principles were,)

all the use he makes of the distinction is only to prove

against Marcellus, that the Son was not the Father. For

he perpetually charges Marcellus with Sabellianism; as

making the Son to be the Father, and vice versa. His

words, literally and justly rendered, (not as you render

them,) run thus : “The Evangelist could have said, the

“Word was 6 Q=0s, with the addition of the article, had

“he thought the Father and Son to be one and the same

“thing, and that the Word himself was the God over

“alls.” The sense of this passage will entirely depend

upon a right consideration of what it was that Eusebius

charged Marcellus with; or how he understood Marcellus

to affirm the Father and Son to be the same thing, or

same God.

Now this will easily appear from divers places in Euse

bius's treatise against him. He charges Marcellus with

making the Word a mere notional thing, fleeting and

vanishing, like a human word, nothing living and subsist

ingh. He charges him with taking it in a Jewish sense,

- - - * * * *

f Aszríay yāé abro's 3r. rārt Air abráSto; 5 Seás is: arzy 3 rd raga rā al

réSaos as rox# rās ixtive Saárnros Saoxotóusway, six 3 Stås, &xxx 9s's zwéla régow

ây Aiyouro. Orig. in Joh. p. 46, 47. Wid. Huetii not. p. 93, 94.

g Auvéuivas yā, sirsi, wał & Søs i, j Aáyos, patră răs ro5 &49es weavşâgns,

t? Ye #, 22 ravrov hysive row raríez that xa ray viár abrov 7: #2: Tov A379 rev

ir révray Seáv. Euseb, contr. Marc. p. 127.

* Euseb. p. 4, 19. p. 5.
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and making no more than a nominal difference between

the Father and his Wordi: one Essence and one Hypostasis

too, in the way of Sabellius. He charges him with taking

away the very existence as well as Hypostasis of the Son;

with making one Hypostasis with three names", having

no more than a nominal, not a real distinction. Hence it

is plain what Eusebius, in the passage above cited, meant

by $, $ tavrov, one and the same thing; as also by making

the A6%; to be roy in wévray Osby, the God over all. It

was making Father and Son one Person, as we now term

it; and so confounding both in one, as to take away all

real distinction. You have therefore no reason to think I

had partially represented Eusebius, when I said, (Defence,

vol. i. p. 49.) that he made no farther use of the observa

tion about the article, than to prove against Marcellus,

that the A6 yog is a distinct real Person, and not the Father

himself. It is you that have partially represented Euse

bius, either to serve your hypothesis, or for want of con

sidering the drift and scope of Eusebius's treatise, and in

what sense he uses his terms.

What then is the result of your inquiries about the

distinction between Qs); with the article and without it?

1. You have not been able to prove that the Ante-Nicene

writers in general took any notice at all of it: two only

are found, Clemens and Origen. The former never applies

it at all to the text of St. John, nor makes any use of it

to show the preeminence of the Father above the Son:

so far from it, that he gives the title of 5 Qs, indifferently

to Father, or Son, or to both together, according as occa

sion offers. The latter has indeed, in an unaccurate work,

or perhaps corrupted, mentioned the distinction, and ap

plied it to prove some preeminence of the Father as being

God of himself, or unbegotten. But in his later and more

certainly genuine works, he has nothing of this kind, but

resolves the Unity in a very different way from what he

had done in his Commentaries; answering the objection of

Euseb. p. 33, 35, 36. k Ibid. p. 167, 175.
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Ditheism upon quite another foot. 2. You have not been

able to show that the Fathers ever imagined the Scripture

style to be at all conformable to that distinction : nay, the

contrary is evident from their citing a multitude of texts

of the Old Testament, and applying them to Christ as

therein denoted by the title of 5 Osós. 3. You have not

been able to show, that the Fathers ever invariably or

carefully followed any such rule in their own style, (though

you confidently affirm they did, p. 188.) For, besides

what hath been shown from Clemens, examples may be

given to the contrary out of the other ancient writers'.

4. If it could have been proved that this distinction had

been ever so constantly observed; yet no certain conse

quence in favour of your principles could be drawn from

it: nothing but what (for the sake of shortening a dis

pute) I would have admitted, without your producing

any ancient writer for it; namely this, that the Father is

emphatically 5 Osos, as first Person, though the Son be

Qs); in the same sense: almost in like manner as the

Holy Ghost is emphatically to ovsöua, though the Father

or Son be wrvsöux in as strict and proper a sense of a vsöux

as the other.

You at length bring me a quotation from Theodorus

Abucara, a very orthodox man of the ninth century, allow

ing that in Scripture style 5 Os); is a title appropriate to

the Father. This is more than the ancients would have

allowed; except the observation be confined to the New

Testament. However, you may perceive that, in the

judgment of very orthodox men, our cause is in no danger

from this famed distinction m: they knew the difference

Irenaeus, p. 211, 215, 271. ed. Bened. Hippolytus, vol. i. p. 267. ii. p. 15,

20. Melito, cit, a Grab. Not. in Bull. p. 86. Origenes contr. Cels. p. 85,

162.

* Petavius, where he cites the passage you mention, cites also another of

the same author; which deserved your notice.

esås 3 #aieira's Aiyiral, irst, 5 #vars, ārol &várrváis *al âvazepaxaíazis ris

•reux}os i IIa rāg is ty, &s £rsy % Sãox4%as. Petav. Trin, lib. iv. cap. 15. p. 262.

“He is emphatically styled God, because the Father is the Union, or

N 2.
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between allowing 5 Os?, to be an appropriate title, and

making the sense of Os?, depend upon an article.

As to John i. 1. where the want of the article before

Osh; is made an objection against us, it should be con

sidered that the expression, Q=0, y 5 ×70s, is just what it

should be on our principles. The want of the article de

termines @sh; to be the predicate, ascertains the construc

tion against the Sabellians, and is the very expression

which any accurate Greek writer would choose, rather

than the other, to signify what we understand by it.

Having done with criticisms, you return to your logical

subtleties. I had admitted a priority of order, yet deny

ing the Son to be God in a subordinate sense: upon which

you remark, “then he is God in a coordinate sense; and

“what becomes of the priority of order?”

To which I answer, that though he be God in a coor

dinate, or rather the same sense of the word God, yet he

is God in a subordinate manner, as being God of God:

and now what becomes of the subordinate sense of the

word God P

You pretend, that subordinate has necessarily a relation

to government: which I deny. And if you could prove

it, (as you cannot,) all that would follow is, that God the

Son is not subordinate. And then, instead of saying that

he is subordinate, we would only say that he is a Son, or

that he is of the Father; changing the phrase, but still

retaining the doctrine under other terms. But it is ridi

culous to assert, that a difference of order does not make

a subordination, or an equality of order a coordination.

To my instance of Adam and Seth, you say, that “to

“Adam, considered as a governor, Seth was subordinate.”

Yes, and sulject too. But to Adam, considered merely

as a Father, he was only subordinate, and not subject.

You add, that “man being the abstract name of a

“species, all men are equally men.” In like manner,

“folding up, or recapitulation of the Trinity; as (Gregory) the divine has

** observed.”
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God being a name for as many Persons as have the divine

nature, every Person having that nature is equally God.

You go on: “Among men a son does not derive his being

“from his father—but God, when he is styled Father,

“must always be understood to be airix, a true and proper

“cause, really and efficiently giving life.” This is the

philosophy of Dr. Clarke": and it is to intimate, that

though every son of man has the “nature of man,” and

is equal in nature to his Father; yet the “Son of God”

must not have the “nature of God,” nor be in nature

equal to the Father. Excellent doctrine ! And yet you

are affronted to be called Arians. The answer is, that

God the Father is not the cause of his Son, in Dr. Clarke’s

sense; who admits no necessary causes. Neither can the

Doctor prove, either from Scripture or Fathers, that ever

the Son was so caused by a voluntary act, or choice. In

the old sense of cause, as the sun is the cause of light, the

root of its branches, the fountain of streams, and the like,

the Father was ever believed to be the cause of his Son,

and no otherwise.

What you hint from Novatian about power, means only

paternal authority, and priority of order on that account.

You conclude with saying, that I might have argued that

“the Son is included in the one unbegotten God.” But

I do not find Scripture speaking any thing of the one

unlegatten God. It mentions the one God, and excludes

all other Gods; wherefore the Son being included, is not

another God, but the same God. And though I like not

the expression of “the unbegotten God, and the begotten

“God,” because it comes too near the language of Di

theism, (which you are every where inculcating,) yet I

shall make no scruple of saying, that the Father, God

unbegotten, and the Son, God begotten, are both one

Godo. -

* Clarke's Script. Doct. p. 239,273. ed. 2d.

• See my Answer to Dr. Whitby, vol. ii. p. 218, &c.

N 3
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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 Isa. xlii. 8. xlviii. 11. where he de

clares he will not give his glory to another?

IN defence of this Query, I charged you with Ditheism,

as professing one Author and Governor to be a God, and

another Author and Governor to be a God likewise: not

the same God with the other, but another, consequently

two Gods; which is undeniably evident in your scheme.

You say, in answer, that my “defence of this and of

“the following Query is in reality (without intending it)

“an attempt to expose and render ridiculous the express

“ doctrine of St. John and St. Paul, and to make it appear

“inconsistent with the Old Testament,” p. 195.

The reader, I doubt not, will be surprised at this high

flight of extravagance. Hitherto I thought I had to do

with a sober man, however mistaken in many things. But

you are now giving yourself liberties of such a kind, as

can scarce be thought consistent with that character.

What I expected of you was, that you should clear your

hypothesis of the charge of “two Gods;” every man

taking it for granted, that neither St. John nor St. Paul,

neither Scripture nor antiquity, ever taught two Gods. But

the charge being so full and plain, that you can no way

evade it, you are resolved, it seems, to carry it off with

an air of assurance, and to charge even St. John and St.

Paul with the same. You do well to put your authorities

very high and strong; because, I remember, Justin Mar

tyr and Irenaeus have said, that they could not have be

lieved even our Lord himself, had he preached up another

God beside the Maker of all things. However, if you are

able to make your point good from Scripture, I shall

think it sufficient. And suffer me once more to dispute
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*

it with you; not to expose or render ridiculous St. John

or St. Paul, (God forbid!) but men of a much lower

class; who, when their cause is most desperate, are used

to put on the greatest confidence for a blind to the readers.

Let us hear what you have to say: and do not tell me

that I am “not arguing against Dr. Clarke and you, but

“against plain Scripture;” as if Scripture were plain for

two Gods.

You begin with your old pretence, that the texts of

Isaiah are all “expressly personal.” Be it so; so also

are many expressions in Scripture and antiquity, indeed

in all writers; where yet the exclusive terms exclude those

persons only whom they were intended in opposition to.

It is a rule of language common to all kinds of authors;

whereas your rigorous interpretation of the exclusive terms

has nothing in the nature of the thing, or in custom of

speech, to support it. You can scarce dip into any writer,

but you find exceptions against it.

You endeavour farther to shift off the charge of Di

theism, by retorting it upon me. But how wide a diffe

rence is there in the two cases ! As I maintain that the

Son is not another God, nor both two Gods, so I consist

ently teach that both are one God: you maintain, that

God can be a name for no more than “one Person,” that

each of the Persons is “a God,” and that they are not

together “one God.” What is this but saying directly

that they are two Gods * I may mistake in my hypothesis,

(which yet has not been shown,) but you are plainly

self-condemned. You have recourse to St. Paul, (p. 197.)

who favours your notions as little as I do. You ask,

whether he “was a teacher of Polytheism?” I verily

think not : and if your doctrine stands as clear as St.

Paul’s, all will be well with you. But do not father your

conceits upon the blessed Apostle. He directs us, you

say, “to the one true God, of whom are all things.” Yes,

he tells us that the “Father, of whom are all things,”

is the “one God,” in opposition to false ones, to nominal

gods and lords: and it is plain, that he meant it not in

N 4
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opposition to God the Son, because he reckons him “God

“ to us,” (Rom. ix. 5.) which none of the nominal gods

are. Now, since the same St. Paul says that “there is

“no other God but one,” (1 Cor. viii. 4.) it is manifest

that though the Father be emphatically styled one God,

yet he and the Son together are not two Gods, but one

God P.

You ask, whether when St. Paul tells us that “God

“our Saviour saved us—through Jesus Christ our

“Saviour,” he does thereby preach two Saviours ? (Tit.

iii. 4, 6.) Yes certainly, unless both be one Saviour.

Wherefore you by denying them to be one, make two

Saviours, as you do also two Gods. To your other ques

tion, I answer, that Jesus Christ is the same God and the

same Saviour, though not the same Person with him styled

“God our Saviour,” Tit. iv. You go on: “Did our

“Saviour himself introduce heathen Polytheism, when he

“ said, (Mark xii. 29.). The Lord our God is one Lord,

“ and yet immediately after mentions another Lord, ver.

“36?” But who has taught you to call that other, an

other Lord? This did not our Saviour: you are the Poly

theist, (and not he,) by your strained and false comments

upon his words.

- This is what you call producing express Scripture.

What you have farther, p. 198, about Bp. Pearson and

Bp. Bull, (who are both directly against you,) is marvel

lous; as also your account of antiquity, which has been

answered. Your pretence, that no ancient writer ever

argued against Polytheism, by alleging that Christ is the

“one supreme God,” or individually the “same God,”

is a shameful misreport, a manifest untruth; unless you

have some poor equivocation in the words. Tertullian,

Origen, Hippolytus, Lactantius, &c. as many as resolve

the Unity of Godhead into Unity of substance, (as the

ancients in general do,) are so many evidences of your

falsehood. For if Christ be one substance with the Fa

P See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 31, &c.
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ther, he is one God supreme, God being a name of sub

Stance.

Your telling me that I make “one substance,” but

never “one God,” is just as if you had said, I make one

God, but never make one God; or else it is a weak beg

ging the question. You pretend, the Unity of God is

secure by making one original Cause. Right; if you

take in God the Father and God the Son into the one

Godhead : otherwise, by excluding one of your Gods, you

make a supreme God and an inferior God, after the way

of Pagan Polytheists; and so Ditheism is unavoidable. I

asked, where the sacred writers ever limited the sense of

the texts relating to the Unity by the word supreme *

Where do they say there is but one supreme God, instead

of one God P You have not one text to produce out of the

laws against idolatry: a plain sign that Scripture went

upon quite other principles than yours. And the reason

of it is evident, because the design was to intimate that

no other God but the God of Israel was to be ad

mitted.

To have made him supreme God only, would have left

room for any inferior deities to be taken in with him.

The place of the Psalms (Ps. xlvii. 2.) declaring God to

be klusos, or most high, reacheth not the point; unless it

had been said, you shall have none other most high God but

him, to leave room for louver deities. There is a great

deal of difference between saying, there is one most high

God, and there is one God who is most high: as much as

between saying, there is one supreme King of Great Bri

tain, and there is one King of Great Britain who is supreme.

Your instance is the more unfortunately chosen, because

the very Person there styled 6-pisog, most high, is by some

of the ancients (Justin Martyr particularly) understood

to be God the Son; which I infer from their interpreting

verse the 5th, &c. of him. Your other instances are as

little to your purpose: but it is pretty remarkable, that

while you are confidently glorying of nothing less than

plain and express Scripture, you are talking in a style
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unknown to Scripture, but very well known to the Pagans,

that there is one only supreme God; intimating that there

are inferior Gods, or one God at least, besides him. As

to your several what-think-you's, p. 200. I refer you to

my Sermons".

You tell me, that 6 @so, in Scripture, &c. signifies the

supreme God. Does it so? Then according to all an

tiquity, applying & Osh; to Christ in their citations of the

Old Testament, Christ is the supreme God. But I beg

leave to say, that it signifies only God; and there is no

need of saying supreme God, when there is no reference to

an inferior God: and therefore Scripture, and generally

antiquity, say nothing of a supreme God, because they

acknowledged no inferior God; to which such expres

sions have a tacit reference. It was from the Pagans that

such language was at first borrowed, and used at length

by some Christian writers, (as Arnobius and Lactantius,)

though by them very rarely; and with such cautions as

might be sufficient to prevent misconstruction.

As St. Paul was willing to adopt the name of unknown

God, in compliance with the Pagan phrase, to lead them

into a belief of the God of the Christians: so some of the

Fathers were inclinable to take the name of a páros Qs,

or princeps Deus, and to apply it, in a Christian sense, to

draw the Pagans insensibly to the worship of the true

God, under such a name as they had given to a false one.

Otherwise this kind of phrases is not properly Christian,

nor to be used by Christians.

It is one thing to say God is supreme, is wavroxpárop, is

over all, or the like; and quite another to say, there is

one supreme God; which, in propriety of speech, implies

that he has another God under him. We say of the King,

that he is supreme in his dominions; but who ever talks

of the supreme King of Great Britain, as if there were

any other king of Great Britain? Supreme moderator and

governor, we say, because there are subordinate modera

* Sermon vii. vol. ii. p. 168.
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tors and governors. You do well to quote Nebuchadnezzar

for the phrase of “God of Gods,” Dan. ii. 47. It was a

very proper expression for an idolatrous king to use; and

was well suited to a Pagan hypothesis. And if the like

phrase occurs elsewhere', in the sacred writers, the intent

is not to signify that any inferior God was admitted under

the supreme, but that the God of Israel was far superior

to all the reputed gods of the nations.

Your comment upon Isa. xlii. 8. xlviii. 11. is very

extraordinary, that God will not give the glory of being

underived (that is all your comment amounts to) to any.

Certainly he will not do what he cannot. But was it

suitable to the divine Majesty to acquaint his people,

that he will not (with reverence be it spoken) do the

most staring contradiction and palpable absurdity? It is

evident that his glory is his worship, all religious worship,

(which might be taken from him, and placed upon false

gods) and he would not suffer it with impunity to be

transferred from him to other objects. As to your pre

tended “mediate” worship, it shall be considered here

after.

My saying that God has engrossed all divine honour

to himself, you call “a most presumptuous contradiction

“to the whole New Testament.” But as it is no great

presumption to dispute with men fallible as myself, about

the sense of the New Testament; so I hope the reader

will not take you to be in earnest, but will rather kindly

excuse a few passionate words, such as men are apt to

throw out in great extremities.

You appeal to John v. 22. to prove that God has given

honour and worship to Christ as “Son of man.” This

will be distinctly debated hereafter. At present, it is

enough to say, that Christ, rather than the Father, is to

execute judgment upon man, because he himself is man,

(which the Father is not,) and that so high and great an

office is an evident token of what he is, very God, as well

* Esdras v. 8. Nehem. viii. 6. Vid. Cleric, in loc.
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as very man; and therefore all men are to “honour him

“even as they honour the Father.” You have taken a

great deal of fruitless pains to show, that the particular

glories belonging to the Son, on account of his offices, are

distinct from the glories belonging to the Father. You

might, in the same way, have shown, that the particular

glories due to the Father under this or that consideration,

are distinct from the glories of the Father considered

under another capacity. For instance, the glory of the

Father considered as King, is one glory; as Judge, an

other glory; as God of the Jews one thing, as God of

Christians another, as God of angels another. And thus

you may multiply the worship of the Father into a thou

sand several worships, by as many distinct considerations.

But as all these several glories arise from the display of

his attributes of wisdom, justice, goodness, &c. and all

his attributes are founded in the excellency of his nature;

so all the particular worships are reduced to one, as being

an acknowledgment of that one divine nature, the root

and source of all. The same I say of God the Son: all

the particular glories belonging to him on account of his

offices, relative to us, are but partial considerations of his

attributes, of his goodness, mercy, wisdom, &c. which at

tributes have their root and foundation in the excellency

of his nature, which nature is the same with the Father's;

and thus all the particular glories, or worships, resolve

into one glory, or worship, paid to that nature which is

common to Father and Son. But of this I shall treat more

distinctly in the sequel.

To conclude this article, you have not been able to

clear yourself of the charge of believing and professing

two Gods: but after a great many big words, and only

words, about St. John, and St. Paul, and plain Scripture;

you appear to have been doing nothing else but pervert

ing Scripture, and depraving Christianity, and teaching

us a new language, as well as a new faith, in asserting a

supreme God and an inferior God, instead of one God.
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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 his Father's govern

ment, 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

consistent with Scripture or with himself? But if the

Son be truly God, there are two Gods upon the Doctor’s

hypothesis, as plainly as that one and one are two: and

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

Jull and clear against the Doctor’s notion.

YOU go on here in the same confident way, (your con

fidence always rising as your arguments fall,) telling me

that I “condemn Scripture for giving the Son the title of

“God:” because, forsooth, I condemn you for giving

him the title, and denying him the thing; while Scripture

allows him both. You have nothing to reply, but that

there is “one first Cause,” &c. and therefore but “one

“God.” If a man were to admit this, you would still

never be able to come at the conclusion you intend. For

suppose the Father were allowed to be one God, as the

first Cause, but God the Son God notwithstanding, as

necessarily existing; this hypothesis is every whit as de

fensible as yours, or more so: only it is liable to the

charge of Ditheism, as yours also is; and the like solu

tions would serve equally for either. This I hint, that

you may not imagine yourself ever able to gain your

point in that way of reasoning. But I proceed in my

charge of Ditheism upon your scheme. You own the

Son to be a God, though not included in the one God;

therefore you make two Gods. You have no hopes of

evading the charge yourself: but you think it may be

some relief to bring me in to share with you in it; and so
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you feebly endeavour to retort it. I will not transcribe

all you have trifled on this head : your argument, or

rather no argument, but calumny, is, that I make “two

“supreme Gods.” Show me how. You tell me they are

“two Gods,” (in my hypothesis,) though “undivided in

“substance.” But this is a miserable begging of the

main question, that two Persons cannot be one God:

whereas my charge of Ditheism upon you is founded

upon this plain maxim, as plain as that two and two are

four, that one God and another God are two Gods: or

that two Persons, each of which is a God, and not to

gether one God, are two Gods. Learn at length to submit

to a self-evident maxim, and either confess two Gods, or

throw out the Son from being God at all. You talk, in

your usual deceitful way, of the ancient Christians mak

ing the “origination in the divine Paternity to be the

“assertion of the Unity:” which is a thing directly and

fully to my purpose, and as directly contrary to yours.

For the ancients from this principle concluded that all the

three Persons are one God, (which Bishop Pearson ob

serves;) and you, in contradiction to the ancients, infer

from the same principle, that they are not “one God.”

Was there ever a more shameless abuse upon the igno

rant readers? I have recited the passage of Bishop Pear

son (which you refer to) once before, and shall now again

(if it be possible to make any impressions upon your

modesty) cite it to your shame, for thus imposing on

your readers.

“This origination in the divine Paternity hath anciently

“been looked upon as the assertion of the Unity: and

“therefore the Son and Holy Ghost have been believed

“to be but one God with the Father, because both from

“the Father, who is one, and so the Union of thems.”

This is a true account of the ancients, worthy of that

great man; while yours is so entirely false, that were it

not that you have the privilege of writing without a name,

* Pearson on the Creed, p. 40.
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one might think, that pure regard to your character might

deter you from these Fiberties.

How have you the assurance to represent my notion as

different from Bishop Pearson's, when every body that

has seen my books knows that Bishop Pearson's and

mine are exactly the same * Do not I every where assert

the Paternity, and resolve the Unity, as the Bishop with

all the ancients does, into Unity of substance and original?

All the three are one God, because two are referred up to

one Father, to whom they adhere, and from whom they

derive their substance, the same divine substance with his.

I had reduced you to this dilemma, either to assert two

Gods, or to make no God of the Son; which I called

ungodding him. Instead of an answer, you give me a

rebuke; as usual, when sore pressed. You pretend, that

you declare the Son to be God as much as Scripture does:

and so will any Socinian or Samosatenian say, while he

supposes him never to have existed before he was man.

By the same or the like argument you may make a God of

every angel, inasmuch as angels are called Gods in Scrip

ture. But while, notwithstanding, you deny the necessary

existence of an angel, and make his title nominal, who

sees not that you deny him to be God? And thus do you

with God the Son. The case is manifest: and an in

genuous man would rather give up so plain a point, than

expose himself by inventing little quibbles to make things

appear what they are not, and to keep up a show of be

lieving what he believes not.

But I am next to be charged as “ungodding the Son.”

Let us hear how : you have been hitherto very unhappy

in the way of retorting. I assert him to be God in as high

a sense as the Father. Well, how is this ungodding him?

Here you are silent. But I acknowledge him to be de

rived, sent to execute the Father’s orders, &c. Show me

then that either his being a Son, or being sent, is any way

inconsistent with equality of nature or Unity of Godhead:

here you are lost again. But you come trembling to tell

me, “I ungod the Father.” You ought to tremble at
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such false and unrighteous accusations. Well, how do I

do it? By asserting another independent, another supreme

Lord, &c. Wonderful; when my business is to maintain,

that he is not another independent supreme Lord, but the

same Lord. “I deprive him,” you say, “ of his original

“independent supremacy.” What! of his Paternity?

But I own him to be Father, and first considered in every

thing common both to the Son and him. You have made

nothing out in the way of retorting. Come we next to

Tertullian and Athenagoras; to see whether they agree

with you or me, in resolving the Unity. The criterion is

this: if they take Father and Son both into the one God,

they are mine; if they separate the Son from the Father,

making another God, or no God of him, then they are

yours. Tertullian, you say, founds the “Unity of God

“upon the supremacy of the Father alone, in the govern

“ment of the universe.” That is false; for Tertullian

makes all the three Persons of one authority, one state, one

substance, because one God. They are his very words

cited above". Neither are you able to prove any thing

contrary to it, out of all his Works. I referred you to a

passage of Tertullian, where he rejects the notion of an

inferior God as a Pagan dreamu: and to show how

consistent he is with himself, he makes the Son not an

inferior God, but the same God with the Father; and

he applies the general maxim to the particular case of

Father and Son*, as having the same divinity, same

power, &c. Your pretence of Tertullian's making the

* See above, p. 98.

* Neque enim proximi erimus opinionibus nationum, quae si quando co

guntur Deum confiteri, tamen et alios infra illum volunt. Divinitas autem

gradum non habet, utpote unica. Contr. Hermog. cap. 7. Deus non erit

dicendus, quia nec credendus nisi summum magnum. Nega Deum quem

dicis deteriorem. - Contr. Marc. lib. i. cap. 6.

* Tres autem non statused gradu, nec substantia sed forma, mec potestate

ised specie: Unius autem substantia, et unius status, et unius potestatis,

quia unus Deus. Contr. Prax. cap. 2.

Trinitas unius divinitatis, Pater, Filius, et Spiritus sanctus. De Pudic.

cap. 21. *
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Son subordinate, is meanly equivocating upon a word.

He makes him subordinate, as I also do, in order, or office,

not in dominion: and you are very sensible that while you

are pleading Tertullian's expressions in favour of yout

notions, you make him all over inconsistent, and contra

dictory to his own plain and avowed principles. You

might at this rate quote all the Post-Nicene Fathers, who

allow of a subordination as much as Tertullian. You run

out (p. 211.) upon the history of his dispute with Mar

cion, as if that were any secret. After a great many

words, you have nothing to elude his testimony against

an inferior God, but a precarious fiction, or conjecture,

'that he would not have owned the Son to be summum

JMagnum, the supreme Being; though he plainly does own

it in making his substance the same with the Father’s,

and ascribing the same divinity, power, and quality (unius

status) to him. Your cavils about derivatio and portio

have been considered above, (p. 96.) But you lay great

stress upon Tertullian's supposing the summum Magnum,

'the supreme Being, to be unbegotten, which you think

must exclude the Son. But, under favour, it is never

Tertullian’s way to exclude the Son. Father and Son

together, upon his principles, were the one unbegotten

eternal substance, till the generation of the Son: and then

the Son was begotten, the Father unbegotten, and both

still the same substance as before, under a different economy.

You would insinuate, as if the Son was (according to

Tertullian) begotten into a Person, just before the creation,

by the good pleasure of the Father. I refer the reader to

Bp. Bull, for a confutation of this weak and groundless

charge. I may however take notice of it, as a thing very

particular, that, till you have made the ancients the most

stupid men that ever lived, you presume not to claim them

as advocates for your opinions. Is it a fair way of deal

ing with authors to strain and wrest their expressions to

a sense directly repugnant to their known and standing

principles? Could not you do the same by Athanasius

VOL. III. O
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himself, if you were so disposed, and claim all the Post

Nicene Fathers, as well as Ante-Nicene, by the help of

the like chicane! The question, you say, “is not whether

“Tertullian always speaks consistently:” and you “are

“not,” you say, “vindicating Tertullian's reasoning,”

but such “plainly is his notion.” In this way of talking,

I know not why you should not put in your claim to all

the orthodox men that ever wrote upon the Trinity. For,

as you think them all inconsistent, it is only taking those

principles which you may be able to strain to a sense

agreeable to your notions, and then you may claim their

countenance and authority; much in the same way as

Dr. Clarke has shown you, in respect of our Creeds and

Liturgy. The reader, I hope, sees, by this time, what

your boasts of antiquity amount to; little more than the

same game over again with the ancients, which the Doctor

had before practised with our Church’sforms.

You are next finding fault with my account of Tertul

lian, vol. i. p. 57, 58. of my Defence. The objection, I said,

as Tertullian resolved it, was, that the authority would

not be one. I thought my putting in the parenthesis (as

Tertullian resolves it) might have been hint sufficient to a

man of ordinary acumen. I knew what the objectors

meant by monarchia; and I knew also to what sense

Tertullian turned it in his answer: which, it seems, you

did not attend to. He tells you, from his knowledge of

Greek and Latin, that monarchia ought to signify singu

lare et unicum imperium, one singular government, or au

thority; and under this view he proceeds to answer

Praxeas's objection about monarchia. But you say this

instance of Tertullian may serve to show that Father and

Son are not “two Monarchs, but that the one Monarch

“must be he only in whom the authority is original.”

But then you will consider that hereby you make the

Son no Monarch : and so, instead of making the Father

and the Son one God, (which this example was intended

to illustrate,) you make the Son no God at all; or else
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you make a supreme God and an inferior God, that is,

two Gods, which you pretend to disown. Nor can you

ever come off from so evident a dilemma.

I say then, that Tertullian’s similitude, though it an

swered his purpose, does not at all serve yours. And

therefore I observed to you, that Tertullian resolved the

Unity of God, not into the Father's being sole Monarch,

which would have been giving up the divinity of God the

Son, but into Unity of power, substance, Godhead, common

to both; taking both into the one Godhead, and one God.

Had you done so too, you had done wisely, and might

then have claimed some countenance from antiquity;

which your novel scheme is directly opposite to.

“ Unity of substance,” you say, “can never make two

“equally supreme Monarchs one God.” But it may make

two Persons, considered as equally supreme over all, to

be but one Monarch, and one God; and that is as well.

I had said of Athenagoras, that he resolves the Unity

of Godhead into Unity of substance and original. “As

“if,” say you, “Unity of substance and Unity of original

“were the same thing.” I do not say they are precisely

the same; for then I need not have mentioned both. But

this I say, that no Unity of substance, unless the original

was one, so as to make the substance, as it were, of the

same stock, would be sufficient upon the principles of the

ancients. - .

I very well knew what I was talking about. Two

unoriginate divine Persons, however otherwise inseparable,

would be two Gods, according to the ancients. But if

one be not only consubstantial, but also of the other, and

referred up to him as a head or fountain, two such Per

sons were believed to be one God. This was the Catho

lic method, not of making the Father singly, but Father

and Son, one God; which was their pious care and truly

Christian concern, and which they expressed on all occa

sions against Jews, Pagans, and heretics.

Your observations on Athenagoras are answered above.

- O 2
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You have in this page (p. 216.) and the following one,

the shrewdest way of talking I have yet met with. You

have discovered, it seems, that my principles and yours

are the very same; and that we need not dispute longer.

Indeed, I was wondering at your dulness in not making

the discovery sooner. For I very well knew that you

could never bring over the ancients to your principles,

but you must at the same time take me also along with

them: and the very same arguments which you make

use of to draw them in as advocates to your cause, must

of course draw me in too, being inviolably attached to

them. You have therefore here done me justice, un

designedly. I am really on your side as much as ever

the ancients were: and you are very consistent in taking

me in with them. But the misfortune is, that the pretty

way you have of fetching any thing, or any man you

please, into a side, and forcing them into your service, is

become greatly contemptible; especially after the at

tempts made upon such men as Bishop Pearson and Bi

shop Bull, and upon our Creeds, Articles, and Liturgy.

You have carried the wile too far: and now every body

sees through it. . .

Butlet us hear, at length, how it is that I am brought

over to countenance your principles; and let the reader,

from this instance, make a judgment of the rest. You

proceed thus: “If the Unity of the Godhead is to be

“resolved into one head, root, fountain, and Father of all,

“the Son who is not the head, root, fountain, &c. cannot

“be himself that one supreme God which is the Father,

“head, root, and fountain of all.” Thus, after you have

swelled yourself up with assurance, and your reader with

expectation, you produce nothing but the silly sophism

about this and that; which I before (p. 53.) promised to

dismiss, wherever I should find it. . . * . . . .

My “own hands,” you tell me, “have entirely de

“stroyed my own scheme.” Happy for me, that I am

here to answer for myself; when with Bishop Pearson,



QU. v. OF SOME QUERIES. 197

Bishop Bull, and almost all the ancientsy, I am called in

to countenance such notions as I had not only detested,

but formally confuted. You tell me, “had I rested here,”

(that is, in asserting the Father to be head, root, &c.)

“the controversy had been at an end.” Now, if it may

contribute anything to end one of the idlest disputes, to

say no worse, that ever was begun amongst us, I beg

leave to assure you that I do rest there: and, by so doing,

I have at once taken from you, as I humbly conceive, all

your pretences both from Scripture and antiquity; leav

ing you nothing but your metaphysics to trust to; which,

after repeated experiments, you have found very unser

viceable, and lighter than vanity itself.

After you had taken notice of what I had granted, as

to the Father's being root, head, fountain, &c, you say,

“if this be true, as I have fully proved, &c.” and you

refer to what you had done above, adding some other

authorities in the margin. The reader here cannot but

observe how unaccountably you have spent your time

and pains in an elaborate proof of what I had readily

before granted. This is what commonly, and very justly,

goes under the name of impertinence; and is a method

almost peculiar to those who, having once espoused a

bad cause, have an after-game to play for their own re

putation, more than for the sake of the cause they are

entered into, to carry on the appearance of a dispute after

the dispute is really ended. What other account can be

given of your filling so many tedious pages with quota

y You scruple not, p. 218, to cite Athanasius, Hilary, and Gregory Na

zianzen, as making the Father the only God, as if they also intended to

exclude the Son from the one Godhead. Such as have ever looked into those

writers themselves, instead of taking up scraps at second-hand, cannot want

an answer to such weak pretences. I shall think it sufficient to refer you to

a few places of these three writers, to give you a just notion of their princi

ples upon this head: Athanasius, p. 556, 878. in Psal. p. 75. Hilarius, p. 836,

859. Gregor. Nazianz. Orat. xxxvi. p. 586. As to your pretence that you

“cannot find that any even of the Post-Nicenes of the 4th century said that

“the Son was equal in authority and in all perfections;” it is either a poor

quibble upon the word authority, or else betrays your great want of read.

1ng. - -
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tions from the ancients, really proving nothing but what

I had ingenuously admitted before, leaving it to you to

make all the advantage you possibly could of it?

The reader here may again plainly see, that your pre

tended arguments against me are not more against me

than against the ancients, by whose principles mine must

either stand or fall. And while you are charging me with

contradictions, the charge falls equally upon them; whose

faith I follow, and whose principles I here maintain. It

may be seen, with half an eye, that you deal with the

ancients just as you do with me. You pretend first to

split their notion into contradictory principles; and then

you take one part of the pretended contradiction and play

it against the other part; crying out, the ancients, the

ancients, all the way; with much the same justice as you

can, when you have a mind to it, cry out, the Creeds, the

Articles, the Liturgy, and what not.

You tell me, (p. 217.) of my “perpetual self-contra

“diction.” Now, if you are able to prove it, you will

do something; if not, you only betray your own want of

judgment or fairness, in making the charge. As to the

perfection you imagine in the Father as such, more than

in the Son, I deny any, except what is contained in a

mode of existing, or relation of order. You go on cavil

ling, in a childish manner, against Unity of substance,

individual, numerical, &c. which kind of cavils I abun

dantly answered again and again in my Defence, and

shall not repeat. Homogeneous substance and insepara

bility amounts with you to substances united. You should

have avoided this, because you hereby charge your friend

the Doctor with making the divine substance a heap of

substances united. If there cannot be substance and sub

stance without substances, the Doctor and you are in a

lamentable case, while you suppose the divine substance

to be extended: for you thereby suppose him compounded

of innumerable substances. Learn hereafter to have your

thoughts more about you, when you are charging contra

dictions.
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I had said in my Defence, vol. i. p. 59. that the Fathers

believed God to be a word denoting substance”, not do

minion only. You are unwilling to let this pass, not

withstanding that you have changed your mind in this

point of God’s denoting dominion only, since your last

time of writing. Now the word, you say, denotes the

Person “whose the substance is:” that is, the substance

whose the substance is; for Person denotes substance.

As to Seárms, which before signified, with you, “divine

“dominion,” it now signifies “divine dignity and au

“thority.” And it is pleasant to observe how you can

change the sense of a word, and yet give the very same

reason for the new sense, as before for the old one. We

were before told, that “Seárms, like &ySparrórms, and all

“other words of the like formation, always signifies di

“vine dominions.” Now “Ssórns, like &ySporórns, and

“all other words of the like formation, always signifies di

“vine dignity and authority.” That is to say, once upon

a time, it always signified an outward relation, expressed

by the word dominion; but now it always signifies some

intrinsic perfection, expressed by the word dignity. I

hope, the next time you write, it will always signify di

vine nature, like &v$gwrórns, (which signifies the human,)

and “all other words of like formation.” I gave many

plain examples of this signification, by references in the

margin of my Defenceb. One would think that you, in

your Reply, had a mind only to divert the reader. You

tell me, in the passage of Melito, Seárms is expressly op

posed to &v$gwrárms. I know it, and I chose it for that

very reason; because, as āySparórns there undoubtedly

signifies human nature, in concreto, so it determines the

* See Tertullian above, p. 172.

Kară răs rāv woxx<y 3%as pūria, tv3six rixás is rà rāz Sárnros Broua. Bas.

Ep. 80.

'O &y, & 5 Osos rās &zias iváuara. Greg. Waz. Orat. xxxvi. p. 586.

O5% iríča à #zia wagā Thy Sárnva, 25% iriex h Stárns raga rhy $viav. Epiph.

vol. ii. p. 11.

See Dr. Clarke's Replies, p. 283.

Defence, vol. i. p. 60,279.

O 4
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signification of Seárns to the divine nature. Besides that

your own notion of dignity (if you have any sense init)

falls in with mine of substance. For whatever expresses

intrinsic dignity (and not mere outward relation) expresses

the nature and substance, the seat and ground, of that

intrinsic dignity.

You pass over a page or two of my Defence, till you

find something to carp at: and it is my saying that the

Sabellian singularity consisted in making the Godhead

Movoxgóraros, one single Hypostasis. To which you reply,

that the “contrary is notoriously true, that the Sabellians

“supposed God to be uía rāgari; Torrgårwrog.” Now, of

all things, there is nothing more contemptible among men

of sense, than pedantry about words. Men of learning

know that the word agóaarov has been sometimes used to

signify only an appearance, or manifestation, or character:

in this sense, the Sabellian tenet is, that the Godhead is

pia rāgari: Teixpóa aros, one Hypostasis under three Persons,

that is, names, appearances, characters; the same being

either Father, or Son, or Holy Ghost, according to his

several manifestations, or different appearances. But then

the word *pdawrov has been likewise used to signify the

same with Hypostasis, a real Person c : in this sense the

Sabellian principle makes the Godhead wovorpóa wrog, or $v

wpázarov, one single Person". But I am weary of in

• It is thus used as early as Hippolytus, contr. Noët, cap. 7, 14. in

which sense also Tertullian frequently uses the Latin word Persona. Gre

gory Nazianzen makes it indifferent whether to say baroségus or wearazz,

provided the meaning be secured. Orat. xxxix. p. 630. By degrees the words

came to be indifferently used, one for the other, as Damascen has observed

to have been common with the Fathers. *

Xgh 23 yavazzav, &s of #ytol waríess brăsariv xz weózorov, xa, 3roway re züre

iz42.5ozv. r. 229 izure folozvrára's # 8aias & rvaésénzávay its 4-svov, & &etsu:

212p122, 22 riv riva 2nx20, aloy IIíregy, za IIzúxov. Damast. Dialect,

p. 46.

* Xopia, Aiyovris, juolay #yal Aiyer r; #1 r? #y Wuxi rāy wirzāvačva,

avvisativ?" zz} 31* rāra weázarov #y ararghs xx viol, &c. Basil. Homil. xxvii.

p. 602.

IIeázarov is many times used in this Homily to signify the same with

ty2raşaarus.

Obž
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structing you in such known things as you ought to have

been well versed in, before you engaged in this contro

versy. I excuse your telling me, that I “manifestly

“contradict all antiquity, by supposing a páramov and Hy

“postasis” (sometimes, for I never pretend they do always)

“to mean the same thing.” I charitably believe you

spoke it in your simplicity, not designing any misreport,

but for want of knowing better.

Upon inquiry into this matter, the truth appears to me

to lie thus. Upon the first broaching of the Praxean and

Noëtian heresy, which charged the Catholic doctrine with

Tritheism, the use of the terms substance and persons came

in: the Catholics pleaded, that they did not assert three

Gods, but three Persons only; meaning by Persons, real

Persons, as is plain of Hippolytus and Tertullian. Such

was the ancient Catholic sense of apórarov and Persona.

Afterwards came Sabellius, who, reviving the Praxean

and Noëtian doctrine, yet thought it prudent to adhere

to the Catholic terms of one substance, or one God, and

three Persons. But then he misinterpreted Person, under

standing it of a manifestation, or representation only, and

nothing real, or substantial.

Thus, after the manner of heretics, he kept to the

Church’s language, but depraved and corrupted the

Church’s sense. From this time one God and three Per

sons became an ambiguous phrase, capable either of a

Catholic or Sabellian sense. As to the truth of the fact,

I ground it chiefly upon what I have observed out of

Hippolytus and Tertullian; and that it does not appear

that either Praxeas or Noëtus ever talked of three Per

sons, as Sabellius did after. He was the first that intro

duced the theatrical sense of person into Christianity,

oč wax, viz; 22 xviiuzres #" refirazów is v. Ibid. p. 606.

Mázy brászzav #pngs, shal row rariea za row view zai roy &ylov rvitua, xa, iv

zela,was, reázarov. Theodor. de Sabellio. Haret. Fab. lib. ii. cap. 9.

Sabellius-—cum veram Trinitatem intelligere non voleret, unam ean

demque credidit sub triplici appellatione personam. Leon. M. Serm. xxiii.

p. 155. ed. Quenell.
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making the rela aspégara to be &vvrégara, while the Ca

tholic notion was of rela apóawra Hyunésara. There was

but a very small variation in the words, but a very great

one in the sense and application. One thing however I

may remark, that there is a slight difference between

örésari; and apórarov, that the former may be applied to

inanimate or irrational things, the latter to rational only:

when therefore I say that they are of the same import, I

would be understood to mean only when applied to ra

tional or intelligent things.

You proceed to mention an incidental thing, which, in

common prudence, you might better have omitted. In

order to vindicate your notion of there being but one God,

while you suppose another God under him, you had asked

me whether “Herod the Great was not King of Judaea,

“ though the Jews had no king but Caesar?” To which

I civilly answered, that Herod the Great had been dead

above thirty years before the time when it was said that

the Jews had no king but Caesar. You had here com

mitted a chronological slip; such as ingenious men, through

haste, may be sometimes apt to fall into. But you are

pleased to quarrel with me for putting when the Jews,

instead of though the Jews. I own the fact: for I sup

posed you to mean, being a man of sense, that the two

kings were alive, when it was said the “Jews had no

“king but Caesar.” For otherwise you must be sen

sible of a great inadvertency in your argument; which

was intended to prove that there may be two kings (as

two Gods) at the same time; and yet the name of king

(or God) devolved entirely upon the superior. Now

whether you will submit to a slight slip in chronology,

or to a gross blunder in the argument, is all one to me:

but a prudent man would have passed a matter over

quietly, which could not be called up again but to his

own confusion. You tell me now, that Herod was king

under Augustus. Very right: but how do you prove

that, at that time, the “Jews had no king but Caesar?”

There lay the pinch of the difficulty; which it is a won
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der a man of your acumen should not be able to per

CelVe.

We have nothing more, that is material, under this

Query. The charge of professing two Gods remains still

unanswered; and must remain, till you think proper to

discard God the Son from all religious worship. Then

indeed he will be no longer God to us, any more than

angels, or magistrates, or other nominal Gods: and you

may then rest consistently in one God, and no more;

namely, in God the Father.

QUERY VI.

|Whether the same characteristics, especially such eminent

ones, can reasonably be understood of two distinct Be

ings; and of one infinite and independent, the other

dependent and finite?

YOUR new answer to this Query is,

I. That the characters “can no more be understood

“ of two distinct Persons, than of two distinct Beings.”

To which I answer, that it may be proved from Scrip

ture that the characters belong to two Persons: it cannot

be proved that they belong to two Beings, much less that

they belong to two such disparate and unequal Beings as

you suppose Father and Son to be.

2. You answer, secondly, that “the characters are not

“the same, because powers derived and underived are

“not the same.”

This answer is very contrary to the sentiments of wiser

men, who have argued the other way, that if the powers

had been equally underived, they had not been the same

in the two Personse: but as one of the Persons is derived

• In duobus ingenitis diversa divinitas invenitur: in uno autem genito

ex uno ingenito, naturalis unitas demonstratur. Fulgent, contr. Arian.

p. 59.

Siambo vocarentur Patres, essent profecto natura dissimiles. Unusquis

que enim ex semetipso constaret, et communem substantiam cum altero non

haberet; nec Deitas una esset, quibus una natura non esset. Idem, p. 52.

Si verus Deus est, et de Patre non est, duo sunt habentes singuli et volun
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from the other, “being Light of Light, God of God,

“substance of substance,” both together are “one God,

“one substance, &c.” And the same powers are common

to both; as there is the same life in root and branches,

the same light in the sun and its rays, the same virtue in

the center and what proceeds from it. And though no

comparisons are sufficient to illustrate infinity, and there

must be a great deal more than we are able to conceive;

yet there is no principle of reason to contradict this notion,

that the same powers, properties, perfections, may be di

versely considered in the fountain from whence they flow,

and in the streams to which they descend.

You yourself can give no tolerable account how the

same powers, attributes, &c. are equally diffused to in

finitely distant parts of the divine substance, as you con

ceive it under extension: nor is our notion of the same

powers being common to three Persons at all more un

conceivable or inexplicable than yours is of the other f.

So that here let us be content to stop where it becomes

us, and not pretend to measure infinity. You say, the

“powers are no more the same than the Persons are:”

nor, certainly, less the same than the substance is. All

this will depend upon the settling the sense of sameness,

and the several kinds of it. -

When you are able to explain to me how the wisdom

residing in one part of the divine substance (on your hy

pothesis of extension) is the same, and yet not the same

with the wisdom residing in any other part; I may then

be able to account for the degree of sameness in the powers

belonging to the three Persons.

3. In the third place, you tell me of an “invidious in

“sinuation,” couched under the words finite and in

Jinite. This you borrow, as you do many other things,

from the author of Modest Plea, &c. Continued. I re

tates proprias et imperia diversa. Greg. Nazianz. p. 729. Pseud. Ambros,

p. 348. Confer Eugenii Confess, ap. Vict. Vit. p.37. Chiffl.

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 123.
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turned a brief answer to it in the Preface to my Sermonsg.

There is nothing invidious in the case. But you ought,

if you have none but fair and honest designs, to come out

of ambiguous terms, that we may fall directly upon the

question. You are the less excusable for continuing your

disguises, while you write under cover and conceal your

name. It looks now as if you were afraid only of having

your cause exposed, while there is no danger of your

persons. Dr. Clarke, even in books which he has set his

name to, is hardly more reserved than you are without a

name. What is the meaning of this, but to protract a

controversy, and to run from the question; being sensible

that your cause is not really defensible :

But to proceed. You say, “you set no limitations to

“the perfections of the Son of God, more than the Scrip

“ture has done;” which is saying nothing; because you

tell us not what “Scripture has done,” according to your

sense of it. But you add, “by declaring them to be

“derived:” which in my sense of derived is no limita

tion at all; you should tell me whether it be in yours.

“Self-existence,” you say, “is a perfection.” Prove from

Scripture, or any other way, if you can, that self-existence,

as distinct from necessary existence, is any perfection: it is

a relation of order, a mode of existingh, and that is all.

Aye, but you say it denotes “positive greatness,”

(p. 226.) and you refer me to the Modest Pleader, who

makes it the same with necessary existence. If this be

indeed your meaning, I own it, in that sense, to be as

great a perfection as possible, and the sum total of all

perfection: but then I assert it to be common to Father

and Son, who are, in this sense, equally self-existent.

Only, the Father particularly is unbegotten and underived;

under which conception, self-existence, as peculiar to him,

g Vol. II.

* Trägåsa's reires r &yiwnrow, six &rias ivoaz. Basil contr. Eun, lib. iv.

p. 763. Vid. Damascen. vol. i. p. 135, 140, 143,210,409. ii. p. 817. Pseudo

Just. Exposit. Fid. Mich. Psell. apud Fabric. vol. v. p. 56.

Modest Plea, p. 217. . . - , ,
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is negative and relative. We had long been amused with

Dr. Clarke's denying the self-existence of the Son and

Holy Ghost; by which he was supposed to mean no

more, than that they were begotten and proceeding, which

every body allows: but now, it seems, he meant to deny

their necessary existence; which is directly reducing them

to creatures. You see now what you have to do: either

prove that the mere character of underived expresses any

positive perfection; or that necessary existence belongs not

equally to all the three Persons: and then you will show

yourself an able disputant.

You need not now be scrupulous about “dependent”

and “independent:” you have said enough. Whatever

is not necessarily existing is precarious and dependent, as

much as any creature, which is enough in all reason; we

understand you. You say, that you suppose the Son

“dependent in no other sense than is implied in the

“notion of being begotten.” It may be so, according to

your notion of begotten, (I suppose, very little differing

from created;) but you will have a hard task to show

that either Scripture or antiquity favours any such notion

of begotten, as to make the Son precarious, or not neces

sarily existing. The voluntary generation mentioned by

the primitive writers will not serve you at all in this

matter, as will be seen in the sequel: and as to Scripture, .

you have not a single text to help you, but what must

first be racked and tortured with metaphysical glosses, to

make it speak what it never meant. You have a sur

prising piece of subtilty (p. 224.) to bring yourself off

from the just and well-grounded suspicion of making the

Son a precarious being. It is a difficult matter to force

logic against common sense; but you are resolute enough

to try. Your words, speaking of the Son’s existing by

the Father's free act and choice, (which is Dr. Clarke's

known sense of this matter) are these: “Which yet no

“more implies the Son to be a precarious and mutable

“being, than those perfections of God, his power, jus

“tice, goodness, veracity, and the like, (the exercise
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“whereof always implies the notion of action, and con

“sequently depends wholly on the will of the agent,)

“are therefore more precarious or uncertain in their

“effects, than those other perfections, (which imply in

“ them nothing of action, and consequently have no de

“pendence upon the will of the agent,) such as eternity,

“omnipresence, omniscience, or the like.”

Here, if one may presume to understand such obscure

reasoning, God the Son is proved to be no precarious

being, because the acts of God’s justice, goodness, &c.

are certain in their effects : which they undoubtedly are,

whether God pleases to annihilate or to bring into exist

ence. Therefore, most evidently, the Son is no precarious

being: nor is any creature whatever at all precarious or

mutable, by the same way of reasoning. A mighty ho

nour done to God the Son, to make him no more preca

rious than the rest of the creation. Certain however it

is, that, upon your principles, there is no natural necessity

for his existing: he might either never have existed, or

may even cease to exist, (as much as may be said of any

creature,) if it should please God so to order it. This is

the proper and full notion of a precarious being, a being

having no necessary foundation of existence, but depend

ing entirely upon the free-will and choice of another

being. All the subtilties imaginable can never bring you

off here, any more than they can bring together both

ends of a contradiction.

Our readers may now see plainly what you have been

doing. You set out with general and ambiguous words

of the Father's being alone supreme in “authority, do

“minion, &c.” But, at length, you can make nothing

of it, without interpreting this supremacy by the perfec

tion of self-existence, and self-existence by necessary exist

ence; thereby depressing God the Son into precarious

existence. Now indeed you have made the Father sole

Governor very effectually: for who will ever be so mad

as to dispute, whether a precarious being, a creature, be

subject to his Creator? But let us return to the Query,



208 A SEC OND DEFENCE QU. v1.

and consider whether those eminent characteristics, spe

cified in the texts cited, are such as at all suit with a

finite, dependent, precarious, created being.

You pretend (p. 225.) that “no distinguishing cha

“racter of the one supreme God is ascribed to the Son in

“Scripture.” But let the reader see the texts which

ascribe omniscience, knowledge of the heart, eternity, to

the Son; attributes by Scripture appropriated to the one

true God: besides some titles, appearing in these texts,

applied to Christ, and appropriate likewise to the one

God. As to two or three other characters, which you

mention as appropriate to the one God, and which are not

applied (as you pretend) to the Son; see my Sermonsk,

and what I have said above: I do not love to fill my

paper with repetition as often as you do yours. You

come next to lessen the characters given to God the Son.

He is “Searcher of the heart;” but as “received of the

“Father:” which the text says not one word of. Only,

four verses lower, it is said, that he received “power

“over the nations,” of the Father; which is very wide

of our present purpose. You have some pretences to

elude the force of the title “First and Last;” which see

answered in my Sermons'. As to “mighty God,” you

pretend the Father is so absolutely, the Son with limita

tion; and here you refer to the Son’s being (usyáAm; 88A:

&yyaxos) angel of his great council; which is not accord

ing to the Hebrew, and so is of no account while I am

arguing from Scripture, not from the Fathers. The Fa

ther is “Lord of all,” you say, “absolutely:” and so is

the Son, for any thing that appears; though the Father

“put all things under him.” Let it be shown that the

Father has any natural suljects, which are not equally

sulffects of the Son too. There is therefore no ground for

your imaginary limitations in respect of the powers and

perfections ascribed to the Son.

You add, (p. 228.) that nothing can be “communi

A -
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“cated to the one supreme God.” The force of this lies

only in the terms. The first Person may eternally com

municate to the second, and both be one God. “He can

“have nothing,” you say, “ of himself:” well; if he has

it but in himself, and of the Father, it suffices. The ques

tion is not whence he has his perfections, but what he has.

It is remarkable, you say, that the “throne, kingdom,

“&c. is never ascribed to Christ upon account of his part

“in the work of creation,” p. 230. And what if it is

not? The Father is recommended to us principally as

Creator, the Son as Redeemer, to keep up a more distinct

notion of their Persons and offices. What a stress do you

lay upon common things taught in our Catechism Be

sides, I had obviated this cavil in my Defencem. It is

remarkable again, you say, “that the descriptions of the

“Word, in the Old Testament, always represent him as

“the Angel or Messenger.” You should only have said

generally: and there is good reason why; because by

that criterion chiefly, we know that it was God the Son,

not God the Father. He is at the same time represented

also as God, and as Lord, Jehovah, &c. What use you

can make of this remarkable thing has been shown. I

pass over your speculations on Dan. vii. 13, 14 as carrying

no argument in them. You go on in speaking of Christ’s

receiving dominion; which relates only to the economy or

dispensation: according to which God the Father will

receive a kingdom at the last day, and enlarge his do

minion over his subjects. As to Phil. ii. 6. I refer to my

fifth Sermon; where I had obviated your pretences be

fore you made them. You insist upon your construction

of &AA&: which if admitted, yet you can never ascertain

your whole construction, (as I showed in my Sermon",)

but the words will still naturally bear a meaning opposite

to yours. However, as to your criticisms about the use

of &AA& in that place, they appear to me of no manner of

force. The sense is exceeding clear and unbarrassed,

* Defence, vol. i. p. 194, 195. * Sermon v. vol. ii. p. 99.

VOL. III. p
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running thus: “Who, being in the form of God, thought

“it not robbery to be equal with God:” (see how great,

how divine a Person he was :) “yet, notwithstanding,

“he humbled himself,” &c.” You pretend that the

words, “thought it not robbery,” would be the example

proposed. No; but they are part of the preface to it, to

make the example the more forcible and the more endear

ing: so that I may return you the compliment of in

attention.

In my Sermons, you tell me, “I most absurdly inter

“pret God’s highly exalting Christ, in the same sense as

“men in their prayers highly exalt God.” No; but if

you had not had a strong propensity to misrepresentation,

you would have said in the same sense as men in preach

ing, or the like, exalt God by proclaiming and publishing

his praises. And now where is there any the least ap

pearance of absurdity, after taking out the idea of pray

ing; which you improperly threw in, to abuse the reader,

and to give some colour to your accusation? I always

suspect a magisterial censure to have no weight at the

bottom: it is to make up in the manner what it wants in

the substance. Show me one instance in the Scripture

and Apocrypha together, of your sense of ürspolida, and I

will give you above thirty of mine. Indeed, I know but

of a single place where it can bear such a sense as you

are contending for; which is Psalm xxxvii. 35. And yet

there it may as well bear mine. Please to tell me why

ürsguyáo may not as well be so used as 80%, and why

one should be thought more absurd than the other, and I

will stand corrected. I showed you that I was not sin

gular in interpreting ürspvpda, by 80%3a, in that place.

The context favoured it, the words would well bear it;

• Clemens understands it in the same way as I do. "Os iv e-oepf ess 5xépxa,

&x &érayudy hyńazro r? shal toa Q4% irávagsy % iavrov 5 pixoix riega y Qabs, gara

row &ySea roy yx'Káuevos. Clem. Alex. p. 8. Ox.

That Clemens here interprets the place as I do, appears from his changing

&AAä into ??, from his making a pause after Yaz @##, and from his choosing a

new subject of his proposition, 5 pixotzricaoy ests, instead of is preceding.

*.
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and an ancient Greek writer, under the name of Diony

sius, as well as a Latin writer, under the name of Am

brose, were beforehand with me in it. And what if your

own favourite Eusebius P should be found to chime in

with both ? I love not to be positive where I may be

mistaken: but it appears to me extremely probable, from

Eusebius's manner of speaking of it, that his sense of

ünsguyów was the same with mine: and the rather, be

cause Origen (of whom Eusebius was a great admirer)

would never have admitted inspuyów in your sense of the

word, understanding it of Christ in his highest capacity;

as Eusebius plainly does. Nor do I think that Eusebius

ever had so low an opinion of God the Son, as to think

him capable of being exalted in any other sense but that

of being glorified, or having his glory manifested. It is

observable, that Eusebius does not interpret the text of

constituting our Saviour Lord, King, and God; but re

cognizing, or manifesting him as such : and it is certain

that Eusebius resolves all the Son's real and essential

greatness into his Sonship q, and not into any subsequent

exaltation. It was as Son of God that he acknowledged

him Lord, and Saviour, and King, and God: wherein

Eusebius's theology, however you may boast of him,

very far exceeds yours. You charge me with interpret

ing #xapirato most absurdly. I suppose, if you had

had any reason to assign, you would have obliged us

with it. I see no absurdity in interpreting giving a name

to be giving a name; which is all I have done. But it is

very absurd of you to imagine that God may not glorify

his Son, as well as his Son may glorify him; by spread

ing and extolling his name over the whole creation.

P ‘O 32%ay abrov, 5 5xiewsboy, 5 &va?:#25 gazixia rāv 3xa” #y gra, 32%

&avra rā, śavrg IIzriga, àuo,6aia's &yribokášov i IIzrhé, & Kvetov, & Xavie2, wal

ead, rāy 3xay, & ré,922, oy ris izvrā Sarasías &viou%r. Euseb. contr. Marcell.

p. 70. Conf. Josh. iii. 7. apxoua iwaza as xzzavárov wavray.

a Ka Sá 2s Aévos abres, 5 # airs yawn.9s's roo IIzred, iv 4024% Warnex rā esov

rä &ogóra, & wearároxes & régns xriasa's Bio & Tipáv, & gićay, & woozzvyāy Avoy

abri, sia Kügley, 3 Xaviez, & eth, izvräs usuaSázzuty, Euseb, contr. Marcel.

p. 69.

P 2,
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You go on to Heb. i. 2. “Whom he hath appointed

“heir of all things;” by which you intend, I suppose, to

prove that he was not Lord before: though in the very

same verse it is said, “by whom also he made the

“worlds.” Might not this show you that the Apostle

is only speaking of that peculiar and special right founded

in the merits of Christ's redemption; by which he be

came, in a more special sense, Lord of all he had re

deemed; just as God the Father became, in a more spe

cial sense than before, Lord of the Jews, upon his choos

ing them as his peculium, or upon his delivering them

from Egyptian slavery. What you are here endeavour

ing, it is hard to devise; unless you are coming directly

into the Socinian scheme; for which only, your present

discourse is calculated. You observe, “Then it was that

“God said, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten

“thee.” What then? Was he not the begotten Son long

before ? If he was, then you are proving nothing more

than that the Son's glory was manifested in time; which

is certainly true both of the Father and Son: if you mean

otherwise, you run directly into Socinianism; as I before

hinted. You add, “Then it was, that God commanded,

“Let all the angels of God worship him.” And why

did you not add, that then it was, that “he laid the foun

“ dation of the earth,” and then it was, that the “heavens

“were the works of his hands?” Do you imagine that

St. Paul, in that chapter, had no other design, but to

describe the manifestations of Christ's glory subsequent

to his incarnation ? You find, that he was the Lord, who

in the “beginning laid the foundations of the earth:”

which is a stronger character than all the rest put to

gether; and may convince you that he was Lord long

before his incarnation, as John i. 1. declares him God

before the creation. To your pretences about the Son’s

“receiving power, glory, &c.” I had answered, with

many of the Fathers, that he received in capacity of man,

what in another capacity he had before ever enjoyed.

This is not the only good answer to the difficulty pro
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posed: I have myself made use of another, which may

as effectually serve to take off the imaginary force of your

argument. But let us hear what you have to say to it.

You “no where find this distinction in Scripture.” What!

Do not you find that he was God, and that he was also

man * When you have found this, you have found the

distinction. But you “no where find in Scripture any

“thing given to Christ, or any thing ascribed to him,

“but what is applied to his whole Person.” We say,

whatever is applied, is applied to his whole Person; but

considered secundum quid, or in a certain capacity, not in

every respect which goes in to make up the Person. And

can you pretend to deny this ? Let us see what you are

like to make of it. Jesus increased in stature: Will you

say, that the Word (for that you certainly allow to be

constitutive of the Person) grew taller and larger, be

cause this is applied to the Person * He sweat, as it

were, great drops of blood: Was the A6 yo; in a sweat?

He died, and was buried, and he lay in the ground : ac

cording to you, the whole Person, the A670s, it seems, as

well as the body, suffered all this; for you know of no

thing that was ever applied to part of the Person, but to

the whole Person. When you consider this matter again,

learn to form your argument with a little more judgment:

for you seem not, at present, to know how to oppose us

in the best method, nor how to give your cause the ad

vantage it is really capable of You should not have

found fault with us for applying any thing to a compound

person, in such respect or capacity only as is suitable

thereto; for this is the commonest thing imaginable, and

is done every day, as often as we say Peter or John is

fat, lean, low, tall, well, sick, or the like: but you should

have laid your argument against our taking so much in

as we do into the Person of Christ, (the Adyog, the soul

and the body,) and then you might have shown some

degree of acuteness. But it is not my business to point

out to you the properest way of defending your heresy,

P 3
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which is every way indefensible: it may suffice, if I reply

to such things as you have to produce.

You say, “judgment was not given to part of him

“which is the Son of man; but to him, because he is the

“Son of man.” There is nothing at all in your argument:

for, suppose a wound or a plaister to be given to Peter,

that is, to the whole Person; yet, I suppose, it may be

understood with respect to one part only of him, viz. his

body. But I have allowed you that the authority of ex

ecuting judgment was economically devolved upon Christ

(considered in both capacities) as the properest Person

for it; being equal to the charge as God, and over and

above peculiarly fitted for it as being also man; and so a

more suitable judge of man'. The reason then why, out

of three divine Persons, Christ is peculiarly appointed to

the office of judging us, is because he had to his divinity

superinduced the humanity, and thereby familiarized him

self the more to us. You see then, that your ingenious

argument about parts, however it might affect another

hypothesis, (though it can really hurt none,) does not at all

concern my account of that matter.

As to the place of Hermas, which I produced in my

Tefence, I refer the reader to Bishop Bull and Dr. Grabe.

All you have to object, is the expression of corpus, by

which you understand a human body; I, the whole human

mature, consisting of body and soul. Nothing more com

mon in writers than to express the whole man by flesh,

or bodys; and by the latter especially, when considered

as a servant : so that your construction is at least very

precarious; and is what neither the expression itself, nor

what goes along with it, gives any reasonable ground

for. But I leave that matter to be considered by the

* Pater Verbumsuum visibile effecit omnifieri carni, incarnatum etipsum,

ut in omnibus manifestus fieret rex eorum. Etenim ea quae judicantur opor

tebat viderejudicem, et scire hunc a quo judicentur. Iren. lib. iii. cap. 9.

p. 184.

* See Suicer's Thesaurus in rée: and rsax.
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learned; there being some difficulties as to the text of

Hermas, not yet fully adjusted by the manuscripts.

You are insinuating the same thing of Novatian which

you had before of Hermas; as if he imagined the Word

to have assumed flesh only, without a soul: which, if

true, we would give you up Novatian for a very silly man,

and withal a heretic. The point of Christ's having a

human soul was a thing so settled in Novatian’s time, and

long before; so universally maintained from the very be

ginning of Christianity, by all the Fathers, without ex

ception; that had Novatian taught otherwise, he could

not have passed for a schismatic only. You may see what

Socratest says to that point, who was himself of the No

watian sect, and his testimony therefore the more mate

rial; as disciples seldom vary in any thing very consider

able from their leaders. He declares, that all the ancients

(sure he did not exclude the head of his own party) be

lieved that Christ had a human soul, and asserted it as a

doctrine universally received. He mentions Irenaeus, Cle

mens, Apollinaris of Hierapolis, Serapion Bishop of An

tioch, the Synod that met about the case of Beryllus,

Origen, Pamphilus and Eusebius: and it is evident still

from their own works, of as many as have left us any.

To those he has named, may be added Clemens Ro

manusu, Justin Martyrx, Melitoy, Hippolytus?, Tertul

liana, and perhaps several more which may have escaped

my notice. Now, what will Novatian's single testimony

signify against such a cloud of witnesses? But the more

universal the doctrine was, the less probable is it that

Novatian should dissent from it. And indeed you have

no foundation for any such suspicion of him, more than

what lies in the use of the word caro, flesh; which is a

* Socrates Eccl. H. lib. iii. cap. 7. p. 178.

u Clem. Rom. Epist, cap. 49, p. 169. Cant.

* Apol. ii. cap. 10. p. 26.

y Melito apud Cav. Hist. Lit, tom. ii. p. 33.

* Hippolytus contr. Noët. cap. 17, p. 18.

* Tertullian contr. Prax. cap. 16, 30. de Carn. Christi, cap. 10.

P 4
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very common expression for man (body and soul) in Scrip

ture itself, as well as in ecclesiastical writers. Besides

that Novatian interprets Christ's being made flesh, by his

assuming of man, hunc hominem, b this man: which is

a name he would scarce have given to mere body or flesh;

well knowing that man is made up both of body and soul.

Your pretence about Son of God and Son of man being

two Persons, (upon my scheme,) hinted only, without any

reason to support it, may be passed over. The clearing

of that matter will require a large discussion of the true

notion and definition of a person; which you have not

attempted: I, perhaps, may, in a proper place. What

you add farther is of more weight, that I seem to suppose

that the “glory which Christ had before the world was,

“is the very same with that authority and power of

“judgment” (so you express it) “wherewith he was in

“wested after his resurrection.” But that authority and

power of judging, as you call it, is what our Lord had

before his resurrection, as himself declares, John v. 28, &c.

And what I suppose, is this; that all the powers, glories,

honours, given to the Son, were nothing but so many

declarations, indications, or manifestations of the dignity

and divinity of his Person: which dignity and divinity

had been celebrated in heaven before, and were now to

be recognized after his incarnation and humiliation: so

that in the main, this was no more than receiving the

same honours he before had, and returning, as it were, to

the same state of glory; only now clothed with humanity,

which before he was not.

You have something farther to observe of Hermas, in

respect of coheir. How can the divine nature, say you,

be heir of any thing? But I hope a Son may, without

offence, be said to be heir to all his Father's glories, in

allusion to what passes among men, though the simili

tude may not answer in every circumstance. It is a

" Caro fit, et habitat in nobis, hoc est, assumit hunchominem, &c. Wovat.

cap. 16.
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lively and elegant way of conveying to us a notion of

divine things; and is to be understood, like many pas

sages of Scripture, Ssorpsrås, though spoken &ySparro

TaSāg.

You conclude with a passage of Irenaeus, which I have

cited in my Sermonse; whither, to save myself trouble,

I refer the reader; who may there also find a sufficient

explication of it. What you infer from it is, that the

“Word received an additional power and glory upon his

“ resurrection.” Power is an ambiguous word: but he

received an additional manifestation of his glory; as God

the Father also did at the very same time, as well as

often before. And he became Lord and Proprietor of

mankind, under a more peculiar title and stricter alliance:

just as God the Father, when he had by his many de

liverances, favours, and blessings, made the people of the

Jews more peculiarly his own, became their Lord in a

strict and special sense. Thus both Father and Son will

(we hope) receive daily additions of external honour, and

increase of dominion, by the coming in of Jews, Turks,

Pagans, and Infidels. God’s full kingdom is not yet come;

we pray for it: and if the Father himself be not yet com

pletely King, in the fullest sense, what wonder is it, if we

hear of our Lord's receiving a kingdom, or dominion, in

time. External relations may accrue to any of the divine

Persons, such as dominion, &c. But your great misfor

tune is, that you can no where find divinity accruing to

God the Son, (except it be by eternal generation;) you

can no where find, that he was ever constituted God", (as

• Sermons, vol. ii. p. 104, 105.

* Novatian is the only ancient writer I have observed to say anything like

it; in the words

Universae creaturae et Dominus et Deus constitutus esse reperitur. Nov.

cap. 15.

Yet his constant way, at other times, is to resolve the Son's divinity into

his Sonship:

Deum credendum esse qui ex Deo sit. cap. 11. Deus quia Dei Filius com

probatur. cap. 16. Hoc ipsum tamen a Patre proprio consecutus, ut omnium

et Deus esset, et Dominus esset, et Deus ad formam Dei Patris ex ipso ge
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he might be Lord ;) or that he became, by any new ac

cession, more truly or more fully God than he was ever

before.

of your hypothesis, (as I hinted above,) and is alone suffi

cient to unravel all your fallacies.

QUERY VII.

Texts applied

This consideration at once shows the weakness

To the one God.

Thou, even thou only, knowest

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. 21.

Lord over all, Rom. x. 12.

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.

I am the first, and I am the last,

Rev. i. 17.

I am Alpha and Omega, the begin

ning 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. 5.e

nitus atque prolatus. cap. 17. Deus, sed qua Filius Dei natus ex Deo. cap. 18.

Deus ergo processit ex Deo, dum qui processit Sermo, Deus est qui processit

ex Deo. cap. 22. Unum potest dici, dum ex ipso est, et dum Filius ejus est,

et dum ex ipso nascitur, dum ex ipso processisse reperitur, per quod et Deus

est. cap. 23. Quoniam ex Deo est, merito Deus; quia Dei Filius dictus sit.

cap. 26. Personae Christi convenit ut et Deus sit, quia Dei Filius. cap. 26.

Est ergo Deus, sed in hoc ipsum genitus ut esset Deus. cap. 31.

These passages considered, it is manifest that Novatian, in the former

place cited, either used the word constitutus improperly, for positus, that is,

declaratus: (see chap. xii.) or else, which appears to me most probable, that

arguing there against the heretics, who would not allow Christ to be more

than man, he was content at first to bring them so far, at least, as to admit

Christ to be God in a higher sense than Moses, and so by degrees, to bring

them up to Catholic principles.

* N. B. These texts should have been inserted in Query vi.

--
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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?

HERE you answer, that underived and derived are not

the same. To which I answer, that wisdom of wisdom

is one wisdom, omniscience of omniscience one omni

science; just as substance of substance is one substance,

Light of Light one Light, and God of God one God;

because of the inseparable Unity of the Persons, and their

mutually including and containing each other. As to the

degree of sameness, I before intimated that it is inexpli

cable; and is no more to be accounted for than your

supposing the same wisdom, &c. to reside in innumera

ble infinitely distant parts of the same substance. This

controversy (whatever you imagine) is not to be decided

by metaphysics, but by Scripture and antiquity; where

we may find some footing, which we cannot in the

other. *

Your next answer therefore is more sober, could it but

be proved to be just. You deny that the Son's omni

science and eternity are alike described, and in the same

phrase. It lies then upon you to show the difference;

as I have shown the resemblance. It is not necessary

that every phrase which is used of the Father be also

used of the Son. I singled out some of the strongest,

fullest, and most expressive; showing that they are ap

plied to both: and if they were not the strongest, yet if

they are such as Scripture has declared peculiar to the

one God, my argument is just, and it would have become

you first to answer it, and then to call it a quibble.

You interpreted the texts which concern the Son's om

niscience of a relative omniscience: upon which I blamed

you for speaking of a relative omniscience, instead of

saying plainly, that the Son was not omniscient; that so

we might have come directly to the question. Here, by

a peculiar kind of turn, proper to yourself, you tell me

How ill I treat Scripture. Why so? Are you so perfectly
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wrapped up in Scripture, that the justest rebuke imagin

able cannot reach you, but through the sides of the Scrip

ture? “Our Lord,” you say, “told his Apostles, that the

“Holy Ghost should teach them all things, and guide

“ them into all truth : might he not better have said,” (so

you go on,) “that he should not teach them all things,

“ and not guide them into all truth ?” Now, at length,

it is out: and thus I have mal-treated Scripture. Was

there ever a wilder inference You should have con

sidered, that there was no question raised about the

Apostles and their omniscience: if there had, I doubt not

but our Lord would have readily said, what was true,

that the Apostles were not omniscient. He would not

have disguised his sentiments, nor have deceived his

hearers with ambiguous terms, when they wanted to be

resolved in an important matter, and honestly desired to

have the truth fairly examined and scanned. And there

fore your asking, “Had he not better have said,” and

repeating it again and again, is mere trifling; unless you

can show that our Lord or the sacred writers had been

called upon (in such manner and in such circumstances

as Dr. Clarke and you have been) to declare what they

meant, and to let truth have a fair trial. But by this

round about way you would insinuate, I presume, (for

still you are shifting, and do not care to speak out,) that

the texts speaking of the Son's omniscience are of no force,

because something of like kind has been said of the

Apostles, whom all allow not to be omniscient. To this

I answer, 1. That the expressions relating to our Saviour

are much stronger than the other: such as knowing all

men, knowing the hearts of all men, searching the reins

and the heart: a kind of knowledge peculiar to God alone.

2. Considering that our Lord was Son of God, and like

wise God, such expressions would very probably be taken

in their most obvious and literal sense: and therefore

they should not have been applied to him, (without

guard and caution,) unless really so intended, as the

words appear to declare. As to the Apostles being no
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more than men, there could be no danger in a few ge

neral expressions of their knowing all things, being taught

all things, or the like: since nobody could mistake the

meaning of the words when so applied.

Your next attempt is to make some advantage of Matt.

xxiv. 36. and Mark xiii. 32. relating to Christ's not know

ing the day of judgment; of which I have fully and dis

tinctly treated elsewheref: where I have also added other

strong and clear proofs of Christ's omniscience; which

you take no notice of, though you quote the Sermons.

You like not my ascribing the ignorance to the human

nature: you ask whether “any nature can with any

“sense be said to know or do any thing?” Yes, why not?

You charge me (p. 238.) with inconsistency, for interpret

ing the text of the human nature, and yet saying that

Irenaeus, upon that text, is to be understood of the A6%g.

As if both might not be true, that Irenaeus understood

the text of the A6yog, while I think it better to under

stand it of the human nature: I am weary of such trifling.

You proceed to show that Irenaeus, in his Comment on

these texts, ascribed ignorance to God the Son. You

take not the least notice of the several weighty and sub

stantial reasons given by Bishop Bulls, and referred to by

meh, against your opinion from other places of Irenaeus’s

works. It is not your way to be at all solicitous about

making any writer consistent with himself. If you can

but meet with a passage seemingly favouring your opi

nion, it must be presently forced into your sense, how

ever contradictory to the author's known principles else

where. I must desire the reader to consider well what I

have said upon this passage in my Defence; and not to

take it from your representation, which is extremely par

tial. And he may also compare M. Massuet's account

of the same passage in his Previous Dissertations to his

~f Sermon vii. vol. ii. p. 162, &c.

g Bull. D. F. N. p. 82. Animadv. in G. Cler. p. 1056.

h Defence, vol. i. p. 73.

i Massuet. Praev. Diss, in Iren. p. 133.
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edition of Irenaeus. I shall here content myself with

transcribing so much of Irenaeus as may be sufficient to

clear his meaning, and to take off that confusion which

you have been industriously throwing upon it, either in

translating or commenting. The literal rendering is thus,

much the same as I before gave in my Defence.

“If one inquires into the reason why the Father,

“ though communicating in all things to the Son, is yet

“set forth by our Lord as alone knowing that day and

“hour; he cannot, at present, find any fitter, or more de

“cent, or indeed any other safe answer than this, (see

“ing our Lord is the only teacher of truth,) that we are

“to learn of him that the Father is above all; for the Fa

“ther, saith he, is greater than I. And therefore the Fa

“ther is declared by our Lord to have the preference in

“knowledge, to the end that we also, while we live in

“this world, may refer the perfection of knowledge, and

“such intricate questions to God k.”

Now, that Irenaeus’s design was not to represent the

Son as ignorant, but quite the contrary, may appear from

this very passage duly considered. For the question, with

him, was not why the Father is more knowing, but why,

since both are equally knowing, our Saviour made such a

declaration as gave the preference to the Father as alone

knowing. He puts the question, why the Father though

communicating in all things (absolutely, not in all other

things) is yet set forth, or alone declared, to know. So

that the question is not about his knowledge, but about

our Lord's declaration, why, or on what account, he

made it, seemingly contrary to truth; since all things are

* Si quis exquirat causam propter quam in omnibus Pater communicans

Filio, solus scire et horam et diem a Domino manifestatus est, neque aptabi

lem magis, neque decentiorem, nec sine periculo alteram quam hanc inveniat

in praesenti; (quoniam enim solus verax Magisterest Dominus) ut discamus

per ipsum, super omnia esse Patrem. Etenim Pater ait, major me est. Et

secundum agnitionem itaque praepositus esse Pater annuntiatus est a Domi

no nostro, ad hoc, ut et nos, in quantum in figura hujus mundi sumus, per

fectam scientiam et tales quaestiones concedamus Deo. Iren. lib. ii. c. 28.

p. 158, 159.
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common to Father and Son. What then could be meant

by such a declaration # It must be true some way or

other, our Lord being a teacher of truth; what then is

the case? Irenaeus tells us, that it is true in respect of the

Father's having the preeminence in every thing, and so

alone knowing every thing in the first place, or primarily:

and therefore it was upon this account that our Lord

gave him the preference, and referred that knowledge to

him solely, as the sole fountain of it; which it well be

came him to do, especially during the state of his humi

liation, while in figura mundi, conversing below: though

at the same time the Son also has the same knowledge,

but derived, all things being communicated to the Son, as

Irenaeus had observed. Basil's and Nazianzen’s accounts

of this matter will clear it up farther, and will fix Irenaeus's

real meaning beyond all reasonable exception.

Basil, in answer to the doubt about our Lord’s not

knowing that day, says, he will give the solution which

from a child had been taught him by the Fathers before

him: and which he represents in these words: “As to

“what is said, no one knows that day, we understand it as

“ascribing to the Father the primary knowledge both of

“things present and things to come; and as signifying

“to us that he is in all things the primary cause". Na

zianzen chooses rather to refer Christ’s not knowing that

day to his humanity; yet he mentions also this other con

struction of Christ's not knowing it originally, or in that

high manner, as the Father may be said to know it. His

words are to this effect. If the first construction be not

sufficient, we may give this for a second: “As every

“thing else, so also the knowledge of the greatest things

“is to be referred up to the cause itself, for the honour of

** the Father m.”

1 T, ob?sis of?s, rhy wearny s??ngly rāy 3, 8vray x x} rāy igouévay ir) rev IIzráez
5 5 e Az

* * * * * * \ * * * - * / 52.23 / * -&yo-yovros. Kazi 31% 2awarawy q"ny wearny &iq'uay rol; 4,984. Tols u%rodstroyvy ro; sign

*Sal wouíšousy. Basil. Ep.391. p. 1168.
cy - * er ef - * f. - - * * * \ 5 *

* “no rip raw &Axay ixarray, 25 to ?? wał h yvägus rāy wayszroy #2 thy ziriz"

£vapseiz$w ruş row yovároess. Greg. Naz. Orat. 36, p. 588.
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Every one may see that Irenaeus's construction falls in

with this of Nazianzen and Basil; who perhaps might

both borrow it from him: nor is it possible from Ire

naeus's words to prove that he meant any thing more.

Nay, the words themselves most easily and naturally re

solve into this sense, as I had abundantly before proved

from the context, and from Irenaeus’s main scope and de

sign in the whole.

You call it pleasant for me to add, consequently in all

knowledge, where Irenaeus says, that the “Father com

“municates in all things to the Son.” But is it not more

pleasant of you to understand by all things, all other

things, which Irenaeus does not say, nor does his argu

ment require it, but the contrary *

I took notice of Dr. Clarke's slipping over some words

through inadvertency: which words he has since added

in his second edition. And here, to show your inclination

to find any little fault, you blame me for taking no notice

of the amendment. Indeed the thing was very slight,

scarce worth remembering. Yet in two later editions of

my book, which you might have seen, I was so just to

the Doctor as to leave my former words out. And now,

I think, you ought to have inquired before you took this

needless handle for complaint. As to manifestatus, which

you construe expressly declared, I, set forth, represented,

or said, (which you weakly call “deceiving the reader,”)

it is not very material which be taken, provided only the

question were why, or in what sense, our Saviour declared

it; not, why the Father only knew the day. Which ques

tion Irenaeus resolves in saying, Praepositus esse Pater an

nuntiatus est. It was in this sense he declared him to be

alone knowing, as declaring him prapositum, set before,

preferred to the Son in knowledge, on account of his be

ing alone first in every thing. So that the sum of all is,

that Irenaeus does not suppose the Father more knowing,

but knowing every thing in the highest manner; as hav

ing it primarily, and from none; which was also the sense

of Basil and Nazianzen. But enough of this. You go
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on to Origen; whom I had cited, after Irenaeus, Ignatius,

and Clemens of Alexandria, to confute your round asser

tion, that all the Ante-Nicene writers believed the A6yo;

to have been ignorant, &c. when you could not prove it

of so much as one. Irenaeus may now stand; as also Ig

natius and Clemens. As to Origen, you have nothing

to object against what I cited him for, namely, that the

Son knows as much as the Father, or all that the Father

knows; which is omniscience in the highest and fullest

sense, not your relative omniscience, no where found

among the ancients. But you oppose another passage of

the same comment, saying, that the Father is greater

than the truth, that is, than the Son: which nobody

doubts: greater as Father, which is all that Origen

means. And what is that to the purpose ? Your other

quotation out of Jerome (then a vehement Anti-Origenist,

and straining every thing to the worst sense) is of very

slight moment. Let the reader consult Bishop Bull" in

defence of Origen against Jerome’s invectives; for I have

no inclination to repeat: or let him turn to Origen’s

Treatise against Celsus, where Origen directly contradicts

that very doctrine which you, upon Jerome's authority,

endeavour to ascribe to him; he asserts, that the Son

knows the Father xxt &#lav, suitably to his dignity o.

From the slender opposition which, after long deli

beration, you have been able to make against the Son's

omniscience, it ought now to pass as a thing concluded

and determined, being fully supported by Scripture and

by all antiquity. For besides the particular testimonies

before mentioned, I gave you also a general argument, to

prove that the Son's omniscience must have been a ruled

case, a settled point with the Ante-Nicene Church: to

which argument you make not a word of reply. Only

you single out an expression of mine, relating to Sabel

lianism, which you think is not just, and which you call

“abusing the reader;” though you have not yet been

* Bull. Def. F. Nic. p. 121, ° Origen, contr. Cels. p. 287.

VOL. III. - Q.
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able to produce any one instance where I have done it.

I have discovered many in you, and shall many more as

I pass on. What you blame me for, is, for supposing

that the Greek word hypostasis signified person, during

the time of the Sabellian controversy. I do assert that

it did, and could very easily prove it: but Bishop Bull

has already done it to my hands P. And it is something

hard, that as often as you forget yourself, or happen to

be ignorant of what every scholar should know, I must

be charged with abusing my reader. As to the Sabellian

notion of uía tróa ragig Tpinpägaros, I have before shown

how it is to be understood: and that Eusebius himself so

understood it is plain to every man that can read him.

But I suppose, the secret reason of all this was for the

sake of a translation of yours, “one single individual sub

“stance under three personal distinctions:” which though

literal, is a very false translation, as substance and per

sonal distinctions are now understood: and therefore this

was meanly applying to the populace. The true sense of

the words, as we should now express it, is, one person

under three nominal distinctions: which is manifestly what

Eusebius meant by it; as may appear from the account I

have given of him above (p. 177.) Your referring me to

Dr. Cudworth is pretty extraordinary; when it is well

known that that great man was mistaken, and that his

account of that matter (espoused also by Curcellaeus)

has been at large confuted by Bishop Stillingfleet q; not

to mention what has been done also by Dr. Wall', and

others, since that time.

The truth is, had Dr. Cudworth but distinguished be

tween substance of substance, (which supposes no division,

but one substance,) and saying substances, or essences,

which implies division, his account had been, in the main,

very just: for the Fathers knew nothing of a Trinity of

P Bull. D. F. sect. ii. c. 9. p. 103, &c. :

* Stillingfleet on the Trinity, p. 76. to p. 100.

* Wall's Hist. of Infant Baptism, p. 337. to p. 354. True Scripture Doc

trine continued, p. 239, to 252.
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modes, such as seems to have been taught by some of the

later Schoolmen. But I pass on.

The eternity of God the Son comes next under consi

deration. You tell me, it “is not alike described” with the

Father's, because the Father's is unoriginate and unde

rived: but where do you find unoriginate or underived at

all mentioned in the texts wherein the Father's eternity is

described ? You may collect it perhaps by inference: but

still the Scripture phrases for the eternity, whether of

Father or Son, are the same: neither does the distinction

of derived and underived signify any thing as to the sense

of eternity, which imports neither more nor less than

beginningless and endless duration. You next endeavour

to find some difference in the manner wherein the texts

are applied to each Person. As to the phrase first and

Aast, it has been vindicated already. As to Rev. i. 8.

which you understand of the Father, it is to be inter

preted (with all antiquity) of God the Sons. I know

how much it concerns you to contend for the application

of this text to God the Father; and therefore it is that

you plead so strenuously for it towards the latter end of

Query xvii. It will be of some service to settle that text

here; and therefore I shall stop awhile to consider the

strength of your reinforcement. In my Sermons,

1. I pleaded from the context.

2. From antiquity. -

3. I showed the weakness of the Doctor's reasons for

applying the text to the Father. -

As to the context, you make no reply at all; though it

is certainly of very great moment, for the ascertaining

the construction. As to antiquity, never were men more

unanimous than the ancients were in this matter; there

being no one exception, on record, against it. And

though you may make slight of Post-Nicene writers,

(Athanasius, Ruffinus, Gregory Nazianzen, Phoebadius,

Ambrose, Epiphanius, Jerome, Austin, Andreas Caesa

* See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 136, &c. Defence, vol. i. p. 319, &c.

Q 2.
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riensis,) yet their concurring voices in the case are really

very considerable; and amount to a probable proof, at

least, of the universal sense of the Ante-Nicene Church;

especially where nothing can be brought to confront it.

I observe, it is pretty frequent with you, upon the citing

of Eusebius singly, immediately to cry out the ancient

Church, even in points wherein Eusebius stands alone, or

runs counter to the ancients. I have certainly a much

better right to claim the verdict of the ancient Church,

upon the strength of so many evidences, (and few of

them either much later or less considerable than Euse

bius,) in a matter which the ancients have no where

contradicted. But I appealed also to two Ante-Nicene

writers, (Hippolytus and Tertullian, to say nothing now

of Origen,) and I observed farther, that their testimonies

in the case were not to be looked upon merely as the

private judgment of two writers, but as showing that the

Praxeans and Noëtians had all along taken it for granted,

that the Church applied Rev. i. 8. to God the Son; and

that Hippolytus and Tertullian, however pressed in dis

pute, presumed not to question it. A proof of this kind

amounts to more than many testimonies of single Fathers,

in relation to their own interpretation of a text. As to

Hippolytus, you call him (p. 509.) as usual, a “spurious

“or interpolated” author; your pretences for which have

been answered. But we have Epiphanius there stepping

in to confirm the same thing, viz. that Noëtus urged that

text, as applied to God the Son, against the Catholics:

and he answers as Hippolytus had done, by admitting

the text to be understood of Christ; borrowing his an

swer (as will be plain by comparing) from this very piece

of Hippolytus, which you call spurious or interpolated.

It is therefore manifest, that the part we are now con

cerned in is no interpolation.

As to Tertullian, you say, “He does not suppose this

“text to be spoken of the Son,” (p. 508.) What, does he

* Epiphan. vol. i. p. 488.
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not ? Surely you never looked carefully into Tertullian.

He observes of the Praxeans u, (just as Hippolytus does

of Noëtus,) that they had cited and urged this text

against the Catholics; applying it to God the Son: and

Tertullian, in his answer, admits that application. Where

fore it is a clear case, that the Ante-Nicene Church uni

versally understood this text of the Son, and not of the

Father; which I am now proving. What you throw in

to lessen the sense of wavroxpárwp, when applied to the

Son, I pass over here, as not affecting our present ques

tion. Origen I insist not upon, because of the doubtful

credit of his translator. Yet, considering that the text

was certainly so applied before Origen's time, and con

stantly after, it is more than probable that that part at

least is Origen’s own. However, I want not his testi

mony, having abundant proof of what I assert, without

him.

Since therefore the context, and all antiquity, pleads on

my side for understanding that text of God the Son, I

must have strong reasons for the other application, before

I admit it. Dr. Clarke's principal reason, drawn from

verse the fourth of that chapter, I answered at large in

my Sermons *. It is no more than this; that the title,

“which is, and which was, and which is to come,” is given

to the Father, ver. 4. therefore the same title, ver, 8. must

belong to him also: as if the same title were not often in

Scripture, and in the Apocalypse too, given to both. I

instanced in the title of Alpha and Omega, &c. being ap

plied by St. John, sometimes to the Father, and at other

times to the Son. All you have to say by way of reply,

" Interim, hic mihi promotum sit responsum adversus id quod et de Apo

calypsi Joannis proferunt: Ego Dominus qui est, et qui fuit, et venit omni

Apotens, et sicubi alibi Dei omnipotentis appellationem non putant Filio con

venire, Quasi qui venturus est, non sit omnipotens, cum et Filius omnipo

tentis tam omnipotens sit quam Deus Dei Filius. Tertull contr. Prax. c. 17.

N. B. The Praxeans could not imagine that any such high title could be

long to the Son, unless the Son was the very Father himself: which there

fore they concluded him to be from this and the like texts.

* Sermons, vol. ii. p. 137.

Q 3
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is, that the title of Alpha and Omega is indisputably given

to the Son in other places; whereas this other is never given

to the Son any where else but here; where it is disputable

whether it be given him or no. To which I answer, that

there is very little force in this argument, provided we

have other good reasons for understanding the text of

God the Son in this one place; as we certainly have both

from the context and from antiquity ; and there is still

the less force, if Scripture, and even St. John himself, has

elsewhere applied, if not this very title, yet equivalent

titles to God the Son; which he undoubtedly has. For

brevity sake, I refer only to St. John’s application of

Isa. ix. 6, 9.. to God the Sony, “Holy, holy, holy Lord

“God of hosts :” which St. John expresses (Rev. iv. 8.)

by Köpio; 5 Osog, 5 wavroxpárap, much the same with what

we have Rev. i., 8. -

There is therefore no force in your reasoning against

the application of Rev. i. 8. to the Son.

The Doctor's other reason drawn from the ancients, as

generally applying the title 5 wavroxpárap to the Father,

is ridiculous; when we have plain positive proof that they

understand this very text of God the Son. Whatever

use may be made of the general observation, (as there

cannot much?,) it does not affect the question about the

application of this text to the Son.

Having sufficiently vindicated our application of Rev. i.

8. I may proceed, and make my proper use of it, as occa

sion may require. I may now venture, by your allow

ance, to call God the Son supreme over all; which is

your own rendering of 5 wavroxpárap. And let us not

presume to deal partially and unequally between the Fa

ther and the Son, in this important question. We may

now return to the point of the Son's eternity.

I observed, in my Defence", that by eluding the proof

of the Son’s eternity, you had scarce left yourself any for

* See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 18. * Ibid. p. 138,

* Defence, vol. i. p. 81, &c.
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the eternity of God the Father: or if you had, I desired

you to show in what manner you could (consistent with

your principles) prove the eternity of the Father. You

make a doubt whether I intended it for sober reasoning

or banter. You do well to put the matter off with as

good a grace as you can: but I was very serious in it;

that you had come very near defeating every proof that

could be thought on in the case; if you had not entirely

done so. And indeed, I am still of opinion, that, through

your imprudent zeal against the divinity of God the Son,

you have really betrayed the clearest and best cause in

the world to the first bold Marcionite, or Manichee, that

shall deny the eternal Godhead both of Father and Son,

and assert some unknown God above them both. You

will remember, the question was, whether that particular

Person, called the Father, be the eternal God, or how you

could prove it upon your principles. His being called

God ever so often wbuld amount to nothing; that being

no more than a word of office. His being Creator was

nothing, that you could elude. His being Jehovah was

of no weight, meaning no more than a person true and

faithful to his promises. As to his eternity, none of the

texts were strong enough for it, but might bear a limited

sense. I may now add, that the title of wavroxpárag, Al

mighty, or God over all, or the strongest words of like

kind in the Old Testament, signify nothing; being ca

pable of a subordinate sense. Well then; what have you

at length reserved, to prove so momentous an article?

Only this: that he is the Father, or first Cause, of whom

are all things. But first Cause is no where said, that is

your own. All that is said is, “To us there is one God

“the Father, of whom are all things,” 1 Cor. viii. 6.

And you know how to elude the force of the word all

things, when you are disputing against God the Son: so

that creating all things may mean no more than creating

some things; as Christ's knowing all things, according

to you, means some things only. The utmost therefore

of what you have proved is no more than that he is Crea

Q 4
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tor; and being Creator, you had told me long ago, did

not imply eternity, nor an infinite subject b. You have

not then been able to prove, that the particular Person,

called the Father, is the first Cause of all things; or that

there is not another God above him; who is really, and

truly, and in the metaphysical sense, the eternal God. You

may proceed as you think proper, to make up the appa

rent deficiency of your pretended demonstration. By

loosening the proof of Christ’s divinity, you have loosen

ed every proof of the divinity of God the Father also;

which perhaps you was not aware of For my part, I

shall always think, that his being so often called God,

and true God, and his being Creator, and Almighty, and

Jehovah, and he that is, and was, and is to come, are clear

incontestable proofs that he is the one necessarily exist

ing God, whose existence my reason assures me of: and

when I am got thus far, I will prove, by the same topics,

that God the Son is so likewise: and thus the same ar

tillery shall serve both against Manichees and Arians;

while you, by pleading the cause of one, have insensibly

given up a greater cause to the other.

I must however do you the justice to observe, that

since your first writing, you seem to be drawing off, with

the Doctor, from some of your former principles. You

do not now make the word God to be always a word of

office; nay, you assert it to be very “improper to say,

“that the supreme God has an office,” (p. 220.) which

makes a great alteration in your scheme, and is jumping

from one extreme to another; overlooking, as usual, the

truth, which lies in the midway. . I do not know, whe

ther you can yet prove that particular Person, called God

the Father, to be the one eternal God. You suppose the

word God, when applied to him, to denote his Person;

and you suppose that Person to be the one eternal God.

But supposing is one thing, and proving another: and I

do not see how you have proved it, or ever can prove it;

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 83.
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unless you allow the title of God to carry the notion of

necessary existence in it, allowing the same also of Jeho

vah. Then indeed you may prove your point as to the

divinity of God the Father: and as soon as you have done

it, by the same arguments we will also prove the divinity

of God the Son. So choose you whether to take in both,

or give up both: for I see no remedy but that the divinity

of Father and Son must stand or fall together.

To proceed: you pretend now, that “you was not ar

“guing against the eternity of the Son, but showing the

“weakness of my arguments to prove his independent

“eternity.” You shall have the liberty of recanting and

growing wiser, whenever you please. But the truth of the

fact is, that you were then arguing against the eternity

of the Son, in these words quoted in my Defence, vol. i.

p. 84. “This office and character (of a Redeemer) relative

“ to us, presupposes not, nor is at all more perfect for, the

“eternal past duration of his being.” It was the eternity,

you see, not independent eternity, against which you were

disputing. I asked, how you came to take for granted

what you knew nothing of; viz. that any power less than

infinite might be equal to the work of redemption. And

what do you say to this? My argument is, if you cannot

show that it did not require infinite power, you cannot

show that it did not require an eternal agent. You say,

that “an office commencing in time, does not require an

“eternal duration of him that executes.” Right: every

office does not: but we are speaking of an office which

may (for aught you know) require infinite, and therefore

eternal powers, because nothing infinite can be in time.

You say, “Infinity of powers is not a consequence of eter

“nal duration.” Suppose it be not, (which you know no

thing of again,) yet my argument is vice versa, that eternal

duration is a consequence of infinity of powers; which

you did not attend to. At length you are forced to give

up the point; not being hardy enough to pronounce that

the work of redemption did not require infinite powers.

But you attempt to prove it another way. A “me
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“diator,” you say, “cannot be himself the one supreme

“God.” You should have said, (for it is all that you can

prove,) that a mediator cannot be the same person whom

he mediates to. And this is what Eusebius shows in the

passage produced by you; which was very needlessly

brought to prove what every man’s common sense

teaches. The whole force of Eusebius's reasoning lies

only in this, that the two persons could not be one per

son: or if he meant any thing more, (which I am not

sensible he did,) his arguing is low and trifling. I had

pleaded, that by your reasoning, you had entirely frus

trated the argument drawn from the acts of creation, to

prove the divinity of God the Father: for the office of

creating commenced in time. You are pleased to allow

'my consequence, (however scandalous it may appear

upon you,) and to tell me, that the “perfections of God

“the Father appear not barely and immediately from the

“act of creating, but from the consideration of the nature

“of a first Cause.” I am glad to find you begin to be

reconciled to that metaphysical word, nature, which you

will hardly allow us to use. But I must tell you farther,

that by weakening and destroying so many clear and un

deniable proofs of the Father’s divinity, you have not left

yourself enough to prove him to be the first Cause. This

perhaps you was not aware of, being entirely bent upon

destroying the Son's divinity; and taking it for granted,

that the Father's would be admitted without proof. It is

a dark business: but disputants will sometimes over

shoot. Dr. Clarke, I believe, began to be sensible of his

error in this respect, as having undermined every Scrip

ture proof of the necessary existence of God the Father.

By an after-thought, in the second edition of Scripture

Doctrinee, he was pleased to allow, that the Father's

self-existence and independent eternity were taught in

Rev. i. 8.

I am very glad he pitched upon that text, because we

* Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 264. ed. 2d.
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can easily vindicate it to God the Son: and so we shall

have an express proof of the necessary existence of the

Son ; and leave you, with shame, to make out the Fa

ther's, by some other as express texts, or by consequence

only. I have before hinted, that I Cor. viii. 6. will do

you no service directly, or by itself; because all things

may mean some things, and God to us, may not mean ab

solutely the God of the universe. But if the Son’s neces

sary existence be once admitted, according to Rev. i. 8.

the consequence will be clear and certain for the necessary

existence of the Father also. Thus, as you had once lost

the proof of the Father’s divinity, by denying the Son's;

so, by asserting the latter, you may again recover the

former, and then all will be right,

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

vocating answer to the oljection; 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.

WE have many important matters to debate under this

present Query, which will require the reader's most care

ful attention. -

You begin with telling me, that eternal generation does

not imply necessary existence, nay, that it is contradictory

to it. Let us hear your reason. “Generation is an act,

“and all actions spring from the will only; and an act of

“the will (that is, free choice) cannot be necessary,”

p. 251. Your argument is undoubtedly just, according to

your own novel sense of the word act. But it is ridi

culous to imagine, that giving new names to old truths

can ever alter their nature. Either argue against genera

tion being an act in the old sense of act, or confess your

trifling, in bringing the whole to a dispute about words
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and names only. In the old sense of act, generation is

an act ; in your novel sense of act it is not: and where

are you now, but where you at first set out?

You tell me, after the Modest Pleader, (to whom I

briefly replied in a Preface,) “that I have not been able

“to produce one single passage out of any one Ante-Ni

“cene writer” (you should have added Post-Nicene too,

it being equally true of all the Fathers) “wherein the Son

“ is affirmed to have emaned, or been emitted, from the

“Father, by necessity of nature.”

Will you please to show me, where either Scripture

or Fathers (Post-Nicene or Ante-Nicene) ever said, that

God the Father existed by necessity of nature. They

have never said it; though they have, in other terms,

asserted the same thing, which we now mean by necessity

of nature: and this may also be the case as to the neces

sary generation of the Son: and it certainly is so. To

clear this momentous point I shall here show, -

1. Why neither Father nor Son were ever said, by the

ancients, to exist by necessity of nature, but the contrary.

2. I shall show that the ancients, notwithstanding, be

lieved the very same thing which we now differently ex

press; namely, the necessary existence of God the Son, as

well as of God the Father.

3. I shall inquire in what sense, or by whom, necessary

generation or emanation was held, and in what words

they expressed it: where I shall also account for the

Son's being said to be generated by the will of the Fa

ther.

1. I am to begin with observing, why neither Father

nor Son were ever said, by the ancients, to exist by neces

cessity of nature, but the contrary. None of the ancients

durst have said, that God exists by necessity, because it

would have been the same as to say, that he was com

pelled by a superior force, and against his will, (such was

their sense of the word necessity,) to exist. The Greek

&váyxm had been much used among philosophers in this
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hard sense. Some had made voi; and &váyxq d, mind and

necessity, the two causes, or sources of all things. Some

made necessity alone the first and highest causee. Plato

meant the same as 5x, or first matter, by necessity', fol

lowing therein Timaeus Locrus. Some made necessity

the mother of the fates, and the first among the deities 5.

Many made their gods all subject to necessity; as is par

ticularly true of the Stoics. I forbear to cite passages

which might be given in great numbers. Such being the

use of the word necessity, no wonder, if the Fathers for

bore saying, that God existed by necessity, or if they even

denied it.

Plotinus, a famous Platonist, of the third century, de

nies that God exists Urb ayāyxngh, by necessity, being no

other than what he would choose to be.

Lactantius hints at the same thought i. And upon the

same principles, the Fathers were always very careful to

remove every thing of necessity k from God; and would

d Wid. Timaeum Locrum de Anim. Mund. p. 543. Amst.

* Wid. Phurnutum de Natura Deorum, p. 19. alias 155.

* Wid. Platonis Timaeum. Chalcid. in Timaeum, p. 377. ed. Fabric.

& Vid. Proclum. Theolog. Platon. p. 405, 406. Pausan. lib. ii. p. 93. Theo

dorit. de Provid. Dei Serm. vi. p. 562, 563.

* Mårt ä, äaurs, rl Autus/agSzu &s ire &váyzng rooro 3, 5 irri rooro, r air's

than 3rse zirds &s #94xngs 22 Sixt. Plotin. Enn. vi. p. 748.

* Ex seipso est, ut in primo diximus libro, et ideo talis est qualem se esse

voluit. Lact. Inst, lib. ii. c. 8, p. 161.

* Ti; rà, 2,4%xny irčax&y airs; # 2, 3rorów is xíyuy iri esov &váyxn",

xal 214 ro572 púzil &yz.9%; Hariv. Athanasius, 611.

Bonus Pater, non aut ex voluntate est, aut necessitate, sed super utrum

que, hoc est, natura. Ambros. de Fid, lib. iv. c. 9, p. 540.

Non ex voluntate, nec ex necessitate, quia Deo nulla manet necessitas.

Supra voluntatem et necessitatem est id quod est Deitas. Vigil. Taps. de

Trin. lib. x. p. 273. Conf. Toletan. Concil. xi.

obvre.% & , &yaśās i Q40s, xa, pigs, onaoveyes, xal púril es's, obz &váyx?

rajvá izra ris y&é à Tây &váyxny iráyay. Damasc. de Fid. Orth. lib. iii. p.

228.

El yåe war abråy re puzizév wavra's za, hwayzaguívoy piral 3, 5 Osos, es?",

%za &yaśās, púza 2ndoveyás &váyxz izrat ā Qads, esos, xa, xyz'90s, ral An

Aloueyás" 3rse xa inosis, uár yi Aiysis taxárns irr £Aarpnuías' Tis yap 3 rhy

4v4%rny iráyay; Maxim. Disp. cum Pyrrh.. tom. ii. p. 163. Combesis.

'o ray-3xay eas ob wară pârly #ylos, 3izaios, &yo.3%, Zah, pås, gopia, "a 20
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never say that he existed, or was God, by necessity. Da

mascen well expresses the thoughts of them all in these

words.

“God being by nature good, and by nature endued

“with creative powers, and by nature God, is not any of

“these by necessity : for, who has laid any necessity upon

“him?” I render &nuoup'yog, endued with creative powers,

that being the sense of it; though otherwise, literally, it

is Creator.

As low then as Damascen, who lived in the eighth cen

tury, we have no instance, that I know of, of the use of

necessary existence, or of necessity of nature in the modern

sense. They that would seek for it, must look among

the later Schoolmen, and not among the Fathers of the

Church. When it first came in is no great matter, not

worth my search: so I leave it to those who have leisure.

But I must complain of it as a great instance of unfair

ness, after I had given you the hint of this in the Preface

to my Sermonsi, (which you have read,) for you to bring

up this pretence again, that the Ante-Nicene writers did

not allow the Son to exist, or to be generated by necessity

of nature. Which pretence amounts to no more than a

poor quibble upon an expression: and you might have

used the very same argument against the necessary exist

ence even of God the Father. The ancient writers, I con

ceive, for eight centuries (I know not how much lower)

would have denied, or did deny, that God was God by

necessity: well therefore might they deny, or never as

sert, that the Son was generated by necessity. Yet they

asserted the very same things which we do, in respect of

Father or Son, under other terms; as I come next to

show.

2. The ancients believed and taught the necessary exist

ence of God the Son; expressing it in such manner and

in such phrases as were suitable to their own times. The

vapas; &é' où, was abros &éovx'íra's za &s # äväyxms irriv, & irriv. Cyrill. Aler.

4d Anathem. 3. contr. Theodor. p. 213.

! Vol. II.
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most usual way of expressing what we call necessary ex

istence, was by saying, that any thing was this or that,

%as or xata púa'iy, by nature: another pretty common

way was by 5 dy, to by, wro; div, and the like, existing

emphatically. Several other ways of expressing the same

thing will occur as I go along, in tracing the sense of the

Fathers upon this head, the necessary existence of God the

Son.

A. D. I 16. IGNATIUs.

I begin with Ignatius, one of St. John’s disciples,

whose words are these: “There is one physician, both

“fleshly and spiritual, made and unmade, though in flesh

“God, in death true life, both of Mary and of God; first

“passible, then impassible, Jesus Christ our Lord m.”

The word which I here lay the stress on, in proof of the

Son's necessary existence, is &yāynrog, not made: a word

but seldom, if ever, used, in this manner, to signify any

thing less. Thus Athanasius", and Pope Gelasius 9, long

ago, understood this place of Ignatius: you pretend (p.

295.) that the reading is &yévywros, unbegotten, and that it

is “plainly set in opposition only to human generation.”

But this which is so plain to you, is by no means plain to

any man else: the contrary is rather so from many consi

derations. You must mean, I suppose, that he was unle

gotten, as having no human father, born of a virgin. A

gainst which construction there lie these several reasons.

1. That no other Catholic writer ever styled Christ &yāy

wro; on this account. 2. That Ignatius is plainly speak

ing of two several natures in the same person of Christ,

as appears by the antitheses all along. Call it the flesh

only, if you please, (though he meant by flesh human na

ture entire,) yet you see the opposition carried on quite

* Eis areas irriw, gazzizés r" x2' ww.svaarizès, yawns is was 27#varos, is a24"

3'sséus,as esā, in Savāra ga', d'AnSivā, xx} +x Magías wai ix. €400, 22%roy wasn

*** *a rārs &raShi, Ingous Xenares à Kūčios haëv. Ign. Ep. ad Ephes.c. vii.

p. 14. Ox.

* Athanas. de Synod. Arim. p. 761.

• Gelasius de duabus Naturis, p. 690. Bas. cd.
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through, flesh and spirit, flesh and God, death and true

life, one of Mary, the other of God, one passible, the

other impassible: so that the plain sense is, that one was

made, the other unmade: unless you will say, that as the

jlesh was begotten, the Adyog, the God was unbegotten:

which can bear but two senses, one of which will not suit

with your principles, nor the other with Catholic princi

ples. You will not say, that the A6 yog was unbegotten

of the Father, nor would Ignatius, that Christ, as God,

was not begotten of Mary. It being a Catholic maxim,

that Mary was Seoróxo; : that is, the doctrine was always

held, though differently expressed; and it is the express

doctrine of Ignatius P himself. Since then Ignatius was

undoubtedly speaking of what Christ was in two distinct

natures, or capacities, to one of which yewards is applied,

and &yávnrog to the other; you may readily perceive, that

your construction of him is entirely wide and foreign.

3. I shall add, thirdly, that I have some reason to doubt

whether there was any such word as āyāyvnrog so early as

the time of Ignatius. This will lead me into a long but

useful inquiry; useful upon many other accounts besides

the present. You are of opinion, that the ancient Chris

tian writers, wherever they style God &yāywrog, meant the

same as &yévynrog, unbegotten, p. 294. My opinion is, that

it was late before they styled him &yévywro; at alla; and

that when they styled him &yāywros, they never meant

precisely unbegotten, but either unmade, or underived ab

solutely. We must trace this point up to the old philo

sophers. Thales is the first of them: and he uses the

word &yávnro; ", to signify either unmade or eternal.

P Xela row rob viot ro5 esov, ro5 yevouávov is baries in orietaros Aag;3 xas

'Aéex44. Ignat. ad Rom. c. vii. p. 40. -

* Patri novum innascibilitatis nomen ecclesia imposuit. Cum enim Sa

belliana haeresis genitum ex virgine Patrem voluisset asserere, ingenitum

contra. Hanc confitendo ecclesia tradidit Patrem, et utique in divinis Scrip

turis ingenitum nunquam legimus Patrem. Vigil. Taps. Disp. Not. 21.

* Tieszcürzroy raw Byra, esās &yívnrow yae. Diog. Laert. lib. i. p. 21.

Tí r? Selow; r} Añrs &6%hy #xay, unre r<xivray. Thales apud Diog. Laert.

p. 22. -
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Parmenides", about a hundred years after, uses the word

&yávrov, as is plain from the metre; and not in the sense

of unbegotten, because he supposes the same thing to be

govoysvåg, begotten.

Clemens understands the passage of God: but Eusebius

and Theodorit more rightly of the world: though per

haps both may be consistent, as some have imagined God

and the world to be the same, and proceeding from a

chaos. But I incline to understand it rather of the world

distinct from God, as the only begotten of God; wovoyev;

being a title given to the world by Timaeus Locrus', and

Platou, who are imitated by Philox.

Here then &yávros can only signify unmade, eternal, or

necessarily existing.

Ocellus Lucanusy uses it to express beginningless and

endless existence: or what we should call necessary ex

istence; always and unvariably the same.

Timaeus Locrus applies it to ideas and to duration:

where he seems to mean no more than eternity and im

mutability?. I read the word with single win both places;

there being no reason for making it double. There is

a passage of Timaeus a, cited by Clemens, where the

copies have &yévywrog. Sylburgius had observed it should

be &yávnro; rather. But I believe the true reading is

&yāvarog, to answer the dialect. I suppose Timaeus must

* IIoxx2 &#x &s &yiynroy toy wa &v4x4926, izzly, -

O5xov, advoysvás vs, x2, &resuls, #3 &yāynroy, Apud Clem. Alex. p. 716.

Euseb. Praep. Ev. p. 43. Theod, tom. iv. p. 504,528.

* Timaeus Locrus, p. 4. Gale. alias p. 545. Amst.

* Plato Tim. c. 16. p. 239. Fabric. Vid. Orig. contr. Cels. p. 308.

* Philo, p. 244, 298, 876.

y T2 ray &y&#922, x2, &yinro, &é ri y&é ày za is al. Ocell. Lucan. p. 8.

Gale. al. 506.

'Ayávnros x2 &pSzéro; 5 xíguns. āva6%0s zz drixsárnros. Id. p. 16, 28.

* De idea, to Aiy &yívary re zz &ziyarov, 22 Avoy r*. Tim. Locr. p. 2.

a yayêra x86val by alaya rorayogsäous;, p. 10.

* Miz dex2 rávrov isly 3%wnros (leg. dyāvaros) # y% #y##7", 8x ây-fiv £r.

46x2, 4xx ixtiva # 3, & 32x2 #yāyero. Clem. Alex. p. 718. Plato in his

Phaedrus applies this reasoning to the soul. Phaedr. p. 344. Vid. Cicer.

Tusc. i. p. 45.

V O L. III. R
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have meant vows, by his ulx &px3, one of his two principles:

&váyxx was the other. And I must note, that &yāvaro;

here seems to be used in the sense of underived abso

lutely.

We may now descend to Plato, about 360 years before

Christ. It is frequent with him to use the word &yávnro;

to express eternal, immutable existence, that is, necessary

existence. And though he derived his väg and lux, mind

and soul, from the to &yašov, yet he supposed them āyāvara,

necessarily existing; as Athanasius b hath observed: and

the like is observed of him by Eusebiuse. Dr. Clarke

tells us, in his Demonstration of the Being, &c. that, ac

cording to many of Plato's followers, the world was

supposed to be “an eternal voluntary emanation from the

“all-wise and supreme Caused.” But I know not whe

ther the Doctor will be able to prove this of them, in his

present sense of voluntary. Plotinus, who is one of his

authorities, makes God’s will to be the same with God’s

essence: and he derives the very being of God from his

will, that is, from himselfe. You seem therefore to be

under a great mistake when you tell me, (p. 254.) that the

Platonists expressly affirmed the world to be eternal, and

by the will of God, and not by necessity: as if will in their

sense (because it is in yours) must needs be opposed

to necessity, in your sense also of necessity; when neither

their sense of will nor of necessity was the same with

yours f. *

b "Oy Aiygasy ix row dya-Sow wovy, wal thy ix row vow Wux,y, zaire, yiyazzayre; r.

# 3, airly, oix ipo.6%$ngay as xal abra tirary 2%wnra. Athanas. de Decret.

S. N. p. 234.

• Nonrås kaias *Y*res sha pazzav abrås &are za rāga, Wuxi,

# rura #42 officias rās rob Tears airiov Zvrayal Aiyav. Ob% yāp ix ro5 as 5, ros

abrås yiyevival 23%val £4xtra. Euseb. Praep. Ev. 1, 13. c. 15. p. 694.

d Dr. Clarke's Demonstration, &c. p. 31.4th ed.

e See Cudworth, p. 405.

f Basil gives a very different account of these philosophers and their senti

ments, that they supposed the world eternal, and not by the will of God.

K2 wasíza aroxxol ray pawraaSāra, guvvarãexity # 2, 3iov 7: Sió ray záraz",

eix yeysvirSal raé abrol ovexéenza" &AA elove &roaxiagua rās 3váezia's

abrov ailroad ra's ragwrosiiva". Kal airlow £y abrov juoxeyeva roy Saby, affrio, 3
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To Plato we may subjoin Aristotle, who is known to

make the world &yāywros, necessarily existent; which you

(because you affect singularity) will needs call self-exist

ent. But as there is certainly a different idea from that of

self-existent fixed to the word &yávnrog, when applied to

the thing caused, we will, with your good leave, give the

different ideas different names. Simplicius, quoted by Dr.

Cudworth $, observes of Aristotle, that while he makes

God the cause of the world, he yet supposes the world to

be dyiynrog, necessarily existing. You say, Dr. Cudworth

justly charges Aristotle with making the world self

existent. But Dr. Cudworth was a wiser man, than to

charge Aristotle with it. He observes, that neither Ari

stotle, nor any of the Pagan theologers, from his time,

ever supposed the world or the inferior Gods to be self

existenth; but to proceed eternally from a cause. You

allow the same thing, (p. 294.) of the Stoicks their ayāynro,

Saol, eternal and necessarily existing Gods, produced from

the substance of God. So that now we have the sense of

three famous sects of philosophers, (Platonists, Aristo

telians, and Stoicks,) all distinguishing between self

existence and necessary existence; and all using the word

ayávnrog to express the latter singly, as often as they applied

it to things produced.

From the whole we may make this observation, which

will be useful to us in our reading the Fathers, that there

is nothing strange or uncommon in giving the title of

ayávnrog to what is supposed to have been produced, or be

gotten. To the ancient instances already given from pro

fane writers, I shall add a few more of something later

2xpozigáros, &s 77s reigs to as az, zz was Azazn?áyos r &ravya gov. Basil, in

Hexaem. Hom. 1. p. 10.

So also St. Ambrose:

Quamvis causam ejus Deum esse fateantur, causam tamen volunt non ex

voluntate, et dispositione sua, sedita ut causa umbrae corpus est. Ambr. in

Heraem. l. l. c. 5.

g To wiruoy ra obezvot Stow Aiyay, %a's dyávnvoy &ürby &ro?sixyval. Cudworth,

p. 253.

h Ibid.
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date; one is from the Hermaick books, quoted in Cyril',

where the A6%, is styled &yāywrog, and yet y%aios vić.

More may be cited from Plotinusk, and other Platonists;

who call things &yávra, eternal and necessarily existing,

though proceeding from another. All the while it is ob

servable, that %yávnrog was sometimes used in a higher

sense, when applied to what those philosophers called

the first Cause, or supreme God: for it might then signify

both necessary existence and self-existence, that is, unde

rived absolutely: though it might often signify no more

than necessary existence, abstracting from the considera

tion of self-existence: which may best be judged of by

observing what the word is opposed to. I meet not how

ever with the word &yévynrog to denote particularly self

existent : nor does it seem to have been in use so high

as Philo's time. For when Philo had a mind to express

how the A670; was necessarily existing, but not self-ex

istent, (so I understand him,) he had no way of doing it

but by saying that he was not &yāywro; in the highest

sense as God is, nor yawr; in the low sense as creatures

are, but between both 1. If he had had the two words

&yávnro; and &yévvutog, he might much more easily have

expressed the thought: as many of the Christian Fathers

did after. I take the word &yévywrog to have been first

brought in by the Christians, to distinguish the Father

from the Son; that is, unbegotten from begotten. But

*"o 2%guo; #xis &éxovirz trixstusvow Bnaeveyev, Aóvoy rov rávrov *rárai, 3;

47 ixsivoy rearn ovyzus, &yāynros, &c. "Eart 2 row wavrexeiev zeóżoves,

xzi réxsios, zal yávigo; yväzios wiás. Apud Cyril. Alec. contr. Jul lib. i. p 33.

* Tsynta Ay y2é rà &&#y #xay &yávnra 2, #ra gh %éâvoy Thy &exh, izu,

&xxx &t rae &xxov hyra &st. Plotin. Enn. ii. lib. 4. p. 161, 162.
e • C). *, *, *, ** > / >1 w

A ray 9:3, ovoia ob% #yávoyzo rā yàe &s #wra ob%rors yiyovral 25% rāg

2.4%rns airías, n &xxâxay %22#ovira" &arić ob% Wux's ai trigrägal. Sallust.

de Mund. c. ii. p. 245.

> - - - - - */ *

Airby 32 row x67&ay 44926.7% vs. xa, &yávnroy siva &váyan
* * * *

el Y23 & 4,341
*** * - - -

- *

piral, ob% yiyovy-za 3r &váyzn 21& rhy row 9:25 &yaSárnta ävros row zig

ow &#1 rs toy 980, £3293, sh * * * 5-4----... 3 * ... " - \

* 'ya Sáv siya, Xai rāy who uoy wráč%ay, &arsé àxi &iv, xzi
- * -

* -
- - -

zve avywpigratz pa’s, ragar 3 axia. Ibid. c. vii. p. 256.
*! * - a " c * * - -

"Ours &yírniros & Søs &v, 25rs yiynres &, basis, &xx2 &íaos ray &zewy, &eps

Teois unpavalv. Philo, p. 509.
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when, or by what degrees it came into use, is not easy to

determine. Hardly so early as Ignatius; or if it had, he

would not have applied it to God the Son in any sense:

wherefore it is highly improbable that &yévynrog should

be the word in the place cited. But &yávnrog was a com

mon word, and very applicable; and the more likely to

be applied by him to God the Son, whom he also styles,

as the Word, &#60; m, of like signification with &yāywrog,

and frequently joined with it in ancient writers n. I have

nothing farther to add, but that the Arian interpolator

well understood the force of āyāywro; in that place of Ig

natius; and therefore craftily enough altered the passage,

applying it to the Father only; suitably to Arian princi

ples, which allow not either &yévywrog or &yávnro; to be

applied to God the Son.

I should take notice, that Theodoret lays it to the

charge of Saturnilus, that he asserted our Saviour to be

not only &yévros, but also &yévywros ", therein contradict

ing himself, since he owns him to have a Father. But it

is difficult to know whether Theodoret drew this from

Saturnilus's own expressions, or only expressed what he

took to be Saturnilus's sense in his own words. If the

former were certain, we should have a proof of &yévywrog

being used about Ignatius's time, though among heretics

only: but that I leave to be considered. I incline to

think, that even when the Father was spoken of, the

word was still &yávnrog, but understood sometimes in the

highest sense, signifying self-existence; as we see in the

Sybilline verses P. Athanasius's observation may hold

true, that the #y to &yávnroy did not signify the one unbegot

*"Os $griy abro5 Aávos &#2ios, oix &r: "y; aposx94v. Ignat. ad Magnes.

p. 23. N. B. 'Aizio; here looks backwards, and is to be understood a parte

ante, as the Schools speak. Compare what Irenaeus says; Ubi est sige non

erit Logos; et ubi Logos non utique est sige. Iren. l. ii. c. 12. p. 129.

"Ti obvior to &#2toy zai &yávnroy, wal &@Sagrov; * %évos obże's Azara/39A%v

irāya. Plutarch. de # in Delphis Script.

o Theod. Haeret, Fab. 194.

P Eis Saās as Aévos irri, brseasy Sns āyāynros. Theoph. Antioch. p. 181.

Abroysyns, &yávnros, äravra wearāy 2laaravrás. Ibid.

R 3
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ten, but the one underived q, when applied to the Father;

carrying in it both necessary existence and self-existence:

though it was often expressive of the former only, being

understood in opposition to precarious existence, and no

thing else: and so the Son might be included in the #y r?

&yávnroy. I have made no account of any Latin transla

tions of the Greek &yávnrog, because nothing is more un

certain. The translator of Irenaeus is various, and often

translates by innatus or ingenitus, where it is plain the

word should be infectus. Tertullian sometimes translates

the one word &yāynrog, by two together, innatus et infec

tus; which confirms me that the word was āyāynrog, and

that, for want of a proper word for underived, he chose to

express it by two. Yet Tertullian has also the word inna

tus for unbegotten alone; applying it to the Father in

contradistinction to the Son. But I shall weary the

reader. He that would see more of the use of &yévros

may consult the authors in the margin r. The benefit of

what hath been hinted will appear as I go on.

A. D. 145. JUSTIN MARTYR.

I am next to show, that Justin Martyr also taught the

necessary existence of God the Son. His doctrine is, that

the Son is 5 &, the IAM; a phrase expressing, accord

ing to Justin, and all other the best critics, proper empha

tical existence; the same which we now call necessary ex

istence. As to the proof of the fact, that Justin really

styles God the Son 5 &, and in his own proper Person, I

have given it in my Defences; and am now only to take

of your exceptions to the evidence. You have very little

of moment to reply; which is the reason, I suppose, that

you appear so fretted all the way under this Query, and

* Oüx &ywootasy 3 #r wa) of slenzórss 2, r3 &yinvo, röy rarie- Aiyarris, oix

*s yawn-ow wal rouñuares 3rros re; 2.6% ovoira's fyea-pav, &AA 3rd A, txu ré, af

*** **A* aires rare aly irr, rä, **pias, &c. Athan. vol. i. p. 761.

Bened.

* Suiceri Thesaur. Petavius de Trin. Iib. v. c. 1, 2. Cudworth, p. 253,

254. Montfaucon, Admon, in Athanas. de D -

- - - Decr. S. N. p. 207.
* Vol. i. p. 27, 108, 109. N. p
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betray a very indecent warmth in your expressions. You

have only your old pretence, (which is worth nothing,)

that, according to Justin, Christ was Messenger, or Mini

ster to the Father: and so he was according to me too,

in my Defence, and now; and yet he is 5 &v together

with the Father; and he will be, maugre all the en

deavours of passionate men to the contrary.

I insisted farther in my Defence', that the very reason

given why the Father is God, Q=0s, (not à Qad,) is because

he is &yávros, necessarily existing.

Now since Justin every where expressly styles the Son

Osos, and says that he is Q=0s, God, he must of conse

quence believe the Son to be necessarily existing. Here

you are in a passion; telling me, (p. 296.) that it “is ex

“actly as ridiculous as if a man should argue that since,

“according to St. Paul, God’s being the Father, of whom

“are all things, is declared to be the reason of his being

“the one God; therefore if the Son be not the Father,

“he is not God at all.” But have a little patience, and

you will see the clearer. Had St. Paul said, that the

reason of the Father’s being God, is because he is the

Father of whom, &c. it would be manifest, that, according

to St. Paul, no one could be God that was not also the

Father of whom, &c. But as St. Paul has said no such

thing, the case is not parallel. Nor is the Father's be

ing the Father of whom, &c. the reason or foundation of

his being the one God, but only a reason why he princi

pally is styled the one God: so that you have yet said

nothing to take off the force of my argument relating to

Justin. You are extremely angry at my construing &yévy

to; in Justin, eternal, uncreated, immutable, not unbegot

ten, or self-existent; and you say, (p. 292.) “that I have

“not the least ground for it, from any ancient writer

“whatsoever.” Who would not imagine you were per

fectly acquainted with every ancient writer, to talk of

* Vol. i. p. 109, 110.

R 4
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them so familiarly ? I have shown you from many ancient

writers, that &yévnrog has been commonly applied to

things begotten or proceeding; where it could not signify

wnbegotten. I would farther hint to you, which perhaps

may surprise you, that you cannot prove that ever Justin

Martyr used the word &yévywro; with double y, or that he

knew of any such word. That he uses &yávnrog is certain;

sometimes meaning by it underived absolutely u; some

times necessarily existing x. One thing I will presume to

know, and to be certain of, that in the place by me cited,

he used it in the sense of necessarily existing, and no

other; because it is opposed to precarious, perishable be

ing; as I showed in my Defence: and this was the sense

that the old philosophers most commonly used it in,

whether speaking of the supreme Cause, or their incor

ruptible Deities, as opposed to the corruptible creation.

You think &ysváro, (for so I read it,) in his second Apo

logyy, must signify unbegotten. Far from it: it signifies

no more than eternal, or however necessarily existing, in

my sense of the word. His argument requires no more

than this, that God should have none older than himself

to have given a name to him; and because he had not, he

had no name: wherefore also the Son (as Justin observes)

being coexistent with him (auvøy) from the first, and after

wards begotten, had no name, having none older than

himself. Thus the connection of Justin's sense is plain

and clear; and his observation just and natural. O, but

you say, “Justin, in this very sentence, styles the Son

“ysvyatavos, in express opposition to &yévywrog.” But that

I deny; yawdiusvos is opposed only to ruvay, his temporal

generation to his eternal coexistence with the Father:

u Pag. 387, 408, 410. ed. Thirlby.

I do not meet with more places where the word must necessarily signify

more. In the rest, I conceive, it must, of may signify no more than neces

sary existence.

* Pag. 20, 37, 72, 78, 114, 128, 148, 149, 150.

y Just, Apol. ii. p. 13. Grab. p. 114. Thirlb.



QU. v11.1. OF SOME QUERIES. 249

for so I interpret that passage with the learned Dr. Grabe;

so entirely void of all foundation is every one of your ex

ceptions.

To those already given I shall add one proof more of

Justin’s professing the necessary existence of God the Son.

It is from a fragment only *; but there appears no reason

to suspect its being genuine. What I build my argu

ment upon, is Justin’s styling the A6 yog, life by na

ture; by which I understand necessarily existing life, no

phrase being more commonly used to signify necessary .

existence than pågs, or xata påaw, by the ancients. This

very phrase of life by nature, is so used by Cyril of Alex

andria, and others a. But what most of all confirms this

sense, is Justin himself, or a venerable person whom

he produces in his Dialogue with approbation, arguing

against the necessary existence of the soul, upon this topic,

that she has not life in herself b, but her life is precarious,

depending on the will of another. Now, in this frag

ment, Justin asserts, that the Aóyog is life by nature, and

enlivening whatever is joined thereto: the very descrip

tion which the Platonists c give of the to Ssiov, the divine

Being, which emphatically exists. I might add farther

proofs, from Justin, of the Son’s necessary existence; the

same that Bishop Bull has produced out of him for the

consubstantiality; for whatever proves one, proves both.

But these are sufficient, and I may have occasion to hint

more of this matter, when I come to answer the objection

made from the temporal generation. -

* “H zara púziv Zah reazarx4xn rà rāv p$opa, 2.32%vol. Justin. Fragm.

p. 406. Jeb. Grabe Spicil, vol. ii. p. 172.

* Kara púaw izri 32% x2, &aloroids 3 ravros irázava vow. Cyril. Alex contr.

Jul. lib. vii. p. 250. -

Zah zara púziv 5 Osos, &; Qi's #x Qsov, xz Zah ix $ons. Cyril. in 1 Joh.

p. 51. -

"Os A6-yos &v, xz Zah, zz pås, xz &AñSaiz, zz Qses, xal gopia, x2 xávra.

3ra zara púay £arí. Greg. Nyss, contr. Eun. Or. i. p. 1.

* Oh yae 2 abrås kori re &#y, &s rā Qa5. Just. Dial, p. 23. Jeb.

e O5 7&e as werážov row £y, 2xx &s xagázrizay ris Sázs Cañs, r? Sainy &Sáva

rá, irri. Procl. Platon. Theol. p. 65.
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A. D. 177. ATHENAGoRAs.

Athenagoras, our next in order, will be a powerful ad

vocate for the necessary existence of God the Son. He

declares him to be of ysváusyo; d, not made; the very same

phrase whereby he expresses the necessary existence of

God the Fathere; and which comes to the same as 5 &,

%ast &v, &s div, all words, or phrases, expressing in Athe

nagoras necessary existence.

It is ridiculous of you to plead, in opposition to me,

(p. 296.) that Athenagoras calls the Son yévvua in the very

same sentence. It is the thing that we contend for, that

he may be yévvmua, and yet necessarily existing; nay, that

he is so, because he is yévvnux f, properly so called; every

Son being of the same nature with his Father. And why

might not Athenagoras think the Son necessarily existing,

and begotten also : No philosopher nor Catholic Christian

ever imagined it at all inconsistent, for the same thing to

be both yeyva wavov and āyāywrov, as may appear, in a good

measure, from the testimonies I have given above.

I have something farther to plead from Athenagoras.

He intimates, that God could never be without the A6

yo; g, any more than without reason or wisdom; which is

declaring his existence as necessary as the Father’s exist

ence is. See this argument of the ancients explained and

vindicated in my Sermonsh: besides that Bishop Bull

has so fully defended Athenagoras in particular, from the

senseless charge of his supposing the Son to be no more

than an attribute before his generation, that an ingenuous

man should be ashamed to revive it, till he can make

some tolerable answer to what the Bishop has said. But

I have mentioned this matter once before.

"Obž &; yawówevoy. Athenag. p. 38.

• Abrow uły ob ysváusway, 3ri ră ăy oil yiviral, &AA2 r? A: 3%. P. 21.

T. r. 8, &#, yívariv re obz #xar 3 r rā Ysváčevo, aly, 3, 3, 25%rors. P. 67.

Oü purs, āyrov, &AA2 ysvogávay. P. 68.

* Wid. Dionys. Rom, ap. Athan. p. 232.

g'E3 &ex is 2^e ā Qabs, vows &#2ios &v, sixa" abrås is izors row A6%ay & 2 as xe

%ix's div. Athen. p. 38.

h Vol. ii. p. 146, &c.
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You object, that Athenagoras speaks emphatically of

the unoriginate underived eternity of the Father, as the

one unbegotten and eternal God, and again, that the unbe

gotten God is alone eternal. Had this been really said

by him, yet nobody that knows Athenagoras could ever

suspect that he had intended any opposition to the eternity

of God the Son, included in him; and therefore it were

of no great moment to dispute this point with you. But

in regard to truth, I think myself obliged to observe, that

no proof can be given of Athenagoras's ever using the

word &yévywrog, but &yávnrog. It is under the conception of

necessary existence, not as unbegotten, that he proposes

the Father as the true God, in opposition to all the perish

ing and feeble deities of the Pagans: and while he does

this, he still bears in mind that this Father has a Son of

the same nature with himself; and forgets not to mention

him in his proper place: particularly in those very pages

(37, 122.) from whence you quote the two passages of

the unbegotten Father, (as you call him,) he takes care to

bring in the mention of the Son, as included in him, and

one God with him. It is very strange, that an ancient

writer cannot be allowed to speak of the Father, in the

first place, as the one God, (which all the churches in

Christendom have ever done, and still do in their creeds,)

but presently he must be charged with excluding God the

Son: as if reserving him awhile in mind, and forbearing

to make mention of him till it be a proper time and place,

were the same thing with excluding him from the one true

Godhead. Upon a view of the places i where Athenago

ras uses the word &yévros, it is plain to me, from what I

find it opposed to, that he means no more than 00 yeyóus

vos, or póa's dy, necessary existence by it, in opposition to

the Pagan perishing deities.

A. D. 187. IRENAEUs.

Irenaeus will be found to teach the necessary existence

of God the Son many ways, with great variety of ex

"Atheneg, p. 19,21,37,53,67, 12.
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pression; sometimes declaring him to be ipse Deus", God

himself; sometimes the self" of the Father, Creator"

often; which, with Irenaeus, is always a certain argument

of immutable existence n, and a mark of distinction be

tween what is necessarily existing, and what not: inti

mating also, that whatsoever is a creature could never

createo. I have shown also, above, that Irenaeus asserts

the Son not to be another God, but the same God with

the Father; from whence it must follow, that he is also

necessarily existing as well as the Father. He farther

supposes him God, in respect of his substance P, and co

existing q always with the Father. By these and other

the like characters, too long and too many to be here

cited at length, does this very early and judicious Father

proclaim the necessary existence of God the Son. I shall

over and above produce two passages; one where Irenaeus

styles the Son infectus, and another where the Father

and his Word are so described, as plainly to shew that

they are one necessary existing Being. The first runs

thus"; “Thou art not, O man, necessarily existing, nei

“ther didst thou always coexist with God as his own

“Word.” I make no doubt of infectus being the ren

dering of &yāyros, a word often used by Irenaeus; but

whether he ever has āyāywros, unbegotten, I am not posi

tive: it does not appear to me that he has s. Now as to

the sense of the place, it is certainly the most natural to

refer each branch of the sentence to the same Word of

. Iren. p. 132. ! Ibid. p. 139, 163,253.

Ibid. p. 44, 79, 190,219,307, 315.

"Ibid. p. 169, 183,240. • Ibid. p. 288. -

* Generationem ejus quae est ex Virgine, et substantiam quoniam Deus,

Pren. p. 217. - -

"Ibid. p. 153, 163,209,243.

Non *im infectuses, O homo, neque semper co-existebas Deo, sicut

*Prium ejus Verbum. Iren. p. 153.
s

° reader may turn to the pages here marked, if he is disposed to exa.
mine.

:* * B. I make no account of the present readings.

ren. p. 2 -

Bened. ed.
5, 11, 53, 54, 56, 67, 100, 101, 103, 153, 183,284, 285, 348,
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God. That is to say, Neither art thou unmade, as the

Word is, nor didst thou always coexist with God, as he,

the same Word, has. But because it is barely possible for

$he words to admit of another construction, I shall not

contend about it. One thing hgwever is certain, that

the eternal coexistence of God the Word is here plainly

taught; which, among all sober reasoners, will imply his

necessary existence, as well as eternity.

The other place of Irenaeus runs thus.

“But in him who is God over all, for as much as he is

“all Mind and all Word, (as we have said,) and having

“nothing sooner or later, or any thing of diversity in

“himself, but all equal and like, and ever continuing one;

“there can be no such order of emission,” (as the Gnostics

pretend t.)

To this may be added another such passage.

“For the Father of all is not a kind of compound sub

“stance (animal) of any thing besides mind, as we have

“shown. But the Father is Mind, and Mind the Father.

“Wherefore it is necessary that the Word, which is of

“him, or rather the Mind itself, since it is Word, should

“be perfect and impassible, and the emissions therefrom

“being of the same substance with him, should be perfect
* - *... • * -

“ and impassible, and always continue like to him that

“ emitted them u.”

* In eo autem qui sit super omnes Deus, totus Nus et totus Logos cum sit,

quemadmodum praediximus, et nec aliud antiquius, nec posterius, aut aliud

alterius habente in se, sed toto aequali et simili et uno perseverante, jam non

talis hujus ordinationis sequitur emissio. Iren. p. 131, 132.

u Non enim ut compositum animal quiddam est omnium Pater praeter

Nun, quemadmodum prae-ostendimus: sed Nus Pater, et Pater Nus. Necesse

est itaque et eum qui exeo est Logos, imo magis autem ipsum Nun, cum sit

Logos, perfectum et impassibilem esse, et eas quae exeo sunt emissiones,

ejusdem substantiae cum sint, cujus et ipse, perfectaset impassibiles et sem

per similes cum eo perseyerare qui eas emisit. Ibud. p. 139.

Compare

Qui generationem prolativi hominum Verbi transferunt in Dei alternum

Verbum, et prolationis initium dantes et genesim, quemadmodum et suo

Verbo. Et in quo distabit Dei Verbum, imo magis ipse Deus, cum sit Ver

bum, a Verbo hominum, si eandem habuerit ordinationem et emissionem ge

nerationis? Ibid. p. 132.
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These two passages will not be perfectly understood

by any that are not in some measure acquainted with the

Gnostick principles. Among other conceits of theirs,

this was one, that the Word was remote from the Father

in nature and perfections, and liable to ignorance and

passion: which absurd tenet Irenaeus here confutes, by

teaching that the Mind is Word, and the Word Mind, both

of the same substance and perfections. It is plain, that by

Word, in those passages, is not meant any attribute of the

Father, but the Person of the Son, by what follows in

p. 132. where he speaks of the eternal Word under that

notion, and still continues the same thought of God him

self being Word, or Logos, as before. The Word there

fore is perfect, is impassible, is necessarily existing, as the

Father is, according to Irenaeus *.

A. D. 192. CLEMEN's ALEXAND RINUs.

Clemens is another unexceptionable evidence for the

same doctrine. He styles the Son 3yrw; ©sh;y, really

God: a phrase which he often applies with particular

emphasis to God the Father 2, as being the one true God,

in opposition to pretended deities. I omit here, what I

have before abundantly shown, that the Father and Son

together are the one God, according to Clemens: I pass

over also Clemens’s doctrine of Christ being Creator, Al

mighty, adorable, &c. from whence, by certain conse

quence, it may be proved, that his substance is truly di

vine and necessarily existing. I shall here insist only on

such passages, as more expressly and directly signify his

necessary existence; among which this is one.

“But this must of necessity be took notice of, that we

“ought not to think any thing wise by nature, but the

“r Osloy, the divine Being; wherefore also it is Wisdom,

“God’s Power, that teaches truth: and from thence the

“perfection of knowledge is receiveda.” Here Wisdom is

x Vid. Massuet. Dissert. Praev. p. 128.

y Clemens Alex. p. 86. z Ibid. p. 45, 55, 60, 61, 81, 92, 150.

- *
- * *

/

• 'Extivo 2 # &váyxns wagarnuttario, &s affroy re Silov we?” sha (""
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plainly included in the rà Oslow, the divine Being, said to

be wise by nature, that is, necessarily wise. All that

know Clemens's style will allow, that by Wisdom is

meant the Son of God, the teacher of truth, as Clemens

himself explains it in the following pageb; and a few

pages after, he gives him the titles of gopia, Wisdom, and

Böyawig @sou, Power of God c, as here. Wherefore God

the Son is póra rophs, and also to Oslow, which fully ex

press necessary existence. Another passage of Clemens,

proving the same thing, is as follows. “We are not as

“the Lord, and if we would, we cannot: for no disciple

“is above his Lord. It is enough, if we be made such as

“the Master; not in essence, for it is impossible for that

“which is by adoption (or appointment) to be equal in

“essence (or existence) to what is by nature: only we

“may be made eternal, and may be admitted to the con

“templation of things that are, and may have the title

“of sons, and may see the Father in what belongs to

* him d.”

In these words it is clearly intimated, that our Lord is

xxt oualay, essentially, and pörsi, by nature, eternal, and

knowing, and Son of God: which are the known ways by

which the ancients express necessary existence. Póa's as

opposed to Sére is a familiar and very common expression

for what is naturally and necessarily, in opposition to vo

luntary appointment or designatione.

*San X6' 2.8 xa h ropia 2%atus Qāsā, # 2.84%ava rāv &AñSuzy z&vraú94 wou st

Anarra h rix tiaris rās yvazia's. Clem. p. 452.

* A 25 xaSoeara rà war &AñSuav waxà was 24xala. Ibid. p. 453.

• 'O Kūčios &AñSuz, zal sopia, xa, Búvatas Quoy. Ibid. p. 457.

d'Oix igui, 3 &s à Küglos, iružh gov.au:Sa £y, ou BuyáušSa Pi, obosis yāé Aa

Snr's ürie rê, 21%azaA4. &extrov 3 is, yiwáasSa &; ; 21%gxaxos" of zar’ obviz"

32%arov yae iro, #val webs ** üração, r3 Sizu ri pārir re 2 & 3ious yt yovíva,

xal Thy rāv ãvray Staplay iyyazíval, xx) vious reoanyopsiszSal, zzi roy waviga &rd

ray oizilov wasoéây Avoy. Ibid. p. 469.

• X&eiri, was 25 puzu rās vio9szías #iativows. Greg. Nyss, contr. Eun.

lib. i. p. 17, 126.

Eirav wearoy re oixstow, re's row rariex "ov, 3rie #y zara púaw #r iraya

7&v x2) warápa wasy, %rse iv xarā Sázav. Cyril. Hierosol. p. 116. ed. Benedict.

Vid. et p. 46, 114, 117, 138, 149, 151, 152, 153, 158.

Athan.
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Clemens has another celebrated passage, worth the re

citing.

“The Son of God never comes down from his watch

“tower, is never divided, never parted asunder, and never

“passes from place to place; but is always every where,

“and yet contained no where: all mind, all light, all the

“Father's eye, sees all things, hears all things, and knows

“all things f.”

Here we find the principal essential attributes of God

(immutability, immensity, omnipresence, and omniscience)

ascribed to God the Son. And what can all this mean

less than necessary existence P Compare with it what I

had just before cited from Irenaeus; who in like manner

describes God as being all mind, all word, &c. And it is

observable, that this was a way of speaking never applied

to any but the eternal and necessary existing God. It is so

applied by Clemens himself in another place 8. The man

ner of speaking was indeed first borrowed from the philo

sophersh, who applied it to none but the divine nature as

such: and they are herein followed by manyi of the Fa

thers, before or after Clemens.

I shall just point out one place more of Clemens, taken

notice of by M. Lequien, the learned editor of Damascenk.

The words are, “Let us hasten to salvation, to (baptis

Athan. Orat. 2. p. 442, 527. Eustath. apud Theod. Dial. 1. The Arian

doctrine was, Ob púza vios ris tary row esov. Alexand. Epist. apud Theod.

E. H. lib. i. c. 4. -

‘ow yag #iarara wars the abrov retaris vios row esov. 2% ate:#aavos, six

*Tarsuviusvos, ob as ragalvoy #x 7%zov sis róvoy, wavrn 23 &y zväyrors, was un

22% reëlexâusvos, 22.2, vows, 8xos pais, ratego; 3%as #492XA-3s, rāvrž ögåy, zár

rz &zoway, tida's rávra, &c. Clem. p. 831.

8 "Oxos &zon xz 3xos #492Xabs, iva ris row rols xenonval roi; iváuzzi, 3 Qiás.

Ibid. p. 853. -

h Xenophanes, some hundred years before Christ, seems to have been the

first that used it. Wid. Diog. Laert. p. 559.

Plinii Nat. Hist, lib. ii. c. 7. Sext. Empiric contra Phys. i. sect. 144.

Irenaeus, p. 130, 131, 151, 240. Novatian c. 6. Lactantius de Opif. c. 2.

Cyrill. Hieros. p. 91. ed. Bened. Zeno Veron. in Psal. p. 139. Hieronym, in

Psal. 93. p. 371.

* Damasc. Op. vol. i. p. 132.
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“mal) regeneration, to be united together many of us, in

“one love after (the example of) the unity of the one

“singular essence l.”

The words are supposed to be an allusion to John xvii.

21, 22, 23. where Christian unity is described by our

Lord, as resembling, in some measure, the union of fa

ther and son. This construction of that place in Cle

mens is extremely plausible: but that the words are

strictly capable of no other, I will not pretend; let the

reader make his judgment of it. Having traced the doc

trine of the Son’s necessary existence down to Clemens, I

need not go lower, where the case is still plainer. As to

Tertullian, you allow, that he supposes the Son to be a

self-existent part of God’s substance: which is throwing

his sense into invidious terms to disparage it; but is, in

the main, confessing the thing, that the Son is by him

supposed necessarily existing, and but one Person of the

Trinity; which Tertullian might not perhaps express in

the best manner, though his meaning is right and good.

I might produce vouchers for the same doctrine, as many

Fathers m as have pleaded that God the Father could

never have been without the Word, any more than with

out thought, power, truth, life, or the like: and those I

have reckoned up in another place", whither I refer the
reader. •

I shall content myself with particularly mentioning one

more only, and that is

A. D. 249. ORIGEN.

I shall begin with the famous passage in his treatise

against Celsus, where he expressly styles the Son &yāy

* > *sūza'asy sis garnesaw, ir, Th, raxty yawswízy, sis Aizy &yarny rvax97" of

woxxoi, zará ràw riis twova?ixás obrias 'valov. Clem. Alex. p. 72. Compare

p. 146. -

* Hippolytus contr. Noët. c. 10. Dionys. Roman. apud Athanas. 232. Dio

mys. Alex. apud Athan. 230, 253, 257. Alexand. apud Theod. lib. i. c. 4.

Add to these Methodius (ap. Phot. p. 960.) and Theognostus, (ap. Athan.

p. 230.) declaring the Son to be eternal and uncreated, that is, necessarily

earisting.

" Vol. ii. p. 146, 147.

VOL. III. s
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ros, unmade, that is, as I understand, necessarily existing.

The whole sentence runs thus 9.

“Our Saviour and Lord, the Word of God, setting forth

“how great a thing it is to know the Father, that he is

“comprehended and known principally, and, according to

“his dignity, by himself (the Son) alone, and in the se

“cond place by those who have their minds enlightened

“by the very Word of God, says, “No one knoweth the

“Son, but the Father, neither the Father but the Son, and

“he to whomsoever the Son shall reveal him. For no

“one can be able worthily to know him that was un

“made, and begotten before all created nature, as the

“Father who begat him: neither can any one (know)

“the Father, as (he is known by) his living Word, his

“Wisdom, and Truth.” I need say nothing here in de

fence of my way of rendering aráan; yawnrig påasos rewrā

Toxos, having sufficiently vindicated it in another place P.

The stress of my argument for the Son's necessary exist

ence lies in the word &yāvarov, which you are very sen

sible of, and therefore endeavour all possible ways, though

in vain, to elude it.

You say, (p. 295.) that “the place is evidently cor

“rupt.” I suppose, because it is evidently against you.

But where are your manuscripts? Or by what authority

do you pretend to pronounce any place corrupt, without

the least shadow of a reason? You plead the term *gwré

Toxog. But that, if rightly understood, confirms the read

ing rather than otherwise: for if the Son was begotten

before all created nature, he must be uncreated q. And I

° Ours yae row &yívnroy, xzi régns ytvm rās pária's arearároxo, war &#ia, al

3íva ris Büvara, as 5 yew gas abro, arzrie, oùrs row raríga &s 5 #axlves 2.6%;

x2 ropia abrog, wai &xi;Sala. Origen. contr. Cels. lib. vi. p. 287.

P Vol. ii. p. 35. See also Le Moyne, Not et Observ. p. 447. Wall's

Defence, p. 37.

• Dionysius, of the same age, thus reasons very remarkably upon the

phrase arearároxos, &c.

IIoinča à rearározos régns xrizia's, ix yaarpes web tag pàeav yivynSs's, 3 sixa"

as ropia, re? » révrov govva, yawā as; x2 roaxaxe5 8 ray Saia, x•yfav yiy‘,

*Sai, 4xx el yiyevival row view Aiyātavo, ties, ris &y. Dionys, Rom. apud

Athanas. p. 232.
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doubt not but Origen chose wéans 'ysynt; pågsøy, instead

of rāqing xria sag, on purpose to make it answer the better

to &yávnrog going before, and to preserve the elegance of

the sentence. You urge yévyna as a roy, as if the same

thing could not be said to be &yávnrog, and yet begotten :

which all the philosophers had admitted, and nothing

more frequent (as the testimonies produced above show)

than the application of both to the same person or thing:

not to mention, that if Christ was a Son, in the strict and

proper sense, (as all the Fathers have taught,) he must

have been unmade, or necessarily existing. Your last pre

tence is from Gelenius, the editor, rendering it ab aeterno

genitus: which is descending low indeed. You might

have urged the authority of Dr. Clarke, if you had

pleased, which would have signified to me as much as

Gelenius’s. To imagine that &yávnrow stands for &ayévyn

row is making any thing stand for any thing: what man

that knows Greek would use &styévywro; for &sysvåg, which

is the proper word in such a case ? To read ysvvurov, as

you. pretend, is still worse, being flat, and scarce sense:

besides that Origen, intending here to say the highest

things that could be said of the Son, would never use any

such expression in this place.

Mr. Whiston', I think, has two or three little excep

tions, more than you have mentioned. He appeals to

Origen's known “doctrine and language elsewhere.” But

neither has this pretence any weight or force in it. Ori

gen’s doctrine can no way be better known than from

this very treatise; which is every where conformable

with what he has here saids. And I have produced some

evidence of it above. There is another place, in this very,

treatise, where Origen teaches the same doctrine impli

citly, while he clearly distinguishes and exempts the Son

&ro wavros yawnrow', from all created being: which comes

to the same thing as the styling him &yāywros.

whiston's Reply to Lord Nottingham, p. 15.

* Bull. D. F. sect. ii. c. 9.

- - *
-

* "Aux rev reas #, ruroroiv yiynron-ravrā; aly &pigrárn yawnrow, rgozz

S 2.
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Mr. Whiston has one plea more from the silence of

Origen's Athanasian vindicators. But this is very slight,

unless all that was ever anciently pleaded for Origen

were still extant; whereas, we have very little, in com

parison, remaining. But if Origen's friends were silent

on this head, it may be, his adversaries may have sup

plied the defect. Among the heads of the accusation

drawn up against him, this was one, quod diacerit filium

innatum, that he asserted the Son to be unbegotten u. It

is no improbable conjecture of the learned Huetius *, that

they had respect to this very passage; maliciously and

captiously construing &yávnrow, unbegotten, instead of un

made. But enough of this matter. It appears from what

hath been said, that there is no reason at all for imagining

the place corrupt. You have no manuscript, no various

lection, no plea from the context, none from Origen’s doc

trine in other places, (however not in this treatise,) no ar

gument of any kind, but what is mere trifling: nor have

you been able to invent any correction or emendation, but

what either is not Greek, or makes the sentence flat, and

even silly in comparison: so unfortunate and unadvised a

thing is it, to play the critic in a wrong place.

Origen, as we have seen, has styled the Son &yāywros,

unmade, or uncreated, (for that is his own interpretation,

of the word &yávnro; ) and it is no objection to this, that

other Fathers have been sparing of applying that title to

Christ. The reason is, because the word &yávnrog was

ambiguous, and was not applicable to Christ in every

sense of it. For the like reason it is, that yevnrog is also

very rarely applied to Christ: which though it might be

applicable in one sense”, yet being more generally used

y” * * *Wizou roi &vres x:yov, is irri wa sepia &ga, xz vias Q400, rs

ir wāz Saá. Orig. contr. Cels. lib. iii. p. 160.

"Pamphili Apolog. p. 235. ed. Bened. inter op. Hieron.

* Huetii Origeniana, p. 43.

7 'Ayívnto ovazi, x2) a 5x esov wrizSiiral. Orig. contr. Cels. p. 187.

* Twnt's sometimes denotes only a thing's proceeding from another, whe

ther eternally or temporally, whether by generation or creation.

Tiwari,
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in another, and too low a sense, was therefore avoided.

It is once applied to Christ by the Antiochian Fathers

directly, and again obliquely: though a doubt may be

made whether it should be ysynth; or ysvywrég. And Ori

gen (I do not remember any other of the Ante-Nicenes)

is charged by Epiphanius a with so applying it: which

Epiphanius, as the humour then ran, very partially wrests

to an ill sense, though he would have interpreted the

same word more candidly in any one but Origen, as he

there declares. So much had the Eustathian party pre

vailed in their unreasonable clamours against Origen, not

withstanding the endeavours of the wisest, and coolest,

and best men of the Church, and even Jerome amongst

them for a considerable time. However, though the

phrase of yawr; Q=0; might bear a good sense, (and I

doubt not was so intended by Origen,) yet I commend

not his discretion in the use of it; since it might also bear

an ill one, and had been a phrase applied by the Platonists

to their inferior gods, or to the world. It might be on

account of some of these uncautious sallies of Origen,

that he was forced to purge himself to Pope Fabian, in a

letter to him: after which, as in his treatise particularly

against Celsus, he was more cautious, and kept closer to

the language of the Church. To proceed: I might pro

duce other very clear proofs of Origen's faith in the ne

cessary existence of God the Son, from the attributes of

immutability b, omnipresencee, impassibility d, &c. which

he ascribes to him, as well as from other topics e. But I

Teynxey Aiyessa row zéguey &s &a airías &Axns wagayáusway, xa, obz ivra al

rão ovoy, ob% atSvrárraroy. Crantor. apud Procl. in Tim, p. 85.

Tsynroy, r? irozov, &r alría, 5¢iaráusway. Vid. Cudw. p. 254.

* Epiphan. Haeres. Origenist. c. vii. viii. p. 531.

b Origen, contr. Cels. p. 169, 170.

• Ibid. p. 63, 164, 209, 325.

a Ibid. p. 77, 170.

• Viz. the many strong expressions of the Son's real and natural, or

essential divinity occurring in that treatise of Origen. Tris Sifas pizia's

4xaüyaaaa--row Safov, p. 342. T7 piza zvetov A67 ov Stov, p. 392. This roi,

s 3
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refer the reader to Bishop Bull's accurate account of him

and his sentiments, and now hasten to what is most ma

terial, to take off your famous, and almost only objection

drawn from what the Fathers have said about Christ's

generation being by the will of the Father.

3. I am here to inquire, in what sense, and by whom,

necessary generation or emanation was taught; and to ac

count for the Son's being said to be generated by the will

of the Father.

Here, in the first place, we are carefully to distinguish

between those who asserted a temporal generation only,

and those who asserted an eternal generation. As to the

former, it may be allowed, that they supposed the gene

ration to be by the will of the Father, even in your sense

of will : and all you now have to do, is to prove, if you

are able, that those writers believed no real or substantial

existence of the Son, antecedent to that generation.

As to the latter, who held eternal generation, your bu

siness will be to show, that they believed it to be an act

of the will in your sense of will, if possible to be done:

or, without this, you do nothing. It were sufficient to

men of sense, and to scholars, to have pointed out a way

of solving all that you have, or ever can advance upon

this head: but because some readers will want to see

some things more partieularly cleared, I shall be at the

pains of tracing this matter down quite through the Fa

thers; showing you your mistakes all the way. You

will not expect I should take any notice of the Apostoli

cal Constitutions, so often and so unanswerably provedf to

be a patched, spurious, and interpolated work. Nor shall

I have any thing to do with Ignatius's interpolated epi

stles, till you have confuted Bishop Pearson and Daillé.

I refer you to a learned foreigner 8, in the margin, for the

Satov 2.6%av pårsa's #vros Stov, p. 171. "Azravyagaz pards & 2 ov, p. 387. T#s

4xxSilas obgia, p. 386.

* See Ittigius de Pseudepigraphis Apostolorum, p. 190. Mr. Turner on

the Apost. Constitutions Dr. Smalbroke.

* Quas solas genuinas esse, alteras vero illas quas sinceras esse dixi, ab

Athanasio decurtatas, inauditum et incredibile Wilhelmi Whistoni, novi
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sense of wise and judicious men in relation to Mr. Whis

ton's wild attempt to substitute the larger instead of the

smaller epistles. I proceed then to the genuine Ignatius,

in the smaller epistles. I allowed in my Defence h, that

Ignatius supposes the Son to be a Son by the will of the

Father; and I showed in how many senses it might be

taken, without at all favouring your principles. You

imagine I was greatly puzzled; which I take to be an

argument only of your small acquaintance with those

matters. You pretend that three of the senses have no

distinct sense. But are you to sit down in your study, and

make reports of the ancients out of your own head, with

out looking into them, to see in what sense they used

their phrases I was not inquiring what you or I should

now express by the word will, but what ideas the ancients

had sometimes fixed to the word: for by that rule we

must go in judging of the ancients. What think you of

those that gave the name of Will, or the Father's Will,

to the Person of the Soni? They had a meaning, though

Arianorum in Anglia Promachi, paradoxon est, singulari nuper scripto

proditum magis quam demonstratum. Fabricii Bibl. Gr. lib. v. cap. 1.

p. 40.

The same learned writer has also very lately given his judgment of Mr.

Whiston's attempt about the Constitutions.

Quam parum feliciter hoc ei successerit, evidenter exposuerunt Rob. Tur

nerus, Richardus Smalbroke, Jo. Ernestus Grabe: consulendus etiam Simon

Ockley. Licet vero Whistonus identidem tueri sententiam suam conatus est

repetitis scriptis adversus Grabium, adversus Petrum Allixium, adversus Tur

nerum, vix quemquam tamen antiquitatis ecclesiasticae peritum confido esse

futurum, cui illius argumenta petita longius, et conjecturae leves, rem tantam

persuadere poterunt. Fabr. Bibl. Gr. vol. xi. p. 11.

h Vol. i. p. 92. *

'Ayaşov ware's &yaSāv 84xnga. Clem. Alex. p. 309.

eåxnaz wavrozea roetzār, Sovereign Will, p. 647.

Ipse erat Voluntas et Potestas Patris. Tertull. de Orat. cap. 4.

eáAmaa row wargés is v’Ingous Xelçás. Hippol. contr. Woët. cap. xiii. p. 15.

Charitatem ex charitate progenitam.

Voluntas ex mente procedens Orig. rip &éx:y. Pamph. Apol. p. 235.

Thy row rared; GáAngly. Constant, apud Gelas, part. 3.

Boux, xa Sáxmaa row waveós. Athanas. p. 613.

Sicut Sapientia, et Verbum, et Virtus Dei, et Veritas, et Resurrectio, et

Via dicitur, ita etiam Voluntas. Hieronym. Com. in Eph. i. p. 323.

S 4 Quidam
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not such a meaning as you or I now understand the word

will in. They must therefore be interpreted by the ideas

which they, and not we, affixed to the phrase, or name.

And what think you of others who used the phrases of

omnipotent, or all-containing Will, (as we have seen above,)

had not they some different idea of will from that which

you have And must not they be interpreted accord

ingly You are very angry at those that have presumed

(without your leave) to say the “Will of God is God

“himself,” (p. 259.) And yet, whether the saying be

right or wrong, when you would interpret the doctrine

of such as made that their maxim, you must take their

words as they meant them, and according to their ideas,

and not your own. For aught I see, they spake more

properly than you do in so often mentioning acts of the

will. Does any thing act but an agent; and is the will

an agent * How absurdly do you speak! Not that I

should blame you for using a common phrase: only do

not be so very severe and smart upon others; who knew

how to speak as properly, or perhaps more properly than

you". It seems to be owing only to narrowness of mind,

and want of larger views, that you would confine all

writers to your particular modes of speaking. The word

will has been used by some of the ancients to signify any

natural powers of God]. Will, in the sense of approba

tion or acquiescence, is very common with ancient writers:

nor was it thought absurd to say, that God had willed

Quidam ne Filium consilii vel voluntatis Dei dicerent unigenitum Verbum,

ipsum Consilium, seu Poluntatem Patris idem Verbum esse dixerunt. Sedme

lius, quantum existimo, dicitur Consilium de Consilio, et Voluntas de Volun

tate ; sicut substantia de substantia, Sapientia de Sapientia. Augustin. Trin.

lib. xv. cap. 38. p. 994. Vid. Petav. Dogmat. vol. i. p. 229. Coteler. Not in

Recogn p. 492.

* See Petavius's Dogmata Theol. vol. i. lib. 1. cap. 8, p. 61, &c. lib. 5.

cap. 4. p. 211. cap. 12. p. 239.

Where may be seen what Fathers said the Will of God was God himself,

and what they meant by it.

1 Omnis Potentia naturalis (Dei) est Voluntas. Mar. Victorin. adv.

Arium, lib. i. p. 199. Basil, ed. Vid. Petawii Dogm. vol. i. p. 229.

Tzvray yag hyouaa peóvnow xa SáAngly shal. Athan. Orat. cap. lxv. p. 613.
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thus or thus, from all eternity, and could not will other

wise. Whether there be any thing very edifying in these

notions or not, is not the question. But when we are

searching into the sentiments of the ancients, we must

carefully observe in what sense they understood the terms

they made use of: otherwise we shall be apt to make

very gross mistakes in our reports of them. To return to

Ignatius. To cut off dispute, I admitted that Ignatius

might understand by generation, a voluntary antemundane

generation, or manifestation, with several other Fathers.

In answer to which, you tell me, that I should “have

“proved that he had somewhere or other spoken of an

“other higher generation, otherwise I have given up the

“question.” What question? the question of the eternal

or necessary existence of the Logos ? Nothing like it. I

admitted that many of the Fathers speak of no higher a

generation than that antemundane one : but still I insist

upon it, that those very Fathers acknowledged the exist

ence of a real and living Word, a Word of God, eternally

related to the Father, whose Word he is: which relation

to the Father as his Head, is all that any writers ever

meant by eternal filiation. They therefore acknowledged

the same thing, but under another name: there was no

difference in doctrine, but in the expression, and the manner

of wording it; as I observed in my Defence m. Ignatius,

of whom we are now speaking, owns an eternal Logos,

and his necessary existence; as I have already proved:

which is sufficient to my purpose, unless you can show

that he meant an attribute only, by the Logos.

I go on to Justin Martyr; who, as I before allowed,

speaks of no generation higher than that voluntary ante

mundane generation, otherwise called manifestation: and

I showed both from Justin and Methodius, that a mani

festation might be called a generation". To the same

" Vol. i. p. 113, &c.

" Tārs yívary abro: Aiyay yívia Szu roi; à,92%rous, #ázov h yyaas abrov #4xx:

9/viz.9au. Just. Mart. Dial. p. 270.

IIceivra
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purpose I quoted Hippolytus"; who plainly makes a

manifestation to be the Son’s generation ; as do also se

veral others P. Now certainly there is nothing amiss in

supposing God the Son to have been manifested, in the

proper season, by the will of the Father. I allow then

that the Logos became a Son (according to Justin) by vo

luntary appointment: but I do not allow that he became

God. The latter is what you are endeavouring to prove

out of Justin. The passage which you insist principally

upon is this, which I have explained in my Defences, and

elsewherer. “Who, according to his (the Father's) will,

“is both God, being his Son, and an angel also, as mini

“stering to his wills.” Upon which I observed that

Christ is not here said to be God, by the will of the Fa

ther; though if it were, it might bear a good sense. For

supposing that to be the case, Justin may mean no more

than that the Son acted and appeared as God, with con

sent of the Father, who appointed him so to appear and

act, being every way qualified for so doing, as being Son

of God, and so really God. This sense the words may

reasonably bear, were it certain that Justin applied the

words xará 68%, to the first part of the sentence Qsby &ra.

II*** **n we ray alavay is rais obeavois, iéouxá$n, zal ri sãza" 7/svviral, 5

2% is reázSaw &ywoéusvoy yvaleizai. Method. apud Phot. Cod. 237. p. 960.

* "o A4xo, ixov is izvrš, &áeará, rs irra, r *rēouí” wáza: ãearāv waiti,

wearigay pash; 49-yyāusyos, x2) pås is paris yeway. Hippol. contr. Noët.

cap. 10.

* Cujus ex ore prodivit unigenitus Filius, cordis ejus nobilis inquilinus;

exinde visibilis effectus quia humanum genus visitaturus erat. Zen. Ve

*07?ens.

Creata est ergo Sapientia, imo genita; non sibi quae semper erat, sed his

quae ab ea fieri oportebat. Pseud-Ambros. de Fid. cap.2.p. 349.

Deus Filium non doloribus parturit sed virtutibus esse manifestat: nec

pi*ter se facit quod ex se est; sed generat, dum quod in se est aperit, et

revelat. De Patre processit Filius, non recessit: nec successurus Patri pro

divit ex Patre, sed prodivit mansurus semper in Patre. Petr. Chrysol,

Serm. lvii. p. 51.

* Vol. i. p. 93.

* Vol. ii. p. 274.

"Tov warà gaxây Tày ixtive & Sisy %ra, widy abros, zal &yyexov ix rev ürneirii;

*# y” abro5. Dial. p. 370.
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Or if this be not admitted, xará 68x w may mean no more

than that the Son is God, and in perfect harmony with

the Father; not an Anti-God, not set up in opposition to

him: according to what Justin says elsewhere; āpiśuá

£repos, &xxx & yváun", adding, that he never did any thing

but what was perfectly agreeable to the will of the Fa

ther. Neither of these senses is any thing so improbable

as yours, that the Son “was God by voluntary appoint

“ment:” which none of the other Fathers ever said or

thought; nor has Justin any thing elsewhere to counte

nance such a notion. But besides what I have here

pleaded, I farther urged that the words did not neces

sarily require the application of ward 8ex,y to both the

parts of the sentence singly: but I understood them thus;

that it was the Father's good pleasure that he who before

was God, as being his Son, should now be God and Angel

both, by the addition of the office. That he was one,

was necessary; but that he should be both in one, this

was a matter of voluntary appointment. In like manner

it may be said to be by the Father's good pleasure, that

he is ©s?; and āySparro; together, or Seáv$gwrog. I do not

yet see any thing, either in Justin’s words, or in your

comments upon them, that should move me to recede

from this construction: however, I leave it to the learned,

to judge whether there be any thing harsh or unnatural

in it.

You charge me, (p. 264.) with “self-contradiction,” for

saying in a note", that though the Son was God as being

a Son, and a Son xará 68A'v, yet he was not God xara

£exív. You should have let the reader see what I had

offered in the same place", to clear up, and take off the

pretended contradiction. Let us consider whether a few

words may not set all right: he proceeded from (was not

created by) the Father; therefore he is God. The pro

cession makes him a Son, and is voluntary; but at the

* Justin. Dial. p. 164.

" Vol. i. p. 93. See also vol. ii. p. 274,275.
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same time shows him to have been always God. For

since he was not # ox āvray, was not created, but pro

ceeded as a Son from the Father; therefore he is of the

same nature with him, and God from all eternity. Where

fore though he is a Son xara 68%, and God because a

Son, he is not God xará 68%, which I asserted. And

now where is the contradiction ? Your objecting (p. 265.)

that the supreme God could not minister as an angel,

has been often answered: so we may dismiss such quib

bling for the future. As to Christ being xúpiog Bováusøy by

the Father's appointment, I have allowed it above, in

Justin’s sense; which comes not up to the sense of the

Hebrew. As to the Father's being Lord of the Son,

Justin explains it by his being Cause, or Fountain of the

Son: in which all Catholics are agreed”. You object

that the generation (compared with one fire lighted from

another) was yet Buyáus $ 8ex: airs. I do not well ap

prehend what you have been doing for a page and a half.

You seem to think that I have somewhere denied the

highest generation, spoken of by Justin, to be temporal;

whereas I have constantly allowed it: and so you do not

dispute against me.

The Son proceeded pā; #x par%, in time, according to

Justin, and according to many more besides him; parti

cularly Hippolytus, and perhaps even the Nicene Fathers.

Well, but then you will say, what becomes of what I call

eternal generation ? I answer, that before the procession,

the Ayos was in yarely, as Justin would have expressed

it; in corde, pectore, utero, as others”. And this is the

same thing which Post-Nicene Fathers called eternal ge

neration; viz. that eternal relation and reference which he

had to the Father; in whom, and with whom, and of whom,

* Vid. Bull. D. F. sect. iv. cap. 2. p. 259.

* "Ex yare's yawnSāva. Just. Dial. p. 85.

"Ev 226% esov. Theoph. Antioch. p. 129.

* Cordis ejus nobilis inquilinus. Zen. Veron.

Ex ore quamlibet Patris sis ortus, et verbo editus, tamen paterno in pectore

sophia callebas prius. Prudent. Hymn. xi. p. 47
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he always was. So that there is still no more than a dif

ference in words between Justin’s doctrine of the genera

tion and Athanasius's; for Athanasius owned the pro

cession which Justin speaks of, as much as he.

You had cited a second passage from Justin; which,

by your leaving out a material part of the sentence, was

made to run thus : “He hath all these titles, viz. Son,

“Wisdom, Angel, God, Lord, and Word, from his being

“begotten of the Father by his will.” The thing that

offended me here, was to find angel brought in among

the other names, as given him on account of his being

begotten. For if this were the case, he would be an angel

by nature, and not by office only; which is directly mak

ing a creature of him, suitably to your sense of begotten :

and you will remember that you had produced this cita

tion among others, to prove that the Son was “brought

“ into existence;” it is your very expression *. I had

therefore just reason to complain of your leaving out the

words, from his ministering to his Father's will, which

showed the name angel to be a name of office, and gave a

new turn to the whole sentence. The censure I passed

upon your quoting so carelessly or partially, was only

this: “The account you give is such as must make one

“think either that you never saw the book you mention,

“ or else—” with a stroke: which you are pleased

to call “ wrathful” and “unchristian;” as it is natural

for a man, when he is detected, to fly in the face of the

calmest rebuke, and to give hard names. You now tell

me, you had no design in the citation more than this; to

show that the Son was “begotten by the will of the Fa

“ther.” Had that been all, you should have had no

contradiction from me: for I had again and again allowed

it to be Justin’s doctrine. But if you did not design, you

had really done more, in that partial citation; which I

saw, at least, if you did not: and could I imagine you

so unthinking, as not to perceive how the alteration was

* Collection of Queries, p. 51.
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exactly fitted to your purpose ? But as you best know

what you intended, let it pass: only the more I allow to

your good meaning, the less must be attributed to your

sagacity. You proceed, in a very abusive manner, to

misrepresent my words, and to throw dirt where you

have very little occasion. You charge me with omitting

a material word in a “marginal translation,” (which yet

you know was no translation;) and you intimate I know

not what artifice, in leaving out SEAffa's", though it appears

in the Greek; and I could not possibly have any ill de

sign in the case, because I frankly admitted that the ge

neration of the Son was Sexhael, by the will of the Father,

and had no dispute with you on that head. But your

warmth of temper here carried you too far: and you

were resolved, it seems, not to be outdone in wrathful

and unchristian expressions: at the same time not con

sidering the difference between a just censure and an in

jurious calumny.

Tatian, who was Justin's scholar, may come next. I

allow him to speak only of a temporal generation, or pro

cession; in like manner as Justin. If you can do any

thing here, it must be to prove that the Word was no

more than an attribute, before the procession. But Bishop

Bull" is beforehand with you; having demonstrated the

contrary. You have but little to say, and that scarce

worth notice. You observe that Tatian says of the Word,

that he was #y adrā, (not asp?; airby,) “which shows, (as

“St. Basil argues against the Sabellians,) that by the

“Word is meant an internal power or property,’” (p. 282.)

But Basil was never so weak as to argue that #y air:

must necessarily denote an attribute; but only that a p?;

avrov is a stronger expression to signify personality; as I

have also myself argued in another places: #y air? may

indifferently serve either for person or attribute: arpeg airby

will not. When Christ says, “I am in the Father, and

* Bull. D. F. N. sect. iii. cap. 6. p. 209.

• Vol. ii. p. 7.
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“ the Father in me,” doth it follow that neither of them

is a Person * There is therefore no force in your remark

about #y abrá, more than this; that the A6%g in Tatian

might be an attribute agreeably enough to that expres

sion, were there not other very convincing reasons to the

contrary.

The words of Tatian (Sexiuari ris &txórnrog airs a porn?:

6 A6/0s) you have rendered two several ways, and both of

them wrong. The first you have, (p. 110.) “By the

“simple efficiency of his will, this Reason, or Word, pro

“ceeded forth:” where I complain of your putting in

“efficiency” to serve your hypothesis. The second is,

(p. 270.) “The Word proceeded from the simple will of

“the Father:” where I complain of the words “from

“the simple will,” to intimate to the English reader, as

if nothing but a simple act of the will was concerned in

that matter. Let the words appear as they lie in the

author, without the mean artifice of giving them a false

turn. “By the will of his simplicity the Word proceeded

* forth.”

I admit the same thing of Athenagoras as of Justin and

Tatian, that he speaks of no higher generation than the

procession: yet he believed the existence, the eternal and

necessary existence of the Aóyos, as before proved. Here

you can have no pretence, except it be to imagine that the

Aóyog was an attribute only, before the procession; as to

which, Bishop Bulld has effectually prevented you : and

as to what little observations you had to make, I have

replied to them above.

Theophilus comes under the same predicament with

the three writers before mentioned. You have something

to except against Bishop Bull’s reasonse for Theophilus's

believing the Son to be a real Person before the proces

sion. His reasons were these :

1. That very Logos which had been from all eternity

évoiášsrog āv xag81%, becomes afterwards a popopwó;f. If

d Bull. D. F. sect. iii. cap. 5. • Ibid. cap. 7. p. 215.

* Tourov roy Aérov i yiwngs weapopuzów. Theoph. p. 129.
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therefore he was ever a Person, (as is not doubted,) he

must have always been so. -

2. The Affyo, who spake to the prophets, and was then

undoubtedly a Person, was the same individual Adyo5

which was always with the Father 5 &s avuragov abrás.

3. He was the Father's Counsellor, Túußouxos, before the

procession; and therefore a Person.

4. He is said to have been with him, and to have con

versed with him, which are personal characters.

5. Even after the procession, he is still supposed to be

perpetually (01xtavros) in the heart of the Father; not se

parate from him, but exerting himself, ad extra, in the

work of the creation; which is the meaning of procession,

and becoming argo popuffs.

6. Theophilus goes upon the same principles with

Athenagoras, Tatian, and others; whatever therefore could

be pleaded for those writers, in the case, would be at the

same time pleading for Theophilus.

You pass over all those reasons, except the third and

Jourth ; though Bishop Bullh principally insists upon the

Jirst and second. And what you have to say, (p. 116.) to

the third and fourth, reaches only the fourth. For Bishop

Bull had allowed, that sometimes, in common speech, (such

as Tatian sometimes uses,) a person may be said to be

with himself. But he allowed not that a person might be

said to be counsellor to himself, in the manner Theophilus

speaks: besides that though sometimes, and improperly,

a person may be said to be with himself; yet more gene

rally, being with, denotes two persons, as in John i:1.

It may therefore be used as an argument which in the

main is right and good, though admitting of some few

particular exceptions.

I had almost slipped over your 284th page, where you

say, that “that generation, before which the person ge

“nerated was every thing he could be after it, is no ge

“neration.” But it is undoubtedly what those writers,

* Theoph. p. 81, 82. h Bull. D. F. p. 216, 217.
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and many after them, call generation: and therefore this

is disputing not against me, but them. However, though

the Logos was the same essentially before and after the

generation, he was not the same in respect of operation,

or manifestation, and outward economy: which is what

these Fathers meant.

Tertullian goes upon the same hypothesis, in the main,

with those before mentioned; and so need not have any

distinct consideration: he has been before vindicated at

large.

Clemens of Alexandria, whom I should have mentioned

before, may be likewise allowed to speak of the proces

sion. And when he says the Word sprang, or arose, #x

rig warpixii; 38%aswg, ifrom the will of the Father, it is

plainly intended of his being sent out to mankind, as ob

served above, (p. 90.) Though I am of opinion that

Clemens there means the same that other Fathers have

expressed by Éx xxgålag, or #x yasp?g, and might be rightly

rendered in St. John’s phrase, from the bosom of the

Father, John i. 18.

Irenaeus comes not under our inquiry, having said little

either of eternal or temporal generation. Only from what

hints we can gather, he seems to have asserted eternal

generationk. And you cannot show that he has said any

thing of its being by the will of the Father.

Hippolytus was undoubtedly in the hypothesis of the

temporal generation, or procession. And if you can show

that the A6yog, before that procession, was an attribute

only, according to him, you will then take that writer

from us. You do endeavour it, p. 119. Bishop Bull had

observed, and m I after him, that Hippolytus supposes

God, before the procession, to have been one; and many,

because he had the Son and Holy Spirit in him and with

him". You say, “that learned Prelate seems not to have

* Clemens Alex. p. 86. k See my Defenoe, vol. i. p. 96.

* Bull. D. F. sect. iii. cap. 8, p. 219. m Defence, vol. i. p. 105, &c.

* Aires 23 Aévos &v, waxi's #, oürs yåé &Aoyos, airs &ropos, airs &%varos, #r.

£262.svros iv. Hipp. contr. Woët. p. 13.

Yol... ill. T Compare
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“sufficiently considered,” that (by the same reasoning)

the power also, and the counsel mentioned in the same

sentence must have been persons. But that learned Pre

late, having a judgment equal to his learning, was used

to consider things with great exactness; and was not so

prone to mistake as those that too hastily pass their cen

sure upon him. You have not considered (though I gave

notice of ito) that the words &Aoyos, 3ropos, &%uaros, 3600

Aeuro; correspond to xévos, Topla, 8%waus, and 68%, names

of the Son and Spirit, and all so applied, except 88%), (for

which SéAqua is used, cap. 23.) in that very treatise. And

Hippolytus speaks there just in the same way as many

other both Post-Nicene and Ante-Nicene Fathers do upon

the same subject; several testimonies whereof may be

seen in a note elsewhere P; and their sense vindicated

from such exceptions as you have made to it. You add

farther, that the Bishop “did not observe that it is the

“one unbegotten God, even the Father, who is here said

“to be many.” I know not why you pretend the Bishop

did not observe what nobody can doubt of: nor do I see

of what service the observation can be to you or your

cause. Allowing you that by uévos is meant the Father,

who was many, and the to arāy: still it was the Father

considered in the comprehensive way, as a head of a family

containing all; in such a sense as I have explained aboved.

It was not Hippolytus's way to exclude or separate from

the alone God and Father, what was essential to him, and

contained in him; his Logos, or his ropia, his own mind,

(väs,) which is the name he gives to the Son, thereby

expressing his inseparable union and coexistence.

Origen, our next writer, I cited for eternal generation:

to which you have little to object, beyond what I have

answered to above. If that passage is to be depended on

Compare this of Gregory Nazienzen.

O5 yāé #v Jr. &Aoyos iv, 25% is 3rs at warhe, obż is #rs eix &A*S*s, # 3roper,

# &?ivares, # Za'is iwātās, # Aa/arpírn ros, # &yaSárn ros., Orat. xxxY. p. 574.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 105. P Sermon vii, vol. ii. p. 146, &c.

* P. 61, &c, 88, &c. * Defence, vol. i. p. 97.
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which you cite (p. 272.) from Huetius's Origeniana; then

Origen has asserted, besides the eternal generation, the

a poéAsvaig also. -

Novatian I also considered at larges, which you pass

slightly over. Dionysius of Alexandria, and the other

Dionysius of Rome, I also brought t as evidences for

eternal generation: whom you let pass without ever a

word, of any weight or moment.

Methodius u was another voucher for the same doc

trine : which you do not, cannot gainsay. Only you

endeavour to confront his known, certain, and genuine

doctrine, with a spurious passage out of his Symposion: a

piece very much corrupted and adulterated in the judg

ment of Photius, as Bishop, Bull had observed *, and you

take no notice.

Pamphilus I also cited for the same doctrine; and also

Alexander of Alexandria, to whom you have some little

exceptions, which I have answered above, and which are

perfectly foreign to the present question.

Eusebius I did not cite, because some just exceptions

may be made to him; and there is no reconciling him

perfectly with himself, at different times. This you must

know; and yet, very deceitfully, you “conclude,” as

you say, (p. 273.) “the Ante-Nicene writers on this head,

“with the judgment of the learned Eusebius, which may

“justly be esteemed to be the true sense of the ancients

“before him:” producing a passage from his Demon

stratio Evangelica, wrote before the Council of Nice, and

before he had well considered the subject, and corrected

in some material points afterwards, as I have observed

above, p. 149.

And now we are come down to the Arian times; in

which Dr. Clarke and you think you have found some

thing to your purpose; artificially tacking together testi

monies of several kinds, some Catholic, some Arian, and

* Defence, vol. i. p. 97. * Ibid. p. 101.

u Ibid. p. 102. See also my Reply to Dr. Whitby, vol. ii. p. 234, &c.

* Bull. Def. p. 166.

T 2.
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some doubtful of which in their order, that "Y fully

clear the point I am now "P" But before I come *

these testimonies, I mu" strike out a little into history,

to give the reader a clearer notion of what we are about.

I have elsewherey given * brief account of an argument

which the Arians made use of to prove the Son of God a

creature. They argued that the Father must produce his

Son either volens, willingly, (by which they understood

free choice,) or molens, against his will, which in Greek

/they expressed by tva" āyāyx", meaning what we should

now call extrinsic necessity. The argument is much the

same with what Dr. Clarke "#" in these words: “What
“ever 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 * necessity, extrinsic

“to, and independent of that being”.” And in another

place”, “ Whatever is caused by * intelligent being, is

“caused by the will of that being; otherwise it is not

“(in truth and reality) caused by that being at all, but

“by some superior cause, be it necessity, or fate, or

“whatever it be, &c.”
This was the old Arian argume", and that was their

sense of necessity, or ?” &yāyxm: which I shall prove

by plain testimonies beyond contradiction. Athanasius

may be first cited, who writes thusb: “They have *

46 other way of saying the Son is a creature, by pretend

.' will, and arguing thus: if he did not exist by will,

4& t : God had a son by necessity, and unwillingly. But

sc. who : it, you miscreants, that imposes necessity up"

him *Epiphanius represents it thus": “ They object that he

y Defence, vol. i. p. 89,349.

:: P. 227. * Ibid. p. 113.

s: an ŠsAirs' £...:*"-*.£:**:::" #*
**Y*** *******-:: ** * Six- iex' i e" vii. Ka ris ""

::::::: :::::::: *,*: 610—3rrisure "#"

* Qixa"£s, p. 6ll. ---. is, Aiyên is ess &rayanv.

3 ****** * * Sixas; is sire” * Sixa" 4,47xx rigé"
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“begat the Son willingly or unwillingly ; and if we say

“unwillingly, then the divine nature is forced by neces

“sity, and not by freedom of will.” He concludes that

the generation was neither willingly nor unwillingly, but

naturally.

St. Ambrosed, St. Austine, and others', represent the

same cavil of the Arians much in the same way; which

being once well understood, we may easily deal with

your pretended authorities. The first is of the Council

of Sirmium in the year 351, which condemned Photinus.

It is to be noted, in the first place, that this Synod of

Sirmium was made up mostly of men of suspected faith,

Arians or Semi-Arians: and though they did well in con

demning Photinus, and though Hilary laboured much in

putting the best construction possible upon their confes

sion and anathemas; yet Athanasius and others rank them

in the class of Arians; and it is certain they stand not

perfectly clear in their character against some very just

and weighty objections. M. Tillemont says of them, that

“they were the declared enemies of the Church, the

“ same Eusebians who had been condemned in the Coun

“cil of Sardicag:” and it seems that Hilary himself, who

had once judged very kindly and candidly of them, saw

reason afterwards to alter his sentimentsh. Having now

-
• -

& #y dra'asy %r & Sixa, i, ivynasy %e2 &váyxz pizia's fixta rā Sarov,ad Saloy

x2 &x ixiv.91%rnri Sixãaaros. Epiph. Ancor. cap. li. p. 55.

oãrs Sixøy voivvy tyivyngs, oùrs an Sixar, &AA brigéox# pária's wriééaivu yae

# Saia púzus govXhy

a Subtexunt aliam impietatem, proponentes utrum volens, an invitus ge

neraverit Pater—Sed nihil in sempiterna generatione praecedit, nec velle

nec nolle: ergo nec invitum dixerim nec volentem non generat ex volun

tate, aut necessitate Pater, sed super utrumque, hoc est natura. Ambros. de

Jrid. lib. iv. cap. 9. p. 540.

• Interrogant (Ariani) utrum Pater Filium volens, an nolens genuerit.

August. contr. Serm. Arian. p. 626.

f Gregor. Nazianz. Orat. xxxv, p. 565, 566. Cyrill. Alex. Thesaur.

p. 50, 52.

s Tillemont, History of Arians, p. 144. a book which I would particularly

commend to the perusal of the English readers, to give them a just notion

both of ancient and modern Arianism.

* See Tillemont, P; 145.

2ürs &váyx: âytra. Epiph. ibid.

-
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some notion of the men, let us next see what they say,

in relation to our present point.

“If any one say that the Son was begotten, and the

“Father not willing, let him be anathema. For the Fa

“ther did not beget the Son, as being constrained, or im

“pelled by a physical necessity, as not willing; but he at

“once willed and produced him from himself, begetting

“him without time, and without suffering any thing.”

The expressions here are cautious and guarded: and

though perhaps the men had something more in their

hearts than they were willing to utter; yet as they have

explained the Father's willing the generation in opposi

tion only to his being forced, 312TSäg, and (&xŠsis) impell

ed; their doctrine may pass. And so Hilary putting the

mildest and most candid construction upon it, explained

it to mean only that the generation was not molente Patre,

against the will of the Father. And his comment upon

üro &váyxm; £vaix; &XSég, is nec coacta imperio naturalis

legis essentia est; his essence was not compelled by the

command of a natural law.

You ask me, (p. 257.) “whether the persons censured

“by the Council of Sirmium, or any others, ever were so

“stupidly senseless, as to think any thing that is neces

“sary, to be therefore against the will of God, as well

“ as without it?” To which I answer, that the Arians

(whether stupidly or maliciously I know not) so inter

preted the Catholic sense of natural and eternal genera

tion; allowing no medium between free choice and such

compulsive necessityk. And there is one Dr. Clarke, who

* E7 ris a Sixázzyros 73 ware's yayev,5792 x:you rev view, &v49saa £ra ob

% £1229sis à warhe bar &váyxns puriz is 3x9sis, as #x #9ext, tyiwngs rev vis,'

&xx āga t #600x59n x2 &xgåya's za &raSā; # izvrov abrov yivshazs & ràu%.

Socrat. Hist, Eccl. lib. ii. cap. 30. p. 126. Athan. de Synod. p. 744.

Si quis nolente Patre natum dicat Filium, anathema sit: non enim no

lente Patre coactus Pater, vel naturali necessitate ductus, cum nollet, genuit

Filium; sed mox voluit sine tempore, et impassibiliter ex se eum genitum

demonstravit. Hilar. p 1184.

* To the testimonies before cited, I shall add one more, a very full and

plain one, from the eighth anathema of an Arian council, in the year 344

or 345.

Tås
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at this day (whether stupidly or otherwise I know not)

charges the same doctrine with the same consequence,

(as I have shown,) allowing no medium in this case, be

tween what he calls will, and extrinsic necessity. You

ask, “if God be omnipresent by outward coaction, or

“against his will, because not by it?” I like your argu

ment very well: please to apply it to what I have quoted

above from Dr. Clarke : it may serve as an answer to

him, in respect of necessary generation. You are here

arguing for me, and happen not to know it. You ask

again, “Is not he omnipresent by puriz &váyx, necessity

“of nature ?” He is omnipresent by necessity of nature,

in the modern sense of the phrase: but pugix &váyx,

never stood for what we call, in this case, necessity of

nature. I know not whether there be one instance of it

in all antiquity: I have nót yet met with any, no, nor of

the word necessity so applied. Certain however it is, that

in the places which we are now concerned with, pvaix,

äväyx, had no such meaning, but that only which I have

given. You go on arguing and reasoning, what necessity

of nature must signify: which is only talking without

book, and guessing what words anciently meant, without

consulting the ancients to know the fact. But at length

you come to argue somewhat more like a scholar: you

observe the opposition made by #6exíšn on the one side,

and ürd &váyxm; purixis &XSS; on the other. That is well

urged: but observe also, 81zaSés à IIarip. Can any words

be stronger? This determines puriz &váyxn to the sense I

am pleading for; and therefore #68%$n is rather to be in

terpreted by its opposition to this. So Hilary interprets

it, and construes as oux #SEAsy, cum nollet. But I will

frankly tell you what my opinion is, which I ground

chiefly upon the consideration of the men concerned in

that Council, that they really meant by #68x48m what you

T&s & gaxáza #2 Sixáza yayevvaaSal ray view signxóras &vivxacas, &váyzny B,

2nxovir &&#xnroy & & reoalestow wig"Suxāras Tā es#, iva &zav yivvian ray view,

3vazségérous xa rā; ixxxnrías #was iriyyárzeaty. Apud Athanas. tom. i.

p. 740.
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say, and yet by purix &váyx, what I say; admitting no

medium, any more than Dr. Clarke has done in this case,

between necessity in the hard compulsive sense, and free

choice: and perhaps they intended, obliquely, to charge

the Athanasian doctrine (as the Arians used to do) with

that hard necessity, just as Dr. Clarke has been pleased

to charge it as a consequence upon ours. Thus, I think,

we may fairly compromise the dispute about the Sirmian

Synod.

You next mention the Council of Sardica, meaning the

false Sardican Council, or Synod of Philippopolis, in the

year 347 : which condemned Athanasius, Hosius, Julius;

as they themselves had been condemned by the true Sar

dican Council.

Hilary' bestowed the same kind pains here that he

used afterwards with the decrees of the Sirmian Synod,

to interpret their confession to a Catholic sense. And

coming to the words, ex voluntate et consilio, he under

stands them, not in the sense of free choice, but in opposi

tion to corporalis passio, corporal passion, that is, extrinsic

"ecessity. However, I am persuaded (knowing the men)
that Hilary was too kind in his construction; though

with a good design, hoping by condescending towards

the weak, to reduce them, by degrees, and to gain them

over to the true and sound faith. He was forced to apo

logize afterwards for his good-natured and well-meant

endeavours; which had rendered him suspected with some

that were zealous for the Catholic faith.

But let us now come to some better instances than

' as you have brought me from suspected synods.

"you do not expect I should take notice of the Arian

Council of Antioch, what if they condemned some Arian

tenets? Has it not been common for Arians, being ashamed

* heir leader, to condemn some of his tenets in words, at

the Same time professing the same things in other terms?

Give me authorities from men of steady principles, known

1 Hilarius de Synod. p. 1172.
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Catholics, and not from known Arians. You do pretend

to three such, Marius Victorinus, Basil, and Gregory

Nyssen. Let us examine them.

Marius Victorinus says, that the generation “was not

“by necessity of nature, but by the will of the Father's

“Majestym.” Such are his words: but when you inquire

what he meant by will, and what by necessity, he is di

rectly against you. Will is with that writer a name for

any natural power, or for God himself"; so that genera

tion by will comes to the same with generation by na

ture, which is what we now call necessary generation:

and it is plain, that he understood by necessity, extrinsic

necessity, as opposed to intrinsic nature. What is this to

your purpose? Whoever will be at the pains to search

into the sentiments of so obscure and perplexed a writer,

(whom I am not very fond of quoting,) will perceive thus

much at least, all the way through him, that he believed

the substance of the Father and Son to be equally neces

sarily existing. I shall content myself with a few refe

rences".

Basil is also quoted by Dr. Clarke, as saying that the

Father begat his Son, having his “power concurrent with

“his will;” and that the Son springs from the Father's

goodnessP. If the design be to deceive the populace with

m Est autem lumini et spiritui imago, non a necessitate naturae, sed vo

luntate magnitudinis Patris. Ipse enim seipsum circumterminavit, &c. Filius

ergo in Patre imago, et forma, et A470s, et voluntas Patris—Sic igitur

voluntate Patris voluntas apparuit ipse x4) of, Filius. Mar. Victor. lib, i.

adv. Arium, p. 188. Basil. ed.

* A se movems Pater, a sese generans Filius, sed potentia patris sese ge

merans Filius; voluntas enim Filius, unde enim si ipsa voluntas non est a

sese generans, nec voluntas est: sed quoniam iDei est voluntas, equidem

ipsa, quae sit generans, generatur in Deo. Et ideo Deus Pater, voluntas

Filius, unum utrumque, &c. Ibid. p. 188.

° Una eademque substantia, vi pari, eademque potentia, majestate, vir

tute: nullum alteri prius, nisi quod causa est alterum alterius, p. 224.

Una eademque substantia, et simul, et semper: hoc est enim jusáalov, jus

eria, #xay, simul substantiam habens, paremque existendi vim atque vir

tutem, eandemque substantiae naturam, &c. p. 225. Vid. p. 227, 234.

P'o es's obv?eogov #xay r gov%ru ray Báratay, tyivvmasy %ioviavro5 #yívynri,

d's abres of?sy. Basil. Hom. xxix. p. 624.

‘paig
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the sound of words, there may be some use in such quo

tations. But such things ought not to be offered either

to scholars or by scholars. Who knows not that Basil

is as express as possible for the necessary existence of God

the Son; and directly denies and confutes the very thing

for which you are pleading “Will you not cease, you

“impious wretch,” (says he to Eunomius, who was plead

ing the same cause that you now are,) “to speak of his

“not existing, who exists necessarily, who is the Fountain

“ of Life; who gave being to all things that are a 7” I

render roy ovra's owra, necessarily existing, because it always

signifies the same with what we express by that word.

Again, speaking of the Eunomians, he says, “They blas

“pheme in pretending to say, the Son of God ever was

“not; as if he did not exist by his own nature, but was

“brought into being by the favour of God’.” What is

this, but directly and flatly denying the very thing which

you are contending for? Against which you set an ob

scure passage or two, which mean nothing of what you

intend by them. As to Basil's first expression, of the

Father's having his power concurrent with his will, it

signifies only, that his will and his nature are the same,

coeval with each other, and equally necessary in this case.

Cyril of Alexandria thus expresses the same thought,

something more distinctly than Basil.

“It were superfluous and silly to imagine the Father

“to be a Father either unwillingly or willingly; but rather

“naturally and essentially. For he is not unwillingly

“whatever he is naturally: having the will to be what

“he is, concurring with the natures.”

*** * **, vior yvynroy, is 73 &ysvärov paris &roxáavarra, & abroga;, &

abroayzSoy ix ris Zaloxolo; why is, rā; warguzis &yaSárnvos. Contr. Eunom.

lib. ii. p. 66.

* Ob waúz, Ah byza wearayogsway, & #9ss, row #yra's #yra, rāy way},v rās 825s,

*** was rais ovoi Ts siva wagex'rixáv. Basil. contr. Eun. ii. p. 56.

* M% sha wars raw view rs ess 82.27 pnegyris, 4, *# A-i, izurg piau A. Byra,

x4e" > *is re sha bro 73 ess avagax9ávra. Ibid. p. 57.

* II*eirröy &y sin & &aaSãs, r yāy *V=Sex: rays, Saxnta's %avyńroga wardex"
*/

\ * * \\ - - *

oisaSal roy *****, pózu Bâ Axx2, xa obraž;. 35. 3 &é &x &veSaxifra's & irri
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He means that the will and the nature are both to

gether coeval and coeternal: in like manner as God always

was what he would be, and always would be what he

was. The like thought we have before seen in Lactan

tius'. Here is nothing in this that at all favours your

principles.

As to the second citation from Basil, the passage itself

leads to the meaning. He there styles the Son auto&yaSov,

essentially good, as proceeding from the Fountain of essen

tial Goodness, that is, from the Father himself: which is

no more than saying, that he is Goodness of Goodness, in

like manner as God of God.

Come we now to Gregory Nyssen, where the reader

will admire at Dr. Clarke's pretences and yours upon

this head; unless you take up passages at second-hand,

without ever looking into the authors themselves. The

words you have first pitched upon are theseu: -

* For neither doth that immediate connection between

“the Father and the Son exclude the will of the Father,

“as if he had the Son by some necessity of nature, with

©vouxes, guy?coaoy #xa” r; ©was rh, SáAngly rg shal & iri. Cyrill. Dial. ii. de

Trin. p. 456.

* Ex seipso est, et ideo talis est qualem se esse voluit. Lactant. Inst. lib. ii.

cap. 8. p. 161. -

Plotinus, before any of them, speaking of God, says that his will was con

curring with his existence: and he and his will are the same.

. Xäväeotos abras izvri Sixay aires sival, & ràro à, 3rie Sixa, x2 h Sāngus &

abrèg #v. Plotin. Enn. vi. lib. viii. cap. 13.

T' shal &yaśās re xz ix.4%uay, txu Aiy, obz ix govXàzia's 3 ours Air &covXira's

rairá #5" SáAs.% shal revro #xté igriv asi, xal Hara, oira. Cyril. Thes,

p. 56.

Oi Aiy &ćovxãra's za &Sixãra's isly &yaŠás 5 yap irri, rãro za StAntów is raw

airs. Athan. Orat. iii. p. 615. *

* Obra yag ä &uszos airn rvápeia ixć4xxi ray 84xngly rg warpes, as xará

riva pūrials &v4%xny &rgozigára's row view tax”xáros ojas # 34Angus Bijarna rå

wargas ray view, &s r" Buxarn/ca asra:9 wagiarirrowra, &s ańr: ix64xxay row

34 yaavos why ir vs. vii. 84Angly rg yivynaavros, oia rivoxaeovuávny is 75 ruvapai:

rās rg vig webs rew waráča izārnros, Art any raw &21&sarov Baxttitly avyapetz",

3ra, i, Saaleñrau ri yewhat gåxnals. Greg. Nyss. Orat. vii, contr. Eunom.

p.206.
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“out his will : neither does the will divide the Son from

“the Father, so as to make any distance betwixt them.”

Thus far Dr. Clarke quoted; shaping his translation,

with little hints and parentheses, as near as he well could,

to his own sense; however opposite to the author’s. Let

Gregory go on: “Let us neither exclude from our no

“tion the Father’s will about the Son, as if it were strait

“ened (or burdened) in the connection of the Son's unity

“ with the Father; neither let us dissolve the immediate

“connection by considering the will in the generation.”

Gregory proceeds to tell us, that to will what is good is

essential to, and inseparable from the nature; as also to

enjoy the thing willed, and that it cannot possibly be

conceived without it. He farther illustrates his meaning

by the instance of fire, and light streaming from it; that

if the fire be imagined to have reason and will, it would

choose or will to send forth its streams of light, according

to its nature, with more to that purpose.

From hence it is manifest, that Gregory intended no

more by will than we mean when we say God wills his

own existence, or is what he would choose to be. Whether

this be a proper sense of will is not the question : but it

was Gregory’s sense. And it is plain he does not mean

by purix, &váyx, necessity of nature in the modern sense,

but such a necessity as lays a restraint or burden upon the

will”, would be an imperfection, or a pain and uneasiness

to the person. I might show this farther by many and

express proofs of the necessary existence of God the Son,

* In such a sense Gregory uses the phrase elsewhere.

'O 2 &váyx: púrsa's bars::valvos #87s, Blà wavros, 43XAoy 2: réaxa rāv brazoir

8% sl an 84xouro robro waisiy rvyxa govrns räs pigsa's. Greg. Nyss. contr. Eun.

lib. i. p. 44. Paris. Vid. p. 49,292.

'Avayan puriz, is constantly spoken of as an imperfection, or mark of

subjection or servitude : for which reason it was not thought applicable to

God.

Maturae necessitas used in that low sense by Hilary, p. 976, 986, 1116,

1117.
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occurring in this very treatise, too tedious to recite at

length: I must refer to some in the margin Y.

Now for a word or two of St. Austin; and then we

may shut up our inquiries into the sense of the ancients

on this head. You tell me of a childish quibble of St.

Austin's, (p. 255.) I gave the reader, in the Appendix to

my Defence, an account of what Dr. Clarke and you call

a “childish quibble.” by which it may sufficiently ap

pear that the childishness is none of St. Austin’s. It is no

commendation of your discretion to revive the memory of

a thing which can serve to no purpose, except it be to

expose your unacquaintedness with antiquity. You pre

tend to tell me, that I “repeat the same quibble in my

“Appendix, without attempting to answer the Doctor’s

“reasoning.” But the design of my Appendix was to

show that the Doctor had committed an error, in sup

posing that St. Austin was making an answer to such

testimonies as the Doctor had produced; when he was

answering nothing but a mean quibble of the Arians

about molens volens. As the Doctor had there made a

slip, for want of knowing or considering what St. Austin

had been doing, and upon what occasion he had said

what he did; for the Doctor's credit, you should have let

it drop, and have said no more of it. The colour you

would now give to it is, that my answer to what was

objected of the Son’s being generated by will, was out

of St. Austin: which is only heaping mistake upon mis

take, and defending one error by another. Look again

into my Defence, (vol. i. p. 89, &c.) and you will find I was

showing how necessary emanation might be and had been

understood, consistent with will. St. Austin came in by

the bye indeed, but he was not cited as admitting either

nolens or volens in the case; but as one who had con

tented himself with retorting the objection of the Arians

upon themselves. I therefore passed on (p. 91.) to others,

y Ga.; zzra púr, p. 1. row irra's 3rres, understood of all the three Per

sons, p. 3. &s 5 ros are irriv, of the Son, p. 4, piza &y ei's 5 &v, p. 9. ivre;

3rra, p. 205, 272.
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*

who had allowed the generation to be ly will, and I inti

mated in what sense they allowed it: not in any such sens

as Dr. Clarke intended, though he cited those very me.

(Marius Victorinus, Basil, and Gregory Nyssen) as fa

vouring his doctrine. He should not have opposed wil

* *ecessary generation, when citing men that asserted

* , and who understood by will a quite different thing

from what he did. This was my answer with respect to

citations of that kind. But as to other authorities from

Justin Martyr, &c. I allowed will to be taken in the

Poctor's sense: and "y answer there was, that they

intended it only of the ****, not of the eternal ge

7teration.

Upon my saying in my Defence, (vol. i. P.89.) that you

could not but have apprehended my meaning, about the

ing of the ancients; I *y upon this you remark, that

those ancients were really “moderns,” (P. 259.) and that

myself in this ambiguous and unfair

“manner.” Yet Y" yourself take the liberty of calling

the very same writers, and those of the same age, “an

“cient writers :” such as the Sirmian Council, Hilary,

orinus, and Gregory Nyssen; to whom

was to obviate t

the writers of t

• It *ms they are ancients with you,
while they furnish you with *fections: but when the

2 or their *mporaries, afford solutions

But to return.

* Part ii. sect. 17.
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more, were it necessary. But the material thing was to

take off the objection of the voluntary generation. I have

done it, by distinguishing between those that asserted

only a temporal generation, (where I allow will to be

understood in the strict sense,) and those that asserted

eternal. As to the latter, none of them ever allowed

generation to be by will, in your sense of the word. They

sometimes admit it in the sense of approbation, and they

always reject necessity of nature; meaning by it extrinsic

force, fate, or coaction, never what we now understand by

it when applied to God.

Having thus cleared the main point, it remains only to

take some notice of a few incidental objections you have

made; which could not before be brought in, without

breaking my method and disturbing the connection.

You object, (p. 253.) that if this be the case, that the

Son necessarily exists; then he is self-existent: that “if

“the sun were self-existent, so also would be its rays;

“if a tree, so also its branches: the same thing par

“tially considered:—derivation, origination, causality,

“generation, in such a case are figurative, improper ex

“pressions.” -

By this then I perceive I have been doing nothing in

searching antiquity: you have some maxims to yourself

that must overrule all authorities. I shall answer you

what I think sufficient. I. Allowing your plea, the con

sequence then is, that the Son is self-existent as well as

the Father : we change the name, but retain the thing.

And now we shall challenge you to prove either from

Scripture or antiquity, that the Son is not self-existent;

provided you keep steadily to what you have said, that

whatever is necessary is also self-existent. If this maxim

be certain, then the Son is self-existent, though referred

up to another, and I have proved it in proving his neces

sary existence.

But, 2. I answer, you appear a little too late to be a

corrector of the language of all the ancients, philosophers

and divines. They have constantly distinguished the ideas;
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and wherever there is a difference of ideas, there is a

reason for assigning different names. Who does not see

that the question whence a thing is, and the question what

it is, are very different questions? Or that immutably

existing, and existing under this or that relation, as a

father, or as a son, are quite different things? And

though we do not say that Father and Son are the

same thing partially considered, where there are no

parts: yet we admit them to be the same substance di

versely considered, under distinct relations and person

alities.

You refer me (p. 251.) to Modest Plea, p. 173. where

I find it objected, that “if generation were necessary,

“ there would be no limitation to the number of Persons.”

Yes, the number will be limited to so many as are neces

sary: and no more can be necessary than there are found,

in fact, to exist. -

It is farther objected, that “in Scripture, the begetting

“of the Son is always mentioned as an act of the Father;

“ and an act cannot be necessary.” But show me that

Scripture ever makes it an act, in your sense. I have

heard of begotten, I never read that it was a voluntary act,

a matter of choice; which is your sense of act. Scripture

represents it by the relation of thought to minda, or by

the &Taffyagua, the shining forth of lightb from the lu

minous fountain: and so does all antiquity. This answers

to the old sense of begettinge and acting: but do not invent

novel senses of them, and still pretend Scripture and anti

quity. In your new sense of begetting and acting, there

is no proof either in Scripture or antiquity, that the Father

legat or acted : and now what have you done but altered

* See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 3. b Ibid. p. 92.

* Aáyo" yawāasy. Just. M. Dial. 183.

Nec dubitaverim Filium dicere et radicis fruticem, et fontis fluvium, et

solis radium; quia omnis origo parens est, et omne quod ex origine profertur

progenies est.

Tsvy; wiv #y za 5 #xios why abyāy. Euseb. Eccl. Theol, lib. i. cap. 12.

Lux splendorem generat. Ambros. de Fid. p. 540.

'Azadyaataa yawāral. Basil. contr. Eun. p. 89.
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names, and left things as before ? Was there ever truer

pedantry about words? You may call generation, in our

sense, metaphorical, if you please; though you have no

reason to give, why it is not proper : but when you have

done, show, if you can, that this metaphorical sense was

not the true and only sense wherein it was understood

both by Scripture and antiquity.

You object, that my “distinction between will and

“arbitrary will is elusive and equivocating.” But I pray

excuse it for the Doctor's sake; who makes the same

distinction d, in other words, between will of approbation

and will of choice; which is all that I mean.

You object, that the doctrine of “necessary emanations

“was Gnostic and Valentinian:” which you can never

prove. But I must remind you that Athanasius charged

upon the Arians two things as Gnostic and Valentinian,

which undoubtedly are so: one was their bringing in

SéAquae, will, between the Father and his Word: another

was their making a creature Creatorf. Philastrius's farther

charges them with borrowing another principle from the

infamous Apelles, (of the Marcionite tribe,) which was

the making a second God, a creature and a subject of the

Jirst. Not to mention that Bishop Bull had run up your

doctrines to the old Gnosticsh long ago; and was never

yet confuted, nor ever will be. It might therefore have

been more prudent in you, to have been silent on this

head.

Now we have mentioned the matter of necessary ema

nations, it may be proper to hint briefly what has been

a Scripture Doctrine, p. 248. ed. 2.

• IIroximates yāé à Obaxwrívov #pn 2üo £uyot's #xuy roy &yiv'n'roy, Hyvolay wal

Sixnaw, we wears, invänri, fra #Sixner & 3rie iwiwáu, six #%are weeó4Axe"

s: £ 3rs x2) # red Sixãuares 3%atus irty vire issy'Aéslavel 496vris, Séanaa &

£4xnri, wbonysiaSa Síxovs' re; 2.8%ov. Athan. p. 608.

fo:33 yae #3; #yyixel 2nuoveyi, Purísorral, wríguara Erris wal abrol, zāv

obaxi, rives, zal Maesia, wa Barixions rolzura peovčar, was #47 ix" &n?"

orvyxávnas. Athan. Orat. ii. p. 489.

s Philastrius Haeres, cap. 47.

h Bull. D. F. sect. iii, cap. 1.

VOL. III. - U
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the Church’s constant doctrine in that article. It occurs

not indeed any where under those terms: neither does

the necessary existence of God the Father. The ancients

expressed not either of the doctrines in those terms: so

the question must be, not about the name, but the thing :

and emanation must be distinguished according to its two

senses; as either signifying the Person emaning, or the

emaning itself. They that spake only of a temporal pro

cession, or emanation, could not mean that such procession

was necessary. Only, as they held the necessary existence

of the Person, proceeding in time, but always existing in

the Father to whom he belonged, and to whom he is

referred; their doctrine, however expressed, comes to the

very same that has been since called eternal generation, or

emanation. They that held eternal generation were all

in the principle of necessary emanation, directly and plainly.

Only the word emanation (if it stands for &nd:#212) was

either approved, or otherwise, according as understood:

and generation was the more common name for it. All is

summed up in this, that the Son is necessarily existing,

but still of the Father, and referred to him as his head.

You pretend, that the distinction of a threefold gene

ration is groundless. If you mean that single writers do

not speak of three generations, it may be true of most

of them, not all: for an exception must be made for

somei, who plainly acknowledged eternal generation, tem

poral procession, and Christ's incarnation. But taking the

Fathers collectively, there is demonstration for that three

fold distinction I have mentioned. And even as to single

Fathers, though they did not give the name to all the

three, they acknowledged the things meant by that

name; as I have fully shown. Which of the three is

most properly called by the name of generation, is a very

fruitless question: it is manifest that that name was given

by some or other of the ancients to all the three.

"See Bull. D. F. p.232. Animadv. in Gilb. Clerke, p. 1054. Fabricius Not.

in Hippolyt. vol. i. p. 242.
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You object, (p. 283.) that Irenaeus argues against all

internal generations. The reader may see that matter

handsomely cleared up in Massuet's Previous Dissertations

upon Irenaeusk.

You object, (p. 285) that the notion of consubstantiality

(I suppose you will say the same now of necessary ex

istence) is far from inferring equal supremacy. But, having

once sufficiently proved his necessary existence, and took

off your pretences about will, (which you chiefly trusted

to,) the rest will create no difficulty with considering men.

As to your weak charge upon Tertullian, &c. about angels

and souls being consubstantial with God, it has been an

swered. You have a pleasant argument, (p. 271.) that

“if the Son was generated, by the will and power of the

“Father, into a state of Sonship, either in time or from

“eternity, it is sufficient to distinguish him from the one

“supreme, self-existent, immutable God; who is inca

“pable of any change, even so much as in any mode of

“existence.” Your argument here turns upon a fanciful

supposition, that all generation, whether temporal or eter

nal, implies mutability, or change. But be pleased to make

sense of what you have here said, on either supposition.

Suppose the generation eternal, what sense is there in con

ceiving a change where there is nothing new, no state ante

cedent, no prius or posterius, which every change implies 2

Suppose it temporal; then as it means no more than a

manifestation, exertion, or taking a new office, relation, &c.

what change is there in all this, more than there is in

God the Father, upon any new act, manifestation, exertion

of power, &c. ? There is no change at all in it, no, not so

much as in any mode of existence.

I have now run through all that I find material under

this Query. Upon the whole it appears, that the ancients

firmly believed and professed the necessary existence of

God the Son: as well those who maintained the gene

ration to be temporal, as those that professed it eter

* Massuet. Praev. Dissert. p. 36, 128.

U 2



292 A SECOND DEFENCE QU. v1.11.

mal. And you have not been able to prove, either that

the former thought the Son an attribute only before his

generation, or that the latter ever made generation to be

by will, in any sense but what is consistent with what

we now call necessary existence and necessary emanation.

It may not be here improper to throw in a few words

about the several similitudes and illustrations made use of

by the ancients to help imagination, and to give men a

more lively sense of divine truths. They are all of them

low, and infinitely short of what they were intended to re

present; some of them perhaps too coarse, and such as

might better have been spared: but writers are not always

upon their guard. They had a pious design in adapting

their comparisons to the very meanest capacities. The

resemblances were these; mind and thought, light and its

shining, sun and its rays, fountain and streams, root and

branches, seed and plants, body and its effluvia, fire and fire,

light and light, water and streams.

These similitudes were intended to represent the con

substantiality, or coeternity, or both, according as they

were most fitly adapted, respectively, or most proper to re

present either, or both.

The comparisons of fountain and stream, root and branch,

body and effluvia, light and light, fire and fire, and such

like, served more peculiarly to signify the consubstan

tiality: but those of mind and thought, light and splendor,

(pā; x2 &raúyagua,) were more peculiarly calculated to

denote coeternity; abstracting from the consideration of

consubstantiality. For thought is not any thing substan

tial: and I know not whether light, &raffyagua, was ever

taken to be so by the ancient Fathers. It is certain that

sometimes it was looked upon as a mere energy or qua

lity'. I say then, that coeternity was more fitly repre

sented by those two similitudes, than consubstantiality.

* Justin. Martyr. Dial. p. 372. Euseb. Dem. Evang. lib. iv. c. 3. Da

mascen. vol. i. p. 135, 137. Theodorit. in Epist, ad Hebr. c. i. ver. 3, Haer.

Fab. lib. v. c. 7, p. 256.
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Indeed Eusebius would not allow that m coeternity was

signified in the similitude of light and splendor; or, I may

more properly say, luminous body and light, for that is the

meaning. But in this that great man was very singular.

And though Montfaucon's censure of him, as commonly

wresting Scripture, and the Church’s doctrine, to his own

private fancies", may seem rather too severe; yet it is cer

tainly true of him in this instance: unless we could sup

pose that parenthesis, or digression, (for such it seems to be,)

foisted into his work by some other hand. No Catholic,

before or after him, ever talked in that way, but quite the

contrary. Origeno, TheognostusP, Dionysius of Alex

andria, and Alexander, (to say nothing of later writers q,)

give a very different account of that similitude : and they

are more to be regarded than Eusebius, who stands alone

in his account of it, directly thwarting the sense of all the

Catholics his contemporaries, as well as of his predeces

sors that have used it. But to proceed.

It is observable that those who expressly maintained

the temporal generation only, as Justin Martyr, Hippo

lytus, and several others, they also illustrate it by simili

tudes; not by pā; and &raffyaqua, so far as I have ob

served, but by light of light, one fire from another fountain

and streams. They have sometimes also the sun and its

rays, which seems to me to amount nearly to the same

with pā; and āraāyagua. Those writers considered the

m Euseb. Demonstr. Evang: lib. iv. c. 3. p. 147.

* Nihil itaque insolens si Eusebius, qui plerumque Scripturarum et Ec

clesiae dogmata ex sensu et opinione sua aestimare ausus est, in multis lapsus

sit. Montf. Praelim. in Euseb. &c. p. 29.

• es}, yixe pas irriv' &ravyaaga obz six's rās bias 2%ms, iva roxgågas rus

&exà, 3% sival view apírigoy oix syros. Orig. ap. Athanas. p. 233.

P obx #29s, rig irray itsveeSizz à row view obvia, oboi iz & #vray iruanx$n.

&xxâ ix rās row rarp's oboias #pu, &s row pards r &račyaaaa, &s boares 47/4s.

Theogn. ap Athanas. p. 230.

'Araúyaguz 2 &v pard, 2 3iov, rāyra's zai abrås af2lås irri. Dionys. Aler.

apud Athan. p. 253.

T3 yap 22.2%) agua rās 3%ms & shal Aiyay, ovaesi wa To rearárvarov pås.

Alexandr. Alex. apud Theod. lib. i. c. 4.

a See some testimonies in my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 148.

U 3
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light, not only as breaking forth, or streaming out from

the Father absolutely, (as they considered it,who illustrated

eternal generation thereby,) but also relatively, in respect

of the creatures; upon whom it began to break forth and

shine, when the Son exerted his power in the creation.

Then was light sprung up to them from the Father, which

light had been before eternally in and of the Father, not

manifested ad extra, not sent abroad, as they would ex

press it.

You give hints in your preface, (p. vii.) and book, p. 285,

and elsewhere, that the notion of the ancients was no

more than that the Son was from “an internal substantial

“power of the Father, by his will, without any division,

“abscission, diminution, &c. as one fire is lighted from an

“other:” but you represent their sense very partially, or

at least very obscurely. Their plain meaning was, that

the Son was really, and not nominally distinct from the

Father; which they signified by one fire and another:

and they meant farther to signify, that though the Son

did in a certain sense come out from the Father, yet he

was not divided from him, but remained still really in him

and with him. I have set the principal passages in the

margin; which may serve to explain each other, and

* A6%ay yawāasy, ob xarx droTouhy, &s #AzrraSava row iv haiv 2.6%ay reseax

Aáuival (leg. réoézXXáčevow) was droio, ixi rves, #2&asy %xxo yiwáasvoy, obz ixzr

zovulvou izāvov # 25 h &valus yá yovsy, 22.2% row abrov givovros xa, rà is aired 3ra

49, was re 8v paivara obz ixzrrazzy kasiyo # 25 &väp$n. Just. Dial. p. 183.

Oil war' 23rorogów dis drousćouávns ris ro5 arzrgos oboias, firola ră ăAAz

arávra use/3%atva za ravăusya, oi rà abrá izraw & xa, rely runSaval. Justin.

p. 373.

T#yovs 2 xarā "cigaby, ob xar axozoaff, rö y&é &rarunSky ro5 rewrov

x+x4%lara ro 2: Aseiz.9%, aizovoaias why wigsaw reagazéay, obz is 34% roy #95,

sixnarrau reoroinzey, &zarić yżp &re tax; 22%, 21% raw Hazlav ray rexxây 22%, six

#Azrvourai ră pâs of ral za 5 2.6% os ago:A.Say #x 7% ro5 xzrges ovyaasa's six

&Aoyoy raroinx: row yiyevynzára. Tatian. p. 22.

IIe yap ri yivsøSal roorov six: wiftovoy, tavrov vovy xz pedynasy %yrz izār: };

#Sixnasy % Saos rolnaz àoz icovasúzzro, robrov roy A6%ay #3 ivy.nas reopoeuzey, real

róroxov zrāons xrigsaws, oi, zevaSs's abrog roo A4 yov, 2.xxx A6%ov, yawnigaš za vs.

A6% abrov Bizrevros jazz v. Theoph. Antioch. p. 129.

Nec separatur substantia, sed extenditur

excessit. Tert. Apol. c. 21.

a matrice mon recessit, sed

Haec
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fully to ascertain the meaning. It would be tedious here

to enter into. the particulars. Upon the whole, their

meaning was, that the Son so came out from the Father,

as still to remain in him : it was an economical, not a real

separation. And so the Father did not leave himself

emptied, as it were, of his Son, by his sending him out to

create and to transact all matters between him and the

Creature. -

This, I doubt not to say, is the certain and the full

meaning of those Fathers : and had it not been for some

persons coming to read them with the notion of eterna!

generation in their heads, they could never have mis

taken so plain a matter as this is, of the Son's being sent

out economically from the Father, first to make, and next

to govern the creatures : which mission, manifestation, or

exertion, is, with those writers, his generation : as it was

also so reckoned even by many of the Post-Nicenes, who

may be seen in the margins. It must be owned, that

Hæc erit probola veritatis, custos unitatis, qua prolatum dicimus Filium,

et non separatum. Tertull. contr. Pra.r. c. 8.

Trinitas per consertos et connexos gradus a Patre decurrens, et monarchiæ

nihil obstrepit, et aeconomiæ statnm protegit. Tert. ibid.

Habes Filium in terris ; habes Patrem in coelis. Non est separatio ista,

sed dispositio divina. Tert. contr. Pra.r. c. 23.

• Scirent Verbum in principio Deum, et hoc a primcipio apud Deum, et

natum esse ex eo qui erat, et hoc in eo esse qui natus est, quod is ipse est

penes quem erat antequam masceretur ; eamdem scilicet æternitatem esse gig

nentis et geniti. Hilar. in Mat. p. 742.

Procedit in nativitatem, qui erat, ante quam nasceretur, in Patre,

cujus ex ore prodivit unigenitus Filius, cordis ejus nobilis inquilinus: exinde

visibilis effectus, quia humanum genus visitaturus erat. Zen. Veron. apud

I3ull. p. 200.

Ortus habens initium in navitate, in statu non habens. Phoebad.

Hoc initium habeat Sapientia Dei quod de Deo processit ad creanda omnia

tam cælestia quam terrena ; non quo cæperit esse in Deo. Creata est ergo

sapientia, imo genita, non sibi quæ semper erat, sed his quæ ab ea fieri opor

tebat. Pseud. Ambros. de Fid. c. ii. p. 349.

'Eysvvfj9w, wzxxov 3i rgo;xSsv aörös, x«} révrort iv r$ <roerpi &v, i* *$v ròv ör'

æóróó ysysvnoe£νεν λιακόσμησιν. Comstantin. apud Gelas. p. 58.

Ex ore quamlibet Patris sis ortus, et verbo editus ;

Tamen paterno in pectore Sophia callebas prius. Prudent. Hymn. xi.

p. 44.

U 4 Vere
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Hilary seems to have changed his language and senti

ments too afterwards: or else he held a generation prior

to this, along with the npoéxswai;. It must also be con

fessed, that the Catholics themselves were for some time

pretty much divided about the question of eternal genera

tion; though there was no question about the eternal ex

istence. Whether the A6yo; might be rightly said to be

begotten in respect of the state which was antecedent to

the Tpoéxswai;, was the point in question. Athanasius

argued strenuously for it", upon this principle, that what

ever is of another, and referred to that other as his head,

(as the A6yog, considered as such, plainly was,) may and

ought to be styled Son, and begotten: besides, the Arians

had objected, that there would be two unbegotten Persons,

if the A6 yo; ever existed, and was not in the capacity of

Son; and the Church had never been used to the language

of two unbegottens. These considerations, besides the

testimonies of elder Fathers who had admitted eternal ge

neration, weighed with the generality of the Catholics:

and so eternal generation came to be the more prevailing

language, and has prevailed ever since. There is nothing

new in the doctrine more than this, the calling that eternal

generation which others would have styled the eternal ex

istence and relation of the A6 yo; to the Father; which at

length amounts only to a difference in words and names.

This appears to me a fair and full account of that matter,

after the most careful and impartial search I have been

able to make into the ancients upon it; that I might not

deceive either myself or my readers.

In conclusion, since you have been pleased to call upon

me for satisfaction, (p. 297.) which I shall be always ready

to pay for any injury I have really done to my readers; I

now leave it to your “ingenuity to consider, what satis

Verè enim et sine voce natum, et omnia potentialiter continens Verbum,

tum Pater actualiter generavit, quando caelum et terram, quando lucem et

caetera-fecit. Rupert. Tuitiens.

* Athanasius contr. Arianos, Orat. 4.
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tisfaction you ought to make your readers,” for the fol

lowing particulars.

1. For carelessly passing over the many and plain testi

monies I produced for eternal generation; from Irenaeus,

Origen, Novatian, Dionysius of Rome, Dionysius of

Alexandria, Methodius, Pamphilus, and Alexander of

Alexandria: as to which, you have not attempted to

show that I have misconstrued the passages, nor have

you endeavoured to reconcile them to your principles;

contenting yourself with oljecting only, instead of answer

ing, as usual with you.

2. For imposing upon us the spurious or interpolated

Constitutions: which, you know, are of no value in this

controversy, with men of letters.

3. For representing the Councils of Sirmium, Sardica,

Antioch, as undoubtedly orthodox ; though never so ac

counted, or received as such, by the Catholics in general,

but suspected as Arian by many, and that very justly.

4. For your several unfair, not to say manifestly false

translations: of the words of the Sirmian Council, p. 258,

274, of Hilary, p. 259, 275. of Tatian, p. 270, IIo. of

Basil, p. 291.

5. For representing (p. 273, 287.) Eusebius as giving

the sense of the ancients upon a point wherein all the

Catholics before, and in, and after his times, are flatly

against him, (as many as speak of it,) and not a man con

curring with him.

6. For your very slight, superficial, and elusive answers

to the many weighty reasons I before gave in my Defence,

(vol. i. p. 105. to III.) to prove that the Logos was a real

and an eternal Person (according to the ancients) antece

dently to his procession, otherwise called generation.

QUERY IX.

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

those individual attributes, can be communicated without

the divine essence, from which they are inseparable?

TO this you say, “it is sufficient to answer, that indi

“vidual attributes can neither be communicated with nor
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“without the essence.” Your reason: “because commu

“nication of an individual, without the communicator's

“parting with it, is supposing it to be not an individual,

“ and is consequently a contradiction in terms,” p. 301.

Thus far you: and you go on after this with so peculiar

an air of self-complacency and satisfaction, that one would

almost think you weak enough to imagine you had said

something considerable. The great difficulty is still be

hind, to determine what makes an individual, or to fix a

certain principle of individuation. I called upon you for it

before; knowing that very wise men thought it as difficult

a problem as to square the circle. But to a man of your

abilities nothing is difficult; you can solve the doubt in

three words. -

You undertake it, (p. 307.) telling me, that the “principle

“of individuation is a self-evident thing.” To those only,

I presume, who have not sagacity enough to see where

the difficulty lies: to such all things are easy, as all co

lours are alike to men in the dark. Let us have this so

lution. “It is that by which any one thing, be it simple

“or complex, is that one thing which it is, and not an

“other.” That is to say, it is that by which any thing is

an individual. And pray what is that ? Are we not just

where we were? If any should ask you what is the cause

of the motion of the heart, you would tell them, I suppose,

it is that by which the heart is made to beat ; or if you are

asked the cause of the tide, it is that by which the waters

are made to ebb and flow. Who would be the wiser for

such discoveries You have not told me what makes

an individual; but you have signified, in other words,

what is meant by the phrase, principle of individuation,

which I knew very well before.

Having laid your foundation, such as it is, you proceed

to build upon it. “Two beings,” you say, “may be one

“complex being, but they cannot either of them be that

“one being which this is. Two substances may be one

“complex substance, but they cannot either of them be

“that one substance which this is.” Wonderful edify

ing! But the great defect is, (and it is strange you should
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not perceive it,) that we do not yet know what we are to

call one being or two beings; one substance or two sub

stances: if that were settled, any child could go on. We

must therefore stop your course a little, and bring you

back again to the place where you set out. To convince

you of your being mightily out of the way, let me put a

case to you. Upon Dr. Clarke's principles, of the divine

substance being extended, I desire to know whether this

substance which fills the earth, be one with that substance

which fills heaven: this is bringing your doctrine of indi

viduals to the test, in order to see of what service it may

be to us. By your principles, so far as I yet perceive,

this substance and that substance must be two simple sub

stances, and one complex substance. I wondered indeed

why you chose the word complex, rather than compound;

which signifies the same. But now I recollect that Dr.

Clarke had declared u against God’s being a compound

substance. He may be complex, however, upon your

hypothesis: and so if we must have a complex Deity, it

may as well be with a Trinity of divine Persons, as with

out. Clear your own schemes, and you clear ours at the

same time.

Dr. Clarke's notion of individual substance appears

plainly to be this; that if the substance be but spiritual,

and there be no disunion, then the substance is one, one

simple substance. I approve of his notion as very just :

and since the three divine Persons are supposed by us to

be all spiritual, and united as much as possible, more

closely indeed (being equally omnipresent) than you sup

pose the parts of the divine substance to be; I say, since

these things are so, the three Persons may be one indi

* Dr. Clarke's Answer to the sixth Letter, p. 4. His words are; “The

“meaning of parts is separable, compounded, ununited parts, such as the

“parts of matter; which for that reason is always a compound, not a simple

“substance. No matter is one substance, but a heap of substances. And

“that I take to be the reason why it is a subject incapable of thought. Not

“ because it is extended, but because its parts are distinct substances, un

“united, and independent on each other: which, I suppose, is not the case

“of other substances.” .
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vidual substance, upon the Doctor's principles, one simple

and uncompounded substance; which is what we assert:

and if the substance be individual, the attributes, we hope,

may be so too: and then all is right. You are used to

pay a deference to the learned Doctor's judgment in other

matters; do so in this: or if you are resolved to debate

the point, dispute it first with him: he may probably give

you good satisfaction, and save me any farther trouble.

You are displeased with me (p. 309.) for mentioning

parts of the divine substance. But let your displeasure fall

where it ought, upon the learned Doctor; who having

subjected the divine substance to extension, has necessarily

introduced parts; there being no extension where there

are not parts. Besides that the Doctor has expressly ad

mitted parts, provided only they be not separable, com

pounded parts, which I charge you not with. You say,

indeed, that instead of parts, I should have said “partial

“apprehensions of its omnipresence.” But, I beseech

you, put me not off with words, nor with such answers

as you would not yourself admit in another case. I am

talking of the divine substance, which is not made up of

apprehensions, but of somewhat real; which (upon your

and the Doctor's hypothesis) must be called extended parts.

You would laugh at us, if we should tell you that the

three Persons are three partial apprehensions, when you

ask us what they are; whether beings or not beings. Do

not therefore put us off with empty sounds, when we ask

you the like questions about the parts of the divine sub

stance; whether Beings or one Being; and if one Being,

whether one individual Being; and if so, whether simple

or complex. By that time you have furnished out proper

answers to these questions, all that you have objected

about individual will drop and dwindle into nothing,

And it will be great satisfaction to us to observe, how

handsomely you can plead on the opposite side, and how

ingeniously you can unravel your own sophistry. You

may at length, perhaps, be sensible, that all the difficul

ties you have raised about individual, numerical, specific,
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&c. resolve only into this; that we know not precisely, in

all cases, what to call individual, or numerical, or specific.

You have a very distinct notion (in your way of thinking)

of any two parts of the divine substance: and yet you

know not whether it be proper to say, that this part is in

dividually and numerically the same substance with the

other part. You would be as much puzzled about spe

cific; since you would hardly think it sufficient to say,

that they are specifically one and the same substance.

Learn therefore, from hence, to distinguish between diffi

culties relating to things, and difficulties about names only.

You attempt to answer what I had urged in my Defence,

vol. i. p. 208. where I had argued against the same wisdom,

goodness, or any other attributes, being supposed to reside

in infinitely distant parts. I thought no maxim clearer

than this, that attributes of any subject reach not beyond

their subject: and therefore whatever attribute is in this

substance, cannot be also in that substance; unless this

substance be that substance. I did not urge these things

as being of any real weight in themselves; but only as

having the very same weight as your objections against

the doctrine of the blessed Trinity have, or ought to have:

and I was to convince you of the folly of wading beyond

your depth. You have answers, such as they are, ready

for every thing; either to show that you know more, or

else know less than wise men do: for, it is one degree of

knowledge to be sensible of one’s ignorance. You tell

me that the “same individual moment of time is every

“where, and the same individual truth is every where.”

Admitting this, why then may not the same individual

wisdom, power, &c. be in three Persons? But if I should

ask you to give me any distinct notion of the same indi

vidual moment or the same individual truth being every

where, possibly you might be strangely confounded. Is

this moment or this truth substance or attribute 2 If at

tribute, what is the subject of it? If the divine substance,

be the subject, how can these truths and these moments

reside in an extended subject, without being coextended ?
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And how can the attributes of one part be the attributes

of another part, any more than the extension of one is the

extension of another? However, since you have been

pleased to admit that this individual truth and that indi

vidual moment are “entirely in the whole, and entirely in

“every part of the universe;” we shall want a good rea

son why the same individual attributes may not be en

tirely in the whole Trinity, and entirely in every Person

of it. But you will say, that you suppose the attri

butes common, and not communicated: and so there will

be a difference between your hypothesis and ours. But,

as the main difficulty lies in conceiving the same attri

butes to be entirely in the whole, and entire in every Per

son; this being happily got over, the other will create no

difficulty. It is as easy to conceive the same thing com

mon in this manner, as common in that manner: for there

is no other difference but in the manner, between common

and communicated. Having thus dispatched the main

point, relating to the principle of individuation, (which

stands just where it did,) you will not expect any farther

answer to such objections as turn only upon the uncertain

meaning of individual.

I freely own my ignorance, that I am not yet got be

yond the common School definition: Individua sunt quae

dividi mon possunt in plura ejusdem nominis, et naturae sin

gularis. Individual is something undivided, in such re

spect as it is conceived to be one: and one is something

single, and not multiplex, in that respect wherein it is con

ceived to be one. I pretend not to make any man wiser

by such an account as this: but it is proper to confess our

ignorance where we know nothing. This, however, I

pretend to be certain of, that every individual is, upon

your principles, made up of parts; and that all oneness, or

sameness, is by union of parts: otherwise there is nothing

in the world that you can call one substance, or same sub

stance, at all. Now, if union makes oneness, or sameness,

you will be extremely puzzled to find out any union closer,

or stronger, or higher, than that union which we conceive
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to be among the three Persons. Why then may they not

be one individual Substance, Being, God? Or the same

individual Substance, Being, God? I like what St. Ber

nard” has said of this matter; and leave you to confute it

when you are able.

I may here take some notice of the author of the Appeal

to a Turk, &c. who thinks it strange we should pre

tend to know that three Persons are one Being, when, by

our own confession, we know not precisely what makes one

Being, nor can fix upon any certain principle of indivi

duation, p. 54. Now, as to the fact, that three Persons

are one God, or one Being, we pretend to know it from

Scripture: but as to the manner how they are united, we

know it not at all. I suppose, we may know that soul

and body are so united as to make one man; though we

understand not the nature of the union: or that the parts

of matter cohere, though we understand not the manner or

cause of their cohesion. And if we are puzzled in account

ing for the union of things so familiar to us, and suited to

our capacities, what wonder is it, if our thoughts are lost

in accounting for the divine union of the tremendous Deity?

It is one thing to know that three Persons are one God,

another to know what makes them one. If the author's

objection lies only against calling the Persons one Being,

as not being scriptural; we shall be content if he admits

them to be one God, or one Jehovah, which is evidently

Scripture doctrine. His reasoning, p. 56. is of the same

size for acuteness and penetration with what he has, p. 54.

If we have no idea of the manner how two may be one,

he will infer, that “we have no idea either of two Persons

“or of one God.” That is to say, if we have no idea of

the manner how soul and body make one man, we have

no idea of soul, or body, or of one man. Now the case is

this; we have an idea of the Persons united, and we un

* Inter omnia quae recte unum dicuntur, arcem tenet Unitas Trinitatis;

qua Personae tres una substantia sunt: secundo loco, illa praecellit, qua, e

converso, tres substantiae una in Christo persona sunt. Bernard, de Conf.

lib. v. c. 8.
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derstand that they are one, having a confuse general idea

of unity: but as to the internal cause, or particular man

ner of the union, we have no idea of it. What is there

strange or surprising in this, unless it be strange for igno

rant creatures to know only in part, and to be able to

understand something without knowing every thing? But

to return to you.

I shall now look back, to see if there be any incidental

passages under this Query deserving notice. Page 303, I

find you endeavouring to prop up the Doctor's aphorism,

that “necessary agents are no agents, and necessary causes

* no causes.” This is also strife about words; in which

the cause is nothing concerned. For admitting all you

would have, it comes to this only; that the ancients have

improperly called the Father an Agent, or Cause, in re

spect of the generation: the doctrine will stand exactly as

before, only in other terms. And you must not pretend

to change the sense of the ancients in respect of the words

act or cause; and still appeal to their expressions as coun

tenancing your novel notions: that will be affronting the

readers indeed. But let us inquire a little into this new

philosophy. I asked, whether an infinitely active Being

can ever cease to act? To which you answer not a word,

I asked, whether God’s loving himself (which is loving

every thing that is good, and which general love, or na

tural propensity, seems to be the prime mover in all the

divine acts) be not acting P To which you reply nothing.

I believe we are almost out of our depth here, and might

more modestly leave the divine acts to that divine Being

who alone understands the nature of them. But since

you pretend to be wise in such high things, I may put a

few questions to you concerning them. You say, “the

“essence of action is exerting of power, and the will is

“the original of all exerting of power.” Well, let action

be exerting of power: Does God never naturally or

necessarily exert any power ? Who can be wise enough

to know these things? But, the “will is the original:”

and is not the will itself determined by essential wisdom,
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goodness, and truth? And why is not that as much the

original which determines, as that which is determined 2

How is it that God cannot but will good, cannot but will

happiness: as, on the other hand, he cannot but nill evil,

cannot but mill unhappiness : Are approving and disap

proving the same with knowing good and evil? Or does

he not rather approve and disapprove, because he knows

why? How hard a thing then is it to distinguish between

what shall be called acts, or actions, and what not? You

have discarded all that in common speech passes under

the name of action. Walking, riding, running, are no

acts: they are bodily motions, following the impulses of

something else that moves and actuates. Human acts

must be confined to what is invisible, to what passes in

the dark recesses of our minds. And here our ideas are

very defective and obscure; and our language almost all

improper and metaphorical; taken from bodily motions,

which are no acts. . We may divide the powers or facul

ties of the mind into perceptive and active: and we may

call the latter by the name of will. But still what is

that perpetual activity of the mind, that general pursuit

of happiness, and avoidance of misery, which is not merely

perceptive, and yet is necessary and unavoidable? It will

be said, perhaps, that it is natural, resulting from our

nature; that is, from God, who gave us our nature: and

so herein we act not, but are acted upon. Be it so; let us

next go higher, to the first cause of all things: are there

no natural and necessary propensities there, no natural or

necessary aversions; in a word, no willings and millings,

which are as necessary as it is to exist? Yet they are acts,

internal acts; and the ground of all external: or else we

know not what acts are. But enough of this matter;

which, as I before observed, is entirely foreign to the

CauSe.

You object, that the Father is not airiog, (as Basil styles

him,) if the Son necessarily coexists with him. But he is

airiog, notwithstanding, in Basil’s sense of airios, in the

ancient sense of airiog, when necessary causes were styled

VO L. III. X
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causes: and can any thing be more ridiculous than to

plead ancient phrases, and not to take them in their an

cient sense ? Could not I, in this way, quote Dr. Clarke,

Mr. Whiston, Mr. Emlyn, (and indeed whom not ?) as

being perfectly in my sentiments; let me but put a sense

upon their words as I please, however contrary to the

known, certain sense of the author’s Was there ever a

wilder method of supporting an hypothesis ?

You have something, p. 305, which is reasonably put,

and deserves consideration. I had pressed you with in

superable difficulties relating to the omnipresence, and

other undoubted truths. To which you reply, that the

“omnipresence is a truth demonstrated by reason, and

“affirmed in Scripture,” which our doctrine is not, at

least not so certainly: that therefore though the difficul

ties be equal, here and there, yet the positive evidence is

not. You will forgive me for putting your argument

somewhat clearer and stronger than you had done. Now

to this I answer, that our positive evidence from Scripture

is very great and full; as hath been often shown. I will

here mention but one argument of it, viz. that you have

not been able to elude our proof of the Son's divinity,

without eluding, at the same time, every proof of the

Father’s divinity also; as I have shown abovey. Is not

this a very sensible and a very affecting demonstration of

the strength of our Scripture proofs? You add farther,

that our doctrine is “impossible to be understood.” A

groundless calumny, which I confuted at large”. Is om

nipresence impossible to be understood, which you say

can be demonstrated 8 or is our doctrine more hard to be

conceived than that is ? But you pretend an insuperable

difficulty in our scheme, that it makes more supreme

Gods than one: which is another calumny as groundless

as the former. You ask, are not two supreme Gods,

though undivided, two supreme Gods? Yes, certainly;

y Page 230, &c.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 218, &c.
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but two supreme Persons, that is, two equally supreme in

nature, (though not in order,) and undivided in substance,

are not two Gods, but one God. You add, that making

“one substance” is not the same thing with making

“one God.” To which it is sufficient to say, How do you

know * or how came you to be wiser, in this particular,

than all the Christian churches early and late The

heathens, you tell me, did not pretend that their sub

ordinate deities, though consubstantial, were equally su

preme. They were therefore the more silly in supposing

them consubstantial, and not supreme; that is, of the same

nature, and yet of a different nature. But the heathens

were farther wrong in making more deities than one, su

preme and inferior: wherein you copy after them, adopt

ing their Polytheism, and paganizing Christianity, as Dr.

Cudworth expresses it.

You accuse me, (p. 311.) as “presumptuously” calling

my doctrine “the doctrine of the blessed Trinity,” in

opposition to yours. But why will you give yourself

these affected airs? Great presumption, indeed, to believe

that the Catholic Church has kept the true faith, while

Eunomians and Arians made shipwreck of it. But it is

high presumption in a few private men to revive old here

sies, and to talk as confidently of them, as if they had

never been confuted. A modest man would be apt to

distrust his own judgment, when it runs counter to so

many eminent lights of the Christian Church, and has

been so often condemned by the wiser and better part of

the Christian world. A becoming deference would appear

well in a case of this nature: nor do I know any thing

short of infallibility that can either warrant or excuse

this big way of talking which you affect to appear in.

You intimate, (p. 311.) that it is not reason, but Scrip

ture you appeal to; and that you will here join issue with

me, apart from metaphysical hypotheses. Agreed: dis

charge then your metaphysics for the future; let us hear

no more of self-existence, to divide the Father from the

Son, when Scripture tells us they are one. Let us no

X 2
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more be told, that begetting is an act, and every act is of

the will : this is all metaphysical. Wave all farther dis

course about specific, and individual, and intelligent agent,

and the like, to hinder plain Christians from seeing that

Scripture makes no more Gods but one; never supposes

the Son another God, nor admits Father and Son to be

two Gods. Drop your pretences about subordination of

offices, as implying distinct authorities, unequal power,

independence on one hand, subjection on the other: such

reasonings are metaphysical. Let us hear no more that

three divine Persons must be three personal Gods, three

Beings, three Substances; and that there can be no Unity

of Godhead, but identical personal Unity, confined to one

Person solely : these are metaphysics; deep, profound

metaphysics. Tell us no more that derived and underived

powers cannot be the same powers, nor any equality stand

with the distinct relations or offices of a father and a son.

Give up your famed dilemma against the Unity, that each

Person must be either the same, whole, identical sub

stance, or else an homogeneous undivided part of that sub

stance: and your other dilemma, that the Persons must

either have the same identical life, or distinct identical

lives; neither of which (you imagine) can stand with our

principles. These are abstract metaphysical speculations,

such as never disturbed the churches of Christ, until many

years after they had professed their faith in, and paid

their worship to, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as the

one true God. Wave these things for the future, and we

shall readily join issue with you upon Scripture alone;

and shall them believe that you mean what you say, when

you hereafter plead for the laying aside of metaphysics.

We desire no metaphysics but in our own necessary self

defence: if you begin in that way, we must also enter

the lists in the same way, and oppose false metaphysics

with true; to show the world your wanderings and your

inconsistencies, even in what you most rely upon, and

(though you will not own it) almost solely trust to.
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* 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, differing from them as

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

truth can the Doctor pretend that all divine powers, ex

cept absolute supremacy and independency, are commu

nicated to the Son 8 And whether every being, besides

the one Supreme Being, must not necessarily be a creature

and finite; and whether all divine powers can be com

municated to a creature, infinite perfection to a finite

being 2

I FIND nothing in your farther reply (which is no

reply) to this Query, but what I have fully obviated in

my Defence, and now in my answer to the other Queries

above. All that the reader can learn from what you have

here said, is, that if the question be, what it is not, viz.

Whether the Son be the Father; you have something to

plead for the negative: but if it be, as it really is, Whether

the Son be a creature and finite; you have nothing to say

to it. The evidence is so full and strong against you, that

you dare not submit it to a fair hearing. Allow you but

to wrap yourself up in ambiguous terms, supremacy, self

existence, individual, &c. and you are willing to hold on a

frivolous and tedious dispute, of no benefit to the readers:

but bring you down to plain sense and fixed terms, then

you draw off, and take your leave. A conduct suitable to

such a cause, but very unworthy of the hands engaged

in it. -

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 equivocaling, and saying nothing ; no

X 3
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thing that can come up to the sense of those texts before

cited, or to these following P

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 there

in, &c. Neh. ix. 6.

In the beginning God created

the heaven and the earth, Gen.

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. Co

loss. i. 16, 17.

Thou, Lord, in the beginning,

hast laid the foundation of the

i. 1. earth; and the heavens are the

works of thy hands. Heb. i. 10.

THE questions here were, what Dr. Clarke meant by

divine powers, and whether his meaning comes up to the

texts here cited. I am now told, that the “divine powers

“of the Son are not only in a higher degree than angeli

“cal powers, but totally of a different kind: for” (let us

observe the reason) “to the Son is committed all judg

“ment,” p. 316. Well then, the Son's divine powers

are at last dwindled into his offices given him by God;

therefore divine most certainly. This is the divinity of

God the Son, which you stand up so zealously for in

your preface; and for the sake of which you are so highly

affronted to be thought opposers of Christ's divinity. But

let us go on. I insist upon the Son’s having creative

powers, according to the texts cited, and as I have proved

more at large in my Sermons. You have little to reply,

but that derived and underived are not the same: whereas

they are the same, because they descend from one to the

other: were they both underived, they could not (at least

according to the ancients) have been the same. Derived

and underived may be the same substance, as well as greater

and less, containing and contained, may be the same sub

stance: which you are forced to allow in your hypothesis

of the extended parts of the same substance. And why

must you be perpetually quibbling upon the different

senses, or kinds of sameness, and using arguments against
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us, which inevitably recoil upon yourselves? Do but keep

to that strict sense of sameness which you are using against

us, in the argument about derived and underived; and I

will demonstrate to you, upon your own principles, as

before hinted, that there is no such thing as one and the

same substance in the world.

In answer to hard arguments, in this Query, you return

me hard names. “Heaps of contradictions, not treating

“the argument seriously;” in short, anything that first

came into your head, being at a loss for an answer, and

resolved not to be entirely silent. You are cavilling at the

account I gave of the ancients, as assigning to three Per

sons their several parts and provinces in the work of crea

tion. I observed what meaning they had in ita, and that

their words are not to be strictly and rigorously inter

preted. Have you a syllable to object to the truth of this

report Not a word: the thing is too plain and evident

to be gainsaid. The truth is, if the ancients are to be

interpreted rigorously, the Father is not properly Creator

at all, but the Son only; for he is represented as doing

and executing, the Father as issuing out orders only. But

who can entertain so absurd a thought, as that the Father

did not work in the creation as much as the Son? Again,

the Father is represented as standing in needb of the as

sistance of the Son and Holy Ghost. How will this suit

with that supreme dignity, that alone self-sufficiency, which

you are contending for ? If you interpret this rigorously,

it must be as great a lessening to the Father as you pre

tend the executing of another's orders is to the Son. It is

* Defence, vol. i. p. 131.

b 'O's 32nSeizs x8%ay 5 Sao; steizzara Aiyar IIouffrauty &vSearoy xxt sixóva

za) was jeoía air. obz àxA4, 21 riv signxs wouñrags", &AA h rà izvrov A474, wal

*; iavre: aepig. Theoph. Antioch. p. 114.

Nec enim indigebat horum Deus ad faciendum quae ipse apud se praedefini

erat fieri, quasi ipse suas non haberet manus. Iren. p. 253.

Si necessaria est Deo materia ad opera mundi ut Hermogenes existimavit;

habuit Deus materiam longe digniorem—Sophiam suam scilicet-ma

teriam materiarum-quali Deus potuit eguisse, sui magis quam alieni

egens. Tertul. contr. Hermog. cap. 18.

X 4
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plain therefore, that these sayings of the ancients were

intended only to preserve a more lively sense of the dis

tinction of Persons; while they considered them altogether

as equally concerned in the creation, and equally working

in it. You object that no ancient writer ever said that

the three Persons “created in concert,” p. 299. But

what did the ancientse mean then, by understanding the

text of Genesis, “Let us make man,” of all the three

Persons? And what did they mean by giving the Son the

title of Tüu600A0; d, Counsellor to the Father, in that work?

How much does this come short of what I said Nor

can you make any thing more of a Ssyria, (a word which

rarely occurs,) or of auctoritase, (which is used oftener,)

than the preeminence of the Father as Father, his priority

of order. When you wrote before, you were confident

that the Son was not styled wornt; tāy 6Aww: and this

you noted, to confirm your fiction, that the Father only

was efficient cause, the Son instrumental. You have been

since convinced of your error by plain testimonies given

you in great numbers f. But still you go on in your pre

tence about efficient and instrumental, notwithstanding

arowths, which you had before allowed to be expressive of

the efficient cause. Now the defect is, that the Son is

not 5 wount%; ; and neither is that true, for I cited Eusebius

for 5 arowth; applied to God the Son. I have spoke of 812

before, and so here pass it over. You are persuading me

that even Cyril of Jerusalem, whom I quoted in my De

fence, (vol. i. p. 130.) is expressly against me. Ridiculous

to any that know Cyril: you can mean this only for such

as do not read. If there is any thing to be suspected of

Cyril, it is rather his excluding the Father from being

* Barn. Ep. cap. 5, 6. Herm. Past. Sim. 5. Justin. Mart. Dial. p. 185.

Irenaeus, p. 220, 295. Theoph. Antioch. 114. Origen. contr. Cels. p. 63,257.

Synod. Antioch. Labbé, tom. i. p. 845.—See Dr. Knight's first Sermon.

* Iren. p. 292. Clem. Alex. p. 769, 832. Tertullian, contr. Hermog. p. 18.

Theoph. Antioch. p. 129. Hippolyt. vol. ii. p. 13.

* Insinuatur nobis in Patre auctoritas, in Filio nativitas, in Spiritu Sancto

Patris Filiique communitas, in tribus aqualitas. August. Serm, 11.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 134, 135.
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Creator, than the Son from being efficient. But the late learn

ed Benedictine editor has sufficiently cleared up Cyril's

orthodoxy on that heads. I chargedh you with opposing

efficient to ministering cause; either very unskilfully, or

very unfairly. Now you would seem to come off by

making the Father efficient, by way of eminence. Why

then did you not allow both to be efficient, and leave the

eminence only to the Father, that the readers might un

derstand you, and that I might save myself the trouble

of disputing that point? Let but both be equally efficient,

and as to the eminence of order in the efficiency, (which is

all you can make of it,) I readily assent to it. -

You tell me of Origen's making the Father a páros 37

Mapy?, the first and principal Creator: as if Origen ad

mitted two Creators. But if you mean not to deceive

your readers, you should tell them, that Origen never uses

the phrase of weiro; 3muspy?, but where he is retorting

upon his adversary Pagan testimonies in the Pagan stylei';

as was proper to do. But when Origen speaks in the

Christian style, and is delivering his own sense; it is

then agórag &muspy, primarily Creatork. You have some

thing more to urge from Origen, that the Son was a reg

yog, immediate worker in the creation. Well then, I hope

the Son was efficient; and, by your representation, more

properly so than the Father, who only gave out com

mands. Are you sensible of what you are doing? Or

have you a mind, at length, through your great zeal in

attributing to the Father the commanding part only, to

make him properly no Creator at all? If you strain the

expressions of the ancients to the utmost rigour, that must

be the consequence. Be content therefore to allow a

proper latitude of construction, and a significant mystery

in these things. But I have obviated all you have said

upon this topic, about the Father's commanding, else

g Dissert. iii. p. 139, &c.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 130.

i Origen. contr. Cels. p. 308. * Ibid. p. 317.
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where'. You quote Eusebius again, his Demonstratio

Evangelica, which is of no consideration with me at all.

What if he styles the Son pyayov, does he not style him

8quoãpynua too, in the same piece, though he contra

dicted it again afterwards? Why must Eusebius be thought

to speak the sense of the ancients, especially in things

where he manifestly ran counter to the ancient doctrine?

You may see this very notion of the Son’s being dayavoy

condemned by the famous Synod of Antioch m long before

Eusebius wrote. I value Eusebius in many things; but

not where he attempted to deprave and corrupt the doc

trine of his Catholic predecessors; perhaps to gratify some

novelists, before he had well considered what he was

doing. However, if any one has a mind to see what

mild construction may be put upon that expression of

Eusebius, he may consult Bishop Bull and Dr. Caven.

For my own part, I think the best defence to be made

for him is, that he seems to have grown wiser afterwards.

You charge Basil with weakness for making Aëtius the

inventoro of the distinction between Örö and 81á. But

where was Basil’s mistake You say, Origen, Eusebius,

and Philo insist upon it. But Philo's is only general,

without application to this case: and Origen’s and Eu

sebius's amount to no more than a preeminence of the

Father as such. They do not carry it to a difference of

nature, as Aëtius did P; and you also do: you do it in

deed under other terms, but as plainly, while you deny

the necessary existence of the Son. You will find none

1 Sermons, vol. ii. p. 42.

* Obra 2 &s &x"Sæs Byros & trieyev, ros, & Aáyev &ua za east, 2, #5 IIa rāg

wavra waxoinxs, ebx &s 2, #474vov, ob? &s 2, irisians &vvares4row yovázavre;

*, row ware's roy view &s & ray ivágyuay, xa, ivvrászroy, ivteyouvra rà wavra iv

zvāgiv.

n Bull. D. F. p. 256. Cav. Diss. iii. p. 66.

• Basil. de Sp. Sancto, p. 145, &c.

P The Synodicon Vetus agrees with Basil's account of Aëtius.

‘O %ae Aaxačírns EigáSuos 'Awrixsias, ix rs wap airs izr-Sivres &rićss réaw,

&záaels, Aiyovros re # 3, rg 31 J, raw &Stov Eirići, 3.4x4% wal'Airway. Synod.

Petus, ap. Fabric. B. Gr. vol. xi. p. 211.
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higher than Aëtius, or Eusebius of Nicomedia, to coun

tenance you in it. There is nothing more that is material

under this Query.

You have not been able to take off the force of what is

urged from Scripture and antiquity for the Son's creative

powers: and that creative powers are divine powers, in

quite another sense than the Doctor and you use the

phrase, in the equivocating way, will be seen as we

pass on.

QUERY XII.

Whether the Creator of all things was not himself un

created ; and therefore could not be # oux Cyrwy, made out

of nothing ”

AS to your complaint of my wording this Query, and

my styling Christ the Creator of all things; I refer to

my Sermons", where I have proved the thing, and to my

Defence", where I have shown that it is the language of

all antiquity to style him Creator, and not barely in your

deceitful way, him, “by whom God created all things,”

while you inform us not what you mean by it. You say,

you “affirm not (nay, you blame those that presume to

“affirm) that the Son of God was created, or that he was

“# 25x 3vray, out of nothing.” With what sincerity you

say this, let the reader judge from the nine arguments I

produced in my Supplement, to show that you make the

Son a creatures. How you may equivocate, I know not:

but I am sure you dare not tell us distinctly what you

mean by saying, you blame those that affirm that the Son

is “out of nothing:” it is either a mean quibble, or some

thing worse that you are ashamed to own. You are

pleased to give up some criticisms of Dr. Clarke's in re

lation to a passage of Origen which I had took notice of

in my Defence"; so that we have done with. Still you

* Vol. ii. Serm. 2 and 3. * Vol. i. p. 133, &c.

* Vol. ii. p. 354, &c. * Vol. i. p. 140, &c.
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talk of “ten thousand passages” in Origen, as opposite to

my sentiments. When you were in the way of romancing,

(which has no certain rule,) you did well to take a large

number. I challenge you to produce a single passage

from any piece of his, that is to be depended on, which

either directly or indirectly makes the Son a creature,

That, you know, was the point here in question.

The remainder of this Query is filled with all the worth

less trifles you could rake up from Sandius, or others, to

represent the ancients as making the Son a creature. At

the same time, because you know they have been an

swered, and that you cannot stand by them, (yet having

a strong propensity to make use of them, for the decep

tion of ignorant readers,) you produce them with this

faint and disingenuous censure upon them. “I think

“ that the writers I have here cited were mistaken in

“their judging about consequences, when they thus

“charged with Arianism the most learned and most emi

“nent men the Christian Church ever had.” Permit me

here, for a while, to choose myself a new adversary; one

that honestly professes his belief of the Son’s being a

creature, and has produced those very passages, most of

them, as favouring those sentiments; which he is not

qfraid nor ashamed (while maintaining, as he believes,

the honour of the great God) to call his own. After long

and deliberate considering the question of the Son’s being

a creature or no creature, the argument he mainly de

pends on", with respect to the sentiments of the ancients,

is this: the universal application of the words in Prov.

viii. 22. “The Lord created me the beginning of his

“ways, &c.” by the ancient Christians, to the creation

of Christ by God the Father. And indeed, hardly any

thing can be brought out of the ancients, at all looking

like it, but what is either the application of, or allusion

to this text. The argument then is this: the text in the

Proverbs has #xtire, according to the Seventy: the Fa

u See Mr. Whiston's Reply to Lord Nottingham, p. 28.
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thers, knowing little or no Hebrew, followed that ren

dering: #xria's signifies created: therefore the Fathers, in

general, believed and taught that the Son is a creature.

The argument would be irrefragable, if the word #xtiae,

as it might signify what is pretended, could be shown to

have been so understood by the Fathers. But if created

Inay signify appointed, or constituted, (as in good Latin

authors, consuls, captains, magistrates, are said to be

created, and we sometimes use the word in English, of

creating a peer, or creating any officer,) and it may be

certainly shown that some Fathers so understood it, and

no proof can be given that any of them understood it

otherwise; then there will appear such a flaw in the ar

gument, as the wit of man will not be able to make up.

We have it upon record, that this very point came to be

considered about the middle of the third century, by

Dionysius of Rome", (with his clergy;) who fearing,

upon the rise of Sabellianism, lest some should run into

the opposite extreme of making the Son a creature, first

condemns all such doctrine, as highest blasphemy, and

next answers what had been urged by some from this

text, expressing himself as follows: “And what need I

“say more of these things to you, men full of the Holy

“Ghost, and well knowing what absurdities follow upon

“the supposition of the Son's being a creature? To which

“the leaders in that opinion seem to me not to have well

“attended, and so they have very much erred from the

“truth; interpreting that place, “The Lord created me

“the beginning of his ways, not according to the mean

“ing of the divine and sacred writ. For, as you know,

“garia's is a word of more senses than one, Éxtire, created,

“here stands for £régmas, appointed, over the works (God)

“had made by the Son himself. The word #wrigs is not

“here to be understood to be the same as āroings: for

“arolira, and xriaai are very different.” Here we find

* Apud Athanas. p. 232.
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how that text was understood by the most considerable

men of the Church about the year 259. -

And let it not here be objected, that the piece is of doubt

ful credit, because extant only in Athanasius: for nobody

that knows any thing of Athanasius, and is not strangely

bigotted to an hypothesis, can suspect any foul play in this

matter. It is the less to be suspected here, because, as I

shall show presently, Athanasius did not entirely approve

of this construction of Dionysius, and would certainly

never have forged an interpretation different from his own.

Besides, it is observable that Eusebius, in his famous

piece against Marcellus, interprets that text in the very

same manner as Dionysius had done, defending it at largey

by several parallel places of Scripture. He interprets

#xtiae by xarára:sy and xaráarnasy, appointed, or constituted.

So that we have very great reason to believe that this was

the prevailing and current construction of Prov. viii. 22. in

the Ante-Nicene church. What confirms it is, that they

all understood &px;w in the active sense, for Head or Prin

ciple, just as Dionysius and Eusebius do: and so the sense

is, that the Father appointed the Son Head over all his

works.

That this was the sense of &gx, all along, may be

proved” from Justin, Theophilus, Tatian, Clemens, Origen,

and Methodius, to name no more: which consideration is

alone sufficient in the case, when there is no positive proof

on the other side. Only I must add further, that clear

and strong passages may be brought, from the Fathers in

general, to prove that they believed the Son to be un

created. Seeing then that this text may bear such a sense

as has been mentioned; seeing it was certainly so inter

preted by some, and no reason appears for Mr. Whiston's

interpretation at all; but the sense of &px, as understood

by the ancients, is entirely against him, as also many clear

y Euseb. contr. Marcell. p. 150, 151.

* See Bull. D. F. p. 210.
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testimonies of the Son’s being uncreated: these consi

derations put together are enough to show that there is

no force in the argument drawn from the Fathers following

the LXX, and reading #xria's in that text.

But I farther promised to give some account of Atha

nasius, in relation to this text; because Mr. Whistona

has been pleased to say some very hard, and indeed un

just things of him, in relation hereto. Athanasius could

not be at a loss to know the meaning of #xtirs, which

had been so well explained both by Dionysius and Euse

bius. He therefore closed in with the common interpre

tation, as signifying appointed, or constituted". But then

he understood the appointing to be to the work of redemp

tion only, not the work of creation: at least he makes no

mention of the latter. He seems to have been apprehen

sive that the notion of appointing to the work of creation

might sound too low ; and indeed many of the Arians

scrupled not to say as much, at least, in words. Atha

nasius thought the way of speaking not so proper, his no

tion being that the Father could no more create without

the Sone, than exist without him, both being alike neces

sary; and therefore appointing was not so proper a word

for it. This principle he lays down in the very same Ora

tion, where he at large comments upon Prov. viii. 22.

Nevertheless it may be said, that this great man might

perhaps be too scrupulous in this matter. Cyrild of Je

* Reply to Lord Nottingham, p. 29.

* Athanas. Orat. ii. p. 513.

• Oix #2üvaro an 3 abrov yivirSai rā 2npuseyāaara. x294 vić y&é ré pås rà

4xavyázaar rà révra parića wał &viv row &ravyazaaros obn āy r paris Sain'

effre was 5 rarãe &s 2 & xsies, iv rá x6% sieyazaro rà ravra, xa, xavels abrov

253, wouti. Athan. Orat. ii. p. 498,499.

a Cyril. Hieros. Catech. xi. p. 160.

IIare's govX.nSávros ré révra zarzozsvåg.9a, ri rg rare's vivaar i wies ra

arávra i2ntaoweynesv. iva re; ré rare raw at Sivrixà, ièavaiz, zz à viss B raxiw

#xy #ovria, raw oia, 2ndoveynaray, &c.

Theodorit's account of this matter appears to be as just and accurate as

any.
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rusalem (whose orthodoxy is unquestionable) scruples not

to assign a reason why the Son was appointed to create:

and it has been usual with all the Christian writers to re

present all offices as descending from the Father to the

Son. Athanasius himself allows that God the Son wrought

in the creation, upon the Father's issuing out his fiat, or

command for it : as also do several other Post-Nicene

writerse. This in reality comes to the same thing with

what others intended by appointing, or constituting to the

work of creation.

But here indeed Athanasius guards against the notion

of the Son's being üroupy?g, an underworker, in the low

Arian sense: for otherwise he admits that the Father

wrought by and in the Son. And I doubt not but it was

his apprehension of the Arians misconstruing the appoint

ing, which made him so scrupulous in relation to Prov. viii.

The expression however, when it is not abused, is very

innocent; and some zealous Athanasians f were not afraid

to understand Prov. viii. 22. of God the Son’s being ap

pointed and constituted Creator, and Head over all the

works of God. Faustinus, that severe and rigid Homo

ousian, of the Eustathian party, and Luciferian sect, un

derstands that text of Christ, as being appointed by the

Father, the Head and Conductor of all his works, as well

of creation as redemptions. Let this suffice to have shown

the sense of antiquity upon that text.

*

3.4 r8 rvsöuaros, 2.xx va iz ray yiywotivay 28,235 xz reas, x2 visã, was 4%u

arvsöuaro; # ravrárns. Dial. iv. adv. Macedon. p. 367.

• Athanas. p. 216,499. Hilarius, p. 325, 837, 840. Basil. de Sp. S. c. 16.

*Greg. Nyss. tom. i. p. 993. tom. ii. p. 454. -

* Hoc initium habeat Sapientia Dei, quod de Deo processit ad creanda

omnia tam caelestia quam terrestria, non quo caeperit esse in Deo, Creata

est ergo Sapientia, imogenita; non sibi quae semper erat, sed his quae ab ea

fieri oportebat. Hilar. Diacon. apud Ambros. p. 349.

* Quod creata est Sapientia, ad mysterium vel rerum creandarum, vel

humana dispensationis intellige: quam cum Dei Sapientia dignanter ad

sumit, creata dicitur. Faustin. contr. Arian, c. vi. p. 153.

Sapientia cum creata dicitur, non substantia ejus quasi quae non erat, facta

..est: sed ipsa existens creata est initium viarum in opera ejus. Ibid.
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Now I return to you, who are entertaining your reader

with a collection of scandal, and which you know to be

such, for the greatest part of it. The scandal is produced

at length; and what should have been, and has been

pleaded to remove and confute it, is disingenuously kept

out of sight: only it is said by you, “sufficient apologies

“have been made” for this or that Father, to show that

he was not indeed of Arius’s notions. But what then }

You pretend that your notions were not Arius's : so you

would still have your reader apprehend that those Fathers

might have been in your notions; whereas Bp. Bull, in his

confutation of those scandals, (most of them misreports,

and some of them malicious tales and lies,) has effectually

prevented their being really serviceable either to Arius’s

cause or yours; which in reality (however you disguise

the matter) are the very same. The conclusion you draw

from this heap of stuff is pretty remarkable: “It evidently

“shows, that those ancient Fathers had not entertained

“such a confused notion as you are labouring to intro

“duce of the Creator of all things:” whereas it is evident,

to a demonstration, that my confused notion (as you un

righteously call it) was the very notion which all those

Fathers had: or, if you think otherwise, why did you not

distinctly show where they contradict it, instead of pro

ducing a deal of idle tales, which (though you would

have your reader lay some stress on) you yourself dare

not undertake to defend ?

Where is the consequence to be drawn from such pre

mises? As let us see. The Apostolical Constitutions, which

are spurious and interpolated by some Arian, have said

something; therefore &c. Melito is said to have wrote

rep) xriasa's Xploroú, which learned men doubt of; and

neither Ruffinus nor Jerome would allow; therefore &c.

Clemens has been charged with some things of which he

was very innocent; therefore &c. Dionysius had enemies

that told lies of him, abused him, and misrepresented his

words; and some honest men were deceived thereby;

therefore &c. Gregory likewise met with some that per

VOL. III. Y
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verted his words, (as many have perverted our Articles or

Liturgy;) therefore &c. In short, several other very or

thodox men have been either falsely charged, or wrongfully

suspected: therefore undoubtedly Dr. Waterland is mis

taken in supposing them to have been orthodox. I refer

the reader to Bp. Bull, who has abundantly answered

what relates to these trifling accusations. Only, because

you seem to insult and triumph the most in respect of

Origen, I shall be at the trouble of giving the reader some

account of that great man and his writings, and their hard

fate in the world.

Origen was one that wrote much, and sometimes in

haste: and it might be no great wonder if some uncau

tious things might sometimes drop from him; or if his

writings, passing through ignorant or malicious hands,

might be otherwise represented than he intended or wrote.

He complained of such misrepresentations in his life-time;

and made an apology for things of that kind in a letter to

Pope Fabian, about the year 248. The doctrine of a co

eternal and consubstantial Trinity could be no new thing

at that time. It appears by the famous case of Dionysius,

but about ten years after, that it was the settled faith of

the Church; and that the generality, at least, were ex

tremely jealous of the appearance of any thing that seemed

to break in upon it. Origen’s works however were still in

great esteem; and it does not appear that, for many years

after his death, they were ever charged with heterodoxy in

that article. Gregory Thaumaturgus, and Dionysius of

Alexandria, whose orthodoxy in that doctrine has been

abundantly vindicated by Bp. Bull, were great admirers of

the man, and of his writings. Methodius, about the year

290, (a man of orthodox principles,) began to impugn
sOme of Origen's doctrines: but laid nothing to his charge

in relation to the Trinity. About the year 308, he first

began to have articles drawn up against him; and among

the several charges, there were some upon that head.

Pamphilus and Eusebius then undertook to apologize for

him; not by justifying any thing that seemed to lessen
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the divinity of the Son or Holy Ghost, but by showing

from Origen's own writings, that his doctrine was on the

side of Christ's divinity, and against the Holy Ghost's

being a creature. This appears from the remains we have

of that Apology, according to Ruffin’s translation; who

professes solemnly that he did not add a syllable, but

made a just and literal translation. So that though Ruf

fin's other versions, where he professes to have taken a

liberty, are the less to be depended on, this is of another

kind, and may more securely be confided in: from whence

I would take notice by the way, that even Eusebius at

this time, before the rise of the Arian controversy, appears

to have been very orthodox. I know there is an objec

tion to be made out of Jerome: which the reader may see

answered in Bp. Bullh.

After Pamphilus, we find mention made of another

apologisti, a very orthodox man himself, in respect of the

Trinity, even in the judgment of Photius; who was used

to judge too severely sometimes of the ancients, compar

ing their expressions too rigidly with those in use in his

own times. That apologist acquits Origen as to any erro

neous doctrine in the artile of the Trinity : only e allows

that Origen's zeal against Sabellianism might sometimes

draw him into expressions that seemed to go too far the

other way. Let us now come down to the Arian times.

About the year 330, or later, the Arians endeavour to gain

some countenance from Origen’s writings: and some of

the more zealous Catholics of the Eustathian party, who

were for professing one hypostasis, had no opinion of

Origen. The reason, I presume, was, because Origen

every where insists upon the distinction of persons very

much, and seemed not very reconcileable to the Eusta

thian way of professing one hypostasis. Origen there

fore was much out of favour with that more rigid part of

the Catholics; who differed from the rest in expression

h Bull. Def. F. p. 125. # Photius, Cod. cxvii. p. 293.

Y 2
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rather than real meaning, as appeared fully afterwards".

Athanasius all the while stood up for Origen, and vindi

cated his own doctrine from Origen's writings'. Gregory

Nazianzen and Basil were both of them friends of Origen;

defending his orthodoxy against the Arians". This was

about the year 360. And though Basil thought Origen's

notion of the Holy Ghost not to have been altogether

sound, yet he objects nothing against him in respect of

God the Son: and as to the Holy Ghost, he yet quotes

passages from him where Origen spoke conformably to

the doctrine and tradition of the Church". And possibly

the other suspected passages might not be Origen's own.

Titus of Bostra, another orthodox man of that time, was

an advocate of Origen.

About 370, flourished Didymus, who is known to have

been very zealous for the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity,

and zealous also for Origen; looking upon those as weak

men, and of small sagacity, that suspected Origen on that

heado. Hitherto we have found no considerable men

that condemned Origen as heterodox in the doctrine of the

Trinity. The Catholics of greatest name and reputation

asserted the contrary.

Let us come a little lower, to the year 380, and we shall

now perceive a storm gathering; chiefly, I presume, by

the means and the interest of the Eustathians, who had

disliked Origen from the first. Epiphanius, about this

time, was drawn in to be a party in the quarrel against

the Origenists; and laid severe charges against Origen,

even with respect to the doctrine of the Trinity. Rufinus,

at the same time, was a zealous advocate for Origen's or

thodoxy; himself, as is well known, a strict Athanasian,

* Vid. Athanasium ad Antiochenos, p. 773. Gregor. Nazianz. Orat. XXii.

p. 396. Or, xxxii. p. 521.

Athanas. de Decret. Syn. N. p. 232.

" Vid. Socrat. Eccl. H. lib. iv. c. 26. p. 246.

* Basil. de Sp. Sanct. c. xxix. p. 219.

* Vid. Hieronym, tom. iv. p. 347, 355,409.
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Jerome being now about fifty years old, was also a great

admirer of Origen. Nay, in the years 388 and 391, when

past sixty, he still retained the same kind of opinion of

Origen and his writings: as appears by his calling him

the “master of the churches, second to none but the

“Apostles themselvesP.” He declares that those who had

in Origen's life-time censured him, did it not for any

novel doctrine, or heresy, but for envy; because they could

not bear the reputation he had raised q. Now could Je

rome, so orthodox a man himself, and who had translated

Didymus in defence of the divinity of the Holy Ghost;

could he ever have thus commended Origen, had he, at

that time, believed him heterodox in the doctrine of the

Trinity? Impossible. He gives no better a name than

that of barking dogs to those that then charged Origen

with heresy: though at the same time Arians, or Mace

donians, and all impugners of the divinity of Christ or the

Holy Ghost, were heretics in Jerome's account. To do

Jerome justice, he stood up for Origen with resolution

and courage some time; till finding the stream run strong,

he thought it convenient to tack about: and then (as is

the nature of new converts in any case) he grew zealous

and vehement on the opposite side. Then he set himself,

meanly, to run down the man whom before he had so

much commended. He fell to criticising his works,

sometimes manifestly perverting his sense, sometimes re

presenting it by halves; always putting the worst con

structions he possibly could upon his writings: as did

also Epiphanius and Theophilus, who were afterwards

joined with Anastasius Bishop of Rome, and many other

Bishops of the west. Still Origen was not entirely desti

tute of some good and great defenders; as Gregory Nys

P Origenem, quem post Apostolos, ecclesiarum magistrum nemo nisi im

peritus negabit. Hieron. Praef, in Nom. Hebrae.

* Non propter dogmatumnovitatem, non propter haeresim, ut nunc adversus

eum rabidi canes insimulant; sed quia gloriam eloquentiae ejus et scientiae

ferre non poterant; et illo dicente omnes muti putabantur. Hieron. tom. iv.

p. 67.
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sen, the great Chrysostom, (bred up under Meletius, and

never of the Eustathian party.) Theotimus, and John of

Jerusalem. Severus Sulpitius, of that time, is a kind of

neuter, passing a doubtful and moderate censure. St.

Austin' appears doubtful; but, taking his accounts from

Epiphanius, or other adversaries, leans to the severer side.

Vincentius Lirinensiss inclines to think that the plea about

Origen’s writings being adulterated" might be very just.

Socrates and Sozomen, of the fifth century, defend Origen’s

orthodoxy, and think he had been greatly misrepresented.

Theodorit, of the same age, has been justly looked upon

as a favourer of Origen; because he reckons not the Ori

genists in his list of heretics: as neither did Philastrius,

who wrote sixty years before him. What followed in the

sixth century, under Justinian, is rather too late to come

into account.

From what hath been said, it appears, that though an

tiquity were much divided in their sentiments of Origen's

orthodoxy, in respect of the Trinity; yet the most early

and the most valuable men down to the times of Jerome,

(and for a long while Jerome himself,) had acquitted him

on that head. This account is a sufficient answer to what

you have raked together in pages 327, 328, 329, 330.

And I must observe, that were it really fact that Origen

had taught what you pretend in respect to the article of

the Trinity, it would by no means follow that he was

* Origeniani mortuorum resurrectionem negant, Christum autem et

Spiritum Sanctum creaturam dicunt—Haec quidem de Origene, Epipha

nius refert. Sed defensores ejus dicunt Origenem Patrem et Filium et Spi

ritum Sanctum unius ejusdemque substantiae docuisse; neque resurrectionem

repulisse mortuorum. Sed qui ejus plura legerunt, contradicunt——

Dicit praeterea ipse Origenes quod Filius Dei sanctis hominibus comparatus

veritas sit, Patri collatus mendacium ; et quantum distant Apostoli Christo,

tantum Filius Patri. Unde nec orandus est Filius, &c. Augustin. Haeres. 43.

* Sed dicat aliquis, corruptos esse Origenis libros. Non resisto, quin

potius malo: namid a quibusdam et traditum et scriptum est; non Catho

licis tantum, sed etiam Haereticis. Vincent. Lirin. c. xxiii.

* See Rufinus's plea about the adulteration of Origen's books, hand

somely defended against St. Jerome, by the learned Huetius. Origeniana,

p. 187, 188.
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therein a true interpreter of the Church’s doctrine in that

instance, any more than in the other articles laid to his

charge by his accusers: many of which are known to

have been directly contrary to the standing doctrines of

the Church, as well before as after his time. Such was

the denial of the resurrection of the dead, imputed to him,

among other errors, by his adversaries; as St. Austin ob

serves: who, in the same place, mentions some other

erroneous and uncatholic tenets of Origen. At last, the

question of Origen's faith in the Trinity may be cer

tainly determined out of his treatise against Celsus, (still

remaining, and free from corruption.) And it is from

thence chiefly, that Bishop Bull has demonstrated that

Origen’s doctrine on that head was sound and just, di

rectly opposite to the principles which you are now

espousing.

I may take notice of your citing (p. 335.) a second

hand passage of Eusebius; as if he had made the Son

created in the vulgar sense of created in this question, di

rectly contrary to what Eusebius has argued at large in

his piece against Marcellus. I hope you did it ignorantly.

However, to prevent the like for the future, I shall here

give you Eusebius's own words. Commenting on Prov.

viii. 22. he says thus: “Though he says created, he does

“not say it, as if he came from non-existence into exist

“ence; nor as if he also, like as the rest of the creatures,

“were from non-entity, (as some have erroneously ima

“gined;) but he was living and subsisting, prior and pre

“existing to the creation of the universe: and being ap

“pointed of the Lord his Father to bear rule over the

“universe; created here stands for appointed, or consti

“tuted.u.” He goes on to several texts of Scripture, 1 Pet.

* El 3 x:yo, ixtiz$2 abrov, #x &s in rg & Byros sis To sha. waetx$27, robr'

3, #roi, 2% as imaia's reis xorais wrizaazi, & aires in rg an ivros yey*, **

$x deSãs braxáparty, 2xx &; it'ssa's aiw zai Zay, woody vs xa, zeolixáč%ay ‘rns

2-3 awayzes xázaow avgårsals' à4%ay 3 roy #Aay 5x5 xvels rg airs zargos xzra re

rayaiyos, rā āzzios, ivraj92 &vri rg zarírzás, warígnosy sign iss. Euseb.

Eccl. Theol. p. 150, 151.

Y 4
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ii. 13. Amos iv. 13. Psalm ci. 19. to show that xrials, or

xtiša, may admit that sense of appointing, or ordaining,

rather than creating. And upon the words of the Psalm,

“Create in me a clean heart, O God,” he observes, that

this is not said as if the Psalmist's heart was then to

begin to exist, but what was before should be cleansed.

You will please to remember how highly you resented

my quoting Socrates for Eusebius's opinion, seemingly

contradictory to Eusebius's other tenets. You have here

quoted a short sentence out of an index of a book, not

published to speak for itself; and have given it a con

struction flatly contrary to what Eusebius undoubtedly

taught in his piece against Marcellus; namely, that Prov.

viii. 22. was not to be understood of creating, in the sense

you pretend. As to what you cite from him in respect of

the Holy Ghost, I know not whether it may admit of a

candid * construction. He was certainly mistaken, if he

took that doctrine, such as you understand it, to be the

doctrine of the Church. But it is out of my compass to

treat of the divinity of the Holy Ghost. To conclude;

I referred y you to Ignatius, Athenagoras, Irenaeus, Origen,

Dionysius of Rome, Dionysius of Alexandria, Theognos

tus, and Methodius; as express authorities against the

doctrine of the Son's being a creature. As to consequential

and indirect testimonies against it, they are numberless;

and have been produced by Bishop Bull, Le Moyne,

Nourry, and many others, in this controversy. To this

you have opposed such evidence as Bishop Bull has already

answered, and you will not stand by, or engage to defend;

but have rather owned to be indefensible. Only you think

some advantage you should make of it; which some ad

vantage is yet very unfair, and not regularly or distinctly

laid down by any certain consequence, but is merely a

confused and precarious conclusion. Upon the whole,

every honest reader will easily perceive on what side he

ought here to determine.

* See the Bishop of London's Letter Defended, p. 56, &c.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 140.
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QUERY XIII.

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 substance; between

being essentially God, and being a creature; whether,

consequently, the Son must not be either essentially God,

or else a creature ?

IF any man wanted an instance of the power of affec

tions or prejudice in holding out against conviction; or if

there were not too many lamentable examples of it in

history, sacred and profane; I would recommend to him

the perusal of what you have under this Query, to give

him a very lively example and idea of it. You begin

with telling me, “there are many dilemmas in metaphy

“sics, physics, and theology, wherein it may be very pre

“sumptuous to determine absolutely which part of the

“dilemma is the truth.” Had you rested neuter in this

controversy, your plea would have appeared the better:

but as you have determined on one side, and in virtue of

such dilemmas as are neither half so clear nor half so

certain as this is, you have no pretence left of that kind.

You should therefore tell me what medium there is

between being essentially God, and being a creature; or

else own the Son a creature. We do not thus shift and

shuffle with you, when you press us with dilemmas. De

rived or underived; we say derived: being or not being; we

say being: necessary or not necessary in existence; we say

necessary: self-existent or not self-existent; we say not

self-existent : Supreme God or not supreme God; we say

supreme God. And whatever invidious terms, or however

liable to be misunderstood, you put the question in, still

we answer frankly, and discover our minds. And what

can be the reason of the difference between your conduct

and ours, but that we desire to be open and plain, and

you love disguises? We have a cause which we know

we can defend: you are conscious that you have not.
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We are justly sensible what advantage you every where

make by putting the question, “Whether God the Son

“be the supreme God, or that supreme God?”

1. The expression is apt to insinuate to the reader a

notion of two Gods, supreme and inferior: on which sup

position the Son certainly could not be the supreme.

2. It is farther apt to confound the reader, as insinu

ating, either that we suppose the Son to be the supreme

Father himself, or else that the supremacy of order, or

office, belonged equally to both. Yet we bear with your

thus unequally and partially wording the question; being

content to admit it with proper distinctions, and to assert

that God the Son is the supreme God, or even that supreme

God, as you are pleased to word it for us.

And why should not you as plainly own, that you make

the Son a creature; there being no imaginable medium

between uncreated and created, between God and creature?

Yet you pretend to be arguing only against the Son's

being essentially God, or supreme God, and not to be

arguing for his being a creature; though they come to

the same thing differently expressed. You say, p. 338.

there lies a fallacy in my words, essentially God. As

how Show where the fallacy is. You say, the words

ought to mean self-existent in such a sense as the Fa

ther alone is. Well then; if you take self-existence

and necessary existence to signify the same thing, you of

consequence allow no medium, but that the Son must

either be the Father himself, or else a creature. Why do

you not therefore say plainly he is a creature * You will

ask then, whether I would prove that the Son is the Fa

ther himself, in proving him to be no creature P No. But

when I have proved that point, (as is easily done, and

has been done a thousand times,) it will then be apparent

how absurd and wild your notion is, that there is no

medium between God the Father and a creature. I say

then, that there neither is nor can be any medium between

being necessarily existing and being a creature: and there

fore since you allow nothing to be necessary but the Father,
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you plainly make a creature of the Son. Instead of an

swering this plain argument, you do nothing but evade,

and shift in such a manner, as shows only that you are

afraid of coming to the point, and of putting the contro

versy on a fair issue: which is highly disingenuous.

Were I to abuse my readers at this rate, how would you

insult, and look upon it as no better than giving up the

cause. I told you before”, and now tell you again, that

you assert evidently, and by immediate necessary conse

quence, “that the Maker, and Redeemer, and Judge of

“the whole world is a creature, is mutable and corrupt

“ible, depending entirely on the good pleasure of God,

“has a precarious existence and dependent powers, finite

“and limited; and is neither so perfect in his nature, nor

“so exalted in privileges, but that the Father may, when

“he pleases, create another, equal, or even superior to

‘‘ him.”

This is no unrighteous representation, nor appealing to

the prejudices of the ignorant vulgar: you know it is not :

but it is laying down the plain naked truth. And it ought

to be sounded in the ears and rivetted in the thoughts of

all that come to read you; that they may be deeply sen

sible what you are doing, and whither it is that you are

leading them. -

These are not things shocking to the vulgar only, nor

so much to the vulgar as to the wisest and most con

siderate, and most religious men. In short, they are such

a weight upon your hypothesis, as have ever sunk and

bore it down among the sober part of mankind: and

they will ever do so, as long as true piety and sobriety of

thought have any footing in the world. This you are

sensible of; and are therefore forced to wink hard.

You are next endeavouring to retort; which is your

constant method when you are non-plused, and have no

direct answer to give. I “assert,” you say, “many su

“preme Gods in one undivided substance.” Ridiculous:

* Defence, vol. i. p. 146.
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they are not many Gods, for that very reason, because

their substance is undivided. Is there no difference be

tween charging false consequences and true ones? Make

you out the consequence which you pretend, at your

leisure: mine is self-evident, and makes itself.

You run off (p. 341.) to some foreign things, which

have been answered in their place. You talk of authority

and dignity; not telling us what you mean by them,

whether of order and office, or of nature; though it is

about the last only, that we are inquiring. I suppose, if

there be ever so many testimonies in antiquity for the

Son’s uncreatedness, consubstantiality, eternity, necessary

existence, omnipresence, omnipotence, and other divine at

tributes; all must yield to a few equivocations and quib

bles about authority and dignity: which if you had once

defined and fixed to a determinate meaning, (as every in

genuous man would have done,) it would have been pre

sently seen whether any testimony you produce were

pertinent or no; or rather, that none of them are perti

ment. As to Basil, whom you pretend to cite, it is cer

tain he did not mean by &#1&part what you mean; for he

absolutely denies that the Father is greater in respect of

dignity", meaning essential dignity: and he particularly

excepts against your notion of making the Son subject;

and censures Eunomius smartly, for taking from him the

dignity of dominion, ris Beatorslag to &#ioux. In another

place, he spends a whole chapter in confutation of that

very notion you are contending for; proving that God

the Son is united in nature, in glory, in dignityb with the

Father, of equal honour and authoritye. I had told you,

that “an eternal substance, not divine, and a Son made

“out of it, was what you must mean, or mean nothing].”

"'Axx* 4%9a Pi, warhe rà vio: &x 3, Xix9sin asíðay, &zéeares%é

4xx * ***t, * yae ivíver 5 obz #, waii. Basil, contr. Eun. lib. iv. et

lib. i. p. 236. ed. Bened.

* T# &#&aari owntuivey.

* XüySgovoy & suártov

cap. 6.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 150.

ro ris &#iz; 646tlaov. Basil. de Sp. -Sancto.
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This you confute by calling it a “calumny, ridiculous,

“and unjust;” which is a very easy way of confutation.

Let the reader see the reason why you had nothing to

offer but hard words. You deny the Son's being of the

same divine substance that the Father is; you allow him

not to be necessarily existing; you deny his being out of

nothing. Let any CEdipus make other sense of this put

together, than what I made of ite.

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, # oux

ãvray, and so fall under his own censure, and is self-con

demned 2

HERE, being conscious that this charge is just, you

can give no direct answer; but, as usual, must retreat to

little shifts and poor evasions. I sufficiently explained

the true sense, and my sense of consubstantiality in my

Defence, vol. i. p. 326, 327. Yet now you pretend to

complain, you understand not what I mean by consul

stantiality: whereas the truth is, you understand it so

well as to know that this Query is unanswerable. But

let us hear how you can cavil where you cannot reply.

“Sometimes,” you tell me, I “seem to mean that the

“Father and Son are individually the same single, iden

“tical, whole substance.” But where do you ever find

me talking so weakly and crudely? This you gather only

from the word individual; which is capable of a larger

and stricter sense, as I have often intimated. When you

* Qui Filium de Patris substantia natum denegant, debent utique dicere

unde arbitrentur Dei Filium exstitisse: utrum de nihilo, an ex aliquo? Si de

nihilo exstitit, Creatura dicendus est, non Creator. Si autem de aliquo di

catur, sic etiamid ipsum Deus fecit, unde Filium genuit. An forte coasternum

dicitur aliquid habuisse unde posset Filium generare ? Si coaeternum aliquid

aestimatur, unde genitus Filius creditur, Manichaeorum error hac adsertione

firmatur. Fulgent. Resp. contr. Arian, object. iv. p. 58.
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suppose that part of God's substance which fills the sun,

to be individually the same with what fills the moon; do

you mean that both are individually the same single, iden

tical, whole substance? How often must you be reminded

of your unequal dealing in this controversy, that argu

ments must hold against the Trinity, which, in other

cases, have no force with you at all? I may speak of

whole and parts, while I am arguing against a man that

brings every thing under extension: but as to the Catholic

doctrine of the Church, which I here defend, the words

are not proper; only this is certain, that one Person of the

Trinity is not all the Persons of the Trinity. Yet because

the Persons are undivided, they are one individual sub

stance; which is as far from Sabellianism as from Tri

theism, and can justly be charged with neither. You

pretend that Dr. Clarke does not deny such consubstan

tiality as was taught by the Nicene Fathers. If this be

true, then he admits, or does not deny, that the substance

of the Son is of the same kind with that of the Father, as

truly as light answers to light, very God to very God,

uncreated to uncreated, and so on f: that is, he admits all

that I do, and there is no longer any dispute between us.

For I will easily prove to him, after he is advanced thus

far, that whatever is thus equal in nature to the Father,

cannot be unequal in any essential powers or perfections:

and so all that you have been doing drops at once. If

these be the Doctor's present sentiments, I am very glad

of it: they were not always so. You say, indeed, “what

“ever the Son’s metaphysical nature, essence, or sub

“stance be, all the Doctor's propositions (so far as you

“ perceive) hold nevertheless equally true.” Are you then

so very unperceiving in a plain and clear case ? Turn to

five of the Doctor's propositions, (5th, 12th, 14th, 19th,

23d,) where he denies the Substance, or Person, of the

Son, or Holy Ghost, to be self-existent: and compare

your own construction of self-existent, by necessarily ex

f See my Defence, vol. i. p. 327.
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isting, with them; and then tell me, whether the Doctor

has determined nothing about the substance of the Son.

Doth he not make the substance of the Father necessary,

the other precarious; the one self-sufficient, the other de

pending ; the one immutable, the other mutable at plea

sure; in a word, the one infinitely perfect, the other in

Jinitely short of it? All this follows by self-evident con

nection from the Doctor's denying the Son's necessary

existence. Now certainly he has hereby determined their

substances to be entirely different in kind; or else I should

despair of showing, that a man and a horse, a tree and a

stone, are not woojaia, are not of the same kind. For

what is it we denote and distinguish different kinds of

substances by, but by their different essential properties?

Do not therefore now bring me the lame pretence, about

the Doctor's propositions being the same on either suppo

sition. I bore with it in the Modest Pleaders, (though

sensible how little sincerity was in it,) because I was then

doubtful whether the Doctor should be charged with de

nying the necessary existence. You have eased me of that

doubt: and now the plea is ridiculous, and will serve no

longer. The mystery is at length come out; and self

existence, wherewith we have been so long amused, wants

no unriddling.

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-condemned. (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, whether it be not a vain and weak attempt to

* See the Preface to my Sermons, vol. ii.
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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 2

IT has been shown that the Son is, upon the Doctor's

principles, a precarious being, which is nothing but an

other name for creature : and now the question is only

whether a creature can be eternal. And this is of no great

moment to the cause itself, but only to show the Doctor’s

self-condemnation, in blaming such as have said, there

was a time when the Son was not. If, for the sake hereof,

you will maintain that a creature is eternal, you shall

dispute by yourself, or else against Mr. Whiston"; who

justly calls it a despised and absurd tenet: only he hap

pened to have his thoughts a little wandering, when he

called it an Athanasian mystery, instead of calling it an

Arian one. For I never heard of any one Athanasian but

what despised and rejected it. There were some Arians

who formed a new sect about the year 394, under the

name of Psathyrians, who have been charged with that

principle by Theodoriti; though I think Socrates's and

Sozomen’s accountk of them rather acquits them of it.

Now if you are inclined to maintain such wild doctrine,

say so plainly: if not, let us know the meaning of the

Doctor’s censuring those that should presume to say of

the Son, that there was a time when he was not l; and

of his saying that the second Person has been always

with the first. I am sensible there is something very

h Nor do I quite despair of seeing such shrewd and cunning Athanasians

as Dr. W. driven to this last evasion, and of hearing them broach this

other great Athanasian mystery, how despised and absurd an one soever, that

any creature whatsoever may be strictly speaking, in point of duration,

coeternal with its Creator. Whiston, Reply to Lord Nottingham, p. 30.

i Theod. Haeret. Fab. lib. 4. Compare the supposititious Disputatio contra

Arium, p. 211. ed. Bened.

k Socrat. Eccl. Hist, lib. v. cap. 23. p. 300. Sozom. Eccl. Hist, lib. vii.

cap. 17. p. 303.

Clarke's Script. Doctr. prop. 16.
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mean and disparaging in the way of equivocating upon so

serious a subject. A man may well be ashamed to own

it: so I press it no farther.

You were to find a middle way between the orthodox

and the Arians: which I called a vain and weak attempt,

and proved it to be so. You do not care to own your

mistake here: but you say, “it is not material to deter

“mine.” That is, you find it has been evidently deter

mined against you; though you are very unwilling to

confess it. Next you come to your usual method of

misrepresenting my notion, and charging three supreme

Gods: which trifling has been answered oftener than

it deserved. What follows, p. 348, 349. is so exceeding

low, that in pure commiseration one would pass it over.

Page 350, you come to dispute the point, whether the

Doctors scheme was condemned near 1400 years ago by

the Council of Nice. You pretend that none of his Pro

positions were condemned. But I insist upon it, that the

Doctor, in denying the Son's necessary existence, evidently

makes him a creature : and therefore all that is material

in the Doctor's Propositions, all that we find fault with,

in respect of his doctrine of God the Son, stands fully

condemned by the Nicene Council. And do not imagine

that the point of difference betwixt us lies only in autho

rity, or office, and not in nature: you make the nature of

the Son wholly of a different kind from the Father, as

hath been shown. I told you of our doctrine, that it has

“prevailed for 1400 years:” upon which you remind me

of my saying of the Arians, that the “world was once,

“in a manner, their own.” In a manner, that is, when

they had got the emperors of the world, in a manner, on

their side. You return to your quibble about individual

essence. Please to observe, essentia de essentia, sub

stantia de substantia, was Catholic doctrine all along :

and this is the full meaning of individual essence. Not

essences, nor substances, nor beings: any more than you

will say substances, while yet you admit substance and

VOL. III. Z
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substance; or beings, where yet you are forced to allow

being and being".

You tell me, I acknowledge person and intelligent agent

to be the same. I never acknowledged any such thing;

but always denied their being reciprocal. But because this

word person is a matter of much dispute, I shall here en

deavour, having nothing farther worth notice under this

Query, to give the best account I am able of the true no

tion of person. I shall not here search into the books of

philosophers, but into the common apprehensions of man

kind, learned and unlearned; which appears to be the

true method of knowing what ideas are affixed to the

word person.

Our ideas are at first all of them particular, and bor

rowed from what we daily converse with, from what we

see and feel. Our first notion of person is the notion we

have of a man, a woman, a child. By degrees we learn to

abstract from the differences of age, sex, stature, &c. and

so we form a more general idea of an human person, mean

ing one of our own species: and this idea, perhaps, a rude

countryman would express, improperly, by the word

Christian, in opposition to brutes, or inanimate things.

From the idea of human persons thus formed, we proceed

to make a more general idea, by leaving out what is pe

culiar to our species, and keeping in what we conceive

common to us with angels, suppose, or any intelligent

being. And now we take in rationality only, or intelli

gence: and a person is something intelligent in opposition

to the brutal creation. Indeed there is something analo

gous to person even in brutes: and so it is common to

say he or she of them, in like manner as we speak of

persons. But still the common notion of person includes

intelligence: and I think Damascen" is very singular in

bringing in Tów?e roy Troy under örðarari; and rgégaroy,

"See my Defence, vol. i. p. 119, 120, 211. and Reply to Dr. Whitby,

vol. ii. p. 219. -

* Damascen. Dialect. c. xliii. p. 46.



QU. xv. OF SOME QUERIES. 339

signifying person. - But perhaps he meant it of indgraal;

only, and did not nicely distinguish. Thus far we are

advanced, that person is something which is the subject of

intelligence. But still we are not come far enough to fix

the idea of a single person: for an army, a council, a se

nate, is something which is the subject of intelligence,

something that understands and acts. We must therefore

be more particular: and at length we may bring it to this:

a single person is an intelligent agent, having the distinc

tive characters of I, thou, he; and not divided nor distin

guished into more intelligent agents capable of the same

characters. This definition or description will, I think,

take in all the ideas that mankind have generally affixed to

the word person, when understood of a single person. I

will show this first negatively, and then positively.

1. Negatively. An army, a senate, &c. is not a single

person, because divided into more. The Trinity, upon the

Catholic hypothesis, is not a single person, because distin

guished into more intelligent agents than one.

2. Positively. A man is a single person by the defini

t1On.

An angel is a single person by the same.

Father, Son, or Holy Ghost, a single person by the

Saline.

Any separate soul, a single person also.

The SeávSporos, or God-man, a single person: because

not divided nor distinguished into more intelligent agents

than one, having each of them the distinctive characters.

To clear this matter a little farther, we must next dis

tinguish persons into several kinds: as 1. divided and un

divided; 2. simple and compound: which, when explained,

will, I hope, set this whole affair in a true and full light.

1. As to the distinction of divided and undivided; all

persons, but the three divine Persons, are divided and se

parate from each other in nature, substance, and existence.

They do not mutually include and imply each other:

therefore they are not only distinct subjects, agents, or

supposita, but distinct substances also. But the divine

Z 2
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Persons, being undivided, and not having any separate ex

istence independent on each other; they cannot be looked

upon as substances, but as one substance distinguished into

several supposita, or intelligent agents.

2. As to the other distinction of simple and compound,

it will appear what reason there is for it. An angel, or a

soul, (whether supposed first preexisting, or afterwards

separated,) is a simple person, and so is God the Father,

or God the Holy Ghost, upon the Catholic scheme. But

man is a compound person of soul and body. It is plain,

that according to the common idea of person, (which must

here be our rule,) the body goes to make up the person :

otherwise we could not say James or John is fat or lean,

low or tall, healthful or sickly, or the like; such things

belonging to the body only, and yet belonging to the per

son. If we suppose John's soul to have preexisted, it

would be a person in that preexistent state as much as

after, having all that belongs to the definition of a person:

and by taking a body afterward, the soul does not become

magis persona, but major persona: that is, the person is

enlarged by the addition of a body, but still altogether is

considered but as one subject with intelligence in it; and

all is but one Peter, one John, one I, he, or thou, which

completes the notion of a single person. Let John die,

the body is no longer part of the person, but the person

goes where the intelligence rests; the soul in this case

becomes, not minus persona, by the separation, but minor.

Our next example of a compound person is the Seáy

Spwros, consisting of the Logos, the soul, and the body.

The Logos was a Person before the incarnation, as much

as after. But by taking in a soul and body, the whole

Person then is made up of all three. And thus Christ is

always represented in Scripture in the same manner as any

single person is represented; one I, one he, one thou, whe

ther he is spoken of with respect to what he is as the Logos,

or as having a soul or a body. The same Christ made the

world, increased in wisdom, was pierced with a spear: in

which three examples, it appears that the Logos, the soul,
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and the body, all go to make up the one Person, the one

compound Person of Christ. And hence it is, that the

churches of God, following the common idea of a single

person, which they found to suit with the Scripture re

presentation of Christ, have rightly and justly included all

the three constituents in the one Persono.

These are my present thoughts of the word person, and

the ideas contained in it. If any man has any thing to

object to it, I shall be willing either more fully to explain,

or else to alter the notion, as I see reason for it. You will

perceive that intelligent acting substance is implied in

every person; and more persons are more intelligent sub

stances, whenever their substance is divided, but not other

wise : and two intelligent substances are two persons,

where both have existed separately, or have been severally

capable of the distinctive characters, but not otherwise.

You will also perceive, that intelligent acting substance

(that is, intelligent agent, as you call it) is not equivalent

to person, neither are the phrases reciprocal. But to in

telligent agent add, its not being divided, nor distinguished

into more intelligent agents having the same distinctive

characters; and then, as I conceive, you complete the

notion of person, according as it has commonly passed

with mankind. I suppose not any of the divine Persons a

person in a sense different from the common meaning of

the word person: they are Persons in the same common

sense of person; but Persons of a different kind, and dif

ferently circumstantiated from what human, or angelical,

or any other kinds of persons are. Thus person, like tri

angle, appears to be the name for an abstract idea: and

the name is equally applicable to every kind of person, as

the name of triangle is to every kind of triangle.

• Videmus duplicem statum, non confusum, sed conjunctum in una Persona,

Deum et hominem Jesum. Tertull, contr. Prax. c. 27. To eson Aérow

*ru, 75 was brizrazi, pvaaz, iva,Sivres 7% rag”, &c. Irenai Fragm. p. 347.

Bened.
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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 2

Divine worship due

To the one God. To Christ.

Thou shalt have no other gods They worshipped him, Luke

before me, Exod. xx. 3. xxiv. 52. Let all the angels of

God worship him, Heb. i. 6.

Thou shalt worship the Lord That all men should honour the

thy God, and him only shalt thou || Son, even as they honour the Fa

serve, Matt. iv. 10. ther, John v. 23.

UNDER this Query I fully proved, in my Defence,

that, according to Scripture and antiquity, adoration is

due to God alone, in opposition to all creature-worship

whatever. You enter very little, if at all, into the par

ticulars of the evidence which I produced: but you form

two objections against the thing in general, leaving me

the part of a respondent, instead of undertaking it your

self, as was proper in answer to queries. Your two ob

jections are these : 1. That if my arguments prove any

thing, they prove too much, viz. that Christ is the very

Father himself. 2. That they again prove too much in

disallowing all mediatorial worship; which, you think, is

plainly warranted by Scripture and antiquity.

1. As to your first pretence, it is founded only on the

personal characters, I, thou, he ; seemingly excluding all

persons but one. To which it is answered, that there is

no necessity arising from any pretended force of the ex

clusive terms, for excluding all other persons P: but there

is a necessity, from the very end and design of the Law,

for excluding all other gods; and from the whole tenor of

Scripture, for excluding all creatures: so that my argu

ment proves what I intended to prove, and no more. And

P See my fourth Sermon, vol. ii.
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why have you not answered, after you have been so often

called upon, the reasons I had offered in my Defence, and

Preface to my Sermons, against the receiving inferior gods

to any degree of religious worship? Surely it should be

your business to respond sometimes, especially in reply to

queries, and not merely to oppose.

2. As to your second pretence about mediatorial worship,

first borrowed from Pagans, handed on by Arians, and

brought to our own times by Papists; I shall give it a

large and distinct answer presently. You have for some

time (I mean you and your friends) amused unthinking per

sons with a phrase, never yet distinctly explained by you,

but serving to delude such as can be content with sounds

instead of sense. I shall endeavour to search this matter

to the bottom, once for all; and then show how easy it is

to unravel your speculations on this head.

By mediatorial worship you intend some kind of wor

ship to be paid to Christ; such as you have been pleased

to invent for him, rather than none. I do not find that

you have secured any worship at all to the Holy Ghost,

(who is no mediator,) though all antiquity has paid him

worship. But you are so confused and undeterminate in

your account of mediatorial worship, that it is not easy to

discover what you precisely mean by it; or perhaps you

yourself do not yet know what you intend. There are

but two general senses, so far as I conceive, to be put

upon it; though these again are divided into many par

ticular ones. The two I speak of, are either, 1. the mak

ing Christ the medium of worship; or, 2. the worship

ping him under the character of a Mediator. We must

examine both these.

1. A medium of worship is a phrase of some latitude

and ambiguity. It must be explained by instances and

examples; that considering all cases which can well be

thought of, we may at last hit upon what you mean by

mediatorial worship. An image has been sometimes

thought a medium of worship, when God is supposed to

be worshipped by and through an image: as in the in

Z 4
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-

stance of the molten calf, and in the golden calves of Dan

and Bethel. Such mediatorial worship as this leaves

very little honour to the medium: all is supposed to pass

through, to the ultimate object. Thus the Egyptians, in

worshipping the sacred animals, supposed the worship to

pass to the prototype, to the Deity whereunto the ani

mals belonged. This, I presume, is not your notion of

mediatorial worship: if it be, it is low indeed.

There may be a second sense of making a medium of

worship: as, if we were to pray to Christ, to pray for us.

This is near akin to the Romish doctrine of praying to

saints and angels. If this be what you mean by media

torial worship, your opinion of Christ may still be very

low, as of one that gives us nothing himself, but only

asks another to give us. But, besides that there is no

warrant for praying to any thing less than God, and so

such a practice must be wholly unjustifiable; I conceive

that this is not what you mean by mediatorial worship,

it being so extremely low and dishonourable to suppose

that he can himself do nothing for us, especially having

declared the contrary, John xiv. 13, 14.

There is a third sense of a medium of worship: as if

we ask the Father any thing by and through the merits

of Jesus Christ. If this be what you mean by mediatorial

worship, I am afraid it will amount to no worship at all

upon your principles. You will not say that the same

worship is therein paid to both ; and unless you say that,

you leave no worship at all for God the Son in such ad

dresses or applications.

There may be a fourth consideration of a medium of

worship, supposing Christ to be directly worshipped,

but “to the glory of the Father:” the Father being ima

gined to be glorified through Christ as through a me

dium. Now here I must ask, Whether the worship

supposed to be paid to Christ be supreme or inferior?

You will not say supreme: and if it be inferior, it cannot

be presumed to pass on to the supreme object, who would

not be honoured but affronted with inferior worship. It
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must therefore rest in the inferior object, and so cannot

be called mediate, but ultimate worship. I must add,

that no worship of a creature can terminate in the Crea

tor, or be for his glory, because he has absolutely forbid

den all creature-worship: and therefore, again, such wor

ship as we are now supposing cannot be mediate, but ul

timate, terminating where it is offered.

Indeed, the Scripture never makes any difference be

tween directing and terminating worship; but supposes

it always to terminate in the object to which it is direct

ed, or offered. God interprets all image-worship, or crea

ture-worship, as terminating in the image, or creature, to

which it is offered. When the Israelites worshipped the

calf, they “offered sacrifice to an idol,” not to God; and

they “worshipped the molten image,” not God, in doing

it; however they might intend and mean it (as they cer

tainly did) for the Jehovah. They are said to have “for

“got God their Saviour,” (Psal. cvi. 21.) notwithstanding

their intention to remember him in it; because it was not

remembering him in a manner suitable to his command

ment, which was to offer worship to God only. So also

Jeroboam is said to have made other gods, and to have

cast “God behind his back,” (1 Kings xiv. 9. 2 Chr. xiii.

11.) notwithstanding his intention to terminate all the

worship in the true Jehovah. I may add, that when St.

John was preparing to offer worship to an angel, (whe

ther out of a sudden transport, or not then knowing that

it was a mere angel,) no doubt but he designed the glory

of God, and to terminate all worship there: and yet it is

observable, that the angel, notwithstanding, bade him

“worship God;” intimating, that it is not worshipping of

God, unless the worship be directly offered to God. Dr.

Clarke 4 has a fancy, that the idolatry of such as wor

shipped the true God through mediums of their own in

venting, lay only in their making idol-mediators, such as

God had not allowed them to have. But this notion is

* Clarke's Script. Doct. p. 344. ed. 2d.
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very peculiar, and has no foundation in Scripture or anti

quity. To pay religious worship to anything is, in Scrip

ture style, making a God of it. This is true, even of

what is called mediate or relative worship; as I have be

fore instanced in the case of the golden calf, and the calves

of Dan and Bethel. And Laban's teraphims, or images,

which were supposed to be no more than symbols or me

diums of the worship of the Jehovah, (for Laban wor

shipped, as some believe, the true God",) are called

gods s; because worship was offered directly to them, in

stead of being offered immediately to God. To make

any medium of worship was setting up other gods, not

other mediators; strange gods, not strange mediators; it

was robbing God, not any mediator, of his honour; and

making an idol-god, not an idol-mediator. The idolaters

are never charged with mistaking the medium, but mis

taking the object; not with having false mediators, but

false gods; not for worshipping those that were not me

diators by office, but those that by nature were no gods;

for worshipping the creature, not instead of the Mediator,

but instead of the “Creator, who is blessed for ever.” Such

is the constant language both of the Old and New Testa

ment, which never fix the charge upon the setting up

false mediators or mediums of worship; nor ever insert

any caution against it: so weak and groundless is the

Doctor’s notion of idol-mediators. What then is the re

sult, you will ask, of this reasoning? Does not the wor

ship of Christ terminate in the glory of God the Father?

Admit that it does so: then certainly the worship of

Christ is not creature-worship. For since all worship ter

minates in the object to which it is directed or offered, if

the same act of worship, offered to Christ, terminates in

God the Father; then the case is plain that it terminates

in both, and both are one undivided object. Having con

sidered the several senses of a medium of worship, and

shown that none of them will answer your purpose, I

come now,

* Gen. xxxi. 49, 53. * Gen. xxxi. 30. Josh. xxiv. 2.
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2. To consider the worship of Christ under the cha

racter of a Mediator, and to see what sense we can make

of mediatorial worship under that view. A Mediator may

be considered two ways, according to the ancients; a Me

diator by nature, and Mediator by office. The first and

principal sense of a Mediator (usairng) between God and

man, is a Person partaking of the nature of both, perfect

God and perfect man. In this sense, principally, the an

cient Christians constantly understood Christ to be a

Mediator. So Irenaeus, Melito, Clemens, Hippolytus, Ter

tullian, Cyprian, Novatian, and others of the Ante-Ni

..cenes; whose testimonies I have placed in the margin'.

As to Post-Nicenes, since no doubt can be made of them,

I content myself with referring to Petavius, who has col

lected their testimonies u.
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zaro haiy. Melito, Cav. H. L. vol. ii. p. 33.
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Hic sequester Dei atque hominum appellatus; ex utriusque partis depo

sito commisso sibi. In another place, utriusque substantia. Tertull de Re

sur. Cur. c. 5l. contr. Prax. c. 28.

Deus cum homine miscetur. Hic Deus, hic Christus est, qui Mediator

duorum, hominem induit quem perducat ad Patrem. Cypr. de Idol. Van.

p. 15.

Quoniam si ad hominem veniebat; ut Mediator Dei et hominum esse de

beret, oportuit illum cum eo esse, et Verbum carnem fieri; ut in semetipso

concordiam confibularet terrenorum pariter atque caelestium: dum utriusque

partis in se connectens pignora, et Deum homini et hominem Deo copularet.

Movat. c. 18.

Mediam inter Deum et hominem substantiam gerens Deum fuisse et

hominem, ex utroque genere permistum. Lactant. l. iv. c. 13.

* Dogm. Th. tom. v. part. 2.
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Now, if you would but please to understand mediato

rial worship conformably to this true and ancient sense of

Mediator, we might not perhaps despair of coming to

some terms of agreement. For mediatorial worship,

thus understood, would nearly coincide with what we

call divine. It would be worshipping Christ because,

with the human nature, he is possessed also of the divine,

and is therefore strictly and properly adorable, as well as

the Father.

But Mediator may be considered also in respect of

office, without considering the nature at all : and this, I

presume, is the sense you contend for. Accordingly, for

the most part, by mediatorial worship, you seem to intend

some inferior kind of worship payable to our Lord consi

dered as mediating, or as executing the office of a Media

tor between God and, man. Now we must confess that

Christ is really Mediator by office, as well as by nature:

but how this can ever justify you in making a new and an

inferior worship, and calling it mediatorial, we understand

not. Fanciful men will have their peculiarities: and it is

a wonder to me, you have not yet invented twenty seve

ral kinds of worship, superior and inferior, for God the

Father. For the purpose; you may consider him as

King, and so you may present him with regal worship;

or as King of kings, and then it will be super-regal. You

may consider him as Judge, your particular Judge, and so

present him with judicial worship: but if you consider

him farther as Judge of all men, nay, and as judge of an

gels, or of the whole system of creatures, the worship

will be then most highly and superlatively judicial. You

may next consider him as Creator, arowths, without an

article, and then you are to present him (pardon the no

velty of the phrase) with creatorial worship , but if you

consider him farther as the Creator, 6 arounrig, with an

article, the worship then becomes eminently creatorial.

You may next consider him as Protector, as Deliverer, or

Defender, and each of these in a higher or a lower sense:

and hence may arise as many several worships. Nay,
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when your hand is in, every attribute you consider him

under will be a distinct foundation of a partieular wor

ship: and so you will have worships innumerable, to pay

to one and the same Person. But you will say, that these

many worships are all but one worship of the one divine

Father under variety of conceptions. Right: and so,

though the Son be considered as Mediator, as Judge, as

Creator, as King, &c. in our worship of him, these are all

but one worship of the one divine Son, under variety of

conceptions. The worship then both of Father and Son

centering in this, that they are both divine, this makes it

divine worship: and divine worship being one with itself,

it is very manifest that the worship of both is one.

Aye but, says the learned Doctor x, “There is an ado

“ration due to Christ as Mediator, which cannot possi

“bly be paid to the one supreme God;” supreme Father

he means. And what is there in this, more than an

affected manner of expressing what every body allows,

that Father and Son have distinct personal characters and

offices * He need not have gone thus round about: the

shorter way would have been to divide adoration into two

sorts, paternal and filial ; and to plead that one of these

worships can never be paid to the Son, any more than the

other to the Father, because the Son must never be con

sidered as Father, nor the Father as Son. But had the

Doctor remembered that both may be considered as di

vine, and that divine worship is but one, he might have

perceived that there is no foundation for the two worships

which he is introducing: unless he has a mind to bring

in a hundred worships as well as two; which may be

easily done in the way he has taken. The truth of the

case is this; worship has an immediate respect to the

divinity of the Person to be worshipped. That must be

presupposed in all religious worship: otherwise such wor

* See Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 343 2d. ed. Modest Plea, &c. Continued,

p. 33. - - . . . . -
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ship is idolatry; as hath been proved. This foundation

being laid, whatever personal characters or offices we

consider the Person worshipped under; divine goes along

with all: it is a divine Mediator, a divine Priest, a divine

Prophet, a divine King: and so our worship of him never

wants its proper object, never moves from its proper

foundation, but remains constantly the same. Our con

sidering the Son under the character or office of Media

tor does not hinder us from considering him as God at

the same time, (indeed Mediator, in strictness, implies

it,) any more than our considering the Father as King,

Judge, Preserver, or Rewarder, hinders us from consider

ing him also as divine.

All the acts and offices of Christ, relative to us, are

only so many manifestations of his goodness, power, wis

dom, and other attributes, which attributes are founded

in his divine nature, which nature is common to the Fa

ther and him: thus all our acknowledgments center and

terminate in one and the same divine nature; and all the

particular worships amount to no more than one worship,

one divine worship belonging equally to both.

Having thus far cleared my way, I may now proceed

to examine what you have done under this Query. But

I should first observe to the reader what you have not

done, that he may be the more fully apprised of your

manner of disputation: which is to answer difficulties, by

slipping them over without notice.

I urged the great design of the Law and of the Gospel

to exclude inferior, as well as other supreme deities: you

take no notice. I urged, that even miracles could not

suffice for the introducing another God: you are pro

foundly silent. I pleaded, that the reasons of worship

which God insists upon are such as exclude all creatures:

not a word do you give in answer. I showed, (vol. i. p.168.)

that any man, with your distinction of sovereign and infe

rior worship, might have eluded every law about sacri

ficing to the true God only: you have nothing to say to
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it. I pleaded the impropriety of absolute and relative sa

crificey, vows, oaths, &c. not a syllable do you reply. I

pleaded several texts of Scripture, and several examples

against creature-worship, and against your distinction

made from the intention of the worshipper: all is passed

over. I farther pressed you with the practice and prin

ciples of the primitive martyrs; of which you take no

notice. You have indeed something to oppose in favour

of the other side of the question: but is it my business

only to answer objections? I thought you had undertook

to answer queries; to clear something, and not to be al

ways in the way of puzzling. But let us see however

what you have in the way of objection. I have answered

your two principal pleas already: I am now to seek for

some of the slighter pretences. You find fault with me

(p. 357.) for making the nature of God, not the Person,

the object of worship. But what if I make three Persons

the object (which is the truth of the case) on account of

their divine nature? Is there any thing more absurd in

this, than in your making one Person, on account of his

perfections, that is, of his nature? And where is the dif

ference between you and me, but that you worship indi

vidual living substance, which you confine to one Person;

and I, individual living substance, which I suppose com

mon to more Persons? You the to Qsiov in one Person; I

the rô Qsioy in more than one.

You say, “the texts of the Old Testament relate not

“ to an indefinite Person, but definitely to the Person of

“the Father.” Yet many of them (in the judgment of

all antiquity) relate to the person of the Son, as we have

seen before: and that none of them are ever meant inde

: Sacrifice, without distinction of absolute and relative, supreme and in

ferior, the outward act of sacrificing, was always looked upon as appropriate

to God. Now prayers were of the same import with sacrifice, in the primi

tive Church, and esteemed by them as the purest and best sacrifices.

See Just. Mart. Dial. p. 340. Jeb. Irenaeus, l. iv, c. 17. p. 249. Clem.

Alex. p. 848. Tertull. ad Scap. c. 2.
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Jinitely is what you can never prove 2. However, if you

could, you would still be far from proving your point.

For, supposing God, or Jehovah, to be always taken per

sonally, sometimes denoting the Person of the Son, ab

stracting from the consideration of the Father, and some

times denoting the Person of the Father, abstracting from

the consideration of the Son; it might still be neverthe

less true, that Jehovah is one, both Father and Son."

You attempt, (p. 360.) to prove that the worship of

the Son is “subordinate, mediate, relative.” You quote

Heb. i. 6. and infer that the angels are to worship him,

“not as supreme, but by the command of the Father.”

Wonderful! that if the Father has ever commanded any

one to worship himself, (as he often has,) his worship

therefore is not supreme. Has not our Saviour command

ed us to worship the Father; is his worship therefore not

supreme * Sure, arguments must run very low with you,

or you would not trifle at this rate. As to Heb. i. 9. I

have answered it above: and as to John v. 23. Christ is

not worshipped because God committed judgment to

him: but God committed it to him for this end and pur

pose, that men might be sensible of the dignity and divi

nity of his Person, and thereupon worship him. The pro

phecy of Daniel (chap. vii. 13.) speaks of a kingdom, and

a dominion, in a particular sense; as 1 Cor. xv. speaks of

a kingdom to be received by the Father: this is all econo

mical, and makes nothing for your purpose. But your

argument is calculated for the Socinian hypothesis, ra

ther than the Arian. The ancient Arians would have

condemned such men as you, for their low thoughts of

our Saviour. They did not worship him merely as having

a judgment or a kingdom committed to him, but as being

Creator". You throw together (p. 361, 362.) a multi

tude of texts, proving only that Christ is Mediator. Does

* See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 85, &c.

* Christum colimus ut Creatorem. Serm. Arian, ap. Augustin. p. 623.

Maximin, ap. August. p. 663.
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any Christian doubt of it? There is not a syllable about

absolute and relative, sovereign and inferior prayer: which

is what you were to show. A Mediator may be a divine

Mediator notwithstanding: and so all your pretences va

nish into air. And what if it be said, (Rev. v. 9, 12.)

“Worthy is the Lamb that was slain to receive power,

“ and riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honour, and

“glory:” and if it be said, “Unto him that loved us, and

“washed us, &c. be glory and dominion,” Rev. i. 5, 6.

what are we to learn from thence? Here is nothing said

of the foundation of worship: but the Person is described

under his proper and peculiar characters, and such as

may recommend him to our affections. Not a word is

there of mediatorial worship, or of any thing like it. And

if his being God, or God supreme, be not assigned as the

reason for worshipping him, doth it therefore follow that

he is not to be worshipped as God supreme? By the same

argument, you might as well prove, that neither is the

Father to be worshipped as supreme God. We...find it.

said, (Eph. iii. 20, 21.) “Unto him that is able to do ex

“ceeding abundantly above all that we ask or think, ac

“cording to the power that worketh in us; unto him be

“glory in the Church by Christ Jesus,” &c. The reason

here assigned for worshipping the Father, is not his being

supreme God, but only his being “able to do more than

“we can ask or think.” So again in the Book of Reve

lations, (ch. xix. 1, 2.) “Salvation, and glory, and honour,

“ and power unto the Lord our God; for true and right

“eous are his judgments,” &c. Here the reason assigned

is not his being supreme God, but his being true and

righteous. Again, in chapter iv. ver, 11. “Thou art wor

“thy, O Lord, to receive glory, and honour, and power:

“for thou hast created all things, and for thy pleasure

“they are and were created.” Here the reason assigned

for worshipping the Father, is not that he is supreme

God, but that he “created all things for his pleasure:”

which reason, though not expressly applied in this man

ner to God the Son, is yet equally applicable in virtue of

VOL. III. A a.
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Heb. i. Io, and Col. i. 16. I own that supreme God is

implied in this last title of Creator: which however is

equally true, either of Father or Son. I observed in my

Sermons b, how frequent it is for the Father himself to

insist upon what he had done for men; claiming their

worship upon those moving reasons, or motives: and

what wonder is it, if some much greater and more en

dearing works of God the Son be mentioned as motives

to our worship of him? the foundation still of worship

stands as before; which is wholly to be resolved into the

infinite excellency and divinity of his Person e. You pre

tend to say, that “the worship of the Father is founded

“ principally in his supreme, independent, underived pow

“er,” &c. If you mean any thing contrary to me, you

mean, on his self-existence, or being unbegotten, as dis

tinct from necessary existence. Show me one text of

Scripture for it, at your leisure. You do not pretend

any: but you speak of all antiquity; not knowing what

you say, nor whereof you affirm. You should have

shown me who, and what ancients ever founded his wor

ship in his being Father, or unbegotten; and not in his

being God.

After abundance of trifling, you come at length to

make some reply to what I had urged from antiquity":

only you first take notice of my charging you" with

slipping over a difficulty, by putting honour, an ambigu

ous word, instead of worship and adoration. The reason

I had for it is, that worship and adoration stand for exte

rior acts; whereas honour may stand for either interior or

exterior, and is therefore more ambiguous. Exterior acts

have their signification fixed and determined by circum

stances, and do not depend upon the intention of the mind

to make their signification higher and lower; as mental

honour does. This therefore was the reason of my blam

ing you for changing worship into honour. The difference

* Vol. ii. p. 105, 106. • See the Preface to my Sermons, vol. ii.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 175, &c. * Defence, vol. i. p. 167, 179.
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of these two is easily seen in this instance: equality and

inequality of honour are proper expressions: but equality

or inequality of sacrifice (an outward act) is very impro

per. Now our dispute was about outward acts. The

foundation I went upon was this; that in order to have

God's authority and superlative excellency owned, there

should be some outward visible acts, which we call wor

ship, appropriated to God, to put a visible difference be

tween God and the creature. For herein lies the manifes

tation of that inward sense we have of his superlative ex

cellencies and perfections: and the confounding this dif

ference, by applying these peculiar and appropriated acts

to any creature, is the great sin of idolatry. The inward

intention is of no moment in this case: for if the outward

acts be the same, how then shall God be outwardly dis

tinguished (as he ought to be) in the honours paid to

him, above the creatures 2 This consideration is alone

sufficient to cut off every plea and pretence for offering

religious worship to any but God. You have first a dis

tinction of supreme and inferior, of ultimate and mediate

worship: but that is utterly unserviceable, because it

would not so much as exclude the worship even of Pagan

deities (if considered as inferior) along with the true

God. You may next say, that worship should not bo

paid to any inferior gods, that stand in opposition to the

true and supreme God: and yet neither will this restric

tion sufficiently answer the purpose; since it does not ex

clude the worship of saints or angels, friends of God, and

not opposite to him. You may retreat to a farther re

striction, that even inferior religious worship must be

paid to none but such as God has nominated, and allowed

to be worshipped: which, you may think, will effectually

exclude all but Christ. But after you have thus far fol

lowed your own inventions, in your several restrictions,

and qualifyings of an absolute command; there is still

this invincible reason against them all, that whereas there

ought to be some peculiar outward acts (as sacrifice was

formerly) appropriated to God, as exterior acknowledg

A a 2
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ments of his infinite excellencies and perfections above his

creatures; by these restrictions and limitations, all such

peculiarity of exterior acknowledgments is taken away,

and it is made impossible even for God himself to pre

scribe any. Now you see why I found fault; and that

I had some reason for it. But you ask me, why then

did I “found Christ's worship upon John v. 23.” which

speaks only of honour P The reason is plain: if I am

to honour the Son, even as I honour the Father; I must

signify it by the same outward expressions, that is, by

worship. The text then is very much to my purpose;

though honour and worship are not the same thing, but

differing as the internal thought and the outward mani

Jestation. Now let us come to the ancients, upon this

head of worship.

I showed by plain testimonies what their doctrine was;

viz. to worship God alone, the Creator, in opposition to

the creature. You take no notice of the last particular;

because it was very material, and pressed hard upon your

scheme. But you observe, by the “alone God” is evi

dently meant “the God and Father of all.” I am per

suaded you, in the main, are right in your observation:

and now the question will be, whether when they pro

posed the Father as the only God, they intended it in op

position only to false gods and creature-gods, admitting

a latitude in the exclusive terms; or whether they intended

any distinction of worship, making it supreme and inferior,

absolute and relative, ultimate and mediate. This is a

question which will admit of an easy and a certain de

cision, upon a due consideration of circumstances. There

are but two ways of making this matter out; either by

admitting some latitude in the exclusive terms, so that the

Father shall be understood to be the only God in oppo

sition to creatures and false gods; or by admitting some

distinction and degrees of worship, that supreme worship

may be due to the Father as the highest God, and in

ferior to the Son as an inferior Deity. Now this, I say,

will be easily decided. If, when the ancients speak of

-
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worshipping one God, the Father, they either say, that

he alone is to be sovereignly, or absolutely worshipped;

or if they found his title to worship upon his being Fa

ther, or unbegotten, rather than upon his being God; or

if they admit any inferior God, or any other God besides

the Father; then you will have something to plead from

the ancients for your opinion. But, on the other hand, if

they never mention two worships or two Gods; if they

mean, when they speak of worship as due to God alone,

not sovereign worship only, but all religious worship; if

they suppose the Son not to be another God, but one God

with the Father; and if they intimate their intention to

be to exclude creatures, or false gods, not God the Son;

then the case will be manifest, that they used the exclusive

terms, not with utmost strictness, but with a proper lati

tude; and this will be the true way of interpreting the

ancients. That this latter is really the case, is evident to

every man that is at all conversant with the ancients:

and he that thinks otherwise must either never have read

them, or have read them with very little judgment. Their

way was to speak of the one God in opposition to all false

deities; and by the one God they meant principally the

Father, as first in conception, and first in order; but

always with a reserve for the Son and Holy Ghost, reckon

ed to him, and included in him : so that the Father, con

sidered with what naturally belonged to him, was the

one God of the Christians in opposition to all other deities.

This is so clearly and so evidently the current and pre

vailing notion of the ancients, that I scruple not to say,

that they who see not this, see nothing. I shall briefly

consider the testimonies I before gave, and then conclude

this article.

Justin Martyr says, “God alone is to be worshipped'.”

He does not say sovereignly, or absolutely, but barely

worshipped : neither does he say, Worship him alone

fes, ui, tuivey wearsväu". Apol. i. cap. 23. Ti, esi, Avoy Bit we’reviñ.

cap. 21.

A a 3
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as supreme God, to insinuate any inferior God: and there

fore it is evident that Justin was not in your scheme of

two Gods and two worships, but in mine of one God and

one worship; considering the Father primarily as the one

God, not exclusive of the Son.

Athenagoras & lays the stress upon worshipping the

Creator, in opposition to creatures: so that it is plain he

was in my principles, not yours: besides that he says

nothing of sovereign and inferior worship.

Theophilush speaks of worship simply, not sovereign

worship as due to God alone: and the reason he gives

why the king is not to be worshipped, is not because he

is not underived, or unbegotten, but because he is not

God.

Tatiani denies worship (not sovereign worship only) to

the creatures.

Tertullian" is express against any inferior worship, any

worship at all but to the one God; in which one God, as

every body knows, he includes all the three Persons.

Clemens Alexandrinus' has not a word that looks fa

vourable to the distinction of supreme and inferior wor

ship; but he confines all worship to the Creator, exclud

ing all creatures from it, making no medium between

Creator and creature.

Irenaeus" speaks of adoring or worshipping; but not a

& Ob rgrow, &AAx row rex virn, airs weaoxvynríov. Athen. p. 55. Oi rā; 37

váutis weeziovres Stearivous, &AAä row wount, abrăv xa Bizarárnv. p. 56.

h Aik ri & wearxviis row garlaix; 3ri 8x sis rā weazzvysiaSal ylyovs, Qiā;

Že 4x triv, &xxâ &Searos, &c. Theoph. p. 30. obz &Ax4 iáv is zeogxviii.29a,

4xx # 4.67%. 68%. Theoph. p. 33.

i Analeeyia. raw war airs yayevnawny xéew has wearxvii. 3 Sáxa. Tatian.

p. 18. Xiésiv 8 ray solzia, why wrászow our ày zvurSainy, &c. p. 79.

* Quod colimus Deus unus est. Tertul. Apol. cap. 17. Praescribitur mihi

ne quem alium Deum dicam, ne quem alium adorem, aut quoquo modo ve

nerer, praeter unicum illum qui ita mandat. Scorpiace, cap. 4. Conf. Prax.

cap. 31. Orat. cap. 2. cum notis Albaspinaei.

1 See the passages in my Defence, vol. i. p. 176. Comp. p. 182.

" Dominum Deum tuum adorare oportet et ipsi soli servire, et non cre

dere ei qui falso promisit ea quae non sunt sua; Haec omnia tibi daho, si pro

cidens adoraveris me. Neque enim conditio sub ejus potestate est, quando

quidem et ipse unus de creaturis est. Iren. p. 320.
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word of sovereign, or absolute adoration: and it is reason

sufficient with him against the worship of any thing, that

it is a creature: which you take no notice of.

Origen" also is express against the worship of any

creature; which you observe not, though before hinted.

INeither does he speak of supreme worship, but all wor

ship, when he confines it to the Creator, to the divine

nature, to Qsiov, to the eternal and uncreated nature of God.

You pretend, that r? Oslow is a figurative way of speaking

for 5 G)=0s, like the King’s Majesty for the King, p. 356.

But I affirm, on the contrary, (which is sufficient against

your bare affirmation,) that it generally, if not always,

signifies the divine nature, or substanceo, considered as the

subject of divine perfections.

As to Origen in particular, in his piece against Celsus,

I know not that he any where uses the phrase of to Oslov,

but where it either must or may bear the sense I contend

for. See p. 158, 159, 226, 321, 374,375, 376, 377, 392.

And, I think, if what Origen has in p. 342, be well con

sidered, it may suffice to determine the dispute about the

sense of to Oslow in him. For there he plainly uses rl Oslow

to denote that which is divine in our Lord, (as distin

guished from his human nature.) viz. The only-begotten

of God; intimating that his substance is very different in

that respect: "AAAo; 5 wsp: roörov, xx) rig odorix; 25roú, Aéros

ës), arapa roy arsp ro5 voguáve xara row 'In Touw &ySpótov. And

he afterwards gives the name of r8 G)=le, to that very di

vinity, or divine nature, which he supposes in our Lord

together with the manhood P. -

The like may be said of Clemens's use of the phrase,

* See the passages collected in my Defence, vol. i. p. 177, 178.

• The reader may see several plain examples in Gregory Nyss. contr. Eu

nom. It is not worth the while to search or cite many authorities for a known

thing, which nobody conversant in the Greek Fathers can doubt of.

Greg. Nyss. p. 89, 92, 145, 147, 161, 162, 165, 166, 167, 168, 170, 180,

181, 191, 203, 264, 281, 291, 294, 301, 302,303, 319, 327, 329, 412,427.

–448, 451, 453, 457, 471.

P Tà wagi rāv 'Inos, reivvy was Alv vszántal Stárnvi is air weaxSivra, izr's

3ria, 3 & 42%asva ri wie row esse invoix. Orig. p. 343.

A a 4
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who likewise includes the Son in the rô Qsiova, as observed

abover: other places of Clemens, where the phrase is

also used, may be compared at leisure. To Oslow and 6 @s's

may sometimes indifferently stand for each other: but a

judicious reader may often observe to Qsiov to be used

where à Qsh; would be very improper, and so vice versa.

God considered substantially, as res divina, is the proper

notion of r? Qsiov, [Saiov yévos, or Salov apāyua,] and not

considered according to personal characters, acts, or offices.

It would be improper to say, for instance, that the rà Qsiov

begat, or sent his Son, or did acts of mercy, or the like.

I need not give more instances: an intelligent reader will

easily perceive, from the circumstances, where to Qsiov is

the more proper phrase, and where à Qsés. To return to

Origen.

You translate &yávrov påriv in Origen', unoriginate na

ture, instead of uncreated nature: which is the constant

sense of &yávrov in that treatise of Origen, opposed to

'yevnroy, a name for created, mutable, and perishing things.

You have no instance in all Catholic antiquity where

worship is put upon the underivedness of the Father, any

farther than as it implies necessary existence: nor a single

example to prove a distinction of two worships, one su

preme and the other inferior. Some pretences of yours

relating hereto will be examined in the next Query.
\

QUERY XVII.

Whether, notwithstanding, worship and adoration be not

equally due to Christ; and consequently, whether it must

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

suppose) a distinct inferior Being?

YOU here begin with repeating your argument from

the personal characters, I, thou, he: which has been often

* Clem. Alex. p. 452.

* Query VIII. - -

* Clem. Alex. p. 50, 53, 58, 113,704, 778, 829, 836, 841, 845, 848.

* Orig, contr. Cels, p. 189.
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answered. You go on, (p. 368.) to argue for mediate

worship, because the worship of the Son is to the glory

of the Father. I might here insist upon it (as an ingenious

gentleman" hath lately done) that the words, Kópio; 'Inag;

Xpis?; sig 86%ay @sou II.xtp%, may be justly rendered, The

Lord Jesus Christ is (or Jesus Christ is Lord) in the glory

of God the Father: which rendering, agreeable to the

Italic, and some other versions, would entirely defeat your

argument. But allowing the common construction, and

that the worship of God the Son terminates in God the

Father; still it is manifest, for that very reason, that it is

not an inferior worship, because then it could not termi

nate in the Father, being unworthy of him. Nor indeed

can any act of worship extend to both, unless both be one

object, as before shown. As to the same act of worship

being considered as ultimately resting in the Father, it is

because the divine nature to which the worship is paid is

considered primarily in the Father, though belonging

equally to both. You object that, by this account, no

worship is paid to the Father, but to the substance or

essence of the Father. Ridiculous; as if worshipping the

divine substance as personalized in the Father, were not

the same thing with worshipping the Father's Person.

Pray, what is the Person of the Father but living, acting,

intelligent substance P Do you mean, by intelligent agent,

intelligent and acting nothing? “All worship,” you say,

“is personal:” and I say every person is substance:

therefore worship may as well be called substantial, as

personal, amounting, in this case, to the same thing. And

if worship be paid to three Persons, is it not truly personal,

as well as when paid to one Your quotation from Bishop

Pearson is nothing to the point in hand, but wide and

foreign as possible. I had observed, in my Defence, that

* Mr. Wade's short Inquiry into the Doctrine of the Trinity, p. 55.

N. B. Cyprian, Novatian, Hilary, and other Latins, so read and under

stand Phil. ii. 11.

‘o 25x &Axáreios ess &v, &xxâ is 2%ay eig ware's. Epiphan. p. 972. Conf.

880.
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you had many things to say, in hopes to lessen the ho

nour attributed to the Son in Scripture. Upon this, you

go solemnly to prayers: “I pray God forgive you the

“injury you here do me.” I thank you for your cha

ritable prayer, if really such. But had you put it up from

your closet, instead of sending it from the press; there

would have been less suspicion either of affectation or

malice in it. As keen a satire and as bitter a revenge

may appear in the shape of a prayer, as in any other

form. The great injury, it seems, lies only in the word

hopes; an expression perhaps not so exactly proper or

accurate: a candid construction of it would have been a

much surer token of a forgiving and charitable temper,

than this unusual sally of devotion thrown out upon so

slight an occasion. But let us pass on. -

You tell me, (p. 371.) of “building my notion of reli

“gious worship upon metaphysical speculations:” which

is doing me a great injury, and laying your own faults

to my charge. I build my notion upon plain Scriptures,

the universal suffrage of antiquity, (till the time that

praying to saints and angels came in,) and upon the prin

ciples and practices of the Jews before Christ; who always

looked upon creature-worship as idolatry. You build

your dissent to such a cloud of witnesses upon nothing,

that I can yet perceive, but some metaphysical specula

tions about self-existence, generation being an act, acts

being all acts of the will, necessary generation being co

action, and the like. And when, in the strength of these

speculations, you have discarded God the Son from the

one Godhead; then you have recourse to such principles

as Pagans first, and Papists since, have made use of in

favour of idolatry, to bring in the worship of the Son at a

back-door; instead of fixing it where Scripture, and an

tiquity, and all sober Christians have ever fixed it. You

ask me, if I “really think that the worship of the Father

“does as much terminate finally in the Son, as the wor

“ ship of the Son terminates finally in the Father?” But

let me ask you, do you really think that any creature
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worship, any inferior worship terminates in the Father?

I have shown you that it does not, and cannot. Your

own argument therefore turns upon yourself. Either the

supposed inferior worship terminates in the Son, and then

it is ultimate; or it terminates in the Father, and then it

is supreme : choose which you please. I say, what I

take to be sense and truth, that it terminates in the divine

nature, considered primarily in the Father, and deriva

tively in the Son: and now all is right. You ask, if the

Son’s “glorifying the Father” means the very same thing

with the “Father's glorifying the Son?” Yes, the very

same thing: how can you doubt of it, when you read

John xvii. 1 ? And as to Phil. ii. 9. I question not its

meaning being the very same.

I allowed, that prayers are generally to be offered

rather through, than to the Son, because of his being

Mediator. You ask, how this is consistent with the al

lowing no distinction of mediate and ultimate worship?

You should have shown how it is inconsistent: but you

choose rather to amuse your reader with words, where

you give him no distinct ideas. Either the Son is not

worshipped in this case, or he is worshipped: if he is

not, there is no mediate worship; if he is, then in wor

shipping the Father through him, his divinity, and essen

tial union with the Father, (which alone can render our

services accepted, and unite us to God,) are at the same

time acknowledged. And so the worship of both is one,

being an acknowledgment of the same divine excellencies

under a distinction of Persons and offices. Where do you

find two different worships, more than two different na

tures in these cases Only the worship, as the nature,

being one, is considered primarily in the Father, and se

condarily in the Son: this is all you can make of it. You

will never prove any thing of inferior worship, unless you

can first prove the nature of the Son to be inferior to the

Father. Why then do you not come to the pinch of the

question, instead of amusing us with little cavils wide of

the point? You fall to your usual quibbling with abstract
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essence, which has been often answered. You proceed to

repeat your pretence about derived and underived; which

indeed makes, in a manner, the sum total of your Reply;

having little else to retreat to when pressed. Yet you

love not metaphysical speculations. Let us see, however,

what these curious things are: “that is, either derived

“ and underived are the same, and the Son has the unde

“rived perfections of the Father derivatively: or else

“self-existence and underived self-sufficiency are no per

“fection at all.” Here is nothing in this matter but quib

bling upon the word same; which must admit of a closer

and larger sense: or else there is no such thing as same

substance or same perfection in the world: I am sure in

your way of considering every thing as extended, there is

not. To answer them more directly; the perfections of

the Father and of the Son are equal, and the same in kind,

though differing in the manner of existing, underivatively,

and derivatively: and they are also the same in number,

by reason of their inseparable unity and coexistence. That

union is sufficient to make sameness, numerical same

ness, you must allow, as I have often hinted: otherwise

how do you suppose innumerable extended parts of sub

stance to make one numerical substance? Or will you

venture to say, that they are the same specifically, and

no otherwise, making many substances in number, though

the same in kind * These metaphysical subtilties therefore

ought to be dismissed, as being of no use in our present

question. The same substance or the same perfections may

be both derived and underived; allowing such a sense of

same as you admit yourself in other cases.

I charged you with begging the question all the way,

as confounding a distinction of Persons with difference of

nature. You have nothing to say to nature. But what

is the meaning of this shifting, but shutting your eyes

against a necessary distinction, which at once discovers

the fallacy of your reasonings, and leaves you utterly

destitute of any farther reply? It is not that you under

stand not nature: but you understand it too well to be
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ever capable of getting over so clear and plain a distinc

tion. You have nothing further worth notice, till you

come to consider antiquity, p. 375.

I began with Justin Martyr, showing that he maintains

the worship of the Son; and upon my principles, not

gours. You cite some passages out of him to prove the

contrary. I stand amazed at your note, p. 375. wherein

you insinuate, as if Justin were for the worship of angels;

nay, and had set them before the Holy Ghost. I little

thought you would fall in with Bellarmine and other

Roman Catholics, in an interpretation which has been so

often confuted by learned Protestants. I will not do over

again what has been done to my hands. Let the reader

consult the authors in the margin” upon that passage of

Justin. Justin speaks of honouring the Son in the second

place: he does not say with inferior worship: he says

expressly second in order. He says also, that the Word,

who is of the uncreated, or necessary existing Gody, (in

timating thereby, as I conceive, the necessary existence

also of the A6%g himself) we worship, and we love

next after God. Next in order again, he does not say

with inferior worship, or inferior love. He adds the reason

why we are to love him, namely, on account of his merits

in our redemption.

Your next quotation from Justin proves only that God

has commanded his Son to be worshipped: and so has Christ

commanded us to worship his Father. What is this to

the point of inferior worship?

Your last proves, that we worship the Father through

Christ; which I readily admit.

What you say to Athenagoras and Theophilus requires

* Le Moyne War. Sacr. Not. p. 180. Bull. D. F. p. 72. Op. Posth. p. 962,

1037. Clerici Histor. Eccles. p. 616. Nourr. Apparat. ad Bibl. Max. p. 414.

* As to angels being taught by God the Son, see Clem. Alex. p. 769. Iren.

p. 163. Cyril. Hierosol. p. 90. ed. Bened.

y T2, yāé &rh &ytvárov (leg. 47tyńrov) & &#ffre ess Aíyov usrå roy es?, rear

zwygaev, xx &yar&asy, irti), 8 o' hugs &yScaros yāyavay, 3rals & ray was&y rāv

%2s régow avagárox’s ysvågsvos, & 72ary ro"anvas. Apol. ii. p. 35.
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no farther answer than what I have given more than once.

As to Tertullian, I have shown before, that he is directly

against inferior worship. You have nothing from Clemens,

but that God is worshipped through Christ; which is wide

of the purpose. As to the place cited by you out of his

Protrepticum, it has been considered above”.

Irenaeus is plainly on my side of the question, as never

making any distinction of supreme and inferior worship,

never allowing worship to any creature, asserting Father

and Son together to be one God, and testifying that the

same acts of adoration" under the Old Testament were ap

plied to both. You have two objections to make against

it: one, that Irenaeus makes a prayer to God through Jesus

Christ; which has no difficulty : the other is, that every

knee, according to the good pleasure of the Father, is to

bow to Christ; which scarce carries the face of an objec

tion. For why may not the Father, who, according to

his good pleasure, makes known himself, and demands

worship to himself, do the like for his Son ?

Hitherto the point in dispute is clearly determined on

my side, by antiquity. Origen's principles appear more

disputable: but when he is rightly understood, he will be

also an advocate on the same side. I shall first lay down

the arguments on my side, and vindicate the same from

your exceptions: and then shall consider what counter

evidence you have pretended out of him.

1. In the first place, Origen declares fully against the

worship of all creatures" whatever; clearly distinguishing

the Son from the creatures.

This you say nothing to.

2. The reasons which Origen founds worship on are

applicable to the Son, as well as to the Father. The un

created nature, &yávnro; pials, is adorable as such : but

* Page 92.

* Qui igitur a prophetis adorabatur Deus vivus; hic est vivorum Deus et

Verbum ejus, qui et loquutus est Moysi, &c. Ipse igitur Christus cum

Patre vivorum est Deus quiloquutus est Moysi, &c. p. 232.

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 177, 183.
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such is the nature of God the Son: I have proved above,

that he makes the Son &yávnrog. The Bnuoupy; rot Tavros,

Creator of the universe, is adorable as such : but such also

is the Son. To this you object, (p. 380.) that the Father

is primarily Creator, (so you ought to have rendered "pā

Tws 3muoup yov, and not primarily Maker,) the Son only im

"mediate Maker, at the Father’s command. But a differ

ence in order or manner makes no difference in the thing

itself: or if there be any, the Son is more properly Creator

than the Father, according to the strictness of the expres

sion in Origen. -

Origen's doctrine is, that he who made all things is

adorable, as such: and he asserts expressly, that the Son

made all things, the very wordse. To which you again

object, that he made them at the command of the Father:

which I allow in such sense as the ancients meant it, ex

plained above. But the point of worship is not put upon

the primary manner of making, nor upon the commanding

to make, by Origen, but upon the making: so that in this

respect there is no difference.

3. I farther pleaded Origen's supposing the Son to be

worshipped, because Godd. And I have above provede,

that he is to be worshipped as one God with the Father:

therefore their worship is one, not two worships, supreme

and inferior.

4. I pleaded, lastly, that the worship of Father and

Son is inseparably and undividedly one, according to

Origen. His words are: “Now he has ascended to the

“God of the universe, who undividedly, inseparably, un

“partedly worships him through the Son, the Word and

“Wisdom of God, seen in Jesus, who alone brings those

“to him that{,” &c.

• See my Defence, vol. i. p. 183.

d Origen. contr. Cels. p. 46.

e Page 69, 106.

* Avagiónxs 2 reas rev ir rāzi esov, 5 &axiara's 22 22 atéra's 22 &#iara's

~bré, rāgay 21% row £6,0w reogáyovros izsly?’ viot, rou esov A6xov za zopia; iv rá,

"Hzzo. 9sagewaiyov, &c. Orig. contr. Cels. p. 382.
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You were sensible how strong this passage was against

your principles; and therefore endeavoured to pervert the

sense, by foisting in a word into your translation. You

say, “with an undivided, undistracted, unparted affec

“tion.” Where do you meet with affection? Or how

came it in here, where the author is not talking of the

undistractedness of our affections, but the undivided worship

of Father and Son ? He is commenting on 1 Cor. viii. 6.

where it is said, “one God, of whom are all things,” and

also “one Lord, by, or through, whom are all things:”

and this made him bring in the discourse of worshipping

one by the other inseparably. What follows in that sen

tence farther shows, that this must be his meaning;

where he observes, that it is the Son only, who is the very

|Word and Wisdom of God (well therefore may he be un

divided from God) that brings men to God. This then may

show you what worshipping the Father through the Son

means in Origen: it is directing the worship to the Father;

but so as to look upon the Son as inseparably worship

ped in the same act. I illustrated the thought by a pa

rallel place of the elder Cyrils, which you take no no

tice of.

Having now seen what Origen’s real and certain doc

trine was upon this head, it will be the easier to take off

the force of your pretended counter-evidence from the

same Origen. -

There is but one passage, in his whole treatise, that

looks at all favourable to your principles; and that being

obscure, and of doubtful meaning, ought never to be set

* Mári Pa re raig, r3 raries woeffin, #, ru ris, 2nuoveynadrav ré, view bre

•rrsvaal'sv, *.xx is rarâ€ 3 ivās view reogxvii.3a, & " "seizioSa ' rearxwynes.

Cyrill. Catech. xi. p. 143. Ox.

Míz yáč irriv h Stárns, x2, 21& retiro Atia ru, & wia irri reorzüynag, à is vis &

B. abrov yivoaivn r: rarel & 5 oãral repoxvyāy, iva easy apoaxvii. Athan. Orat.

p. 3, 555.

Dum ad solius Patris personam honoris Sermo dirigitur, bene credentis

fide, totaTrinitas honoratur. Et cum ad Patrem, litantis destinatur intentio,

sacrificii munus omni Trinitati uno eodemque offertur litantis officio. Ful

gent. ad Monim. lib. ii. c. 5. p. 31.
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against many and plain ones, but rather to be interpreted

by them. I gave a sufficient answer to it before, produc

ing the passage in the margin. You tell me that, “for a

“very good reason I thought not fit to translate it.”. I

must own, I do not love to abound in translations, only to

swell pages; while I suppose myself writing more for the

use of scholars, than for the populace, who are scarce com

petent judges of our disputes about antiquity. I perceive,

you are very full of translations, out of Eusebius especially;

as if you intended show more than any thing else: for

they are of no more real weight, than if I were to translate

as much out of Alexander, Athanasius, or Cyril the elder,

and throw it before the readers. But this by the way.

I return to Origen. The passage, justly and literally ren

dered, runs thus: “All supplication, and prayer, and inter

“ cession, and thanksgiving, are to be sent up to the God

“ over all, by the High Priest, who is above all angels,

“being the living Word, and God. And we may also

“offer supplication to the Word himself, and intercession,

“ and thanksgiving, and prayer; if we can but understand

“how prayer is taken in propriety of speech, or in an im

“proper senseh.” . - ? . . . . -

What I gather from this passage is, that prayer in the

most proper sense is to be understood of prayer directed

immediately to the Father. This has been the most usual

and common method of praying: wherefore this kind of

praying has obtained generally the name of prayer, and is

what the word prayer has been ordinarily used to mean.

Origen does not say, that the prayers, supplications, inter

cessions, and thanksgivings, offered to God the Son, are

none of them properly so called; but he makes his remark

* IIzzav aiv-2 me" yae was reogswzāv, x2 is rivã", was sixagloria" &raria

arrázy rig ir, rāz, ess, 21% row iri révray &yyáxay &exisgías, #4,#x2v Aérou "al

es25. 3snzáuša 2 x2 abrov rew Aiyov, xa, ivrivăușa abrí was sixaelorázo",

wal receivăuisa 3, #y 30, agiša zarazowu, rās rig reozivka, wwgiox#es, **

*araxeñrials. Orig. contr. Cels. lib. v. p. 233.

Vid. Bull. D. F. sect. ii. c. 9. p. 121. Bingham. Origin. Eccl. lib. xiii. c. 2.

p. 45, &c. Origen, rig six. p. 78. in notis.

VOL. III. B b
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upon prayer only ; and he does not say, that even prayer,

when directed to God the Son, is not proper divine worship,

or that it is another worship, or an inferior worship: nor

can any such consequences be justly drawn from his

words. All that we are obliged to grant, in virtue of this

passage, is, that one part of divine worship called prayer,

is most properly and emphatically prayer, when directed

to the first Person of the Godhead; inasmuch as that

method of praying has been most customary and prevail

ing, and has thereby, in a manner, engrossed the name of

prayer to itself: just as addresses, by being most com

monly offered to a prince, come at length, by use, to mean

addresses of that kind only; and then addresses to others

are not so properly addresses. Prayer then, properly, or

emphatically speaking, is praying to the Father, to whom

all prayer primarily belongs. Allowing this to be Origen's

meaning, (and it is the very utmost that can be made of

it,) how will you prove supreme and inferior worship from

it 2 * * * * *

I have before observed, that the worship of the Son,

according to Origen, is properly divine; being offered to

him as Creator, and as necessarily existing, and as God:

and I observed also, that Father and Son together are

worshipped as one God. I observed farther, that even in

prayers directed to the Father through the Son, the Son is

supposed, by Origen, to be worshipped undividedly in the

same act. How then do you make out your two worships?

Suppose the prayer to pass through or by the Son to the

Father; still it is one prayer, one worship, considered as

belonging to both in a different manner. For as the one

work of creating descends, as it were, from the Father by

the Son; who are therefore one Creator: so the one wor

ship ascends, as it were, by the Son to the Father; who

are therefore one object of worship. You should have

proved two unequal worships: but you have proved no

more than this, that one and the same worship, diversely

considered, is paid to both, in the very same act: to the

Father directly, as being primarily and eminently Creator,
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God, &c. and supreme in order and office; to the Son

obliquely, or interpretatively, as being equally God, Crea

tor, &c. but God of God, and mediating between God

and man. There is therefore no difference in the worship

itself, no superiority or inferiority, no acknowledgment of

higher and lower perfections: but the same worship, the

same acknowledgments of the same infinite perfections,

admit of a different manner of application, to keep up a

sense of the distinction of Persons, order, and offices. ,

You represent Bishop Bull (p. 383.) as making a dis

tinction of one worship paid to the Son as God absolutely,

and another worship paid to him as God of Godi. This is

not a just representation of Bishop Bull, as if he admitted

one and another worship, two worships, to God the Son;

when he makes but one worship of all, due to Father and

Son. This, I suppose, was to give some colour to your

own hypothesis. Bishop Bull’s meaning is plainly this;

that the Son is considered as divine whenever we worship

him; and that that alone is the foundation of his worshipk.

But we may consider him barely as divine, abstracting

from all relations of order and office; or divine in such an

order, or together with the office of Mediator. The divine

worship is the same, under these three conceptions, because

divine enters them all: but the additional consideration of

order and office, in the two last, makes a difference, not in

the worship itself, but in the order and manner of apply

ing it. -

You proceed to cite another passage of Origen', where

arguing ad hominem, (as the Schools call it,) he pleads a

command for the worship of Christ, against Celsus; who

could plead no command for the worship of the Pagan

* Vid. Bull. D. F. sect. ii. c. 9. s. xv. p. 120.

k Vid. Bull. Prim. Trad. p. 36. ,

N. B. The design of this piece of Bishop Bull, is to prove that the worship

paid to Christ is properly divine, and not merely mediatorial. From whence

let the reader judge with what truth or fairness you represent Bishop Bull as

differing from me, in the allowing mediatorial worship, p. 120.

Orig. contr. Cels. p. 384.

B b 2
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deities. This was indeed showing a very great difference

in the two cases, such as was worth insisting upon: but

it does not from hence follow, (the contrary is very evi

dent,) that Origen ever founded the worship of Christ

upon mere command, without reference to the dignity and

real divinity of his Person. What you farther cite from

the piece rep sixis, whether Origen’s own, or foisted in

by some other hand, is of no moment in the case, being

clearly contradicted in his treatise against Celsus, which is

certainly genuine, and contains Origen's last and maturest

thoughts upon the subject. Do you ever find Origen

placing the Son among the yewra in his book against

Celsus? Doth he not constantly distinguish him from

them, and set him above them, making him #yinros, as I

have proved? Or does he ever deny that Christ is to be

prayed to at all; as this author of the piece *p, *.xi;

does? No, but he frequently, plainly, and fully asserts

the contrary. ' ' ' ' ". . . . . . . . . . .

What you add (p. 386.) about doxologies is low and

trifling; especially after that matter has been so carefully

and accurately discussed by learned hands. And your .

quoting the lying Philostorgius in a matter of fact of

Flavian's introducing a new kind of doxology, which he

reports against the faith of all history m, is a great affront

upon your readers. - * * * *

I might quote you a better authority than Philo

storgius, namely, Theodorit", to prove that Arius intro

duced a change of the ancient doxologies. But learned

men know that neither of those accounts is true: but that

doxologies of both sorts were in use long before either

Flavian on one side or Arius on the other. -

You go on to other writers, endeavouring to prove, as

you say, mediate and ultimate worship.: that is your

phrase now, instead of inferior and supreme; because you

imagine the reader may more easily be deceived under

those terms, than under these. For if the Father be but

"Vid. Bull. D. F. sect. ii. c. 3. p. 51. * Theod. Haeret. Fab, lib, iv. c. l.



Q U. xv.11. OF SOME QUERIES. 373

worshipped through Christ; presently you cry out mediate

worship; though it be all one divine worship, not two:

and either the Son is not worshipped at all, in such a case;

or, if he is, the same worship is then offered to both. The

nature of the worship is not altered by the manner of

conveyance; any more than a present of gold, made to two

persons, becomes brass to one and gold to the other, only

by being conveyed through one to the other. You will

never be able to prove any difference in the nature or kind

of the worship, merely from the economical manner of

applying it. You begin with the Apostolical Constitutions;

which you know are of no authority: and so I shall not

trouble myself to show that the passages, were they really

genuine, are nothing to your purpose. You go on to

Polycarp; who glorifies God through Christ. Cyprian

says, that the Father commanded his Son to be worshipped:

therefore his worship is mediate. Wonderful ! Novatian

says, if Christ be a man only, why is he invoked as Me

diator? therefore again his worship is mediate. You did

not consider Novatian's notion of a Mediator, that he

must be both God and man : and so you lost the whole

force of his argument; which was to prove the Son to be

God from the invocation, and not man only, as some here

tics pretended. -

What you cite from Lactantius, I have answered above:

or if I had not, you must be sensible that very little stress

ought to be laid upon a few uncautious expressions of a

catechumen, not yet perfectly instructed in the doctrines

of the Church, which was the case of Lactantius. He

had, however, learned so much of the Church's doctrine,

as to determine directly against you in the present ques

tion; where he says, one honour belongs to both as to one

God, and that their worship is inseparable°.

o Unus est honos utrique tribuendus tanquam uni Deo .. et ita dividendus

est per duos, cultus, ut divisio ipsa compage inseparabili vinciatur. Neutrum

sibi relinquet, qui aut Patrem a Filio, aut Filium a Patre secernit. Laët.

A pit. c. xlix. p. 141. ed. Cant.

B b 3
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As to Eusebius, your last evidence, though I build little

upon so late and so suspected an authority, (which, as I

have often hinted, you ought no more to urge against me,

than I to urge Alexander, Cyril, Athanasius, or Hilary,

against you,) yet neither had he any such mean thoughts

of God the Son, as you have: nor did he found his wor

ship upon any such low principles; which I have shown

above. He is, however, the first you could find, among

such as have been ever called Catholics, who pretended to

say, that Father and Son are not itérigol, the first that

durst ever flatly contradict St. John, (or rather our Saviour

himself by St. John,) where he says, “that all men should

“honour the Son, even as they honour the Father,” John

v. 23. I conclude with the same declaration I formerly

made, that “I desire only to have things fairly repre

“sented, 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.”

Had you attended to these good rules, which you are

pleased to remind me of, and to favour with your appro

bation, you might have brought your book into a less

compass; and perhaps have done as much real service to

your cause, and less hurt to your character.

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 2 -

IT is proper the reader should be let into the full de

sign and purport of this Query, that he may be able to

pass a more certain judgment of the pertinence or imper

tinence of your answer. The question is, whether the

worship of Christ be founded upon any thing antecedent
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to his incarnation and exaltation, or only upon the powers

then supposed to be given him. If it was founded on

any thing antecedent, then the Doctor and you have very

impertinently cited Matt. xxviii. 18. John v. 22, 23. Phil.

ii. 10, 11. and the like texts, as carrying in them the sole

Joundation of his worship, after the manner of the Soci

nians: if it was not founded on any thing antecedent, what

account can you give of Christ's being Creator, of his

being God before the creation, John i. 1. of his having

“glory before the world was,” and the like? In short,

the Doctor is here confounded between two schemes,

Socinian and Arian, and very unskilfully endeavours to

tack both together; which is utterly impracticable. Either

let him found the worship of the Son upon what was ante

cedent to the incarnation, and then he may tolerably go

on upon the Arian scheme: or if he chooses to found it

entirely upon the subsequent powers, he is all over Socinian,

and does not know it.

My design is not to suffer you to take the advantage of

both the schemes, which are utterly inconsistent with each

other. You must either drop your Arian principles, and

so settle in Socinianism: or if you resolve to retain your

Arian tenets, you must drop your Socinian pleas, to be all

of a piece. This is what you may easily be driven to;

and that was the design of this Query. If the reader takes

this along with him, he will readily perceive how hard

you are here pressed; and how elusive and insufficient all

your answers are. - -

You say, whenever the mediatorial kingdom began, the

worship however of Christ was by the command of the

Father. That I allow: and so was also the worship of

the Father first introduced by the command of the Father.

Hitherto you are only shifting; and come not to the pinch

of the question; namely, when the worship began, or

whereon it was founded. What follows, (p. 392.) is still

evading, and running from the point in question. What

comes nearest to it is your saying, that he by whom God

created all things has not the same title to adoration with

B b 4
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him who created all things by him. Well: but has he any

title at all upon the foot of his being Creator? Or do you

make him a mere nominal Creator? If, according to Heb, i.

10. “he laid the foundation of the earth,” and if “the hea

“vens were the works of his hands;” and if he was God

before the creation, (according to John i. 1.) then show

me, that the power of judging, or any thing of like mature

subsequent, ever could be a higher or an equal foundation

of worship with what has been mentioned. You cannot

show, that he was made a God after his resurrection: but

it is plain, and you cannot gainsay it, that he was God

before the creation. Wherefore I insist upon it, that he

had as clear and full a title to worship before his incarna

tion, as any you can show after: and therefore it is

strangely inconsistent of you to found his worship upon

the power of judging, &c. No one ever would do this

that believed the Son to be God and Creator (though in a

lower sense than the Father) before the world. The So

cinians were shrewd men, and showed some parts and

sagacity in the working up their scheme. They founded

the worship of Christ upon the power of judging, and his

exaltation: but then they were never so silly as to sup

pose him God and Creator before. The Arians founded

the worship of Christ upon his being Creator and God

before the world: but then they were not so weak as to

found it upon the power of judging, &c. Whereas you, to

give a specimen of your great dexterity in forming a

scheme, have marvellously tacked two parts together, one

of which will suit only with the Socinian scheme, the

other only with the Arian or Catholic; thereby betraying

great unskilfulness and want of thought. Which of these

parts you will at length give up, I know not : but all men

of sense and common discernment will laugh at you for

holding both. -

When I wrote my Defence, the Doctor had not deter

mined that God the Father is ever called God, in Scrip

ture, in the metaphysical sense. Worship even of him

was to be founded only upon his office (God was then a
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name of office) relative to us. I was therefore of opinion,

that if the Son was Creator, as great an office as any, and

as highly meriting of us, he must then, upon the Doctor's

own principles, have the same title to adoration as the

Father himself had: nor do I see, that you have yet been

able to baffle this reasoning. You have been forced to

allow, (obliged thereto by the unanimous current of anti

quity, Eusebius not excepted,) that the Son is immediate

Artificer, or Creator, of the universe. This is meriting as

highly of us as is possible; more, one would imagine,

than merely giving out commands; which is an honour

you reserve peculiar to the Father. If therefore worship

be founded, not upon any dignity and excellency of na

ture, but upon relative offices; it seems to me, that the

Son’s title to our worship is as clear and full as possible,

upon your own principles; such, I mean, as they were at

that time. My argument therefore was good when I

made it; however you may have varied your notions

since. I add further, that my argument, from the hand

the Son had in creating, will remain impregnable for an

equality of worship, whatever principles you take up in

hopes to elude it: though that particular was not the

special purport of this Query.

You had argued against creating being a just founda

tion of worship, because no act of dominion: to which

I replied, that the same argument would hold with re

spect to the Father also; and so his creating the world

would be no foundation for worshipping him, being no

more an act of dominion than the Son's creating is. To

which you now reply, that the world was made by the

Father’s “original absolute authority and power.” This

is not defending your first answer, but retreating to an

other. However, this will not do, any more than the

first. For you will never be able to prove, that the Son

is not as completely and fully Creator as the Father: and

Scripture never founds worship upon the original unde

rived manner of creating, which you speak of, but upon
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the creating itself P. What you object from Rev. iv. 10,

11. “created for his pleasure,” has been answered above".

You go on upon this argument of the Son’s having the

same title that the Father has, though but a by-part of

the Query. Not a word do you say to clear yourself of

Socinianism; not a syllable to vindicate your inconsist

ency in founding the Son’s worship upon his mediatorial

powers given after his resurrection; at the same time ad

mitting that he was God before the world, and created

the world. This perhaps was too tender a point to be

touched. -

To pursue you in your own way. I pleaded John xvii.

5. “Glorify me with the glory,” &c. not to prove that

the Son had the same title to worship which the Father

has; but to show that the glory he had after his incarna

tion was not greater than he had before: and therefore it

was a weak thing of you to overlook his former glories,

equal to any, and to found his worship upon what came

after. To this you reply, (p. 394.) “His being restored

“to the glory he had before, does not prove that the

“ power of judgment, &c. was not an additional exalta

“tion.” Yes, but it proves something more; that even

after all judgment was committed to him, he was yet not

invested with that glory, not with so great glory, (for

why should he ask for less, if he had greater) as he had "

before the world was. But you add, that “if the Son

“had the same right to glory that the Father had, it

“could be no more proper for the Son to pray to the Fa

“ther, to glorify him, than for the Father to pray to the

“Son.” But the case is different, because the Son was

incarnate, and not the Father: therefore it became the

Son to pray, but not the Father. Aye but, say you,

could not the Son himself have given it by his own au

thority ? Yes; but as the Father did not disdain to re

ceive glory from the Son, why should the Son refuse to

P See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 54, 55. * Page 173.
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receive glory from the Father? As to Irenaeus's testi

mony, that the Son was of old worshipped together with

the Father, it is a very plain one; and I have given it

above". The Father and Son together are there expressly

styled the “God of the living:” and it was the “God of

“the living” that the Patriarchs adored.

You have a pleasant remark (p. 142.) on that passage

of Irenaeus: you say, I take no notice of the emphatical

words, resurrectio autem ipse Dominus est. Behold, now

I have taken notice of them: of what use are they, I be

seech you, in our present debate How do they at all

lessen the force of my argument? Would you have it,

that Christ was adored by the Patriarchs of old, as God,

because he was to be exalted to be God 2000 years after ?

You should speak out plainly, that a reader may under

stand you: unless your design be to give a hint as if you

had something material to say, when you have really no

thing. It puts me in mind of the Modest Pleader, who

once thinking himself obliged to quote, at full length, a

noted passage of Bishop Pearsons, which had been usu

ally cut into halves, (the latter half begins with, “and

“therefore,”) he claps this note upon it: “What that

“learned writer meant by the word therefore, I submit to

“the judicious reader'.” No doubt but he would have

the judicious reader imagine there is something weighty

in the remark; though he can neither show what nor

why. But to proceed.

I had referred to Eusebius and Athanasius, as both

agreeing that God the Son was worshipped by Abraham,

Moses, and the Jewish Church : it was therefore the

sense of the ancients in general, (as we may safely con

- clude from these two writers, and their agreement; were

there no other proofs,) that God the Son had distinct

worship paid him long before his incarnation: and there

fore his worship (whatever it were) could not be founded

* Page 366. * See it above, p. 190.

* Modest Plea, p. 212.



38o A SECOND DEFENCE Qu. xv.111.

on the commission to judge, or the like, as you have

founded it. After your many boasts of the ancients,

groundless and shameless as I ever met with, here in a

very important point, the point of worship, wherein our

practice is nearly concerned; here, I say, you run coun

ter to all the Catholics of the primitive Church; nay, to

all the sober Arians, who will hereafter rise up in judg

ment and condemn you, for founding Christ’s worship so

meanly, upon I know not what powers given after his re

surrection. They founded it upon reasons antecedent to

his incarnation, upon his being God before the world, and

Creator of the world by his own poweru.

You endeavour to show that Eusebius's doctrine about

the worship of Christ runs not so high as mine. Perhaps

it does not: I did not cite Eusebius for that purpose.

But I cited him as an evidence, to prove that all antiquity

is directly and fully against your way of founding Christ's

worship in the power of judging, &c. You have none

of the ancients, except such as Photinus, or Paul of Sa

mosata, to countenance you in it: the Arians, at least the

generality of them, would have been ashamed of it. This

is what I before pressed you with; and you, in your re

ply, dissemble and totally conceal it, leading your reader

off to quite other things.

What you have from Philo is still diverting, and run

ning off from the main point: nor are Philo's notions, in

this case, of any moment in the controversy; unless the

Apostles and primitive Christians had no better guide

than Philo. Philo might hit upon some truths, but

shaded with errors, and not breaking out with full lustre

and brightness. A clearer and fuller discovery was a pri

vilege reserved for the Christian Church. Your remark

(p. 397.) about the angel which appeared to Manoah is

"Christum colimus ut Creatorem. Serm. Arian. ap. August. p. 663.

Antequam faceret universa, omnium futurorum Deus et Dominus, Rex et

Creator erat constitutus. Voluntate et praecepto (Patris) caelestia et terres

tria, visibilia et invisibilia, corpora et spiritus, ex nullis exstantibus, utes

sent, sua virtute fecit. Serm. Arianor. p. 622.



Qu. xix. OF SOME QUERIES. 381

just: and had you looked into the last edition of my De

fence, you would have found that part corrected. For

it is not my way, after I perceive any mistake, to persist

1n 16.

To conclude. The reader is desired to observe, that you

had been charged with taking in two inconsistent schemes

(Arian and Socinian) into one, and tacking them very ab

surdly together; that you have been called upon to de

clare which of the disjointed parts you will give up, or

else to show how it is possible to make them stand toge

ther; that after mature deliberation, you have made no

answer to the charge, but have passed it over in profound

silence. These are the facts; let every honest reader judge

what to infer from them.

QUERY XIX.

JWhether 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 objection

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

self, 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 *

THOUGH you have nothing under this Query but

what I have before fully answered or obviated; yet be

cause you are pleased to repeat, I shall repeat also, Dr.

Clarke’s pretence is, that Christ's honour is founded upon

the power of judgment committed to him: I say, his

honour is founded on the intrinsic excellency and antece
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dent dignity of his Person; whereof the power of judg

ment committed is only a farther attestation, and a provi

sional security for the payment of his due honour. It

did not make him worthy, but found him so : and it was

added, that such his high worth and dignity might appear

to men, and be acknowledged by them—“The Father

“hath committed all judgment unto the Son, that all

“men should honour the Son, even as they honour the

“Father.” This is not giving us the formal reason, or

Joundation of his honour, but the final reason, or moving

cause, why the Son is to execute judgment rather than

the Father himself. It is because men would hereby be

apprised of his antecedent worth and dignity, and at the

same time be incited to pay him suitable honour, in ex

ternal acts of worship and adoration, as to the Father

himself. This is the obvious, natural construction of the

place in St. John; as I before intimated. And I confirm

ed it by the accounts which St. John has given us of his

antecedent dignity, his being God before the creation, and

his creating the world: which makes it plain, that the

committing of judgment was no addition of new dignity,

but rather declarative of the old; that it might appear the

more fully, and be the more secure of the effect upon

mankind. This reasoning appearing to me very clear and

just, demanded as clear an answer. But you have little

to say, except in the way of objection and repetition,

about derived and underived: which is not arguing from

Scripture, but from metaphysical notions you have taken

up about sameness, and such as you allow not in any

case but this; contradicting that strict notion of sameness,

as often as you make an infinite number of extended parts

to be the same substance.

To what you repeat from the Modest Pleader about

the Father's being Fountain, I returned a sufficient answer

in a note to a Sermon”. You ask, “Can one person

“commit powers to another who had already in himself

* Sermon II. vol. ii. p. 33, 34.
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“the same powers?” Yes, by voluntary economy, the ex

ercise of powers common to many may devolve upon one

chiefly; and may run in his name. I gave you a proper

rebuke in my Defence, vol. i. p. 199. for your expressing

great amazement at my prejudice and blindness in main

taining only what had been held by all the Christian

churches. I reminded you of the many wise, great, and

good men, whom you charged through my sides. “This,”

you say, “is not a right way of dealing with Scripture.”

That was not the point: but it might be a right way of

dealing with a gentleman who was gone beyond decorum,

and appeared too full of himself; forgetting that a modest

deference is due to wise, great, and good men, even where

we dissent from them. But to pass on.

I charged your interpretation of John v. 19. as unna

tural and forced, making the context incoherent. “The

“Son can do nothing but by commission : for” (observe

the reason) “he can do every thing the Father does.”

But if the sense runs thus, The Son being one with the

Father can do nothing separately, then the context is co

herent; “for whatsoever the Father doth, the Son does

“ also, or likewise.” You say, “The word for, in the

“latter part of the 19th verse, is not the reason given of

“what went before, but that the latter part is a parenthe

“sis.” But who will give you the liberty of making a

parenthesis where there is no occasion, only to serve an

hypothesis # I showed, that you cannot make your sense

out of the passage, but by supplying the deficiency of

the text with what the text has not said. Which ob

servation of mine you call retracting the charge before

made, when it is really enforcing it: and I preferred the

Catholic interpretation as more natural, and as arguing

no deficiency in the text. Besides that, admitting the

sentence to be elliptical, in order to make the sense cohe

rent in your way of construction; yet I took notice far

ther, how very harsh and strange it must sound for a

creature to be commissioned to do all that the Creator

does. To which you have nothing to reply, but that



384 A SECOND, DEFENCE Qu. xix.

your interpretation does not suppose the Son created.

Say then, that he is uncreated, and let us end the dis

pute; provided only, you will please to mean, as well as

say. I accept, however, of your tacit acknowledgment,

that my argument against the Son's being a creature is

unanswerable. How far you are concerned in it, the

readers will judge. You go on; “it must be odd, and

“strange, that the supreme God should be commission

“ed.” Nothing strange at all, that one who is supreme

in order and office, should give commission to another not

supreme in order or office; though both be equally su

preme in nature; which is the true notion of supreme

God. -

I showed you what answers had been formerly given

to your objections by Hilary, Chrysostom, Cyril, and

Austin: in reply to which, you tell me, that Novatian

and Eusebius were more ancient Fathers. But did I put

it upon the authority of the Fathers which I cited ?. I in

sisted upon the reasons they gave, against those very pre

tences which you revive. And why did you not answer

them? Their reasons were drawn from Scripture, and

founded on the text itself; against which neither Nova

tian nor Eusebius is of any the least weight. But thus

you love to disguise the true matter in question, and to

lead your reader off to something wide and foreign.

However, Novatian has not a word to your purpose; un

less copying out the Father's works (imitator operum Pa

ternorum) proves the Son to be of a different nature from

the Father. Tertullian, ancienter than either Novatian or

Eusebius, understands the Son’s doing nothing of himself,

of the intimate conjunction of the Father and Son, the

Son being in the Father, and seeing all that he does, or

rather all that he designs or conceivesy. He goes upon

y Filius nihil a semetipso potest facere, nisi viderit Patrem facientem.

Pater enim sensu agit; Filius vero qui in Patris sensu est, videns perficit;

sic omnia per Filium facta sunt, et sine illo factum est nihil. Tertull. contr.

Prax. c. 15. -

Töy abrów reayuárov robs rurus ivonazíviral Ady rarãe, irrixii 2, 3 Aiyas,
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the old notion, that the designing or conceiving part be

longs peculiarly to the Father, the executive and finishing

part to the Son: and thus Father and Son were jointly

concerned in every operation. As to Eusebius's autho

rity, where he has not reasons, nor elder Fathers to sup

port him, it is worth nothing. Athanasius has writings

extant older, probably, than any we have of Eusebius's;

except his oration before Paulinus of Tyre, or what may

be had in Pamphilus's Apology. And as to Hilary,

there is about twenty years difference between his age

and Eusebius's: a mighty thing for you to boast of.

I excuse your citing (p. 404.) a sentence of the Semi

Arians in Epiphanius; mistaking it for Epiphanius's own:

I suppose you did it ignorantly. And it is the more par

donable, because learned men had formerly made the

same blunder: though, I believe, never since the time that

Petavius's sagacity set that matter right in his notes to his

edition, the same that you made use of.

To your argument drawn from the Father's loving the

Son, I replied, that he loves also himself; which is no

matter of choice. You pretend, however, that “showing

“ the Son all things, is free:” which you have no ground

for saying, but it is purely fiction to serve an hypothesis.

Your adding, his “giving authority to do likewise,” is

corrupting the text, which says nothing of authority;

though if it had, it might be understood of such autho

rity, power, and perfections, as descend with his nature

from the Father to the Son. -

You quote John xv. 10. of Christ’s “abiding in his

“love.” If you see any consequence favourable to your

principles in that text, you should have shown it: I can

•b Bouxixás, oër’ *a*, &xx irizrnaoyuzăs, zz oizuérigoy sirii, warguzas.

Greg. Naz. Orat. xxxvi. p. 584.

Eusebius has the like thought, which he expresses however in terms some .

what harsh.

‘o ai, 25, ware 3.extrov, wa) #Tofuage 3iano avos, &c.- 2 reis rod wa

se's Aoyeusis ivarivka, was uávo, irorriday rà is air; Á49n, ?' Heyw" ixõest,

reis roi warpis iávrngeročasnos vságar. Euseb. Eccl. Theol. lib. iii. c. 3.

p. 164. . . .

VOL. III. C c
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see none. You tell me of bringing Hilary in again: and

you entirely slip over the reasons I produced from him,

without any answer. Is this dealing fairly with the

reader ?

I had challenged you to show, that one person may

not be delegate to another, without being unequal in na

ture. But you are frightened, as usual, with the distinc

tion of order and nature; and run off in the utmost con

fusion. A “delegated power,” you say, “cannot be

“equally supreme and independent.” Come out of the

clouds, and tell me what you mean by supreme and inde

pendent. If you mean as great a power, and as necessari

ly existing, I shall tell you, there is no difference between

the Father's and the Son's : if you mean, that the Son's

is of the Father, the Father's from none, I allow a supre

macy of order, and a different manner of existing; and

the question is not whence the Son has his powers, but

what they are. As to supremacy of order being only in

placing of words, I have showed your inconsistency on

that head above. Your blaming me for citing Ruffin's

translation, in a case where it is all one whether the words

were Ruffin's or Origen’s, is low carping. You did not

perceive that the passage was brought in among several

others of Post-Nicene writers; and intended only for il

lustration. But you are still more offended at my styling

my doctrine the doctrine of the Trinity; as if others had

not as good a right to style theirs so. Supposing you

have, (which I deny,) yet sure I may style my own ac

cording to what I take to be right and true. But your

Trinity of a great God, a little God, and no God, must

have some strong figure to help it, to make it a Trinity;

which is a word that has long stood for a quite different

thing”.

z Tetas as &AmSãs Télès 42s2.paí. Telê; 23 ow weayuáray &víray <račíSaxons

-&AAA Waay 22, #29.7%av ráxAnwus. . Greg. Nazian. Orat. xiii. p. 211.
* ~* * > ef * * on * * * * * * w = * *

El 34 relás irriv, &arie ovy x& Hari, 2ížax ral 2, &?izies res ovaa was aux &vágoles.

&yāyan Aix, raûrns that raw &yuárnra, x&l Aias rairns raw & Plárnta, xa, rà, ris

&re:Vías pūgiv. Athanas. Ep. i. ad Serap. p. 678.
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I had retorted upon you your own arguments against

the received doctrine of the Trinity; to show the world

how unequal and partial you have been in the handling

this controversy. You had several maxims about indivi

dual, about sameness, about substance, about being, which

were to be urged as of great force against the doctrine of

the Trinity; though of no force in another subject, upon

your own principles. You could allow being and being,

where you could not say beings; substance and sub

stance, where you could not say substances; individual

substance, where yet you could distinguish between this

and that ; and same substance, where it is not the same in

such a sense of same, as you urge against us. Sameness

by union you can allow, where you have a mind: only in

our present dispute, no such thing was to be admitted.

This unreasonable, and indeed shameful conduct, in so

momentous an affair, I endeavoured to expose as it de

served. The reader may please to look into my Defence,

vol. i. p. 207, &c. to see what I had to say on that head:

I have no mind to repeat. Pressed with the difficulties

of the omnipresence retorted upon you, you now tell me,

that my foundation was wrong, in supposing the substance

of God to be God. This I am a little startled at: let us

hear what your philosophy can produce in defence of so

wild a paradox, that the substance of God is not God. I

will give the reader your words at length, that he may

marvel. “God is neither the substance of God, nor the

“attributes of God, but he is that intelligent Agent whose

“both the substance and attributes are. And as infinity,

“for instance, so every other attribute, power, or perfec

“tion, of the omnipresent Being, is the individual attri

“bute, power, or perfection, of that one individual intel

“ligent Agent, whose the omnipresent substance is,” p.

407. The philosopher that fixed the earth upon an ele

phant, and the elephant upon a tortoise, and knew not

where to go next, could not be more confounded than

you appear to be here. The substance, it seems, is to be

fixed upon the Person, (which is neither substance nor at

C C 2.
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tribute; but something between both,) and thus all diffi

culties are wiped off at once, by making person stand for

nobody knows what ; an idea, I suppose, or nothing. I

have often suspected your notion of intelligent agent to

be very confused; but never thought it so wild and un

accountable as this comes to. Do you consider that in

telligent and agent are two adjectives, which suppose a

substantive, two attributes that require substance for their

support? Say that person is the subject: but then what

is person, but either substance, or attribute, or nothing #

Resolve it into its several ideas, and you will find that

person always implies intelligent and acting substance;

not intelligent acting nothing. Now intelligence, and

activeness, are attributes only of God, that is, of the di

vine substance; which is God, and what we mean by God,

as often as we speak of him, considered as the subject of

his own attributes.

I know not whether you might not be led into the

mistake through the vulgar way of speaking about the

substance of God, or substance of the Father; as if the

substance were not God himself, or not the Father him

self, but something belonging to him. The same way of

speaking might be as good an argument to prove, that

the Person of the Father is not the Father, but something

belonging to the Father. Such a mode of speech is very

common in other cases; as when we say the body of the

moon for the moon, or the matter of the world for the

world. Which kind of language has its reason and foun

dation in our way of forming and ranging our ideas for

our more distinct perception. For, not content with a

general confuse idea of any thing, we take it, as it were,

into pieces, or parcels, for a more distinct and particular

view of it. The idea, suppose, of God the Father, we

divide into two ideas, substance and attribute; and attri

bute again into many ideas still more distinct and particu

lar. And now Father stands for the general confuse idea,

while substance and attribute are considered as parts of it,

and belonging to it. This I take to be the true account



Qu. xx. xx1. OF SOME QUERIES. 389

of that way of speaking; as well in this, as in the other

cases above mentioned. So, though the Person of the

Father be really nothing else but the Father; yet it is

considered as something distinct, after we have once par

celled out the general confuse idea into several particular

ideas; as into person, power, goodness, &c. for the greater

distinction. Then even Person is considered as but part

of that confuse idea, for which the word Father stands;

and it is conceived to belong to it, as a part to the whole.

Hence, as I apprehend, arises the way of speaking before

mentioned; which is right and just in respect of our ideas,

but very inaccurate in regard to the things themselves, for

which the ideas stand: because indeed our ideas are not

adequate; being formed in a way suited to our own in

firmity, rather than to the truth and strictness of things.

QUERY XX.

}Whether the Doctor needed have cited 300 texts, wide of

the purpose, to prove what nobody denies, namely, a sub

ordination, 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?

YOU have little under this Query but repetition and

reference: which requires no farther notice. As to the

Form of Baptism, which you mention in the close, I have

considered it in a distinct Discourse", which you had seen

before you came to this Query. You have nothing to

object but a passage from the spurious Constitutions, of

no value; and another from Eusebius, of very little. I

content myself therefore with referring to my Defence

and Sermons, -

QUERY XXI.

Whether he be not forced to supply his want of Scripture

proof by very strained and remote inferences, and very

* Sec my eighth Sermon, vol. ii.

c c 3
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wncertain reasonings from the nature of a thing con

Jessedly 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

certain truths #

YOU tell me, in the entrance, that “none of Dr.

“Clarke's propositions, on which he lays any stress, are

“drawn by mere reasonings from the incomprehensible na

“ture of God.” But what think you of five of his proposi

tions, where he denies the necessary existence (for so you

now understand self-existence) of the Son and Holy Ghost?

Has the Doctor so much as one text in the Scripture for

any of them? Not a syllable, either in Old or New Tes

tament, but what he pretends to infer from very obscure

and uncertain reasonings about derived and underived, about

acts and no acts, about necessary agency being no agency,

about will, coaction, &c. profoundly metaphysical and fan

ciful, with nothing solid or certain in them. The like may

be said of the doctrine contained in his 17th proposition;

which has no text of Scripture to stand upon, though he

lays great stress upon it. In short, I observed in my

Defence, and here repeat, that “the main strength of the

“Doctor's cause lies first in his giving either a Sabellian

“ or Tritheistic turn (admitting no medium) to the Ca

“tholic doctrine; and then charging it with confusion of

“Persons, Polytheism, nonsense, 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 considerable.” For the truth and justice of this

report, or censure, I appealed b to the Doctor’s own

books, which is a fair procedure: and if you have any

thing to say in vindication of the Doctor, show that the

fact is otherwise than I represented. Not being able to

do any thing of this kind, you endeavour, as usual, to

turn it off by retorting; and to put me upon the defensive,

b See my Defence, vol. i. p. 215, 231.
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having nothing to plead in defence of the Doctor or your

self. This may serve to blind a reader, and to conceal

your shame: but it is not answering Queries. You fall

again upon 1 Cor. viii. 6. which has been answered over

and over. What is that to the point now in hand, the

Doctor's making strained inferences, except it be giving

one example more, by his wresting of that text?

As to God’s “eternity, ubiquity, prescience,” you say,

“they themselves are the subject of our belief, not par

“ticular men's philosophical explications of the manner

“of them.” Well then, let it be the subject of our be

lief, that the Father is God, the Son God, and the Holy

Ghost God; and that they are the one God of the Chris

tians. But as to the manner how they are three, or one,

let nobody concern himself about it. If any one, under

pretence of explaining the manner, changes the sense of

the word God, making the Son a nominal God only, and

the Holy Ghost scarce so much; what is this but doing

the same, as if under pretence of explaining the manner

of eternity, ubiquity, or prescience, he should introduce

the doctrine of a nominal, not real eternity; a nominal

ubiquity, a nominal prescience; undermining the doctrines

themselves? Our dispute is about the sense in which any

of the Persons is God: let this be determined by Scrip

ture and antiquity, and proper rules of criticism. Make

no objections from the manner how the thing should be:

for all such objections are as improper, as it would be in

the question of presciencee, eternity, or ubiquity; to leave

• A late author, in his Appeal to a Turk or Indian, being pressed with the

instance about prescience and free agency, has no way of coming off, but by

denying that there is so much as a seeming repugnancy between the two

ideas, p. 5. He is the first man of parts who, after considering the subject,

ever thought so. I could name him many of the clearest heads and finest

wits among ancients and moderns, (such as Dr. Burnet of the Charter House,

Mr. Locke, &c.) who have been so sensible of the seeming repugnancy, as

to despair of ever clearing it, or reconciling the ideas. Is there no seeming

repugnancy in maintaining that the same act is certain, as being foreknown,

uncertain, as depending on the will of a free agent? I should be glad to see

the seeming repugnancy answered, or took off any other way than by an

C C4
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Scripture, and such approved rules as serve to determine

the sense of it, and to retreat to philosophical reasonings

about the manner how these things are. This is the very

fault which you have perpetually run into. And while

we are bringing you plain Scripture proofs for Christ's

divinity, as plain as can be brought for the divinity of the

Father; you are filling people's heads with Tritheism and

Sabellianism, with specific and individual, with identical

wholes and undivided parts, with acts and no acts, with

causes and no causes, with derived and underived, with

coordinations, three supreme Gods, three substances, and I

know not what; all cavils taken from the manner of the

thing, and intended to undermine the doctrine itself, which

is and ought to be the subject of belief. You will say,

perhaps, that we have not so full proof of this doctrine,

as we have of eternity, prescience, or ubiquity. Admit

we have not : yet let that point, as to the truth of the

doctrine, be decided by proper evidence; discarding all

vain pretences about the manner; and then we may bring

it to a short issue.

“The directions,” you say, “given in Scripture con

“cerning the worship of God and Christ (and not philo

humble acknowledgment of our ignorance in the high things of God. And I

would remind this author, that this very instance about prescience and free

will, carries much greater difficulty in it than the doctrine of three and one,

For there is no argument, I know of, against the latter, but what is capable

of a just solution: that is, it may be shown where the argument has a flaw,

and where the chain breaks. But in the other case, I think, the utmost we

can do is only to prove that the argument must have a flaw somewhere, though

we see not where; being content to resolve all into the inscrutable perfection

of the divine Prescience, which infinitely transcends our finite capacities.

With this author's good leave, then, there is a difference between these two

cases: but the advantage lies wholly on the side of the doctrine of the Trinity,

as being more easily defended than the other. And if he pleases but to point

his logic, contained in page 6. against free will, or prescience, with the same

*igour as he intends it against the Trinity, I dare promise him an absolute

victory there, though not here. But this, perhaps, the author was not aware

of; any more than of the difference between saying, that few understand the

doctrine of the Trinity, and few understand the controversy about the Tri

nity; committing the same blunder twice, p. 12, 153. See my Supplement,

vol. ii. p. 401.
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“sophical conjectures concerning substances and essences)

“ought to be the guide of our practice.” Let us then

follow the directions given in Scripture: not philosophical

conjectures about self-existence; nor Pagan distinctions

about absolute and relative, ultimate and mediate worship;

nor precarious suppositions of one that had been God and

Creator before, becoming greater by being appointed

Judge. Let worship, all religious worship, be paid, as

Scripture every where directs, to God alone, and to no

creature. Let none have worship that cannot be proved

to be God, nor any want it that can ; and then there will

soon be an end of all disputes; and worship will stand

upon its old foundations, as it had ever stood, before Pa

gans, Arians, and Papists perverted and corrupted the

true notions of it.

You state the main question between us in these terms,

(p. 413.) “Scripture,” you say, “tells us there is but

“one God, even the Father.” Yes: Scripture styles the

Father the “one or only God:” that is all you should

pretend. The same Scripture styles the Son God, ascrib

ing also divine titles, attributes, glory, to him. Now let

your question be put: “In what sense these two propo

“sitions are, according to reason and the use of language,

“best understood to be consistent.” I have at large con

sidered this very question, so stated, in a distinct Dis

coursed; which was published before this part of your

Reply was put to the press: as appears by your quoting

my Sermons in the former part. I have therefore just

reason to complain of your complaint, which you have

borrowed from the Modest Pleader; and which, whatever

was then, you have now no pretence for. I have shown

abundantly that your argument from the exclusive terms

is not, either according to reason or use of language, of

any weight, in comparison to the proofs we bring of

Christ’s being God in the same sense as the Father is, and

one God with him. The 1 Cor. viii. 6, which you urge

* Sermon IV. vol. ii.
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in such a manner as if the whole Scripture was to yield

to one text, and that misinterpreted, has been often an

swered. You blame me for not expressing my faith in

any Scripture positions: as if every thing I assert as matter

of faith, were not as much Scripture position, according

to my way of understanding Scripture, as yours is to

your Scripture position according to your way: only the

difference is, that mine is the Catholic, approved way;

vours is partly Arian, and partly Socinian.

Under this Query, I entered into a discourse about the

meaning of believing mysteries, in answer to the objec

tion, that our doctrine is not intelligible. I showed both

of the doctrine in general, and of the particulars most

usually excepted against, that they are intelligible; as

intelligible, at least, as omnipresence, eternity, prescience,

God's simplicity, self-existence, &c. To the main of the

discourse you have nothing to reply: but here and there

you throw in some short strictures upon such parts as

you think proper.

I had said, “the learned are hardly agreed, whether

“self-existence be a negative or positive idea.” Upon

which you remark, “how absurd this is 1 have already

“shown.” What is absurd . The report I had made of

learned men, and their differing on that head? No; the

fact is undoubtedly true. But it is absurd for any one to

make the idea negative: that, I presume, is your meaning.

And yet you here entirely mistake what I was talking

about; and have certainly determined on the wrong side

of the question. For the question upon which the learned

have differed is this; whether when we say any thing

exists of itself, or is self-existing, the words a se, or of

self, have any positive meaning, or mean only that it does

not exist of another. Some have carried the notion of its

being positive so far, as to say God is the cause of him

self", or even made himself, as Lactantius expresseth it:

* The expressions of aireys, is and as refvas, if strictly taken, lead to such

a meaning. As also erse ortus, er seipso, and the like. Petavius cites several

testimonies of this kind. De Trin. lib. v. cap. 5. p. 294.

risy
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which is supposing the idea positive indeed, and is mani

festly absurd. Dr. Clarke, one of the latest writers, and

from whom one might have expected something accurate,

yet appears to be all over confused upon this very head in

his famous Demonstration of the Existence. His professed

design there is to prove the existence of a first cause a

priori: which has no sense without the supposition of a

cause prior to the first : which yet is nonsense. The

Doctor was too wise a man to say that God is the cause

of himself: and yet he says what amounts to it unawares.

He speaks of “necessity of existence,” as being “ante

“cedently, in order of nature, the cause or ground of

“that existencef:” which is, in short, making a property

or attribute antecedent, in order of nature, to its subject,

and the cause and ground of the subject. And he talks

in his Letters, of this necessity absolute and antecedent (in

order of nature) to the existence of the first Cause, operat

ing every where alikes. As if a property operated in

causing the substance, or making it to be what it is. All

this confusion seems to have been owing to the Doctor's

not distinguishing between modal and causal necessity;

and his not considering that self-existence, or aseity", as

the Schools speak, is negative; and does not mean that

the first Cause is either caused by any thing ad extra, or

Tiew Havro5. Synes.

Solus Deus est, itaque principium; qui ex seipso dedit sibi ipse princi

pium. Zen. Veron.

Deus—ipse sui origo est, suaeque causa substantiae. Hieron. in Ephes. 3.

Id quod est, ex se, atque in se continens. Hilar.

Ex se principium cui contigit. Hilar, alter.

"Exit # avrg rà ilva. 3 isi. Zach. Mitylen.

Sui namque principium.

Ex seipso procreatus—ipse se fecit. Lactant.

f. See Demonstration, &c. p. 9, 10, 16. Letters, p. 35, 36, 16.

* Letters, p. 20, 37.

h Hanc Dei proprietatem quidam ex recentioribus philosophis aseitatem

vocarunt, quia Deus, eo quod principio caret, est a se, non ab alio; conten

duntgue eam esse positivum attributum; quod eodem quidem redit acid quod

diximus, sed vocibus novis sine causa expressum est. Clerici Pneumatol.

cap. 3. p. 150.
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by itself, (much less by any property of itself) but has no

cause, is absolutely uncaused. I was not therefore con

sidering, whether any, or what positive perfections are

implied in self-existence, or in any being that is self-ex

istent, as you hastily apprehended, but whether self-et

istence (having plainly a reference to the question whence

the thing is) is to be considered positively or negatively

in regard to the cause of that existence. I have now de

termined, I think upon plain reasons, that it is negative

only; and that we are not to suppose any cause, external

or internal, but absolutely no cause; because there is no

cause prior to the first. The true way of ending the dis.

pute about the attribute of self-existence being positive or

negative, is by showing what ideas are supposed to be

contained in it. No doubt but existence is a positive idea:

and the question only is, whether the manner of existing

expressed by self denotes any thing positive. It is plain

it doth not, since it means existing from no cause, which

is negative; though such existence implies all positive

perfections. Bishop Stillingfleet on the Trinity (p. 278)

says, “To be from himself, in the sense generally under

“stood, is a mere negative expression:—and in this sense

“only, learned men have told us, that it is to be under

“stood by those ancient and modern writers, who have

“used that expression, as when St. Jerome saith, that

“God is self-originated, and St. Austin, &c.—All these

“and such like expressions are only to be negatively

“understood.” i To return.

You proceed to make two or three little exceptions

(scarce worth notice) to what you met with in my De

fence. You declare that your argument against the Son's

being God, in the strict sense, is not founded upon what

can or cannot be, (which I am glad to hear,) but upon

I Cor. viii. 6. which I have often answered. You ac

quaint me farther, (p. 416.) that “two supreme Gods"

Cannot be “one supreme God,” which I readily agree

* See Pearson on the Creed, Art. i. p. 39.
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to ; as neither can two Gods, supreme and inferior, be

one God, or ever stand with the Scripture doctrine of

one God. But two Persons in nature equal, and so equally

supreme, may be one supreme God.

You assure me, that you did set out “upon the foot

“of Scripture, and do continue upon that foot still.” I

heartily wish you could mean, as well as say, and not

revoke all again presently, by denying the Son and Holy

Ghost to be necessarily existing: which you have not the

least syllable of Scripture to countenance you in. And

I wish you would not every where represent a distinction

of order or office to be inconsistent with the divine Unity:

which again you have no Scripture for, but mere fanciful

speculations. You have the less reason to blame me for

mentioning office in respect of God: because, you know,

there was a time, when the word God was thought to be

always a relative word of office.

As to Lucian’s Philopatris, I have given my thoughts

of it above, (p. 72.) Your hints about a passage of Irenaeus,

which I had sufficiently explainedk by another of Nova

tian, and a third of Tertullian, are very trifling. Those

heretics thought it mean and degrading for God to be

come man: which made some of them deny Christ's di

vinity, and others his humanity; all, the union of both

natures in one Person. Whether you or I give the most

countenance to those heretical tenets, I leave the reader

to judge.

QUERY XXII.

Whether his (the Doctor’s) whole performance, when

ever he differs from us, be any thing more than a repe

tition of this assertion, that being and person are the

same, or that there is no medium between Tritheism and

Sabellianism Which is removing the cause from Scrip

ture to natural reason, not very consistently with the title

of his book.

YOU begin with telling me, that “if two or more in

“telligent agents can be the same being, or subsist in

* Defence, vol.t, p. 230.
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“ the same individual substance, (provided the agents be

“not all of them self-existent,) this will no way affect the

“truth of Dr. Clarke's propositions.” The reader is to

know that by the same being, or substance, in this case,

is understood the same necessarily existing substance:

for necessary and precarious, that is, uncreated and created,

cannot be called the same individual substance. By self.

existent, as you have now explained yourself, you mean

necessarily existing. The sum then of what you have

here said amounts to this wise sentence; “If two or

“more intelligent agents can be the same necessarily

“existing being, or subsist in the same necessarily exist.

“ing substance, (provided the agents be not all of them

“necessarily existing,) this will no way affect the truth

“of Dr. Clarke's propositions.” What is this to the

purpose ? Do not you here plainly deny that two persons

can be one necessary being, or substance? And this is

what Dr. Clarke has often denied"; and could never give

a sufficient reason for doing it. Indeed the Doctor (or

you for him) seems at length to have given up his ge.

neral principle, which he first insisted upon, viz. that

“two persons cannot be one being;” which he chiefly

grounded upon the consideration of the imaginary compo

sition implied in it. I say, he appears to have given this

up; being at length sensible that he has allowed, in an

other case, substance and substance, being and being, to

make one substance and one being, without any compo

sition. But what the Doctor (or you) insists upon now,

"Three intelligent agents in one individual, identical substance, is so self.

evident a contradiction, that I think no reasoning can make it plainer than

intuition. Dr. Clarke's Three Letters, p. 31.

Two persons to be one being, I think a manifest contradiction in terms

Clarke's Reply, p. 157.

Two persons in one and the same individual uncompounded being, is an

express contradiction. Ibid. p. 169.

Two individuals cannot, without an express contradiction, have an identity

of nature. Ibid. p. 184.

The reason why our Saviour could not affirm that he and his Father wer"

one Being, is because he would thereby have affirmed that they were *

Person. Ibid. p. 291. *
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is, that two such Persons cannot be one necessary Being

or substance; or that derived and underived cannot be

both included in one necessary substance. Which though

it be putting the objection upon a different foot, yet wants

to be proved as much as did the other: and is equally

liable to the charge I brought against the Doctor in this

Query, his removing the cause from Scripture to natural

reason; to a philosophical question, whether the ideas of

self-existence and necessary existence be the same or diffe

rent, or whether underived expresses an essential perfec

tion, all that necessary existence does, or only a relation

of order, and mode of existence. After all your pretences

to Scripture, you really resolve the dispute into this meta

physical question: and you cannot advance your cause at

all by Scripture, but by the help of your metaphysics.

You take your rise from 1 Cor. viii. 6. to come at un

originate: thus far is commenting upon Scripture. The

rest is philosophy, false philosophy, drawing inferences

from unoriginate to self-existence, from self-existence to

necessary existence, from thence to the Father's being alone

necessarily existing, from thence to the exclusion of the

Son from being necessarily existing, from thence to the

making him a precarious being, (though in words you

deny it,) and from thence to his being a creature: this is

the course of your reasoning. Your aspörow psû80s, or fun

damental error, lies in your philosophy, confounding un

originate (as did the ancient Eunomians) with necessary

existence; which you have no foundation for : or if you

be allowed to make necessary existence the same with self

existence; you will then never be able to prove that the

Father alone is self-existent; or that the self-existence of

three Persons (so understood) is at all inconsistent with a

real distinction of order and office. It will be changing the

names of things, and nothing more. It is manifest, from

what I have observed, that Scripture is not the thing you

trust to, but philosophy; because when we have granted

you all you pretend to have proved from Scripture, viz.

that the Father is the first Person, derived from none, you
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are still but where you were, till you call in philosophy

and metaphysics to make out the rest, and to determine

the main question. You are now pleased to put the

matter upon this, whether two supreme Persons can be

one supreme God. You say, (p. 420.) “two equally

“supreme Persons united may be in the complex sense,

“one Being, one substance; but they will not consequently

“be one supreme Governor, one Lord, one God.” Now

here, in the first place, I very much blame your not attend

ing to the distinction of supreme in nature, and supreme

in order. It is in the first sense only that we assert two

or three supreme Persons; supreme in every perfection,

having no higher or lower, no better or worse, no degrees

of essential power, wisdom, or any other attribute. At the

same time, those Persons, thus equally supreme in nature,

are not equally supreme in order, but two of them are sub

ordinate to one, the Head and Center of Unity. And because

they are in nature undivided, and in order referred up to that

one Head and Fountain of all; they are therefore, with

him, one Governor, one Lord, and one God. And though

the authority, the dominion, the power be considered al

ways primarily in the Father, yet is it common to all; only

with this order, that the Father has it from none, they

Jrom the Father: so that all that remains peculiar to the

Father is a preeminence, or priority of order. This is the

Catholic doctrine which you are endeavouring to con

fute: but, instead of arguments, you generally give us

only ambiguous words and names, to confound and per

plex what ought to be kept clear and distinct.

You tell me of running counter to Scripture and an

tiquity, in making more than one “absolutely supreme

“over all.” Here you are only doubling upon, or trifling

with, the word supreme. I make three supreme in nature;

I suppose one only supreme in order or office: show me

either one text of Scripture or one single testimony of

Catholic antiquity, (I allow not Eusebius for such,) that

plainly contradicts either of these positions. They appear

to me, both of them, true and just positions; founded in
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Scripture, and confirmed by the universal suffrage of the

ancients. If they appear not consistent in your philosophy,

own it frankly and ingenuously, as an honest man would :

but do not misreport Scripture and antiquity.

What follows in p. 421. is only repeating your own

jictions both of me and of the ancients.

I had appealed to the Prophet Isaiah, as interpreted by

St. John, making Father and Son “one Lord of hosts.”

You tell me bluntly, “there is no such thing in the texts;”

referring me to Dr. Clarke's Scripture Doctrine. I say,

there is in those texts all that I before asserted: and why

do you now refer me to Dr. Clarke, whose pretences I

had before m considered, and, I think, confuted ?

- You tell me that neither the ancient writers nor Bishop

Bull are at all of my opinion in the point of “equal su

“premacy of dominion.” But so far as I apprehend of the

ancients and of Bishop Bull, they were exactly of my

opinion, as they are directly opposite to yours: and I

wonder at your presumption in claiming any acquaintance

with them, or interest in them. -

You have a pretty argument (p. 425.) to prove St. Paul

a Pagan and an idolater, upon my principles; that is, upon

the principles of the Catholic Church in all ages: for mine

are no other. But how is this wonderful consequence

to be raised ? It is first by supposing, that St. Paul ex

cluded the Son from the one Godhead; an imaginary con

sequence drawn from I Cor. viii. 6. And next by sup

posing, that St. Paul allowed mediate and inferior worship;

another imaginary inference drawn from 1 Tim. ii. 5. Phil.

ii. 11. After sporting yourself awhile in so ridiculous an

argument, you come to invent something for me to say:

you suppose I shall say, that our Lord is that one God

mentioned 1 Cor. viii. 6. which you think highly absurd.

But what if I should plead, that that one God is a silly ex

pression, where there are not two one-Gods; and therefore

should rather say, that our Lord is not that Person there

* Sermons, vol. ii. p. 18.

*VOL. III. D d
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styled one God by way of eminence, but another Person,

who is yet one God with him. Your interpretation of

the gods many and lords many, as alluding to the superior

and inferior deities of the Pagans, stands upon the autho

rity of Mr. Mede: who, like a modest and learned man,

proposed it only as a plausible conjecture, not with the

confidence you speak of it. An ingenious gentleman" has

very lately suggested several things on that head well de

serving consideration; and such as appear sufficient to

make Mr. Mede's construction pass for precarious at least,

if not certainly false. There is one obvious objection to

be farther used against it; that to make the gods many

answer in the comparison, (in your way,) they should be

understood to be many supreme Gods; which yet the hea

thens never asserted, but the contrary; as Dr. Cudworth

and other learned men have abundantly shown. To me it

appears, that the many gods and many lords mean the

same thing, under different names; and that St. Paul, in

opposition to having many, asserts that all things were of

the one God, and by the one Lord, intimating their perfect

unity of power, perfection, and operation, so as to be both

but one God and one Lord; the one Lord being one with

the one God, and vice versa. To proceed: how well you

have been able to answer the charge of Polytheism has

been seen before: and particularly as to Origen, it has

been shown that his answer to the charge in his piece

against Celsus was nothing like yours, but directly con

trary; affirming Father and Son to be one God.

I pass over your repetitions in p. 426,427. which have

been abundantly answered. Two Gods, one supreme and

another inferior, is so manifestly your doctrine, that you

do but expose yourself to ridicule by struggling to evade

it. The Socinians, in this, were plainer men, and did not

scruple to confess a clear thing.

You pretended, before, to bring Ante-Nicene and Post

Nicene writers against me, as to the point of charging you

"Mr. Wade's Short Inquiry into the Doctrine of the Trinity, &c. p. 39, &c.
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with Polytheism. I knew you had none, but that you

had unhappily deceived yourself with a few second-hand

scraps of Athanasius, Hilary, and Basil, which you under

stood not. I answered your pretences, and produced full

and plain testimonieso against you, both from Ante-Ni

cene and Post-Nicene antiquity. One was out ofa fragment

of Dionysius Romanus, preserved by Athanasius; a very

valuable one, and such as no critic will ever doubt of, as to

its being genuine : your exceptions therefore against it,

as of doubtful authority, are not worth the notice; beside

that I have answered them above.P. Another testimony I

produced from Athanasius himself, (or perhaps Basil,) who

makes it Ditheism either to suppose two principles, or to

admit one God underived and another God derived. Your

remark upon him for it is so very shrewd and sagacious,

that it is pity the reader should lose it: he shall have it

in your own words. “You cite a passage of Athanasius,

“that he who introduces a God underived, and another

“who is a God derived, makes two Gods: which is not

“very consistent with his own foregoing words, that he

“who introduces two original principles, preaches two Gods:

“for, that in this unoriginate principality over all, consists

“the unity of God, was the express doctrine of all the

“Ante-Nicene writers.” Now are you really so blind as

not to have perceived, that that origination (according to

the ancients) was not supposed to make the Father one

God exclusive of the other Persons ? But because two of

the Persons were referred to one as their Head, undivided

from him; therefore all three together were the one God.

This was the use they made of the origination: not to

throw out the Son and Holy Ghost, as you do, but to take

them both in. Yet you are constantly representing that

origination in a quite different light, and to a quite different

purpose; meanly quoting Bp. Pearson for it: who con

tradicts you in the very same sentence, and represents the

* Defence, vol. i. p. 239. A Page 318.

D d 2
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case as it really stood among the ancients, being a learned

and a judicious man.

Upon this occasion, I shall here translate that passage

of Athanasius, that the common reader may see what the

ancients thought of Tritheism, in a very few words.

“He that introduces two principles (or heads) preaches

“up two Gods: such was the impious doctrine of Marcion.

“Again, he that asserts an uncreated God, and another

“God created, does also make two Gods; because of the

“difference of nature (essence) which he blasphemously

“introduces. But where there is one Head, (or Father,)

“and one offspring from him, there is but one God; the

“Godhead being perfect in the Father, and the perfect

“Godhead of the Father being also in the Son.” I refer

the reader to my Defence, (vol. i. p. 239.) for the origi

nal; where he will also find other passages to the same

purpose.

What you produce next from Justin, Novatian, Hilary,

and Bishop Pearson, the reader may judge of by the last

of them; whom you quote as saying, “This origination in

“the divine Paternity has anciently been looked upon as

“the assertion of the unity.” Here you stop, as usual. The

very next words of Bishop Pearson are; “and therefore

“the Son and Holy Ghost have been believed to be but .

“one God with the Father, because both from the Father,

“who is one, and so the union of thema:” directly con

trary to what you cited him for. Such are your repre

sentations of authors; such your manner of using the

common reader.

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 *

* Pearson on the Creed, p. 40.
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Does the Doctor deny that every one of the Persons, singly,

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

Sabellianism; 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 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 divi

nity? Yet the same difficulty recurs; for either the Son

and Holy Ghost have distinct attributes, and a distinct

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

they are (upon the Doctor's principles) distinct Gods

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

creature from Creator; and then how are they one 2 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.

9. 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

D d 3
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the substance, being as hard to conceive, nay, much harder,

than a communication of both together *

YOU begin thus: “The difficulty in the conception of

“the Trinity, is not how three Persons can be one God.

“For the Scripture no where expresses the doctrine in

“ those words: and the difficulty of understanding a

“Scripture doctrine ought not surely to lie wholly upon

“words not found in Scripture.” The reader is to know

that this is a new turn, intended to bring you off from the

first state of the question, where you happened to lose

yourself in your first answer. However, though it may

pass for an ingenious shift in distress, there is very little in

it more than in your first answer. Only it is hard upon

me to have new answers now formed to old Queries, and

to be put upon changing my method of defence, as often

as you are pleased to vary your responses. Whoever

taught you this new turn, was a man of no great pru

dence or foresight: he did not consider how it inevitably

recoils upon Dr. Clarke. For the Scripture no where ex

presses in words or in sense his main doctrine, that the

Father alone is necessarily existing, that neither the Son

nor the Holy Ghost is necessarily existing; (so you now

confessedly understand self-existence :) these are tenets not

found in Scripture expressly, nor so much as deducible by

any consequence, or shadow of a consequence. Why

then did you not consider better, before you drew up a

charge upon others, which at length falls only on your

own friends? You go on: “It is very strange that a man

“of your abilities should write a large book without so

“much as knowing, or ever once being able to express,

“what the true question is.” And it is very strange that

a man of your abilities should perceive nothing of my

mistaking the question, when you first answered the Que

ries; but should be forced to learn this, at length, of the

Modest Pleader, from whom you have been content to

echo it. Though my abilities are very slender, yet this

mean suggestion will hardly find credit, even among the
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lowest readers that can at all distinguish between a pro

bable untruth, and one that is plainly romantic. When

you are again disposed to abuse an adversary, do it a little

more artfully; if without any truth, yet with a little dis

cretion. But I excuse you for being misled by a third

person, who was too wise to set his name. As to the

question, I have not mistook it, but have kept close to it;

while the Doctor and you have been either industriously

disguising it, or unfairly running from it. You might

think it sufficient, if your shifting and shuffling in so mo

mentous a controversy (which plain and honest men, on

either side, can but hardly excuse) be passed over as

tolerable; or may but admit of any candid and plausible

colour, from the circumstances you are under. It be

comes you not, in the mean time, so magisterially to cor

rect others for stating the question right, and as it ought

to be stated. Had you but had the courage and spirit of

your friend Mr. Whiston, I doubt not but you yourself

would have stated the question as he, and I, and all men

of sense and undisguised ingenuity have ever done. But

enough of this.

You were here to clear Dr. Clarke's doctrine of the

charge of three Gods. You first observe, that the word

God no where in Scripture denotes the Holy Ghost. Well

then, you will throw him out from being God, and reduce

the number to two : though, when I wrote before, I ima

gined Dr. Clarke and you had admitted the Holy Ghost to

be God; and the rather, because I never heard that you

had retracted your subscription, or would scruple to repeat

it. But not to press you farther on so tender a point;

how get you off from asserting two Gods, the Father and

the Son? You have nothing to say, but repeating and

trifling: let us go to another point.

You are next to retort the charge of Tritheism upon

me: which I have answered more than once, and need

not do it again. Dr. Clarke's scheme, you say, is ea

sily expressed in the very words of Scripture. But had

the Doctor gone no farther than Scripture, his scheme

D d4



408 A SE COND DEFENCE QU. xxi.11.

could never have been expressed at all. Only, since he

has told you where, and how, to understand self-existent,

and where to exclude it; now you pretend his scheme

may be expressed in Scripture words. Do you imagine

that I cannot as easily, or more easily, find Scripture words

for mine? But this is trifling. Why have you not laid

down your doctrine in Scripture words, that I might com

pare it with the Doctor's propositions, to see how far they

exceed or come short I may here dismiss the Modest

Pleader, who is set in the front, and is not answering my

Defence, but my Queries: which you had done before,

and, I think, more to the purpose; I am sure more inge

nuously and frankly, and more like a lover of truth. I

have reason to complain of your not digesting your book

better, and not throwing your disjointed materials into a

more neat and regular order, after you had so long time

for the compiling. For when sometimes I thought a point

had been discussed, and we were to have no more of it, in

that Query at least; as I go on some pages forwards,

there, I observe, I am to discuss the same things again;

which gives me some trouble, and must create confusion

in the reader.

The Modest Pleader, I perceive, draws off in p. 436.

and now I am to engage a new man, whom I will suppose

to be the man I am writing to. You need say no more

about the charge of three Gods, or two Gods: I under

stand you very fully, that the Father is one God, as being

necessarily existing; the Son another God infinitely inferior,

of the Father's appointing. Strain no more for apologies:

the thing is out, though long a bringing forth; and now

our dispute will run clear. Here is very little of moment

occurring but what has been answered. You have a few

quibbles in p. 438, which are all abundantly answered in

my Defencer. You object Bishop Pearson to me against

my saying, that the word God is sometimes taken per

sonally and sometimes essentially. And what says Bishop

* Vol. i. p. 246, 247.

*.
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Pearson? I have a great respect for his memory. He

says, the word God in the Apostles' Creed is not taken

essentially: so say I too. Nor is it taken essentially, but

personally, in the Nicene Creed. Therefore what? there

fore it is never taken otherwise: that is your consequence,

when you can make any consequence of it. It is the old

Valentinian distinction, you observe. I am glad it is so

old however: those heretics sometimes borrowed good

things from the Church; though they happened to spoil

them in the use. But, if you look again into Tertullian,

you will find that Valentinian distinction to be nothing

akin to ours, except it be in the name.

In page 439, you are finding I know not what perplexi

ties in a very easy thing; which I have accounted for

twice already in prints. Intelligent agent, being only two

adjectives, is to be understood according to the subject to

which the attributes are applied. Put the words to sub

stance, and then we have intelligent agent substance, whe

ther in person or persons. If the substance be thus or thus

circumstantiated, (as explained above,) intelligent agent

substance may be a single person; if otherwise, it may be

more persons: so that intelligent agent is different in sense

and meaning, according as it may be differently applied.

What you repeat about a principle of individuation, and

your farther speculations thereupon, have been sufficiently

obviated; or have nothing contradictory to any thing I

assert. I allow that three stands for three, and three sub

stances for three substances, and three Gods for three Gods.

What is all this to me? I do not assert that three stands

for more or less than three; nor that three substances,

but that three Persons (who are not three substances) are

one substance; nor that three Gods, but three Persons

(who are not three Gods) are one God. What you say of

Sabellius (p. 442.) has been answered above. And what

you say of the Church’s holding “one and the same indi

* Preface to Sermons, vol. ii. Supplement to the Case of Arian Subscrip

tion, vol. ii. p. 364.
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“vidual identical whole substance,” affects not me, who

never express my notion in such uncouth terms. The same

undivided substance is what I hold and maintain in oppo

sition both to substances and to the Sabellian notion of one

Hypostasis, nominally, and not really distinguished.

Origen's account of the Sabellian notion is very distinct

and accurate, as I before observed, viz. that the Father

and Son were one, not in essence only, (or substance,) but

in sulject, (or suppositum,) being called Father and Son

under different considerations, not really or personally dis

tinguished'. This is a just account of Origen's sense in

that passage. And it is observable, that the Noëtians of

that time would not have been blamed for supposing the

Father and Son to be £v oãaig, one in essence, (or what we

call one in substance,) had they not carried the union so

high as to make one suppositum, or what we now call one

Person, of both, without any real distinction. Your account

of it is very little different from mine: only you are fond

of the phrase, single existent substance, which serves you

to play with, and you know not what you mean by it.

Do but define what a single existent substance is, and I will

soon tell you whether the name belongs to every single

person, or to all together.

Undivided substance, in three Persons, you say, makes

three substances. How do you prove it? I have often told

you that Dr. Clarke and you will not admit this kind of

reasoning in another case, for fear of dividing the divine

substance into numberless substances. If you can admit

substance and substance, nay, this substance and that sub

stance, where there are no substances; why do you deal

thus unequally with others? You must allow that union

is enough to constitute sameness, without making either

complex or compound substance: otherwise you make a

complex or compound substance of God. Since therefore

the same, or equal difficulties bear upon both, be so fair

* w - - - 5 cm -

‘M% Blapíguy ré &é'Suá rày view row rared;, &xx #y ob £472, obzig &xx2 x2.
* * *

-
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**Sal raríga wa viáv. Orig. Com. in Joh. p. 186.
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and so candid, as to condemn or to acquit both. As to the

sense of Hypostasis, I have delivered my mind above.

You bring in a long detail of the sense of ouala and

ürárraris, in which I am very little concerned; having

never pretended that Hypostasis, or Person, does not imply

substance, or signify substance. Only, in Divinis, a person

is not separale substance, nor, consequently, more persons

more substances: so that what you have to say in the fol

lowing pages is mostly wide and foreign. I may just

throw a few strictures upon your account, as I pass along.

"Tréa ragig, you say, signifies singular identical substance.

Now, because you often speak of singular identical sub

stance, as if you really understood what you are talking

about; let us stop awhile, and examine what you mean by

it. I conceive, you mean just as much substance as you

take into your thoughts at once, considering it as one.

You have brought the divine substance under extension;

and so give me leave to question you a little upon that

head, in a style proper to your notion. You can conceive,

in your thoughts, as much of that substance as is com

mensurate, suppose, to the sun : pray, tell me, if this be

not a singular identical substance, in your own way of

reasoning. Consider only half of that; and then there is

another singular identical substance. Divide into quarters ;

and then you have four singular identical substances. And

as every thing extended is (as our mathematicians tell us)

infinitely divisible; there will be as many singular identical

substances as you are pleased to conceive divisible parts.

Do I misrepresent you? Or are none of those parts sin

gular identical substances, but all one singular identical

substance? What is the reason of it? Is it not that

union makes sameness, all real sameness * You must say

so: otherwise, upon your principles, I will demonstrate

that there is not a singular identical substance in the world;

the least imaginable same being still farther divisible, in

conception, infinitely. What use you will now make of

singular identical substances, I know not: but this I know,

that you can never oblige me to admit two undivided
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inseparable persons to be two singular identical sub

stances, till you divide the divine substance (as you con

ceive it) into as many singular identical substances as there

are conceivable parts. Having given this hint of the

fruitlessness of the pains you are taking about Hypostasis,

I may now ask, is this the doctrine Christ came to teach,

that three divine Persons must be three singular identical

substances? But to proceed. I forgot to ask you, whe

ther any two parts of the divine substance, in your way

of thinking, are buooja'iz, or Tauroojala, or uovooja'iz I

know they must be una substantia, though either of them

is singular identical substance, distinct by itself, and this

is not that. I believe you would be more puzzled about

the use of terms, in that case, than ever were the Fathers

in respect of the Trinity.

What I intend by all I have here said, is to make you

at length sensible of two things, about which you have

been hitherto very slow and unperceiving.

1. That a man may have a very clear and full notion of

an union and a distinction, and yet be very much puzzled

about the names whereby they should be called.

2. That the metaphysical objections wherewith you

have been endeavouring to clog the Catholic doctrine of

the Trinity, (about specific, numerical, individual, identi

cal, and the like,) are not so much owing to any diffi

culty there is in the conception of the doctrine, (which

was a plain thing long before ever those words came in,

and still is so,) but to the difficulty of fixing, defining,

settling, in all cases, what those several words, names, or

phrases, shall import. But I proceed.

Instead of amusing your reader with a long detail of

the use of ovala and 576ataris, such as the learned will

despise, and the unlearned will not edify by ; it were

better to have endeavoured to give him a distinct idea of

what the ancients meant by one Hypostasis, or three Hypo

stases. That I may say something which may be useful to

-common readers, the case lies thus: The faith of the

Church all along was in Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,
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one God, into which they were baptized. The Father

was not the Son, nor the Son the Father, nor the Holy

Ghost either of the other. This was the common faith

of the Church before either person or substance was

talked of.

In Justin Martyr's time, we find, that nothing was to

be worshipped but God; that these three, Father, Son,

and Holy Ghost, were all worshipped, yet not as three

Gods; that they were believed to be really distinct, and

not nominally only: but the distinction was not expressed

by persons, nor the union by substance; nor does it ap

pear that the word Trinity was yet applied to this case.

In Athenagoras, we find plain mention made of the

wnion and distinction of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost;

but still nothing of persons and substance.

Theophilus, of the same age, about the year 180, is

the first writer extant that expressly gives them the name

of Trinity. But still persons and substance were not men

tioned. - |

But upon the disputes raised by Praxeas, Noëtus, and

Sabellius u, (one after another,) it by degrees grew into

common use to express the distinction by persons, and the

unity by one substance. I know not whether Clemens of

Alexandria may be reckoned the first writer extant that

expressly has the name of one substance (uoya?ix; ovala)

applied in this case. It is certain Tertullian has it, and

persons too. And this became the usual way of express

u Facundus Hermianensis is a little mistaken, when he confines it to the

times of Sabellius: but if we understand him of Sabellius, and his predeces

sors, Noëtus and Praxeas, his observation is just. His words are:

Nam sic Ecclesia Christi, etiam cum necdum ad distinctionem Patris, et

Filii, et Spiritus Sancti, uteretur nomine Persona. Tres credidit, et praedi

cavit, Patrem, et Filium, et Spiritum Sanctum,—Personarum autem nomen

non nisi cum Sabellius impugnaret Ecclesiam, necessario in usum praedica

tionis assumptum est; ut qui semper tres crediti sunt, et vocati, Pater, et

Filius, et Spiritus Sanctus, uno quoque simul et communi Personarum no

mine vocarentur. Deinde etiam et subsistentia dictae sunt, quoniam Eccle

siae placuit, ad significandam Trinitatem, et hoc nomen distinctioni personali

tribuere. Facun. Herm. lib. i. p. 8. -

See what I have said above, p. 201.
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ing what had been all along believed and professed,

though under other terms. The Sabellians (by which I

mean all of Sabellian principles) charged the Catholics

with three Gods, and thereby first gave occasion to the

Church to make use of the word Person: for their an

swer was, that they did not profess two Gods, or three

Gods, but one God and two Persons, or three Persons”.

There being in the Trinity a distinction and an union,

there would naturally arise some difference about the use

of several terms, to be either plurally or singularly predi

cated, according as the intent might be to speak of the

Persons as distinguished into three, or as united in one

God. The same names either plurally or singularly pre

dicated sometimes served to express both the distinction

and union. Gregory Nazianzen calls them Lights and

Light, that is, three Lights, and yet but one Light; and

so three Lives, and yet but one Life; three Goods, and yet

but one Good; three Glories, and yet but one Glory; the

mind conceiving the three as distinct, though in them

selves united and inseparabley. All the care to be taken

in these cases was, not to make the distinction too wide

by the plural expressions, nor the unity too close by the

singular ; and the disputes that arose in this case were

from men's different apprehensions about this or that

phrase, or expression, as being liable to abuse one way or

other. Three Spirits was a phrase generally thought to

carry the distinction too far: and therefore one Spirit be

came the more common language; though even Jerome

himself has been thought to have used the phrase of three

Spirits 2.

But the greatest debate of all was about three Hyposta

* See Hippolytus contr. Noët, and Tertull. adv. Prax.

* Zwas xz Çany, pāra xz pås, &yaSå sai &yaśāv, 3%as za 2%z"—6"

#zzarov &y 9taghra Añyov, row vo; %22#ovros r2 &x4%irra, Orat. xiii. p. 211.

* Tres Spiritus nominatos breviter ostendam, Principalem Spiritum

Patrem appellat: quia Filius ex Patre, et non Pater ex Filio. Spiritum au.

tem rectum, veritatis atque justitiae, Christum Dominum significat—Por

ro Spiritum Sanctum aperto nomine vocat. Hieron. in Galat. tom. iv.

cap. 14, p. 168.
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ses, begun at Antioch. The Arians had used the phrase

to signify three substances, understanding them to be dif

Jerent in kind, (as gold, silver, brass,) and separate from

each other. Again, the Sabellians had made use of one

Hypostasis, to signify one substance in such a sense as left

no real distinction, but nominal only. Here was there

fore danger on either side; either of dividing the sub

stance by making three Hypostases, or of confounding the

Persons by making one. This difference was at length

compromised, (A. D. 362.) in a synod at Alexandria,

where Athanasius presided: either manner of expression

was left indifferent, so long as they agreed in one common

faith, meaning both the same thing, under different terms.

So that wix wróaragi; or rgsi; broatársis might be asserted,

in like manner as pā; or pāra, the same word plurally

predicated to express the distinction, and also singularly

to express the union; the plural being equivalent to three

Persons, the singular to one God: for that was all the an

cients intended, never to make the Persons one, nor the

Godhead many.

The Latins" could hardly bear the phrase of tres sub

stantiae : it seemed to carry more in it than the Greeks’

three Hypostases. It was understood to mean either three

substances, (that is, a division of substance,) or three dif

ferent kinds of substance; neither of which could be

a Et quisquam, rogo, Ore sacrilego tres substantias praedicabit? Hieron.

Ep. ad Damas. tom. iv. p. 20.

Sub nomine Catholicae fidei, impia verba defendunt; dicentes, tres esse

substantias, cum semper Catholica fides unam substantiam Patris et Filii et

Spiritus Sancti confessa sit. Faustin. Fid. Theodos. Missa.

Cuia nostra loquendi consuetudo jam obtinuit, ut hoc intelligatur cum di

cimus essentiam quod intelligitur cum dicimus substantiam, non audemus

dicere unam essentiam, tres substantias, sed unam essentiam, vel substan

tiam, tres autem Personas. August. Trin, lib. v. c. 9. p. 838.

Sunt tria quaedam coeterna, consubstantialia, coessentialia. Sed cum

quaereretur a patribus, ut diceretur, Quid tria; necessentias, nee substan

tias, nec naturas dicere ausi sunt; ne aliqua forte diversitas crederetur

essentiarum, aut naturarum, aut substantiarum : sed dixerunt tres Perso

nas, unam essentiam; ut una essentia declararet Deum unum, tres autem

Personae Sanctam Trinitatem ostenderent. Fulgent. de Trin. cap. iii,

p. 330.
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borne: and therefore una substantia became the common

language; but so that the real distinction between Fa

ther, Son, and Holy Ghost was kept up, to guard against

Sabellianism. Indeed Hilary uses tres substantiae b : and

so, no doubt, did some other Latins who were zealous

Catholics: but then they intended no difference in the

kind of substance, nor any division in the same kind:

which secured the true Catholic notion; and the offence

lay only in the expression. In short, the main thing they

intended in all was, that the three Persons were really,

and more than nominally distinct, and all but one God.

And they admitted several ways of expressing the dis

tinction, or union, in such modes of speech as were

thought most proper to it. Provided both a real dis.

tinction, a real Trinity were kept up, and at the same

time an unity of Godhead; the rest amounted only to a

verbal dispute, or strife about words.

I may here remark, that Basil, Nazianzen, Austin, and

others, blame the scantiness of the Latin tongue, as being

the sole reason of the perplexity of the Latins, in relation

to the phrase of tres substantiae. Yet we find, that for a

long season the phrase of resis broatáasis was almost as

much a bone of contention among the Greeks, as tres

substantiae among the Latins; and that it was with great

difficulty that it at length prevailed, and became the com

mon language c : as it was also with some difficulty that

the other way of speaking, viz. una substantia, obtained

among the Latins. The true ground of all was this, that

both Greeks and Latins wanted a phrase to express sub

stance considered as united, but distinguished at the same

time. Three substances (whether broatáasis or substantia)

* Idcirco tres substantias esse dixerunt, subsistentium Personas per "

stantias edocentes, non substantiam Patris et Filii diversitate dissimilis

essentiae separantes. Hilar. de Synod. p. 1170.

• Quamobrem gratis Basilius Romanis objiciebat, quod cum nominum

Graecorum vim ignorarent, illarum duarum vocum significationem confund"

rent; quandoquidem alii e Graecis native patriaeque linguae non ignarip"

sus, earum discrimen non satis intelligebant. Le Quien Panopl. p. 28.
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expressed, ordinarily, three divided substances; and the

latter, three of different kinds: what therefore could they

invent to express three things (tres res, or tria) real and

substantial, but undivided ? Here lay the pinch of the

difficulty. Substantia de substantia expressed it tolerably

well; like as Lumen de lumine, and Deus de Deo: but still

what were they to put to the word three, in the plural

way of predication? Persons ° But Sabellius had wrested

and depraved the sense of the word person to an ambigu

ous or sinister meaning. Substances? But that was also

liable to misconstruction, and to be perverted to another

extreme. However, the Greek wroatáasis, by degrees, ob

tained to signify the same as "pārata #voróatarz. And so

long as no division be understood, the phrase may serve

very well: and so perhaps might the Latin substantiae,

had not custom carried it the other way. The Latins

have since invented tres subsistentiae, tria supposita, in

stead of tres substantiae; though the very Schoolmen have

not scrupled tres substantiae, with the addition of incom

municabiles, or relative d, to intimate that the Persons are

not divided substances, but that they are united, and de

pending on each other, relative as to existence, so that

one cannot be without the other, or separate from the

other: under which cautions they can admit tres substan

tice, and yet una substantia in all; like as tres res, though

all together una summa res. The truth is, every Person is

substance, (but not properly a substance,) substance in union

with substance, and not divided: a thing easy to be un

derstood, but not easy to be expressed. You would find

d Est aequivocum substantiaenomen, et sacpe significat essentiam Pot

est etiam significare suppositum ; et maxime si addatur prima substantia,

quia suppositum maxime per se subsistit. Unde in hac significatione admitti

possunt tres substantiae in Deo, non vero in priori. Et propter hanc equivo

cationem vitandam, multi ex antiquis patribus negarunt hanc locutionem,

me viderentur cum Ario sentire, qui essentias in Trinitate multiplicabat-et

ita D. Thomas dicit juxta consuetudinem Ecclesiae non esse absolute dicen

das tres substantias, addendo vero aliquid, quod determinet significationem,

ut tres substantiae incommunicabiles, seu relative. Suarez.dici posse

Metaph. Disp. xxxiv. sec. 1. n. 6. p. 177.

VOL. III. -E e
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the like difficulty in expressing the parts of the divine

substance, in your hypothesis of extension. You cannot

but admit that every part is substance, (substance it must

be, or nothing,) and yet because of their inseparable

union, and their making one substance in the whole; you

would not dare to call one part a substance, or several

parts several substances. This I again intimate, that you

may not be too severe upon others, merely about a mode

of expression, (which is all the case,) when, in a parallel

instance, the objection may be as strongly retorted upon

yourselves. You admit substance and substance, where

you think it not proper to say substances: and if you had

not, yet you could never be able to show that substance

and substance, considered in union, must always make

substances. Yet a great part of what you have been en

deavouring under this Query, as well as what Dr. Whit

by has urged in the Second Part of his Reply, is founded

chiefly upon a precarious, nay false supposition, that, if

every person be substance, three persons must be three

substances, and cannot be one substance. Now to return.

I must here take notice of a passage of Gregory

Nazianzen, produced first by Mr. Whistone with great

pomp, as making some notable discovery; and now by

you, I suppose, for the like purpose. What Mr. Whis

ton professedly (and you covertly) intends from that pas

sage is, that Athanasius was the first inventor or teacher

of the divinity, consubstantiality, coequality, and coeternity

of the Holy Spirit. This would be a great discovery in

deed, had Gregory Nazianzen really said it.

But before we come to the remarkable passage, it will

be proper to inform the reader what Gregory had been

saying before, and how this sentence, which I shall pre

sently produce at length, came in. The oration is a pa

negyric upon Athanasius; wherein he runs through the

most remarkable incidents of his life: his sufferings and

his services, his great prudence, fervent zeal, and un

* Whiston's Reply to Lord Nottingham, Add. p. 92,
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daunted courage in the cause of Christ. He observes

how Athanasius f, even in his younger years, before the

Nicene Council, had very just and accurate notions of the

doctrine of the Trinity; keeping a mean between the ex

treme of Sabellius (who had too much contracted the

Godhead by confounding the distinction) and the other

extreme of Arius, who had divided the Godhead into se

parate Deities. He describes afterwards the many diffi

culties Athanasius met with, raised by the hatred and

enmity of the Arians: particularly in the year 356, in the

reign of Constantius, when Gregory the Arian was put

into the see of Alexandria, and Athanasius forced to flee

for his life. Then were the churches put into the hands

of the Arians: who having the secular power on their

side, spared no severities; but raged against the Catho

lics with all imaginable cruelties. Then it was, especially

about the year 359, that the ancient and pious doctrine of

the Trinity (as Nazianzen g says) was dissolved and de

stroyed: and Arianism, unscriptural Arianism, brought

in, in its room. Many who were in their hearts true

friends to the ancient doctrine, yet complied too far with

the Arian confessionsh; which, Nazianzen says, he had

often lamented with tears. And such was the violence of

the persecution, that, excepting some few men that stood.

out, and others whose station was so low as to make

them be overlooked, all yielded to the times; induced

thereto either by fear or by interest, or else ignorantly

circumvented by fraud. During these storms, and in the

midst of so general an apostasy, Athanasius stood firm

and unmoved; the main support of the true ancient faith.

In 361, Constantius, who had been the strength of the

Arians, dies: and a worse than he, Julian the apostate

emperor, succeeds. Here was some peace to the Church,

but it was yet miserably distracted with heresies, with

variety of sects and parties, tearing one another. In 363,

f Greg. Naz. Orat. xxi. p. 380,381.

Greg. Naz, p. 386. * Ibid. p. 387.

E e 2
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Julian being slain, Jovian succeeded: still things were in

confusion as to the state of the Church. The Arians, in

some places, were many and powerful, and had been

endeavouring, very early, to stir up the Emperor Jovian

against Athanasius and all his adherents. At this critical

time, in the midst of danger, that great and good man was

not afraid to preach the truth boldly, and to propose it

open and undisguised to the Emperor himself in writing:

of which noble instance, both of his courage and constan

cy, Nazianzen thus speaks.

“And here particularly appeared the integrity of the

“man (Athanasius) and the firmness of his faith in

“Christ. For when, of all the other Christians, divided

“into three parts, many were unsound in their faith con

“cerning the Son, and more concerning the Holy Ghost,

“ (where to be only less impious was esteemed piety) and

“but a few were sound in both articles; he was the first

“ and only man (or however with a very few) that had

“the courage to profess the truth, in writing, plainly and

“in express words, the one Godhead and essence of three.

“And what many of the Fathers before had been di.

“vinely moved to confess in relation to the Son, he was

“afterwards inspired to confess concerning the Holy

“Ghost; bringing a gift truly royal and magnificent to

“the Majesty Royal, a written faith in opposition to un

“written novelty i.”

Now what is there in this passage of Nazianzen more

than this: that at a time when many had abandoned the

faith, and more had been sneakers and time-servers, Atha

nasius, with a few adherents, had the courage to speak

out the truth, boldly, without mincing it: and that this

Töv čy y24 &Axay &rAvray, 3rol row xaS’ hu%; A6% ov, reux; vivianuívar zzi

woxxâ, ai, by roy rai, wip row view &#arrowray, ratlávay 3 ray wie re writus ri

#ylov, #92 xai ră îrrow &z=ési, Ebrāāsa iyotairs, ixiyov 2: ray xar' &u%ri£4

by 2iyovros' weavos za Aévas, wou?; aw 3xtyals, &rotox/4 rhy &x4Sus' ga?:

obrag za ouatinomy, Tây relay af2, Seárnva za obaiz, ivyeapas juoxeyńses' x2.

* r aroxx; raw wavíčay 32.94, wig row view ix-eizsm weårteow, revro with 7.7

&ylov ww.staares abros tarysvg Ssis ürrigov, &c. Greg. Nazianz. Orat. xxi.

p. 394.
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brave resolution of his was owing to the Spirit of God,

moving and inciting him to make that glorious confession

in the face of the world? I have translated #xapia Sn, ac

cording to what appears to me to be the true and full

meaning of Nazianzen: who in this very oration speaks

of the Nicene Council, as called together by the Holy

Ghost k, that is, moved and incited by the Holy Spirit to

the resolutions they made against Arius, and his heresy.

In like manner, he supposes Athanasius to have been

stirred up, by the same Spirit, to make that noble con

fession of the divinity of the Holy Ghost, and in the like

expressive words. All this well agrees with what Na

zianzen had said but a few pages before, that, notwith

standing the violence of the persecution, there were some

that had courage to resist, and stand firm; whom God

preserved, that there might be still remaining some seed

and root for Israel to reflourish, and take new life by the

influxes of the Holy Spirit".

That this was all his meaning may appear farther,

from his representing the doctrine of a coessential Trinity,

every where, as ancient doctrine; and his branding the

contrary doctrine as novelty, in that very passage. Nor

could a man of Nazianzen's good sense and piety be so

ridiculous and silly as to build his own faith (which this

was) upon any supposed private inspiration in the fourth

century, or any century after the Apostles, or indeed

upon any thing but the sacred writings. It is certain, he

looked upon the doctrine of the Godhead of the Holy

Ghost, as one of those truths, into the knowledge whereof

the Apostles were led immediately after Christ's ascen

sion m. All that was done after, was the fixing it by terms

that could not be eluded.

I must observe, that where Gregory Nazianzen speaks

of the smallness of the number joining with Athanasius,

and adhering to the Nicene faith; some allowance must

k Greg. Naz. Orat. xxi. p. 381. 1 Ibid. p. 387.

* Tsárov #y shal wouíča, & air, rä www.aaros why Siârnra, &c. Greg. Vaz,

Crat. xxxvii. p. 609. -
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be made for his oratorical manner of setting forth Atha

nasius's singular courage and constancy: or else he must

be understood only of the Christians of Alexandria or

Constantinople; who had been, for the generality, per

verted by the Arians. For, as to other places, it is cer

tain, that the Nicene faith was, at that very time, pro

fessed by almost all the churches, all the world over.

For no sooner did the Catholics recover a little respite

from persecution, about the year 362, but they condemn

ed all that had been done by the Arians in the Council of

Ariminum"; and professed their steady attachment to

the Nicene faith. Athanasius assures the Emperor Jo

vian, in that very year 363, that the Nicene faith was

universally received by all the churches of Spain, Eng

land, and Gaul; by all Italy, Dalmatia, Dacia, Mysia,

and Macedonia; by all Greece and Africa, by the islands

of Sardinia, Cyprus, and Candia, by Pamphylia, Lycia,

Isauria, Egypt, Libya, Pontus, Cappadocia, and the

East; that is, by all the earth, excepting a small number

of Arians. He declares, that he was assured of the faith

of all those churches; and had their letters by him to

produce ", in testimony of it.

From hence I infer, that Nazianzen is to be understood

only of some particular place at that time overrun with

Arianism; most probably Constantinople, where Euse

bius of Nicomedia, Macedonius, and Eudoxius, had suc

cessively held the see for above twenty years; and must

of course have corrupted great numbers: and it is certain,

that by the succession of Demophilus, (another ringleader

of the Arians,) the Catholic interest in that city was in a

manner oppressed and stifled, before Nazianzen came thi

ther, about the year 378.

To return. I have nothing more to say to your long

account of Hypostasis, which does not at all affect me:

when you are once able to fix and settle the precise mean

* See Tillemont's History of the Arians, sect. 83. p. 279, &c.

* Athanas. Epist, ad Jovian. p. 787.
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ing of individual, identical substance, you may then know

how to oppose me. That person is substance, I have always

allowed: that substance and substance always makes sub

stances, you cannot prove : or if you could, you know

very well, that the consequence bears as hard upon the

Doctor and you, as it can upon me; since it makes the

divine Being, upon your own principles, a compound of

innumerable substances: so that you cannot condemn my

way of thinking and speaking, but with the shame of

self-contradiction, and condemning your ownselves.

I had told you in my Defence, vol. i. p. 249. that to say

the one God is one Person only, and the Father that Per

son, is the essence of Sabellianism, and the doctrine of

Paul of SamosataP. This you call romantic history; which

I am willing to excuse, charitably believing you really

think so : though had any man well versed in antiquity

told me as much, I must have had a hard opinion of his

sincerity. You pretend, that the professed doctrine of

those that opposed Paul of Samosata, was, that the “one

“God was the Father, by way of eminence.” That is,

the Father was eminently styled one God: not that the

Father alone was the one God, exclusive of a real Son;

as Sabellius and Paul of Samosata taught. I have shown

you above, that the Church's doctrine was to make both

one God: and this was done by the defenders of the Ca

tholic faith, even against the Praxeans, Noëtians, and Sa

bellians. You add, that Paul of Samosata, and the Sabel

lians, taught that the “one God was not the Father only,

“but Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.” Here you are

playing with terms (whether ignorantly or designedly, I

Know not) to deceive the reader, in a very plain case.

Pray, what did the Sabellians mean, or Paul of Samosata,

by making Father, Son, and Holy Ghost one God? Just

P Ka y&é ré 3r was abrol e5 242 papay £va Seas $32 Sárn ras, &xxâ afav

Saárn ra 25rog 3, 4 x4%u uávoy Ståy 21% rà wayåy shai rāy waríaz, žxxâ wávov
- - - * * * *
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the same as if you should style the Father Creator, Re

deemer, and Sanctifier, and then say, that the Creator,

Redeemer, and Sanctifier are one God. To the Person of

the Father, the alone God, (according to them,) they were

pleased to apply two names more, that of Son and Holy

Ghost : and so the same one real Person, the Person of

the Father, was alone, with them, the one God q, I

showed you this by plain testimonies: and now, where

is the difference between them and you; except that they

made the Person of the Father the alone God, under three

names; you make the same one Person the alone God,

under the one name of the self-existent God"? This I de

monstrated very distinctly to you in my Defence; and

you take not the least notice of it. The reader will sus.

pect you had a reason for slipping over so material a

point.

I retorted upon you your plea from I Cor. viii. 6. ask

ing, how you can make two Gods, in contradiction to

* @4oza 2: (IIzüxos Xauozarst's) @sov waviga, & view, wai &ylov writua ins

@46, an ilva 2 row view rg ess ivvrászroy, &xx& is abré et, &arie áuížu

* 22&#xxies, &c. Epiph. Haer. lxv. p. 698.

IIzúxo; 5 Xagozarst's Gaev. ix. T#; wač9ívs juoxeyti, Qs, ix Nagatir #Sirs
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Myss, contra Eunom. p. 676. alias 248.

Uterque haereticorum istorum singularem in Deo personam asseruit; quod

de Sabellio nemo prorsus ignorat: de Paulo Samosateno testantem Epipha

nium audiwimus. Petav. Dogm. vol. v. p. 6. -

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 251, &c. Gregory Nyssen's observation is

worth the reciting : he says thus:

“To charge our doctrine with Sabellianism, or Montanism, is much the

“same as to impute to us the blasphemy of Eunomius. For if any one cart.

“fully examines into the common mistake of those heresies, he will find that

“it has a near affinity to that of Eunomius. Both judaize in the same doc

“trine; as not admitting the only-begotten to be God, nor receiving the

“Holy Ghost into the communion of the Godhead of him whom they call the

“great and the first God. For, whom Sabellius calls the trinominal 60d,

“the same does Eunomius name self-existent: and neither of them looks

“upon the Godhead as common to a Trinity of Persons. Let the reader then

“judge who it is that comes nearest to Sabellius.” Greg. Nyss. Orat, it

p. 676. alias 248.
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St. Paul, who says there is but one P You distinguish be

tween a supreme God and an inferior God; which St. Paul

does not : we distinguish upon the strict or large intent

of the exclusive terms: and I told you, that our distinc

tion was much older, and better warranted than yours.

I therefore desired you no more to charge us with con

tradicting St. Paul; but either to condemn yourselves for

doing it, or at least to acquit both. To this you reply,

that to say “the Son is (an inferior) God, is no way

“contrary to this text.” But it is contrary to the whole

tenor of Scripture, and to the fourth verse of that very

chapter; which says absolutely, that “there is none other

“God but one.” St. Paul does not say, no supreme God

only, but absolutely, none. In strictness therefore you

contradict St. Paul, as directly as possible: and you have

no other way of coming off, but by a novel distinction.

Now, since it is easy for us to come off from the charge

you make, by the help of a distinction, and one much

better warranted than yours; why are we blamed, and

you freed? I have before shown what we mean by saying

that the Son is tacitly included, though the Father be

eminently styled the one God: not that the word God, or

the word Father, in such cases, includes Father and Son;

but it is predicated of one only, at the same time that it

is tacitly understood that it may be equally predicated of

either or both; since no opposition is intended against

either, but against creatures and false gods. You have

here passed over fifteen pages of mine, which contained

things of great moment: I may pass over two of yours,

which contain nothing but words.

QUERY XXIV. .

Whether Gal. iv. 8. may not be enough to determine the

dispute betwixt us; since it obliged the Doctor to confess,

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

by nature truly man.

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

to signify that Christ is God by nature, only as having,
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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 the most essential character of God,

self-existence. What is this but trifling with words, and

playing fast and loose?

THE Modest Pleader here stands in the front; and,

after his solemn way, gives me rebukes, when he is at a

loss for answers. He tells me of an express Scripture

distinction that I am ridiculing: as if ridiculing what is

really ridiculous, and what is very profanely called express

Scripture, (viz. the distinction of two adorable Gods, su

preme and inferior,) were ridiculing Scripture. However,

I was ridiculing nothing in this Query; but only laying

before the reader two or three instances of Dr. Clarke's

equivocating and trifling: which, it seems, is resented as

a high affront, and is to be turned upon the Scripture

itself. And the reader is to be gravely called to judge,

whether it were a “zeal according to knowledge, &c.”

All this, because one fallible man, who has been charging

whole churches and whole ages with contradiction and

nonsense, has been charged with trifling and contradicting

himself; and that in a case too, which is self-evident and

undeniable.

The argument on which the charge rests is this:

“He that has not the nature of the true and only God,

“or is not naturally and necessarily God, is not by nature

“truly God, as truly as man is by nature truly man.

“Our Lord (according to the Doctor) has not the na

“ture of the true and only God, nor is he naturally and

“necessarily God: therefore he is not by nature truly

“God, as truly as man is by nature truly man.”

Let the reader now judge whether the Doctor, in say

ing that Christ is “by nature truly God,” &c. has not

either grossly contradicted himself, or meanly equivocated.

It might have become this Modest Pleader either to have

confessed the charge, or to have shown how to get clear
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of it. All he can say is, that “the Son has, by that

“nature which he derives from the Father, true do

“minion :” and so has every lawful magistrate true do

minion, in as just a sense as is here understood of Christ,

a dominion derived from God. Is this what according to

use of language, and custom of speech, has been under

stood by the phrase God by nature ? And how has Christ,

by nature, true dominion, when his nature is supposed to

have existed before any dominion commenced, and is

supposed also to continue after the dominion shall cease ?

Not to mention that the dominion is also presumed to

proceed from free grant, and to be given or taken away

at pleasure. Is this to be as truly God by nature, as man

is by nature truly man? If this be not burlesquing Scrip

ture, ridiculing every thing serious, and making a jest of

all language, I know not what is. To divert the reader

from dwelling upon the Doctor's mismanagement, you

charge me next with a “heap of absurdities,” (p. 465.)

as it is a very easy matter for a man, when his head is

clouded, or his passions are up, to make blunders for

others, and then comment upon them. Let us hear.

1. The first pretence is, that I contradict myself in

making self-existence no essential character, and yet ap

proving the putting it in a definition of the supreme Being,

as an essential character. That is to say, because self

existence often has, and still may be used in different senses,

therefore the allowing in one sense what I disallow in

another, is contradicting myself.

2. The second pretence is, that to call self-existent an

ambiguous term, and an equivocal word, is ridiculous. To

which it is sufficient to say, that to deny it is much

Innote SO. -

3. The third pretence is, that to call self-existence a

character merely negative, is absurd. That is according

as it is understood: for to make it positive, in some cases,

is infinitely absurd; as hath been shown above.

4. A fourth cavilis, that the distinction of essential and

personal has no place here, because both the Person and
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the essence are self-existent. But this is begging the ques

tion. The essence belongs to three Persons; self-existence,

or underivedness, to one only: therefore though necessary

existence be an essential character common to all, self

existence is not.

5. A fifth cavil is against my including supreme in the

definition of the divine nature, abstracting from the con

sideration of person. “As if,” say you, “supremacy

“was a character, not of a living agent, but of an abstract

“essence.” Ridiculous enough : as if the living sub

stance, common to three persons, were not as truly living,

and agent, as when considered in ones. Let the reader

now judge to whom the “heap of absurdities” justly

belongs. You have invented some imaginary ones for me,

and betrayed real ones of your own; having a happier

talent at writing nonsense for others, than sense for your

self.

* Your argument to prove that a person may be God on

account of dominion before any dominion commenced,

has been already answered. As to the sense of Gal. iv. 8.

I referred to what had been said by a learned gentleman'

upon it. You, on the other hand, refer to Dr. Clarke's

pieces, and to Modest Plea, &c. The dispute is about

the meaning of the phrase roi, u, pógs, oia, Seoig, or shorter,

about pógs, €285, God by nature, what it should signify;

whether substantially and essentially God, or really God,

as having true dominion. The reasons for the former in

terpretation are such as follow :

I. The common use of the term pāris, for essence, or

substance. -

2. The use of £67s, Os); in that sense among Greek

writers": as particularly by Irenaeus and Athanasius;

and by Gregory Nyssen in relation to this very text.

* See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 135.

“The Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, &c. p. 19, &c. True Scripture

Doctrine Continued, p. 73, &c. Edwards's Critical Remarks, p. 18.

* Maturaliter Deus, in opposition to one that only bears dominion, who
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3. Worship is required to be given to God principally

on account of his being 6 &v, or Jehovah; that is, on ac

count of his being essentially, or substantially God. Nor

is it of any moment what the Modest Plea urges, that

then Father and Son will be two Jehovahs, if each of them

is to be worshipped as being 6 div, or Jehovah : for that is

supposing the name Jehovah to be proper to one Person

only, and not common to more; which is begging the

question.

4. Scripture is used to argue against the gods of the

heathen, as being no Gods; not as wanting divine do

minion only, but as having no divine nature or substance.

5. The true notion of idolatry is paying religious honour

to any thing that has not the divine perfections; that is,

divine substance, the only ground of divine perfections.

To which may be added, -

6. That St. Paul (Rom. i. 20.) condemns the worship

of the creature, confines all worship to the Creator: which

is explicatory of Gal. iv. 8. Now the Creator is God

essentially, the creature not essentially God: wherefore,

as all things are really excluded by St. Paul from worship

that are not essentially divine; that must be the meaning

of Gal. iv. 8. These are the reasons on our side. Dr.

Clarke, on the other hand, pleads,

1. The different use of the word târg in Scripture, to

signify state, condition, capacity, &c. and even customs

only. But if the places be well considered where the

expression pázsi, by nature, occurs; we shall find that it

is put in opposition to something accessional, superinduced,

accidental, or the like: from whence one may plainly per

ceive that it relates to something inherent, innate, per

manent, fixed and implanted in any thing from the first.

is God verbo tenus. Irenaeus allows the distinction, but rejects the applica

tion. Iren. lib. iv. cap. 1.

esä, ävra zara ray piro, 3rie 3 waríč. Athan. vol. ii. p. 43.

‘puru etés. Athan, in Psal. p. 83. Greg. Nyss, contr. Eun. p. 9. See above,

p. 237. Eustathius, Fabric, vol. viii. p. 174, 185. Vid. Cleric. de Art, crit.

p. 103.
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The uncircumcision by nature (Rom. ii. 27.) is opposed

to circumcision superinduced by law. The wildness by

nature (Rom. xi. 24.) is opposed to what is superinduced

by grace. The Jews are said to be such by nature, as

being such from their birth, in opposition to being made

or adopted. The Gentiles do by nature the things con

tained in the law, (Rom. ii. 14.) in opposition to the doing

the same by a superinduced law. We are by nature chil

dren of wrath, born such in opposition to the superinduced

new-birth by grace: that is, by our depraved nature, our

conditio nascendi, since the fall, we are under the sentence

of the divine displeasurex. Even in that famous place,

(1 Cor. xi. 14.) “Doth not even nature itself teach

“ you, &c.” the word nature does not signify custom,

but the masculine nature, in opposition to the feminine.

Subjection is natural to the woman, in token whereof she

is to wear her veil; and her hair, as another kind of veil:

while the man, in token of his being naturally superior to

the woman, goes with his head uncovered, and with short

hair. Nature, in the formation of the two sexes, has made

the distinction of superiority and inferiority; and they

are born to this or that, by the condition of their sex.

This appears to be the most obvious and easy sense of

that text. Such being the usual sense of nature, or of the

phrase by nature; we may infer thus much from Gal. iv. 8.

That nothing is to be worshipped that has not a divine na

ture. Whatever is God by nature, as Christ is now sup

posed to be, must have that which makes God to be God,

(in like manner as man by nature must have that which

makes man to be man; or a Jew by nature must have that

which makes a Jew to be a Jew, and the like :) and what

can that be, but his having the divine perfections, and

consequently, the divine substance, coeval with the Fa

ther; that is, from all eternity?

* Naturam aliter dicimus cum proprie loquimur naturam hominis, in qua

primum in suo genere inculpabilis factus est: aliter istam in qua, ex illius

damnati poena, et mortales et ignari, et carni subditi nascimur. August. de

Bib. Arbitr, lib. iii. cap. 19.
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I may add, that whatever passages may be brought of

the use of pågs, yet they come not fully up to the case;

unless púa's Q=0; could be shown to bear such a sense as

you would put upon it. Many examples may be brought

of ours: few, or perhaps none, of yours. The Modest

Pleader (p. 247.) thinks that the passage cited out of

Eusebiusy, where AEmilian the Roman praefect makes

mention of the Pagan deities, as being gods by nature, is

directly contrary to our notion; because the Romans did

not look upon their gods to be self-existent and supreme.

This observation is to the purpose, and is not without its

weight. But as the Pagans had several schemes of theo

logy, and several hypotheses in respect of their gods, and

it cannot be certainly known what hypothesis AEmilian

went upon; we cannot be certain in what sense he used

the phrase. And though the Pagans did not believe more

than one supreme God, yet their inferior gods were gene

rally supposed &yávnrol, eternal, and necessarily existing;

which answers to Ssol war2 púriv, gods by nature”. Besides

that, as many Pagans as supposed the inferior gods to be

nothing but the polyonymy of their one supreme God,

must have thought them all to be Šsol wara púaw, gods by

7,attlre.

I may add, that it seems highly probable that Æmilian

designed what he said, in answer to what Dionysius or

other Christians had pleaded; viz. that they worshipped

one that was God by nature, in opposition to the Pagan

deities, which were none of them such. I say, in answer

hereto, he pleads that their deities were gods by nature

also : and why then might not Christians worship both

- y Tí; yż żās xoxvil & ràroy, free is es?:, asrà rāy wară pârly Siây wear

zuys"; ; Euseb. lib. vii. cap. 11. p. 335.

* The primary and archical beings, according to Proclus, were the Pagan

deities.

“Arava's oiv 3rol zväzors Sioxoyízs siziv hagávo, Tâ wearx xar püriy Seous

#zov*&oyrs; wig ravra ray Saoxoyuzhy irishan, weayazr‘āsaSal pawi. Procl.

Plat. Theol. lib. i. cap. 3. p. 5. Vid. Plotin. Ennead. 2. lib. ix. cap. 1.

A rāy Ssaw &zizi 33 tyávoyro. Tà y&é &s Evra ob%rors yívowal. Sallust. de

Mund, cap. ii. p. 244.
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the Pagan gods, and their own P The heathens had before

this time learned to refine their theology, and to pretend

as much in honour of the Pagan divinity, as the Chris

tians pleaded for theirs: and the dispute now was, which

of them could most clearly make good their pleau.

But I proceed to a second argument for your sense of

the text.

2. The Modest Pleader argues, that if St. Paul had

gone upon our scheme, he would not have said roi; a.

$6ael oila, Ssois, but roi; w? púa's otia, Ss:#; not them which

by nature are not gods, but them which by nature are not

God: because to say, they are not gods, as not being of

the same divine substance, seems to intimate that they

would be gods if they were of the same substance, and not

one God as upon our principles. But St. Paul’s expression

is very right. The fault of the Pagans was not in wor

shipping gods; had there really been many gods, many

gods by nature: their fault was in worshipping gods that

were not really and essentially such. Nor would it be

any fault in Christians to worship many gods, were there

really many gods by nature: but the fault is in worship

ping any that are not gods by nature, or more gods than

there really are; which fault is committed by worship

ping more gods than one, because there is but one God

by nature. Whether more persons than one would be

more gods, or otherwise, by partaking of the same sub

stance; is neither affirmed nor denied in this place of St.

Paul; only the Pagans are condemned for worshipping

those as gods, which had not the nature of gods, or what

was necessary to make them really gods.

3. It is farther pleaded by Dr. Clarke, that the true

notion of idolatry is the ascribing to any being such wor

ship and honour as does not belong to it.

To this pretence see a sufficient answer in True Scrip

"Cum de reloquimur divina vobiscum, hoc ut ostendatis exposcimus, esse

Deos alios natura, vi, nomine: non in simulachris propositos quos videmus,

sed in ea substantia in qua conveniat aestimari tanti esse nominis oportere

virtutem. Arnob, contr. Gent. lib. iii. p. 101. -

-

*
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ture Doctrine Continuedb, of which the Modest Plea has

taken no notice.

To conclude this article; you have not been able to

acquit the Doctor of the charge of equivocating, or contra

dicting himself; nor to take off the force of our argument

built upon Gal. iv. 8. for the essential divinity of God the

Son: who, because he is adorable, is therefore God by

nature in virtue of that text. Your trifling about the de

finition I gave from Melancthon, as if it could not be

scriptural because it is taken from Melancthon, who took

it from Scripture, is beneath my notice.

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 the heretics, or particular passages of the an

cientest Fathers, can amount to a proof of a thing of this

nature?

I AM here to dispute first with the Modest Pleader,

who may be known by his positive style, and magisterial

air, to make good the title of his treatise. I am rebuked

for my presumption, in this Query: and why? Because I

have presumed to tell the world what has been proved an

hundred times over ; and yet not positively affirming it,

but putting it by way of Query, to be fairly debated.

This solemn gentleman, I suppose, will call it presump

tion, in a while, for any man to undertake to defend the

faith of all the Christian churches. To such a height

may men be carried by a strong conceit of their own

novel hypotheses. -

I had modestly appealed to the oldest creeds, not di

b True Script. Doctr. p. 76, 78, &c.

VOL. III. F f
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rectly, but as interpreted by those that recite them. - And

where was the presumption of doing it? His cavil, upon

this occasion, I answered in a note to my eighth Sermone.

I appealed also to censures passed upon heretics. In reply

to this I am told,

1. That the most remarkable censures were passed upon

the Ebionites; who taught that Christ was a mere man,

in whom the supreme God dwelt. But if their great guilt,

and the heinousness of it, lay in the consequence of their

principles, in their denying Christ's divinity; then it will

appear that the modern impugners of Christ's divinity are

nearly concerned in the censures passed upon the Ebion

ites. For indeed the great danger and impiety of their

heresy was not merely in making a creature some years,

or ages, younger than he really was ; but in denying their

God, in refusing to acknowledge him as really and truly

God. Irenaeusd, the oldest Father that mentions the Ebion

ites, represents the case thus: “The Ebionites God will

“judge: How can they be saved, if he was not God who

“upon earth wrought salvation? Or how shall man come

“to God, if God (5 Osh;) had not come to man P’’ In an

other place, he says, “Vain are the Ebionites, not admit

“ting the union of God and man, by faith, into their

“souls.” He proceeds to observe, that the Holy Spirit

(by which he understands the Logos, as do many other

Fatherse) came upon the Virgin : and a little lower,

blames the Ebionites again, as “not receiving God” along

with the man. Now it is well known in how strict a

sense Irenaeus understood the word God, and that he

applied it in the same strict sense to God the Son; as I

• Vol. ii. p. 199.

d’Ayazevs; ? & rās 'Hélays; rās 30,2vtal gaShva si 4% Qs's #y 5 rà, aern

cía, abræ, i.r yńs ièyazéasses; was 4,9eares xoeira is ess, si & 5 ess,

#x2c%$n sis à,Searoy; Iren. lib. iv. cap. 30. p. 271.

Vani autem et Ebionaei, unitionem Dei et hominis, per fidem, non reci

pientes. Iren. lib. v. cap. 1. p. 293. -

Non recipientes Deum ad commixtionem suam.

• Irenaeus, p. 216. Just. Mart. Apol. i. cap. 43. p. 69. Clem. Alex. p. 654.

Tertull. contr. Prax. cap. 26, 27. Novat. cap. 19.
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have proved above. As many therefore as deny the Son.

to be God in that sense, were condemned in the Ebionites

long ago; as is plainly proved from this Father. To the

same purpose speak other writers f of the Ebionites (and

of such others as the Ebionites) both before and after the

Nicene Council. The great impiety of such men was in

their being &pvna Sso, deniers of Christ’s divinity, blas

phemers against his Godhead. How you can yet clear

yourselves of the same charge, I see not. It was not

without reason that Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria,

charged the Arians, upon their first appearance, with re

viving the impiety of Ebion, Artemas, and Paul of Sa

mosata. Theod. E. H. lib. i. cap. 4.

2. The Modest Pleader goes on to tell us that Cerinthus

was censured; who taught that the Son of God was not

himself made man, but only united to a man. He thinks

he has here said something smart : but, because every

body will not understand the innuendo, and he durst not

speak plainer for fear of discovering his whole heart, we

may pass it over. He takes no notice of Cerinthus’s

being condemned, as well as Ebion, for denying our Lord's

divinitys, and the eternity of the Word. He proceeds to

observe, that the Valentinians and Cataphrygians were

censured; from whom arose the doctrine of necessary

emanations: to which weak piece of calumny I have an

* Ka yèg xàzsivo, #rol Wax, 3,922 row jaoxoyotal ripuzăval rew Xelarov is riv

guá, Sãrnros abrov re réxsvrov &gyovasva. Hippol. Fragm. vol. i. p. 281.

Accedit his Theodotus, haereticus Byzantius, qui—doctrinam introduxit

quae Christum hominem tantummodo diceret, Deum autem illum negaret.

Auctor. Append ad Tertull. de Praescript. cap. 68.

*Aevna Síov &rograzias. Euseb. lib. v. cap. 28.

Paul of Somosata, his crime was denying his God.

T25 xa row othy roy tavrov x2 xvelop &évovatyev. Epist. Syn. Antioch. apud

+ w8eb. lib. vii. cap. 30.

Hebion discipulus Cerinthi, in multis ei similiter errans, Salvatorem nos

trum hominem de Joseph natum, carnaliter aestimabat, nihilaue in eo divini

tatis fuisse docebat; sed sicut omnes prophetae, sic et eum gratiam Dei ha

buisse adserebat, non tamen Dominum Majestatis, et Dei Patris Filium cum

Patre sempiternum credebat. Philastr. Haer. cap. 37.

g See Bishop Bull, D. F. p. 178. Jud. Eccl. cap. 2.

F f 2
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swered above. He takes no notice of the Valentinians

denying the eternity of the Logos, nor of their making

creature-creators, nor of several of their other principles,

whereby they led the way to Arianism, as Athanasius

hath shownh.

3. Sabellius, it seems, was censured for teaching indi

vidual consubstantiality: that is, for nonsense. For con

substantiality and individual (in the Sabellian sense of in

dividual) are repugnant, and contradictory as possible.

Nor did Sabellius ever teach consubstantiality at alli. Whe

ther the Modest Pleader has here shown a zeal according

to knowledge, let any man judge that knows antiquity. He

takes no notice of Sabellius’s being condemned for con

fining the Godhead to one real Person, (instead of extend

ing it to three,) upon the very same principles on which

Arius afterwards founded a different heresyk; viz. the ap

prehension of their being no medium' between making the

Son to be the self-existent Father himself, and excluding

him from the one Godhead.

After a lame, partial, and false account of the ancient

heresies condemned by the Church, the Modest Pleader

goes on to give as partial and false accounts of the doc

trine of the Fathers. But having obviated all his frivolous

pretences on that head before, I may now dismiss him,

and return to you.

You are pleased to say, that my “Defence of this

“Query is nothing but a confused heap of words relating

“to metaphysical subtilies,” &c. The reader, I suppose,

h See Montfaucon's preface to the first volume of Athanasius, p. 24.

"Oar:6 yap pairs, ā āpis Thy jouhy ris &rpáAzov oãra's za "Ageles wal

żagixxios wigs, row A6% ov ràs iv &nSaig joxeyias row judovaiov. Epiph. Her.

lxix. n. 70. p. 797.

k See my Defence, vol. i. p. 237,251.

Xagixxios 3 row Xzuoravia's Ilavaov, xz ray zar' airly irižážuzra ris

3 vaun, Babelxas yap raw #'Aésíov Blaigsaw, rš &vateerix; zarzzárrazs raén.

Athanas, contr. Apoll. lib. ii. p. 942.

"Agelos Aiy reas ray Xašexxiou roi, A43ves 3%ay &ravršza, a 2vs29sis, rås #95,

#wigs riorsals, reázparov easy ro, view row east 20 yearíras. Socr. E. H.

lib. iv. cap. 33. p. 256.
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understands by this time what these and the like com

plaints from you mean. I no sooner find you expatiating

this way, but I conclude you had met with something you

could not answer; it being your constant method thus to

proclaim your defeat.

You durst not enter upon the main question debated

under this Query. It was whether the Ante-Nicence

writers, in general, taught a proper consubstantiality.

You were before of opinion that it was a figurative or ora

torical consubstantiality. I suffered not the reader to go

away with any such weak pretence, instead of a just an

swer. I laid before you several reasons to the contrary,

such as, I thought, might be depended on: and I perceive

now, by your manner of replying, (which is no replying,)

that you think so too. I shall repeat the reasons once

more: and where you have scattered any loose hints that

any way relate to them, I shall consider them in their

proper places. -

1. I thought it strange and unaccountable that so many

Fathers should rhetoricate in a matter of faith, and of the

greatest importance: and that none should be met with

wise enough, or good enough to throw off the varnish,

and to tell us the naked truth.

2. I thought it still stranger that they should do it, not

in popular harangues, but even in dry debates; where it

particularly concerned them to speak accurately and pro

perly, out of figure and flourish.

Hitherto you are pleased to be silent; not a syllable of

reply. Let me go on.

3. I observed, that one principal and standing objection

of heretics against the Catholic doctrine was, that it in

ferred a division of the Father's substance. I thought

there must have been at least some colour for the objec

tion; as indeed there was, if the Catholics professed a

proper consubstantiality: otherwise there was none at

allm. For who could be silly enough to imagine that

m See my Defence, vol. i. p. 272,

F f 3
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angels or archangels, or any creature whatever, might

not be created without a division or abscission of the divine

substance 2

You endeavour at something (p. 472.) by way of reply;

telling me that the ancients, “by denying all division, ab

“scission, or diminution, did not mean to affirm that the

“Son was the individual identical substance of the Fa

“ther.” I would be glad to know what this phrase, in

dividual identical, &c. means with you. I think it plain,

that the oljectors, in inferring a division of substance,

thought of the same substance; and the Catholics by de

nying division, asserted the same undivided substance.

Whether this amounts to your individual identical, &c. is

no great matter; since you do not care to say, or rather

do not yet know, what you mean by it. You pretend

that the ancients intended only, to “assert the absolute

“immutability of the Father;” and that “he generated

“the Son, as one fire lights another, without any dimi.

“nution of himself.” But what pretence or colour could

there be for the Father's diminishing himself, unless a

proper consubstantiality was intended ? And if one firebt

consubstantial to another, as I think the Fathers believed;

that very instance proves the thing I am speaking of I

have however explained above what they meant by dimi.

nution, and what by denying it in this case. -

4. A fourth argument I drew from another noted ol.

jection made to the Catholic doctrine, viz. Tritheism: and

I observed both from the sense of the objectors, and from

the method taken in the answers, what kind of Tritheism

was intended; such as was founded on the supposition of

a proper consubstantiality. This argument you have taken

no notice of, but have left it in the heap, undisturbed.

5. I added a fifth reason from the particular state of the

Sabellian controversy, and the arguments made use of in

it; quite different from what would have been, and must

have been, had the Fathers been of the same or lik

principles with you and Dr. Clarke. To which you say

nothing.
*
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6. In the sixth place, I threw in a heap of reasons; rea

sons, I think, and not words only : to one of which, relat

ing to worship, you vouchsafe me a brief answer, but such

as I have answered in another place. Upon the whole,

you appear to have been much distressed in this Query:

for otherwise, who would believe that a man of your abili

ties, after so long considering, would leave anything un

answered ?

Aye, but after all, you say, Dr. Clarke's propositions

will remain true and untouched, which way soever any of

these points be determined, (p. 471.) Indeed, they are

wonderful propositions: they seem to be much of the Stoic

make and constitution; that if they be ever so distressed

or crushed, or even ground to pieces, yet they cannot be

hurt. To be serious; if the Doctor’s propositions have

really nothing contrary to the Son’s eternity, or consub

stantiality, or necessary existence, (which comes to the

same;) if they leave to God the Son that honour and that

worship which those divine perfections demand; if they do

not make him precarious in existence, or dependent on the

good pleasure of another; in short, if they leave to the Son

the one true Godhead, or divine substance, then let the pro

positions pass as very harmless, innocent, trifling proposi

tions, containing nothing but old truths under a novel and

conceited way of expression. But if the propositions really

run counter to the necessary existence, the immutable perfec

tions, the divine worship, &c. of God the Son, (as I con

ceive they do) then the propositions appear to be very

nearly concerned in what I have been proving.

But you say, the true and only material question is,

“Who is the alone first Cause, the alone supreme Gover

“nor?” &c. Now as to this matter, I will be very frank

and plain with you. Do but sincerely and plainly ac

knowledge that God the Son is coeternal and consul

stantial with the Father, of the same divine substance,

necessarily existing, having the divine perfections, Creator

by his own power, worthy of equal honour, and of the

same kind of worship: do but admit these things, and you

F f4
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shall have the liberty of talking as you please about the

alone first Cause, and the alone supreme Governor; that is,

first in order and office. But if you deny the Son's

necessary existence, if you deny his divine perfections

strictly so called, if you scruple to admit him as Creator

by his own power, (which many Arians allowed,) and to

worship him as Creator; nay, to call him Creator, which

the very Eunomians never scrupled: if you betray your

dissent from us in so many and so material points as these

are, do not then pretend that the supremacy is the main

point of difference, or the only material question: because

it is pretending something directly false, and what you

know to be false; and therefore what ought not to be pre

tended by any honest or good man. It is possible you

may understand supreme Governor in such a sense, that all

the other questions may be reduced to that one: and so

may they also to this one question; whether God the Son

be a creature or no. If this be your meaning, then there

is no difference betwixt your state of the question and

mine, except this; thát what you have put into ambigu

ous, equivocal, deceitful words, to confound the readers, I

have put into plain, clear, and distinct terms, to instruct

and inform them. And now the main question will not

be about the supremacy, whether to be asserted or denied;

but about the sense and meaning of supremacy : whether

supremacy is to be asserted in such a sense as to make the

Son a creature, or in such a sense only as is consistent

with his being essentially God, and one God with the Fa

ther. For you may please to take notice that many other

questions must come in, in order to give light into the

question about supremacy: or if you pretend to take the

supremacy in a sense peculiar to yourself, and then to

argue from it; this is only begging the main question, and

pursuing your own inventions, in opposition both to Scrip

ture and antiquity.

You have an odd remark in the close: you say, “to

“preserve the priority of the Father, and withal the di

“vinity, the essential divinity, of the Son, is no difficulty.”
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This is news from you: I hope you are sincere, and have

no double meaning. For if these two things, the essential

divinity of the Son, and the priority of the Father, be ad

mitted as consistent, the dispute is at an end. But you

add, that I pretend something more, viz. “to preserve the

“priority of the Father, and withal, the equal supremacy

“of the Son in point of authority and dominion.” Yes; I

do pretend to hold the priority of the Father in order

(which is natural) and in office (which is economical) as

consistent with the Son's essential and equal divinity: in

a word, I hold any supremacy consistent with the Son’s

essential divinity. If you carry the supremacy farther, you

either contradict yourself, or equivocate in a childish man

ner in the word essential. Choose you either part of the

dilemma: it is all one to the argument whether the fault

lies in your heart or your head.

QUERY XXVI.

IWhether the Doctor did not equivocate or prevaricate

strangely, in saying, “The generality of writers before the

“Council of Nice were, in the whole, clearly on his

“side:” when it is manifest, they were, in general, no

farther on his side, than the allowing a subordination

amounts to; no farther than our Church is on his side,

while in the main points of difference, the eternity and

consubstantiality, they are clearly against him? that is,

they were on his side, so far as we acknowledge him to be

right, but no farther.

HERE I am told by the Modest Pleader, (who was to

rectify your unwary answers to my Queries, after he had

seen my Defence,) that Dr. Clarke did not equivocate, or

prevaricate; because the Ante-Nicene writers agree with

him in all the points laid down in his propositions. This is

a shameful untruth, as hath been often proved : and since

you have now owned that self-existent is necessarily ex

istent, I shall point out to you what propositions of the

Doctor's are flatly contrary to the Ante-Nicene writers in
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general. His 4th is one: for the ancients always thought

that the nature, essence, or substance of the Persons was

sufficiently declared in Scripture. His 5th proposition is

another: for the ancients never taught that the Father

alone is necessarily existing, but the contrary. His 7th is

ambiguous. His 8th is contrary to all antiquity. So are

the 9th, 10th, 11th, 12th. So is the 14th, in part, if by

self-existent he meant necessarily existing. His 17th is

directly contrary to the ancients, in sense, though not in

words. The 19th has no manner of foundation in an

tiquity. The 25th has no foundation in antiquity: the

ancients are contrary. The 33d is not agreeable to the

primitive doctrine. The 38th is oddly expressed: the co

vert meaning directly contrary to the Ante-Nicene faith.

The 39th is contrary to the ancients.

As to proposition 43, the ancients knew nothing of su

preme and inferior worship. The 48th is contrary to all

the ancients. So is the 50th in part: and the 51st in the

whole. The 54th may admit of some dispute; but, in the

main, the ancients are against it.

About one third of the Doctor’s propositions are either

directly contrary to antiquity, or have no countenance

from it. I shall not here stay to prove the particulars: it

has been done before, under the proper heads, in my De

fence, and in this vindication of it. But, supposing I had

charged the Doctor with something not to be found in his

propositions, but in his replies, or other pieces; is the

Doctor ever the less guilty of equivocating or prevaricat

ing? Are we not to take his sentiments from any other

part of his writings, as well as from his propositions? But

to proceed.

What you add about supremacy and subordination has

been abundantly answered. You surprise me a little by

one sentence, p. 477. “The question,” you say, “is not

“whether the Son be generated consubstantially, but

“whether he be generated at all.” I understand you.

The question is, whether God could have a Son of the

same nature, power, and perfections with himself: or,
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more briefly, whether such divinity as the Church main

tains, is consistent with Sonship. You have hit the matter

right: but why have you pretended all the while to lay no

stress on metaphysics, when you here rest the main de

bate upon metaphysics, and that only For you will not

be weak enough to maintain that Scripture any where says

that the only-begotten Son of God is another God, or not

one God with the Father, or that he is of a different nature,

or not necessarily existing as the Father. Metaphysics

must do this for you, or nothing. You must call in all

your vain philosophy, about individual, about necessity,

about intelligent agent, about coaction, about substance

and substances, causes, acts, will, and I know not what

else: and at length you will go off without a proof, just

as you came on.

You return to your quibble about the supremacy and

monarchy of the Father. That is, all dominion over the

creatures (I know of no dominion, properly so called, over

any thing else) is primarily in the Father, secondarily in

the other two Persons, and common to all three. The do

minion is not in the Father alone : only he alone has it

from none, they from him; this is the whole truth. Dr.

Clarke having made some pretence to antiquity, I thought

it proper to hint, in eleven particulars, his disagreement

with itn. I must here be forced to repeat them, because

you have something to say to every one of them.

1. The first was, in the point of consubstantiality: in

denying of which he runs counter to all the ancients. In

reply, you say, you “do not presume to say that the Son

“is not consubstantial;” but only that “the Father alone

“has supreme authority and dominion.” Which is either

saying the same thing in other words, or saying nothing.

But as you presume to say that the Son is not necessarily

existing, I suppose all men of sense will see that that is

denying the consubstantiality; or I know not what is so.

2. The second charge was, that you do by necessary

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 278, &c.
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consequence deny the Son's coeternity. Here again you

presume not to say the Son is not eternal, but the Father is

supreme, &c. I did not ask about the Father: however,

what you intend, is, to deny the eternity, not directly, but

implicitly, by asserting the Father alone to be necessarily

existing. Now it is all one to us, whether you do it

directly or by consequence: undermining the faith in a

serpentine way, is as pernicious as a more open attacking

it. If you do not deny the eternity, it is plain however

that you do not assert it; and therefore you come very

short of the ancients.

3. Another article was, the Doctor’s asserting Qe2,

God, to be a relative word. This I showed to be contrary

to all antiquity, a few instances excepted: your reply to

this article hath been obviated above, p. 199.

4. You differ from all the ancients, in pretending that

the Father only was God of Abraham, &c. You plead,

in answer hereto, that it is a Scripture proposition: which

is false, as hath been shown. However, the ancients

(about whom our present question is) never thought it to

be a Scripture position, but quite the contrary.

5. You differ from all antiquity, in pretending that the

titles of one, only, &c. are exclusive of God the Son. This

you ridiculously call an express Scripture proposition. I

have answered your cavils on that head: in the mean

while it is evident, and you do not gainsay it, that the

ancients never thought as you do.

6. You again differ from all antiquity, in pretending

that the “Son had not distinct worship paid him till after

“his resurrection.” You here make references only,

which I may answer by references 9.

7. You run counter to all antiquity, in pretending that

two Persons may not be, or are not, one God. To this you

reply, that the one God, you think, always, in the Ante

Nicene writers, signifies the Father. I have demonstrated

the contrary. However, if both together be ever called

* Defence, vol. i. p. 192, &c. See above on Query xviii.
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God, or included in that singular title, it comes to the

same thing, though the word one be away.

8. You contradict all the ancients, in saying, that “the

“ title of God, in Scripture, in an absolute construction,

“always signifies the Father.” The quotations of the

ancients from the Old Testament have been abundantly

vindicated above. See Query II.

9. You run counter to all antiquity, in admitting an in

ferior God besides the supreme; and allowing religious

worship to both. You appeal to St. Paul, which I have

often shown to be a weak plea; and it is here foreign.

The ancients never understood St. Paul in any such sense,

but the contrary. You have therefore no plea from the

Ante-Nicene Fathers, which was the point in hand.

Io. You contradict all antiquity, in denying the Son to

be “efficient Cause of the universe.” You now say, you

“do not deny it;” which I am very glad of: there is one

point gained. You did before, in opposing efficient to in

strumental, and reserving the first to the Father only.

You now say, the Son is not the “original efficient Cause.”

This is ill expressed, and worse meant: but do you ever

find the ancients making two causes *

11. You run counter to all antiquity, in supposing (not

saying) the Son to be a creature. That you suppose it,

and really mean it, under other terms, hath been shown P.

12. You contradict all antiquity in resolving the foun

dation of the Son’s personal Godhead into the power and

dominion which you suppose him advanced to after his

resurrection. It is your express doctrine. Collect. of

Queries, p. 75.

13. You run counter to all the ancients in supposing

the Logos to have supplied the place of a human soul;

and making the Logos, as such, passible. As to the

former part of this charge, you have given broad hints,

up and down, in this reply: as to the latter part, it is, or

was, your express doctrine. Collect. of Queries, p. 143.

P See my Supplement, vol. ii. p. 354, &c.
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Let the reader now judge of your repeated boasts of

antiquity: such as none could ever have made, but the

same that could espy Arianism in our Liturgy and our

Articles, and bring the Creeds of the Church to speak the

language of heresy.

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?

YOU ask me whether I admit the testimonies of the

Fathers as proofs, since I disapprove of the Doctor’s mak

ing them illustrations only.

You think, it had been just in me to declare upon this

head. Verily, I thought I had declared P plainly, that

I admit their testimonies as proofs, two ways: certain

proofs, in many cases, of the Church’s doctrine in that

age; probable proofs of what the doctrine was from the

beginning. In respect of the latter, they are inferior ad

ditional proofs, when compared with plain Scripture-proof:

of no moment if Scripture is plainly contrary; but of

great moment where Scripture looks the same way, be

cause they help to fix the true interpretation in any dis

puted texts. I build no article of faith upon the Fathers,

but upon Scripture alone. If the sense of Scripture be

disputed, the concurring sentiments of the Fathers in any

doctrine will be, generally, the best and safest comments

upon Scripture, so far as concerns that doctrine: just as

the practice of courts, and the decisions of eminent law

P Defence, vol. i. 321.



9U. xxv.11. OF SOME QUERIES. 447

gers, are the best comments upon an act of Parliament

made in or near their own times: though it be neverthe

less true, that the obedience of the subject rests solely

upon the laws of the land, as its rule and measure.

You proceed to vindicate some translations of the Doc

tor's, which I had found fault with. But you are first

wrapped up in admiration of the Doctor’s performance;

that so “acute a man, &c. could not find above twenty

“passages to cavil at, in a book of near five hundred

“pages full of quotations.” Whether it was cavilling

shall be seen presently. But you will remember, that,

besides a general charge of want of pertinence in many,

and of great unfairness q in the whole course of them; I

had over and above taken notice of particular faults, very

great ones, in the Doctor's versions. And surely twenty

faults of this kind were enough for one man to commit

within the compass of about three hundred pages: for I

examined no farther', having found and noted a sufficient

number for my purpose; which was to awaken the read

er’s caution, and to prevent his relying too implicitly

upon the Doctor's representations. And you will consi

der, that it was not merely for inaccuracy in his transla

tions, that I blamed him, (such as a man may innocently

commit, or sometimes choose, to save time or pains, when

the cause is not concerned in it, or when it is not material

whether a scrupulous exactness be observed or no,) but

it was for his mistranslating such parts of what he cited,

as were of greatest moment to the question in hand, and

his industriously warping them to his own hypothesis.

You do well to labour this point: for indeed the Doc

tor’s integrity, or fidelity, to say no more, is pretty deeply

concerned in it; though my design was, not to expose

his character, but to prevent the deception of the reader.

They who desire to reexamine this matter, may please to

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 314, &c.

* The learned reader will observe more instances of like kind, in Script.

Doctr. p. 295, 296,297, 304, 312, 314, 322. 2d edit. The most shameful

of them is a version, in p. 312, of a passage cited at the bottom of p. 311.
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look into my Defence, that I may not be at the trouble

of repeating.

1. In the first passage, I complained of two false ren

derings; one of the words, oùx si; &vaigsaw, another of the

word āraāyagua, in both which the Doctor served his

hypothesis, obliquely, against the sense of the author.

You cannot, you do not pretend that his version was just:

I cited as far as was necessary to show that it was not.

What then You pretend I leave out the only words for

the sake of which the Doctor cited it. I left out no

words that were at all necessary to show the sense of the

author, or to judge of the Doctor's version. It was un

doubtedly the Doctor's business either not to cite or

translate the author at all, or to render his words faith

fully, so far as he did pretend to translate from him.

And though the Doctor’s particular design, in that pas

sage, might be to show that Athanasius allowed the Fa

ther to be styled the only God, (Mark xii. 32.) yet he

had a more general design running through his perform

ance, which was to keep the reader in the dark as to the

ancient way of understanding it, in opposition to false

gods, or idols only : to serve which general design, he

perverted the sense of that passage in his translation

of it.

2. The second passages which the Doctor had mis

translated, you are willing to correct, in some measure,

by leaving out the word most. But you will still have it

absolutely and strictly God, instead of really God: which

might not be much amiss, had not the Doctor made such

frequent ill use of absolutely, in respect of the Father;

intending therein an opposition to God the Son’s being

absolutely God. This was not the meaning of Athana

sius, who meant no opposition but to idolst. I observed,

that Athanasius would have said, or had said, in other

*

* Tây &AnSwev wa Byra's 57.2 easy, rew row Xelaroi arariea, Athan, contr.

Gent. p. 9.

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 303.
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words, as much of the Son, as he has there said of the

Father. To which you reply, that you “will not under

“take to answer what Athanasius would have said, were

“I to indite for him: but you deny that he has said it.”

I showed before what Athanasius had said, in that very

treatise", namely, that the Son is the dy, signifying em

phatical existence; which amounts to the same thing he

had before said of the Father. And to show farther,

what Athanasius would have said, I have quoted in the

margin what he really has said, in a treatise * annexed to

the other, written at the same time, and being a second

part to it, so that they may be justly esteemed one trea

tise. He there teaches us to worship the Son only, and

he styles him true God. These things put together

amount to full as much as was said of the Fathery in the

passage cited by the Doctor; namely, row &AWSuvov xz dy

ra's 3rra Osby, signifying that he is the true God, and that

he exists emphatically: and it is manifest, that Athana

sius intended no opposition to the Son, in what he said of

the Father, but to idols only.

3. As to the third place which I found fault with, you

would persuade us that the Doctor was very favourable

in his translation, and took the least advantage possible.

I blamed him for his rendering “far above all derivative

“being,” intending thereby to include the Son; as if

Athanasius meant that the Father was far above the Son: .

whereas if it be rendered, as it ought to be, far above all

created being; it would then be plain that this passage

relates not to the Son at all, but to creatures only. But

the Doctor, you now say, might have translated it “far

u o Bi e iis &y irri xal at rvyStros, 2.8 xz à roãrov Aáves &y irri wal ob www.S.

&s &yaSā; r. Havrot Aéry” wal air; Byrı Qi;zes, &AAA is xa wovoytvas Qa’s

**, *čarara, Blaxvěiev; az was irrnsty. Athan contr. Gent. p. 40.

x IIayraxe5 rày ro5 A4%av Suárwra 8xiray, obz £r Av &rarăral rig @sou,

Aávoy 3 rourov wearxvii, x2) 3; abrov waxa's roy warípa yuyalaxu. Ibid. p. 87.

‘EyvaletzSn ©sos &AmSaves, Q420 ©s's Aáyos. P. 88.

y “rries rázava wärns yiynrns obrias 5 roy xelgrov waríč. Athanas, contr.

Cent, p. 39.
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“above all begotten being.” He might, indeed, have done

so, and have thereby shown himself as ill a critic, as be

fore a partial writer. For what if some copies read yew

ris, with double v, instead of single; is any thing more

common than mistakes of that kind? A little lower, in

the same page, the editions had yewvwrāy instead of yew

róy 2. The sense must determine us in such cases, and a

critical judgment of the principles laid down in the same

treatise. One thing is certain, that however 7-yarí, be

rendered, the Doctor is entirely false in ranking the Son

under yawnri; ourias, because Athanasius, in the very page,

clearly exempts him from the r2 ysynta, from created le

ings. You may, if you please, say, from the begatten le

ings, and justify it in the same way as you pretend to

justify the other. The late learned editor of Athanasius

easily perceived that the word should be yevnrä; in one

place, and yawnrów in the other: and so it stands corrected

in his edition.

4. I found fault with the Doctor's translation of a place

in Eusebius", wherein he was doubly blameable: first,

for tripping in his logic, by opposing efficient to ministe

rial cause, when the same may be both efficient and mini

sterial; and secondly, for faultering in a momentous arti

cle of faith, excluding God the Son from being efficient

Cause of all things. Upon this you are in a vehement

passion: it is “a cavil, most ridiculous, as well as unjust.”

I am not displeased to hear you say so; because now I

, *"Axxos Páy izri rāv yawnrāy wa warns ris xvirials, 78tos 2 x2' 4xes rej &ya

S25 rare's br&ex" A470s, &c. p. 39. ed. Bened. Comp. Orat. i. c. 56, p. 460,

&c. which, if there be any doubt, will determine the meaning of the phrase

&Axos rivy yawnrow, &c.

* Obx #2 abro, #pn, &Axa 2 abrov is hags &varius!” iri ră, ro, #xa, wel

nriz, row rare's at Styriav. Euseb. Eccl. Theol. lib. i. c. 20.

The Doctor's translation, or paraphrase.

“Whereas he might have expressed it thus, All things were made by him,

“as the efficient Cause; he does not so express it, but thus; All things

“were made by him as the ministering Cause; that so he might refer us to

“the supreme power and efficiency of the Father, as the Maker of all things.”

Script. Doct. p. 89, alias 79.
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may be confident that what I said was very right, just,

and unanswerable. It is an observation the reader may

have made, which will not be found to fail in any one in

stance, that whenever you throw out this kind of lan

guage, it is a certain mark of your distress, and of your

not being able to make any solid reply. Let us see whe

ther it does not hold true here, as well as in former in

stances. The Doctor's translation, you say, “does not

“exclude the Son from any proper efficiency, but from

“supreme self-authoritative efficiency.” You may be a

better judge than I, of what the Doctor believes, or main

tains upon second thoughts: but I may presume to judge

of a written translation. And, I say, it is plain from his

opposing efficient (not supreme efficient) to ministerial,

that, unless his wits were absent, he intended as much to

say that the Son was not efficient Cause, as that the Fa

ther was not ministerial. He continues the same thought

all along, concluding the Father to be the Maker (not su

preme Maker only) of all things; therein showing his su

preme power and efficiency. This is the obvious sense of

the Doctor's version. But I am not sorry to find, that

either the Doctor or you are coming off from it, and ap

proaching nearer to Catholic principles: though it still

looks a little suspicious, that you are every where scru

pulous of styling the Son Creator, or Maker, and will

never say that he created by his own power, but by the

power of the Father.

5. I found fault with the Doctor’s partial rendering a

place of St. Chrysostomb, and cutting the quotation

short. You repeat (p. 462.) the same thing that the

Doctor had pleaded for himself; and which I showed to

be insufficient, in my Appendix. As to Basil, the Doc

tor had dealt as partially by him e. Basil makes the

Son’s inherent power equal to the Father's; and in that

sense says, that as to power, he is equal and the same.

The Doctor means no more than that the Son’s power

* Defence, p. 261, 304, 347. • Page 304.

G g 2
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(however unequal) is derived from the Father, and in that

sense they are one in power. Now, I say, Basil's idea

and the Doctor's are very different: and the Doctor was

sensible of it; dropping the word equal in his version of

Basil. Basil should not have been quoted, as agreeing in

the thing, when he agrees only in the name. You say,

Basil could not mean that the Son’s power is coordinate.

But he certainly meant, and said, that the Son’s power is

equal: let the Doctor say this, and our dispute is ended.

It is plain, that Basil’s reason for the Father and Son be

ing one is quite another than what the Doctor's is; and

that the Doctor's notion of one in power is not Basil's

notion d. Why then was he quoted, and mistranslated,

to confirm an interpretation entirely different from, nay,

contrary to his own 2

6. I found fault with the Doctor's partial rendering a

noble passage of Irenaeuse. That Irenaeus was not speak

ing of the Son, considered in a representative capacity,

(which the Doctor, without any warrant', would express

by Év wog?; Q=05,) is manifest from Irenaeus's referring to

John i. 1. which describes the Son as God, before that fic

titious representation the Doctor speaks of. Therefore

the to Seixov xx #v80%oy, in that place of Irenaeus, is to be

understood of the antecedent character which belonged to

God the Son, before the world was; and not of any sub

sequent representation.

7. I took notice & of a passage in Justin cited by the

Doctor, and truly rendered, but set in a false light to de

ceive the reader; as if God the Son were not himself

Creator, and God of Abraham, but one personating the

Creator, and God of Abraham.

d The Doctor, by power, seems to mean moral power; such as moralists

define to be that by which a person is enabled to do a thing lawfully and

with moral effect: but Basil means natural power. The Doctor interprets

the text of Christ's assuming to himself the power and authority of God.

Reply, p. 147. , See also p. 136, 254.

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 305, 348.

* See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 94.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 305.
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I observed, that the Doctor could not have confuted

the Jew, as Justin did, while he goes upon the supposi

tion of the Son's personating the Father: a plain and evi

dent token of the Doctor's misunderstanding and misre

presenting his author, when he makes a great part of the

Dialogue nonsense, to bring it to his hypothesis. For how

should Justin ever prove that there was a divine Person,

distinct from angels, one that was really God, God of

Abraham, &c. if the person pretended to be such, was

only personating the God of Abraham, and was not him

self God? Might not the Jew insist upon it, that it was

an angel only, personating God? Why must it be an

other, who was really God of Abraham as well as the

Fatherh? The whole drift of Justin’s argument is entirely

defeated by such a fiction of personating: which makes

it evident that Justin had no such notion, but the quite

contrary. You do not pretend to say that the Doctor,

upon his principles, could have confuted the Jew in the

same way with Justin: only you say, “He never thought

“of confuting him upon mine.” But it is manifest that

he did confute him upon this principle, that there was a

Person, besides the Father, God of Abraham, really so, in

his own Person, because so described in Scripture: and

therefore there exists a divine Person, besides the Father,

Son of that Father; which was to be proved. Your

weak pretences about the Son’s ministering, and his not

being supreme God because of that, have been often an

swered.

8. I took notice of some things of a slighter kind; but

such as betrayed too much leaning to an hypothesis, and

tended to convey false ideas to the common readeri. And

h For if he always spake in the name, &c. of the Father, no texts could

be brought to prove him Lord God, because Lord God would express the

Person and authority of the Father: but it is evident, that Justin, Irenaeus,

and others, do professedly cite passages of Scripture to prove the Son to be

Lord God: that title or name then, no less expresses the Person and autho

rity of the Son, than of the Father. True Script. Doctr. Continued, p. 146.

i Defence, vol. i. p. 306.
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though the alteration in such cases may appear slight,

like the change of a figure or a cypher in an account;

yet is it very mischievous, and, if designedly done, very

dishonest.

9. I blamed the Doctor k for skipping over some very

material words of Novatian. Do you deny the fact?

No: but you insist upon it, that Novatian has a great

deal which may look for your purpose. I allowed as

much before: only, as the words were capable of a Ca

tholic meaning, and must be determined to that meaning

if some parts of the sentence are incapable of any other;

I desired that the words per substantice communionem, by

communion of substance, (which the Doctor had unfairly

omitted,) might be brought in, to end the dispute.

As to Novatian’s real principles, I have given you my

thoughts above. He takes a particular way in the re

solving the unity, very like to yours : yet he maintains

the eternity and consubstantiality of God the Son; where

in he differs as much from you, as he agrees with me.

The subordination he expresses in very strong words, but

yet such as do not amount to an inferiority of nature.

You intimate, that the author intended an inequality of

perfections, and not merely an inequality in respect of ori

ginal: which is more than Novatian's words prove; or,

at least, than they appear to me to prove. I shall give

k Defence, vol. i. p. 306.

As to Novatian's supposing the Father prior to the Son, I accounted

for it in my Defence, vol. i. p. 99, 100. I shall here add a few parallel ex

pressions from other Catholic writers, who undoubtedly believed the coeter

nity.

Ex quo ostenditur semper fuisse vaporem istum virtutis Dei, nullum

habentem initium nisi ipsum Deum : neque enim decebat aliud ei esse ini

tium nisi ipsum unde est et nascitur. Pamphil. Apolog. p. 230.

Primitivus est dictus quia praeter Patrem, cui etiam coasternus est divini

tate, cum Spiritu Sancto, ante ipsum nullus est primus. Zen. Peronens.

Serm. in Erod. ix.

II*s ovy oix #, re i3 &4%; 5 un?'" ixxv orpesvivoetasvoy iavrov, si un vs. #
• * - * - * -

où ixi ră ăval ob Blazvāaari brigăzavta, &xx& 75 airiz *227.72%ivor. Basil.

contr. Eunom. lib. ii. p. 735.

*
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the passage in the margin", which must decide this mat

ter. Novatian there many ways expresses the same thing,

that had the Father and Son been equal in respect of ori

ginal, had they both been underived or unbegotten, there

might then have been just pretence for making them two

Gods. He adds, that had they been both invisible and

incomprehensible, they had then been two Gods. To un

derstand which, we are to remember that it was the ge

neral doctrine of the Fathers, that God the Son might be

visible and appear in a place, per assumptas species, by vi

sible symbols; but that God the Father might not, it be

ing unsuitable to the character of the first Person to be

sent, and consequently to appear in that manner. Upon

this hypothesis, had the Son been invisible and incompre

hensible, in such a sense as the Father was conceived to

be, it would have been the same thing as if he had been

another Father, or another first Person; and that would

infer two Gods. He is not therefore speaking of any dif

ference as to essential perfections, but only of the differ

ence between a first and second Person; that one could

not be sent, or become visible and confined to a place in

any sense: the other might in such a sense as hath been

mentioned, viz. by symbols of his presence. Otherwise

Novatian admits the Son in his own nature to be om

nipresent, as well as the Father, as is plain from his

* Sienim natus non fuisset, innatus comparatus cum eo qui esset inna

tus, aequatione in utroque ostensa, duos faceret innatos, et ideo duos faceret

Deos. Si non genitus esset, collatus cum eo (qui) genitus non esset, et

aequales inventi, duos Deos merito 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

consequenter et Deos. Aut si et ipse Filius non esset, sed Pater generans

de se alterum Filium, merito collatus cum Patre, et tantus denotatus, duos

Patres effecisset, et ideo duos approbasset etiam Deos. Si invisibilis fuisset

cum invisibili collatus, par expressus, duos invisibiles ostendisset, et idco

duos comprobasset et Deos. Si incomprehensibilis, si et caetera quaecumque

sunt Patris; merito dicimus, duorum Deorum quam isti confingunt contro

versiam suscitasset. Nunc antem quicqnid est, non ex scest, quia nec in

natus est. Novat. c. 31.

G. g. 4 -
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words n. See this point more fully cleared in Bishop

Bullo. The whole course and tenor of Novatian's dis

course tends only to this, that there is but one Head, viz.

the Father, to whom the Son himself, his substance, his

power, and perfections are referred, and in whom they

centre; that there is a difference of order because of that

headship; and that, conformably thereto, the Son in all

things acts subordinately, ministers to the Father, and ex

ecutes inferior offices under him, as a son to a father, not

as a servant to his lord. This is all that Novatian's

words strictly amount to and though he speaks of the

subjection of the Son, it does not necessarily mean any

thing more than that voluntary economy which God the

Son underwent, and which would not have been proper

for the Father himself to have submitted to, because not

suitable to the order of the Persons.

One passage I must here give, because we differ chiefly

about what that passage contains. The literal version runs

thus P :

“Whose Godhead is so delivered, as not to appear to

“make two Gods, either by a disagreement or inequality

“of Godhead. For all things being by the Father made

"Sihomo tantummodo Christus, quomodo adest ubique invocatus? Cum

haec hominis natura non sit sed Dei, ut adesse omni loco possit. Novat.

cap. 15. See True Script. Doctr. Continued, p. 170.

• Bull. D. F. sect. iv. cap. 3.

P Cujus sic divinitas traditur, ut non aut dissonantia, aut inaequalitate di.

vinitatis, duos Deos reddidisse videatur. Subjectis enim ei, quasi Filio, omni

bus rebus a Patre, dum ipse cum his quae illi subjecta sunt, Patrisuo sub

jicitur, Patris quidem sui Filius probatur, caeterorum autem et Dominus et

Deus esse reperitur. Ex quo dum huic quiest Deus, omnia substracta (leg.

substrata) traduntur, et cuncta sibi subjecta Filius accepta refert Patri, totam

divinitatis auctoritatem rursus Patri remittit; unus Deus ostenditur verus et

aeternus Pater, a quo solo haec vis divinitatis emissa, etiam in Filium tradita

et directa, rursum per substantia communionem ad Patrem revolvitur. Deus

quidem ostenditur Filius cui divinitas tradita et porrecta conspicitur; et

tamen nihilominus unus Deus Pater probatur; dum gradatim reciproco meatu

illa majestas atque divinitas ad Patrem, qui dederateam, rursum ab illo ipso

Filio missa revertitur, et retorquetur. Wovat. cap. 31.
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“subject to him, as to a Son, while he himself, with

“ those things which are made subject to him, is subject

to his Father: he is shown indeed to be the Son of his

“Father; but is found to be Lord and God of all things

“ else. And since all things are thus subjected to him

“(the Son) who is God, and since he owes their being

made subject under him to the Father, he again refers

“back to the Father all the authority of the Godhead:

“ and so the Father is shown to be the one true and

eternal God, from whom alone this efflux of the God

head being sent out and communicated to the Son, re

volves again to the Father by communion of substance.

“The Son is indeed shown to be God, as the Godhead is

“communicated and delivered to him: but at the same

time the Father is nevertheless the one God, while that

very Majesty and Godhead is, by a reciprocal course,

returned, and referred up again from the Son, to the

“Father that gave it.”

This is, I think, a fair and true rendering of Novatian:

only I am now to justify such parts of it as you will be

apt to except against. Instead of inequality, you choose

the reverse, viz. equality; upon some slender suspicions

of your own against the faith of the copies. Conjectural

emendations ought never to be admitted, but upon the

greatest necessity. For it often happens that men please

themselves awhile with reasons that look plausible; but

when the thing comes to be well considered, reasons as

plausible, or more so, may appear on the other side. It

has been urged, in this very case, by a learned gentle

mand, that what you would make a reason for non aequali

tate, is sufficiently answered by the words, non dissonantia

divinitatis. For had the Father and Son been equally

unoriginate, there would have been dissonantia, according

to Novatian"; a disagreement of two independent Deities,

& G
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* True Scripture Doctrine Continued, p. 172.

* Dum non aliunde est quam ex Patre, Patrisuo originem suam debens,

discordian divinitatis de numero duorum Deorum facere non potuit. Movat.

cap. 31.
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without any Sonship, which makes the union*. Hence

then Novatian excludes equality of original, by the words

non dissonantia ; but at the same time teaches an equality

of nature, or Godhead, that he might avoid the opposite

extreme. And this is but suitable- to the very tenor of

his discourse, there and elsewhere. For how can there

be a communication of substance and Godhead, without

the supposition of equality of nature and Godhead> A

little before, he had said, the Word was divine substance':

and he here speaks of the Godhead being communicated,

or imparted to the Son, and revolving again to the Father

as the Head or Fountain. Besides that, Novatian is known

to make the Son as truly of the same nature with the Fa

ther, as any man is of the same human nature with his

Fatheru. What is this but, in other words, declaring

equality of nature or Godheadé There is therefore no

reason for altering Novatian's textx : however positively

you may express yourself on that head.

• Si ambo vocarentur Patres, essent profecto natura dissimiles : unus

quisque enim ex semetipso constaret, et communem substantiam cum altero

non haberet ; nec Deitas una esset, quibus una natura nom esset. Fulgent.

Fesp. contr. Arian. p. 52.

Duos autem Deos dicere non possumus, nec debemus : non quod Filius

Dei Deus non sit, imo verus Deus de Deo vero ; sed quia non aliunde quam

de ipso uno-Patre Dei Filium movimus, proinde unum Deum dicimus.—Si

verus Deus est, et de Patre non est, duo sunt, habentes singuli et voluntates

proprias, et imperia diversa. Greg. Mazianz, Op. vol. i. p. 728. Ambros,

Op. vol. ii. p. 347.

Quicquid e.rtra eum est, cum contumelia ei honoratæ virtutis æquabitur.

Si enim aliquid quod non er ipso est, reperiri potest simile ei, et virtutis ejus

dem ; amisitprivilegium Dei sub consortio coæqualis : jamque non erit Deus

wnus a quo indifferens sit Deus alius. At vero non habet contumeliam pro

prietatis æqualitas, quia suum est quod sui simile est; et ex se est quod sibi

ad similitudinem comparatur ; nec eaetra se est, quod quæ sua sunt potest:

et profectus dignitatis estgenuisse potestatem, nec alienasse naturam, Hilar,

de Trin. p. 934.

t Substantia scilicet illa divina, cujus nomen est Perbum. Novat. c. 3l.

* Ut enim præscripsit ipsa natura hominem credendum qui ex homine

sit : ita eadem natura præscribit et Deum credendum esse qui ex Deo sit.

Movat. cap. ll.

.. * I may here cite a passage of Hilary, which may serve as a just comment



Qu. xxv.11. OF SOME QUERIES. 459

As to the words accepta refert Patri, they really mean

no more than that he received them from the Father, or

acknowledged them to be received: which comes not up

to the Doctor's expression, (which I found fault with,)

“in acknowledgment returned:” besides that the Doctor

was not there translating accepta refert, but reciproco

meatu revertitur, &c.

The words vis divinitatis, I render efflux of the Godhead;

which you render divine power. I could not think of a

better expression than what I made use of. That I have

not missed the sense I persuade myself, because Novatian

is speaking of communion of substance in the same sen

tence, and had styled the Word divine substance a little

before : and he is here plainly speaking of the divine sub

stance being porrecta and tradita, communicated from

Father to Son, and recurring to the Father as Head. If vis

answers to the Greek 86vapug, as I conceive it here does,

it means the same as the living and substantial power of

God, the same that we express by efflux, or emanation.

The thought of Novatian seems to be the same with that

of Tertulliany, whom he loved to imitate in many things.

To make it still plainer that I interpret him rightly, please

to observe the words, Deus quidem ostenditur Filius, cui

divinitas tradita et porrecta conspicitur. Here he gives

the reason why the Son is God: it is because the God

head extends to him, or is communicated to him, Com

pare this with what the author says in another place”;

upon this of Novatian; being extremely like it, and carrying the same

thought, probably, in it.

Insunt sibi invicem, dum non est nisier Patre nativitas, dum in Deum

alterum naturae vel earterioris, vel dissimilis non subsistit, dum Deus ex Deo

manens non est aliunde quod Deus est. Hilar. p. 937.

Here are the same reasons given why Father and Son are not two Gods:

and Hilary's expression of non naturae exterioris, answers to Novatian's of

mon dissonantia; as also his non dissimilis to the other's non inaequalitate.

y Cum radius ex sole porrigitur, portio ex summa; sed sol erit in radio,

quia solis est radius, nec separatur substantia, sed extenditur. Tertul.

Apol. cap. 21.

Prolatum Filium a Patre, sed non separatum. Contr. Prax. cap. 8.

* Qui idcirco unum potest dici, dum ex pso est, et dum Filius ejus est, et
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and you will see how consistent and uniform this writer

is in his doctrine, that it is the Son’s proceeding from the

Father, or his partaking of the divine substance, that makes

him God. So little reason have you to imagine that the

words, per substantiae communionem, crept into the text

out of the margin. Whether the Doctor or I have pur

sued a wrong scent in explaining Novatian, I now leave

to the reader to judge.

Io. I had remarked a upon the Doctor's rendering a

passage of Athanasius", more to serve his hypothesis, than

pursuant to the sense of the author. The reader must be

left to judge for himself, after comparing what hath or

may be said on both sides. The author, as I take it, is

there blaming the Sabellians for imagining the Son to be

the only God, in such a sense as to make one Person only

(under three names, of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost) in

the Godhead, instead of three real Persons. Accordingly,

the same author censures them (p. 39°.) for making the

Son wāyog, or the alone divine Person, in contradiction to

John viii. 16. “I am not alone, because the Father is

“with me.” Which text he produces to prove, that

Father and Son were two Persons, and that the Son was

not uévos in such a sense, as to infer a confusion of Per

sons. This therefore being all that the author intended

against the Sabellians, it seems to me plain, that the con

struction I before gave of w; #xsivol paisy, was right, and

the Doctor's wrong. That the author could not deny the

Son to be the only God in any other sense, is plain from

dum ex ipso nascitur, et dum ex ipso processisse reperitur, per quod et Deus

est. Movat. cap. 23.

Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo dicit, Ego ex Deo prodii et veni?

cum constet hominem a Deo factum esse, non ex Deo processisse Deus

ergo processit ex Deo, dum qui processit sermo, Deus est qui processit ex

Deo. Movat. cap. 23.

a Defence, vol. i. p. 308.

b ‘O azgrassis Küglos zz: G =?, hazy 'Imags Xels's 5 warhe obz is ty, ob?' &; izino,

(party, 5 A*wo; ©16s. Athan, contr. Greg. Sabell. p. 47.
- * V. - * , a a * * *

• IIas obz &rosariz raphs &éysiaSat rà rela, xz půvoy shal Aiyêty rev påzzeyra.
* * * * ty e a * * * * * *** * * * A.

oix sial &óvos, 3ru i zvíAlas &s warhe Azsz izā is, i88 yag Büo weógazz.

Athan, tom. ii. p. 39.
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his making Father and Son one perfect substanced: and

his asserting one Godhead of both e. In another place f,

he censures the Sabellians for making the Son the one

and only God: but how So as to deny the distinct Per

sonality, and no otherwise. And in the very place we

are now upon, all that the writer insists upon is, that the

Father and Son are distinct Persons, not one Person: in

which sense the author does not admit the Son to be

à uávo, Qsés. But that it is always Sabellian to apply the

phrase to the Son singly, or to both together, is not said,

neither can you prove it. The force of your argument

lies only in the article 5: for as to uévos Osh;, only God,

that it is often applied to the Son, cannot be deniedg:

and this consideration might be sufficient to make the

author put in the restriction of 3, #xsivo paisy, to the latter

branch of the sentence, which he did not to the former,

where it is IIarág. For there is a sense wherein the Son

is à uávo; Q=0s, but he is not 5 IIarāg in any sense: which

shows the reason why the author expressed himself as

he did.

11. I took notice h of another passage directly contrary

to the Doctor's purpose, though cited by him. For the

Doctor’s design was to make the Father the only God

exclusive of the Son: while that passage makes him the

only God including the Son; directly the reverse. Had

d Miz 33 &ra obria reasia, p. 41.

e Mix S3%rns ware's zal viov. p. 42.

* * - t/

f of 7%, reláža asváža wolouvres vo9sity was raw & rosex},v, &arie Thy yiv, now,
• - sy - ** - - * - * * * * * > r, a -- * -a

***xugoval, tiral ya? ovra (pari row wargos row vio, aylaruoy &y.94%rs iéyé%izSai,

zeríra, abro, reviva za tévoy esov, 25ras &riváASal rew 4,934 arov, ob eth, wagă

esov. p. 47.

g Máva rāy wavray &,Seáray @##. Clem. Alexand. p. 84.

Tây avurávray esby £va uávoy view iv warp. p. 142.

Christus Jesus solus esset Deus, Aristid. apud Petav. Praef. ad 2 tom,

Theol.

Tg ess A4%as uávos es's 4xn.9%-46,as es's as 5 warnp. Athan, in Psal,

p. 83. nov. collect.

Ti, gāvov siege Saletov, &c. Greg. Waz. Orat. xxxvi. p. 586.

'Eat 3: "4voy easy shival, &c. Euseb. in Psal, p. 503.

h Defence, vol. i. p. 308.
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the Doctor's intention been only to prove that the Father

is styled the only God, the method had been fair: but as

his professed design was to exclude the Son from the one

Godhead; his manner of citing authors for it, who in these

very passages were directly against it, is an intolerable

abuse upon the readers. -

12. The like may be said of another passage taken

notice of in my Defencei. You seem to forget the Doc

tor's note on prop. 9. where he precautions his reader

to understand it in such a sense as to exclude the Son

from necessary existence, (so you interpret self-existent.)

Now can any thing be more unfair, or fraudulent, than to

cite authors as styling the Father the only God, to coun

tenance a proposition in such a sense as those authors

detested and abhorred ? All the apologies you can pos

sibly invent can never make such a practice righteous, or

honest.

13. I remarked k upon a passage cited out of Nazian

zen; where the Doctor, by a note, had most shamefully

stifled and perverted the author's meaning. You say not

one word of the Doctor’s note, the only thing I found

fault with : and which indeed can admit of no colourable

excuse, except it were done through carelessness, taking

a passage at second hand, and commenting upon it, with

out ever looking into the author to see what went before

or after.

14. As to the passage of Justin Martyr, enough hath

been said above.

15. I remarked 1 upon another note of the Doctor’s, on

a passage in Irenaeus, and gave several reasons to show

the unfairness and falseness of it. You have here nothing

to say in his defence: so I pass on.

16. I remarked upon another passage"; where the

i Vol. i. p. 308.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 309.

Ibid. p. 310.

" 'O yswyn rês was werxaguívos & Sears; war sixász x2 isolarly re: Aywirew
* - - - * - *

24veral ess ră pây ware's stoozgyros, xa, xixstowros, rà 2 vio; reászewo, was
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Doctor had read the text of Irenaeus wrong; which you

civilly acknowledge, and thank me for the notice. But

there are still two questions betwixt us relating to that

place. First, whether it should be &yévywrog or &yávnrog,

and next, whether the Son be included by Irenaeus, in

that place, in the āyāynrog Q=%, supposing that to be the

reading. It was needless for you to heap passages upon

me to prove, that none but the Father should be styled

&yévywros, unbegotten, or unoriginate; which I readily allow.

All the question is about &yávnrog, uncreated, unmade, eter

mal, or necessarily existing. The reasons why I think

&yávnre to be the reading in Irenaeus are these : -

I. The translator's rendering it by infecti: which how

ever I acknowledge to be of less weight, because he is

sometimes mistaken in such cases; putting ingenitus for

infectus, and perhaps infectus for ingenitus, or innatus.

II. A much stronger reason is, that through that whole

chapter &yávnrog is opposed to things made, things of trans

ient and precarious existence. The opposition runs be

tween the things made, and the Maker of them n:

III. Another very weighty reason is drawn from the

opposition between yawnrö; &ySgwrog, and &ysvárov Q=05:

that the reading is ysynrog, not with double v, is evident

from the whole chapter; where the opposition runs be

tween man madeo, and God his Maker. And there is not

the least hint of man considered as begotten, or as Son of

God; as you would understand it, referring to Luke iii. 38.

These reasons convince me, that the true reading of the

words is 5 yawn"; dySporos, and rot &ysväre Oeoû.

2ngageygyros, rs 3 wyséuares reipovros xa at #xyros. Iren, lib. iv. cap. 38.

p.285.
- \ - > * * * * * * * * * * *

* T. Aiy Qia, &al zară ră abra by ru, xxi &ysvyńrá brá4%ovris - - • rà 2 yi

%ayóra z293 astrura %ivizia's &éxh, ižíay taxa, xava rāro zai issésiaSal 8s abrå

*g wironzáros, & yaé '8wavro &yívynra siva rä vsa's yt yswyn&iva. Iren. p. 283.

Volunt similes esse factori Deo, et nullam esse differentiam infecti Dei

et nunc facti hominis. p. 285.

o "Exarvos &éri 7'yoya's

p.284.

"E3s, 3 roy 3,984 roy wearoy yivízsau, xx) yiváčtvoy at #aal, &c. p. 285,

* / * e/ * * * •

via's) yiyavāra àvSparov, 3rd A. &yívynro; iv.
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The next question is, whether the Son be here included

under &ysvárov G)=05. I gave several reasons why all the

three Persons are included; which reasons may be seen

in my Defence. I shall add two more : one, that as the

opposition runs between the thing made and the maker;

so it is observable that God the Son frequently is factor,

Toints, Maker, according to Irenaeus; which shows, that

he is included in the āyāynrog QBég. And again, it is Ire

naeus’s doctrine, that man’s being made after the image

of God is to be understood of his being made in the image

of God the Word P: which still farther confirms my con

struction of that passage; and I now submit it to the

judgment of the learned reader. As to my translating

sú80x05vros by designing, I have accounted for it above.

17. As to the passage in Basil, which the Doctor had

not done justice to, I desire the reader to see my De

fence q. That Basil allows the Father to be a natural

cause of the Son is very true; not a cause in the Doctor's

sense: nor do Basil's words convey any such notion to

the reader, as the Doctor’s word, effects, does. And

therefore the Doctor cannot be acquitted of a misrepre

sentation. I leave it to any reader, who will compare

my account of Basil with the Doctor's version, to judge

whether the ideas here and there be not very widely

different. And what occasion was there for the Doctor’s

saying effects, instead of things issuing from them, but to

favour an hypothesis, and to hold out a false light to the

readers? As to what you say of &#iawa, dignity, I have

answered it above. Your reason for sporaráxSal signifying

more than priority of order, is very peculiar, viz. because

p ‘O Aáyos, où 227 sixáva 5 &ySea ros #ysyāya.

“O A6yos—rhy sixáva #2a3ay &AmSãs, abres rero ysvågsvos 3rig My sixa, abrov.

Iren. lib. v. cap. 16. p. 313.

Quia jam adhaerebat illi Filius, secunda persona, sermo ipsius, et tertia,

Spiritus in sermone, ideo pluraliter pronuntiavit, faciamus, et nostram.

Tertull. adv. Prax. cap. 12.

Unum enim sunt, quorum imaginis et similitudinis unum est homo factus

exemplum. Hilar de Trin, lib. v. cap. 8.

* Vol. i. p. 312.
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Basil in another place has both ráše, and &#1áuari : there

fore when he makes mention of order only, (as in the

word "poraráxSai,) he meant more than order. You might

perceive, by the reason given in both places, that a pore

TáxSai applied to the Father, and rés, 85%rspo; applied to

the Son, answer exactly to each other, and literally signify

order, and nothing else'. And had you attended to Basil's

reasoning, where he allows &#1ágar, as well as réel, you

would have perceived that it was rather ad hominem, or

for argument sake, than any thing else. For admitting

that the Son or Holy Ghost were &#1áuari, as well as

r&#1, second and third, (as Eunomius pretended,) yet he

shows that no certain consequence can be drawn from

thence to inferiority of nature. Or however, at the most,

all you can make of it is, that the Father being supreme

in office, as well as in order, was on that account &#1ágar,

a páros, first in dignity: as one angel (which is Basil's

illustration) is superior to another in rank, or office, though

in nature equal. Basil. lib. iii. p. 79.

19. The last passage I found fault with, you are con

tent to throw off under the name of a quibble; because

you could not account for the Doctor's foul play in mis

translating it, and warping it to his own hypothesis. Why

was not the word 8muspyńuarx rendered creatures, as it

ought to have been And why did the Doctor put all

things, when speaking of things produced by the Father,

and things only in respect of the Son's producing, when

he had no ground for the distinction in Basil '

But enough of this. The Doctor's partiality in many

of his quotations has been sufficiently manifested. And

though you are pleased to pass the matter off with as

good a face as you can, (and it is your wisest way so to

do,) yet you will hardly find many readers of opinion

with you, that these kind of slips, in a man of character,

are of slight moment. Had Bishop Bull been ever guilty

of things of this kind, I well know what use would have

* See another passage of Basil above, p. 454.

VOL. III, H h
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been made of it. Mr. Whiston's charged him with once

unfairly translating a passage of Origen; where yet the

Bishop was right, and Mr. Whiston certainly wrong, as

I have proved in my Defence': and this one pretended

instance of unfairness is brought up again, and aggravated,

by another gentleman", with some kind of insult. A few

slips of this nature, where a charge is really just, are not

easily pardoned in any writers of the higher class : be

traying either want of learning, or want of care, or, what

is worst of all, want of honesty.

You endeavour to throw off the force of the next five

or six pages of my Defence, (which you can never fairly

answer,) by charging something disingenuous, as you pre

tend, upon me: “as if all the Doctor's citations from the

“Fathers in general were concessions only from writers,

“who were adversaries in the whole.” But I made a dis

tinction”, as the Doctor himself had doney, between Ante

Nicene and Post-Nicene writers. As to the latter, he

laid claim to nothing but concessions: and as to the former,

he did indeed claim more in respect of some of them,

though I think without reason. You are still sanguine

enough to say, that “much the greater part of the authors

“he cites, all,” you think, “of the three first centuries,

“agree with him in the full sense of all his propositions.”

How wild, and indeed romantic, this imagination of yours

is, hath been sufficiently shown all the way; first, in my

Defence, and again in these papers: particularly in the

eleven instances above mentioned, wherein the Doctor

runs counter to all antiquity. As to supreme dominion,

which you lay so much stress on; it is demonstration

that the Fathers held no supremacy but what was thought

consistent with equality of nature, and with the unity of

the same Godhead common to Father and Son. If this

• Primitive Christianity Revived, vol. iv. p. 154.

* Vol. i. p. 141, &c. -

* Primitive Christianity Revived. Append. ii. p. 44.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 301.

* Preface to Script. Doctr. p. 18. 1st ed. Reply, p. 5, 6.
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be your supremacy, all is right and well. But it is ridi

culous in you to quote ancients for the supremacy, and

at the same time to throw out all the considerations which

should come in to qualify, fix, and determine the notion

of supremacy among the ancients. Are not all the other

tenets, wherein the ancients evidently contradict the Doc

tor's whole scheme, so many demonstrations that they

never understood supremacy in any such sense as he does?

What is the Doctor or you doing, but playing one or two

principles of the ancients, of uncertain meaning in them

selves, against twenty clear, plain, undoubted principles?

which if you were able to do with success, it would not

be proving that the Fathers were on your side, but that

they were fools and mad, and are of no account on either

side of the controversy. But I hope the reader will easily

see through the mystery of the whole deceit which you

are putting upon him, (and perhaps upon yourselves at

the same time,) which is only this: the straining and per

verting the true and Catholic notion of supremacy (held

in all ages of the Church, before and after the Nicene

Council) to an Arian and heretical sense; that so you

may obliquely (what you care not to do directly) reduce

the Son and Holy Ghost to the rank of creatures. Your

constant plea is, the supremacy, the supremacy: the an

cients, it seems, were for supremacy, amidst all their va

riety of metaphysical speculations : so that every other

tenet, whereby the ancients plainly overturn your whole

scheme, must be thrown off as a metaphysical speculation;

and nothing but supremacy must be sounded in our ears.

Yet, after all, you can make nothing of this pretended

supremacy till you turn it into a metaphysical speculation

upon self-existence, and that again into necessary existence;

then adding sundry other metaphysical speculations, to

degrade and sink God the Son into precarious existence.

This was not the way of the ancients; nor was this the

use they ever made, or intended to make of the supre

macy: if they had, you would have allowed them, I sup

pose, in this single instance, to run into metaphysical

H h 2
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speculations. One thing is evident, amidst all their variety

of metaphysical speculations, in which you think they

abounded more than you, that what metaphysics they had

in their great abundance, they employed them all in defence

of our Lord's divinity; while you, on the contrary, em

ploy the little you have, in direct opposition to it. Cer.

tainly, the ancients, being so much given to metaphysics,

could have been metaphysical on your side of the question,

as well as you are now: but either they were wise enough

to distinguish false metaphysics from true; or, they had

not so learned Christ. But to return.

I intimated” how a Romanist might, in Dr. Clarke's

way, fill pages with quotations wide of the purpose, and

call them concessions, and thereby deceive weak readers.

Here you have nothing to reply, but that I do the Doctor

wrong in applying this to all his citations. I applied it

not to all, but to as many (be they more or fewer) as have

been thus deceitfully made use of by the Doctor. By his

own account it must be understood of as many Post-Ni.

cene Catholics, as he quotes in that manner: and how

many Ante-Nicenes it ought to be understood of, may

appear from what I have shown of their being in very op

posite sentiments to his, in the most material points of

our dispute. But allowing your plea, is it any justifica

tion of the Doctor's method of quoting? I charge him

with deceit: and you, in his defence, represent him as

practising it not so much, or so often, as I might imagine.

But why did he practise it at all?

You next endeavour to retort something upon me like

to the Romanists, though entirely wide and foreign, and

brought in most strangely. They have recourse, you say,

to tradition: you should have said to oral tradition, which

is quite another thing from written tradition. And what

harm is there in having recourse to the written tradition

of Fathers for the sense of Scripture, more than in having

recourse to a Dictionary for the sense of words; or to the

* Defence, vol. i. p. 316, 317.



Qu. xxv.11. OF SOME QUERIES. 469

practice of courts, resolutions of Judges, or books of Re

ports, for the sense of laws 2 All helps, for the under

standing of Scripture, ought to be made use of: and re

course to the Fathers is one, and a very considerable one.

The Romanists, you add, call their own doctrine Catholic:

yes, and without reason. The Fathers, long before Popery,

called their doctrine Catholic, and with good reason.

What then The Romanists also call that heresy, which

is really none: may we not therefore call that heresy,

which really is such, and which has been ever so ac

counted in all ages of the Church : What you have farther

is repetition: except your speculations on Rev. i. 8. which

have been mostly considered above". There remain only

a few incidental matters to be here taken notice of, very

briefly. I had referred to four places b in Clemens, where

he either directly or indirectly makes the Son ravroxpárap,

Almighty. Of three of them no reasonable doubt can be

made: and three are sufficient. The fourth only says,

that the nature of the Son is "porexegrárn, most intimately

united to the alone Almighty; which, according to Cle

mens’s notion of their union, is supposing both Almighty.

But this I need not insist upon, having three plain testi

monies besides; two of which have been vindicated above.

You cite another passages of Clemens, and you translate

it most shamefully, to serve your hypothesis, in these

words; “He is irresistible as being Lord of all; most cer

“tainly irresistible, because ministering to the will of the

“good and supreme Father over all.” You have here

exceeded Mr. Whiston by far; whose translation is very

modest and reasonable in comparison. The literal and

just rendering is thus. “Neither could he be obstructed

“by any other, being Lord of all, and chiefly (or most

* Page 227.

* T25 ravrozea rocos xa rarelzeň Aávov, p. 148. Tày ravrospáreea easy A6xer,

p. 277. Avvault rayweaths—9íAnaa ravroxparcelzév. p. 646. ‘H view púris a

•r: *āv? ravroxed reel reogs%izzarn. p. 831.

* obS 5p iripov waxw8sin wor' & 3 raw ray awelas, xa, Aaxiara #vrnests, ry

arey &yaSow was ravroxed rocos S*A*r arx'rpás. p. 832.
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“perfectly) ministering to the will of the good and Al

“mighty Father.” Clemens's thought is this; that as to

creatures, they cannot obstruct him, since he is Lord over

them : and as to the Father, he will not, inasmuch as all

that the Son does is perfectly agreeable to his willd. I

need not say anything here farther in relation to Justin

or Eusebius; having given my thoughts of both in the

preceding sheets.

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 whether

such a cloud of witnesses can be set aside without weak

ening the only proof we have of the Canon of the Scrip

ture, and the integrity of the sacred text?

THE Modest Pleader thinks it not material to inquire,

“whether the ancient writers of the Church were better

“skilled in metaphysical speculations, than we at this

“day?” This kind of talk is what he affects, and pleases

himself in; though he has nothing but metaphysics to de

pend on, as I have often observed: and I will venture to

assure him, that the old and well tried metaphysics of the

ancients are such as he will find much superior to his own.

Metaphysics were indeed first brought in by heretics, and

were much encouraged by Arius, Eunomius, and the

whole sect of Arians: but the Fathers of the Church,

having better sense than they, were able to baffle them

at their own weapons. The Modest Pleader, I think, (if

there be not an interpolation by another hand,) still goes

on, and tells me “how unanimously, how uniformly the

“ ancients asserted a real supremacy of the Father's do

“minion.” And yet the certain truth is, that he has no

* See Bull. D. F. sect. ii. cap. 6. Nourrii Apparat. vol. i. p. 954. Lord

Nottingham's Answer to Whiston, p. 5.
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Ante-Nicene or Post-Nicene Catholic writer that ever

came up to his notion of it. Where does he find them

saying, that the Father alone is supreme in dominion? He

may find many expressly contradicting it; as many as

make Father and Son one God, or proclaim them undivided

in dominion, or say that they are unius Potestatis, unius

Divinitatis, of one Power and Godhead, and the like: many

testimonies whereof have been given in the course of these

papers. All he can prove is a supremacy of the Father, a

supremacy in respect of order or office, nothing more. But

his way is to take old expressions, and to affix new ideas

to them, under pretence that those old writers knew not

how to speak accurately. What they called cause, is with

him no cause; what they called acts, are no acts; what

they called generation, is no generation; and their subor

dination (like mine) is a coordination: and so, I presume,

their supremacy is no supremacy, but must be stretched

farther upon the foot of the new metaphysics. This is the

whole of the case; new ideas to old terms, that a man

may seem to concur with the ancients, while he is really

contradicting them in the grossest manner, and introduc

ing a novel faith. I know not how far such a method may

serve with the populace: wise men will see through it,

and give it its due name; viz. either great ignorance of

antiquity, or great partiality.

But he goes on: “whole streams of writers in matters

“of controversy, representing other men's opinions other

“wise than in the words of the persons themselves, are

“no manner of evidence.” One would wonder what this

wise paragraph meant, or what it was to the purpose.

Have we not the sense of the Church from Churchmen

themselves? But he wanted to introduce an ill-natured

gird upon some body. He is terribly afraid lest any man

should judge of Dr. Clarke's writings from his adversary’s

accounts. I hope the reader will bear this caution in mind,

as often as he reads Dr. Clarke's account of the Ante

Nicene or Post-Nicene writers, to whom he is an utter

adversary; though a professed one to the latter only. As

H h 4
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to what he says about weakening the Canon of Scripture,

I refer to my Defence"; where that matter is fairly and

fully stated.

I now come to you. You repeat the pretence of supre

macy: which requires no farther answer but this; that

you mistake the alone unoriginateness for alone dominion.

The Father is not the alone Governor: but he alone hath

his authority and dominion from none.

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

gears : or, supposing it doubtful what the sense of the

Church was within that time, whether what was deter

mined by a Council of 3oo Bishops soon after, with the

greatest care and deliberation, and has satisfied men of the

greatest sense, piety, and learning, all over the Christian

world, for 1400 years since, may not satisfy wise and good

"men now * -

I HERE meet with nothing but what has been abun

dantly answered or obviated. Your former pretences

were ;

1. That the Nicene Council knew nothing of individual

consubstantiality.

2. That they understood consubstantial in a figurative

Sense.

3. That if they intended any real consubstantiality, it

was specific only.

4. That several Councils, more numerous than that of

Nice, determined against the woodarov.

All these pleas were particularly examined and confuted

in my Defence: and you have been content to drop them,

as indefensible, without any reinforcement.

You have nothing farther but a few trifling quibbles

* Vol. i. p. 324, &c,
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about individual, and identical, and supreme authority:

which may now pass with the readers for words of course;

such as you have accustomed yourself to repeat, when

you have no mind to be silent. I must desire the reader

to turn to my Defence of this Query, and to compare it

with your Reply; if he finds any thing in what you have

said, that seems to require any consideration.

QUERY XXX.

Whether, supposing the case doubtful, it be not a wise man’s

part to take the safer side; rather to think too 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?

I MUST take notice of what the Modest Pleader

here pretends, that “this Query may be retorted with

“irresistible strength.” After he has thus prepared his

reader, let us hear what his words come to. It is thus,

“whether it be not a wise man’s part, rather to think too

“highly, than too meanly of God the Father; and to be

“tender of his incommunicable honour.” To which I an

swer, that God the Father has determined this question

already, by his commands laid upon us to honour his Son

even as himself; and by his giving no particular cautions

against honouring him too much. If we err on this part,

in honouring the Son too highly, (without the least thought

of dishonouring the Father,) we err on the right side, as

erring on the side of the precept ; whereas the other is

erring against the precept. This I urged before; and nei

ther the Modest Pleader nor yourself take the least no

tice of it. However, I rested my argument upon this

farther consideration, that the modest side is the safest to

err in: and I thought a debt of modesty very proper to be

paid to the ancient Church, and to all the modern Churches;

unless you had plain demonstration for your dissent.

But the Modest Pleader says, a “modest deference

“should be paid to the express declarations and com
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“mands of Scripture, rather than to the additions of any

“human and fallible judgment.” But where is his mo

desty to call his unscriptural inventions by the venerable

name of Scripture? The question is not, whether express

Scripture ought to be obeyed: but whether, what a few

confident men call express Scripture, and all the Churches

of Christendom, early and late, take to be directly contrary

to express Scripture, is to be admitted as an article of

faith.

It is very strange that you should so often speak of

human and fallible judgment, and never consider that the

judgment you make is human and fallible, as well as the

rest. Are you, in particular, privileged from errors, or

blessed with the gift of infallibility? Since we are com

paring human with human, and fallible with fallible judg

ment; think it possible that many, and great, and wise men

may have judged right, and that a few may have judged

wrong. There is a presumption, a strong probability, to

say no more, against you: nor will any thing less than

demonstration be sufficient to support your pretences, in

opposition to the current judgment of the Christian world.

In modesty, the novelists ought to pay a deference to

wiser men than themselves; and not presume that they

have Scripture on their side, till they are able to prove

it. But of this I said enough in my Defencef; and you

make no answer. You have nothing more, under this

Query, but repetition of your preface; which I have an

swered in its place. Only I must take notice of one very

peculiar piece of grave banter; your accusing me as appeal.

ing to the passions of the readers, only for retorting upon

you your own declamation, in somewhat stronger words;

as I had a better cause to support them. Who was it

that first called upon us to “consider, what to answer at

“ the great day, &c. ?” So solemn an appeal, upon such

trifling pretences as you had, obliged me to remind you of

the infinitely greater risk you run, in unaccountably de

f Vol. i. p. 324, 325.
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nying your Lord and God. You tell us also of names of

reproach; at the same time reproaching the Church of

God, and the most eminent lights of it in all ages, as Tri

theists, or Sabellians, or Scholastics, or as contentious men,

that built their faith on metaphysical speculations. It seems,

you can feel any thing that looks like a reproach upon

yourselves; at the same time causelessly dealing about

hard names, and most injurious reflections upon all around

you. Learn to be modest, or at least commonly civil to

others, and you may meet with suitable returns. We shall

not suffer you to run on with your charge of Sabellian

ism, Tritheism, scholastic jargon, &c. which you cannot

make good against us; without letting the world know

something of a charge of Arianism, which we can make

good against you, having often done it with the force and

evidence of demonstration. As to the charge I made

(p. 435.) relating to your resting your cause, in the last

result, solely upon metaphysics, though you are pleased to

call it calumny, there is not a syllable of it but what is

strictly true, and may be undeniably proved from Dr.

Clarke's own pieces, and yours. I except one or two

particulars, which I remember to have met with only in

Mr. Emlyn's Tractss. I hope you will not think him an

ignorant writer, nor one that is used to allege such reasons

only as his adversaries should desire or wish for. He has

long studied this controversy, and, as I conceive, under

stands it better than some who have succeeded him in it,

and who have been content sometimes to borrow from

him. But that by the way: I still continue to affirm,

having proved it more than once, that in the last result

your doctrine stands upon metaphysics only, and such

pretences as I mentioned in the place above cited. They

are what you constantly retreat to, when pressed: and

without them you cannot advance one considerable step

towards what you aim at, with all your pretended proofs

from Scripture or antiquity.

s Emlyn's Tracts, p. 165.
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QUERY XXXI.

IWhether 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 antiquity;

and whether we may not wait long before we find such

demonstration ?

WHAT the Modest Pleader here pretends against the

charge of Arianism has been abundantly answered more

than onceh. And as to his cavil against charging con

sequences in this case, I have distinctly considered it else

wherei.

Among all the charges I made, you will hardly meet

with any such general charge as is here brought against

me, of “subverting all science, and all religion,” without

showing how or why. When I make a charge, I sig

nify upon what I found it, and give you the liberty of de

fending yourselves if you can. This other method of ge

neral scandal, thrown out in such a way as to bar a man

the privilege of self-defence, is of all the most ungenerous,

mean, and detestable. All I shall say to it is this; that I

have demonstration before me, that if the man had had

anything he could have mentioned without exposing him

self, he would certainly have produced it at full length :

and therefore, I presume, his general charge about nobody

knows what, may reasonably pass for a bounce extraor

dinary, words and no more.

After a deal of trifling repetition, you are at length

pleased to ease your reader and me; leaving me some

words of my own, which stand better in their place. You

do well to return me back the good advice I gave you,

which you had made no use of. As to the honest reader,

I desire him to take notice, that every thing material in

* In my Defence, and in this Second Defence, and particularly in my Sup

plement to the Case of Arian Subscription, vol. ii. p. 354, 355, 393, 394.

i Supplement, vol. ii. p. 355, &c.
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this Query is entirely dropped: no demonstration given of

the new scheme, nor so much as pretended; no answer to

Jive particulars which required satisfaction. As you begin,

so you end, with evasions and subterfuges, shiftings and

disguises; perpetually running off from the true point in

question, and wrapping yourself up in clouds and darkness;

studying and contriving all possible ways to perplex rather

than instruct, and fearing nothing so much as to have the

issue of the cause put upon a clear foot, or left to a fair

hearing. It might reasonably have been expected, while

you write under cover, that you would have taken quite

another method : and give me leave to judge so justly, or

at least so kindly of you, as to believe you would have

done it, had you been left entirely to your own counsels.

I am not such a stranger to you, or so unacquainted with

your style, your manner, your diction, (in many private

papers, as you well know, besides what you have pub

lished,) as not to perceive, that many things, which I have

here answered as yours, yet never came from your pen. I

cannot indeed critically distinguish in all cases, where you

begin to speak, or where you end: but, in the general, where

there is any thing that looks of a more ingenuous strain,

and is most like what one would expect from a plain,

honest man; that I conceive certainly to be all your own.

Indeed, you have interpretatively made the whole yours,

by lending your name, I should rather say your person, to

it: for you are personated all the way through. You will

therefore the more easily excuse me for directing myself

generally to you, even in those parts where I am sensible

I have had to do with another man.

One thing I complain of, and that is of the disingenuous

use every where made of writing under concealment, and

without a name. I should have had a great deal less

trouble in examining the Reply, had it been to be owned

by any man of character, and his name set to it. He

would have written, very probably, with more care, had

his reputation been staked upon it; he would have cut off

many impertinences, would not have attempted to put so
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many gross and palpable abuses upon the readers, nor

have undertaken to defend what was at first sight plainly

indefensible. He would have selected such things, and

such only, as might bear some colour at least, and appear

of real weight: such, in a word, as might become a scholar,

a man of sense, and a man of probity, to urge, and nothing

more. And then I am sure, that both the Reply itself,

and my labour in examining it, would have been very

much shortened: and our readers would have been more

agreeably and more usefully entertained.

I shall conclude with observing, how easy a thing it may

be to reduce this controversy into a small compass; if

men would but come sincerely to it, and keep close to the

principal points in question. The most convenient method,

and most natural order of inquiry, would, I conceive, be

this following one.

I. What the doctrine to be examined is.

II. Whether it be possible P

III. Whether it be true #2

I.

The first question is, what the doctrine is; which lies in

these particulars.

1. That the Father is God, (in the strict sense of neces

sarily existing, as opposed to precarious existence,) and the

Son God, and the Holy Ghost God, in the same sense of

the word God.

2. That the Father is not the Son, nor the Son the Fa

ther, nor the Holy Ghost either Father or Son: they are

distinct, so that one is not the other; that is, as we now

term it, they are three distinct Persons, and two of them

eternally referred up to one. *

3. These three, however distinct enough to be three

Persons, are yet united enough to be one God.

II.

The second question is, whether the doctrine be possible?
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All that relates to this question is resolvible into three

other questions.

1. Whether there can be three Persons necessarily ex

isting?

2. Whether three such Persons can be one God, in the

nature of the thing itself, or upon the foot of mere natural

reason ?

3. Whether they can be one God, consistently with

any data in Scripture, any thing plainly laid down in

sacred writ; as, suppose, subordination, mission, gene

ration ?

If any one of these questions can be determined in the

negative with sufficient certainty, then the doctrine, as

here stated, is not possible: but if none of these questions

can be with any certainty determined in the negative, the

doctrine then must be allowed to be possible.

1. The first question cannot be determined in the nega

tive; for, after frequent trials so to determine it, no one has

been yet found able to do it: all the pretended proofs of

it are sophistical; they may be, they have been, shown to

be so.

2. As to the second question, no one has hitherto been

able to determine it in the negative; though often at

tempted. And there is this reason to be given why it

never can be done; that no certain principle of indivi

duation ever has or can be fixed: upon which alone the

resolution of that question, on the foot of mere natural

reason, entirely depends.

3. As to the third question, there is no determining it

in the negative; because it is certain that subordination or

mission may be consistent with equality of nature; as is

seen even in men. And if it be pleaded, that such subordi

nation is not consistent with the unity, (though it might

with the equality,) our ideas of the unity are too imper

fect to reason solidly upon: nor can any man prove that

every kind of unity must be either too close to admit of

any subordination, or else too loose to make the Persons

one God. How shall it be shown, that the distinction may
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not be great enough to answer the subordination, &c. and

yet the union close enough to make the Persons one God?

Our faculties are not sufficient for these things. If eternal

generation be objected to as a thing impossible, the ob

jectors should show that there cannot be any eternal re

Jerence or relation of one to the other, as head, fountain, or

center: which is the sum of what eternal generation

amounts to; and which (though often attempted) could

never yet be proved to carry any thing contradictory in it.

Not to mention that could it be really proved to be ab

surd or contradictory, yet the main doctrine might possibly

stand independent of it; among such at least as scruple

not to throw off the ancients, and confine the dispute to

Scripture alone: which is not so clear or full for the eter

nal generation, as it is for the eternal existence of the Son.

Upon the whole, since the doctrine can never be proved

to be impossible; it must be allowed to be possible: and

now,

III.

The third and last question is, whether the doctrine be

true? For the resolving of which, we must have recourse

to Scripture and antiquity. Whoever undertakes to de

bate this question should forbear every topic drawn from

the nature of the thing; because such arguments belong

only to the other question, whether the doctrine be possible:

and, in all reason, the possibility should be presupposed in

all our disputes from Scripture or Fathers.

By what I have here observed, it appears that the con

troversy of the Trinity may be easily brought to a short

issue, and be comprised in two sheets of paper. The

strength of the adversaries most certainly lies in the ques

tion of the possibility: and if they have any thing con

siderable to urge, it may be dispatched in a very few

words; one demonstration (if any one can be found) being

as good as a hundred.

If none can be found, I doubt not but all reasonable

men will immediately give up the point in respect of
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Scripture and antiquity; which have been so often and

so unanswerably proved to be on our side.

My hearty concern for truth, on whatever side it may

be conceived to lie, and my desire to submit every doc

trine (not excepting even those which we call funda

mental) to a free and fair trial, makes me willing to offer

those hints; which may be useful to our adversaries, if

there be any real strength in the cause they have under

taken. I am not afraid of pointing out to them the

shortest and readiest way of confuting us, if there be any

way of doing it. Let them try the strength of their phi

losophy, or metaphysics, when they please: I desire only

to have the cause put upon clear and solid reasoning,

upon firm principles pursued by regular and just infer

ences or deductions. And let the world see whether any

modern improvements in philosophy, logic, or metaphy

sics, can raise Arianism up, in these latter days, which

never could be supported, formerly, by all that human

wit and learning could invent or contrive for it.
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To

THE Posts CRIPT.

->

YoU conclude with a Postscript relating to Dr. Calamy:

whom you first reproach very roundly, as one that has

been throughout misled, by trusting to my citations and

comments. You ought to beg his pardon for this un

righteous report; which was not made in the fear of God,

nor under a sense of the common obligations of hu

manity or justice towards man. If I should report that

you had been frequently (I do not say throughout) misled

by Dr. Clarke's citations and comments, I should say no

more than I have given abundant proof of: but what

proof have you given that Dr. Calamy has been through

out misled by mine? I know not whether you will be

able to give a single example of it. However it had been

but just, rather to have said that he had been misled by

trusting to his own judgment, concurring with mine. For

it is plain enough that the Doctor has examined for him

self: and if he has fallen, in a great measure, into the

same way of thinking with me, it is not as trusting to my

citations or comments, but as approving the grounds upon

which they stand. You had the less reason to reproach

him as having been throughout misled by me, when the

main design of your Postscript is to intimate to the world

that he differs from me in one part of his scheme, which

you think very considerable: an argument, sure, that

he did not take things upon trust from others; but

considered and examined carefully, before he gave into

them.

- I i 2
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The second citation which you produce from him, to

intimate to me (as you pretend) the consequence of my

notion, relates not to my notion; nor was it written with

any such view, but with regard to quite another notion".

The unaccountable part you have here acted, in citing it

and tacking it most unrighteously to the former, must

make your very friends blush for you, or stand astonished

at you. Whether it was done with design, or was purely

blunder, the author of the Postscript (for I would gladly

hope it was not you) best knows. Suppose it owing to

haste and carelessness; yet even want of care, in charges

of this kind, will be apt to cast some blemish upon a

writer's honesty or probity. -

I lay hold on this opportunity of thanking Dr. Calamy

for his learned and useful labours in defence of our com

mon faith: and it is with pleasure I take notice of the

seasonable stand which he and many others (the most

eminent and most considerable men of the Dissenting way)

have made, in opposition to the threatening defection, and

to preserve their flocks in time of danger. If he has any

where differed from me, in less material points, holding

the foundation sure, the doctrine of a real and coequal

Trinity; he is at liberty to follow his own judgment, and

to defend the main articles in such a way as appears to

him most reasonable, and freest from embarrassments. I

will first suppose that he really differs from me in the point

of subordination, (though, I conceive, he does not) yet what

advantage do you propose to reap from it, that you should

now so plume yourself upon it? Do not deceive yourself

in this matter: if Dr. Calamy has made any concession of

this kind, beyond what I have thought proper to do, he

will still be able to maintain his ground against Dr. Clarke

and his adherents, both from Scripture and antiquity. As

to Scripture, allowing any natural subordination of Christ,

as God, to be inconsistent with his essential Divinity; the

question then will be, whether your proofs of any such

* See Dr. Calamy's Sermons, p. 345.
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natural subordination (distinguished from economical) are

plainer, stronger, or fuller than the proofs of the essential

Divinity. Here, I conceive, he will have the advantage

very evidently, both in the number and the strength of his

proofs. Your pretended voluntary generation he will re

ject as an unscriptural dream of human invention: your

Scripture proofs of the necessary existence of the Father

will stand upon no better a foot than his Scripture proofs

of the necessary existence of the Son. Your pretences from

the prepositions of, by, through, or in, he will resolve

into economical order: and you will not be able to prove

from I Cor. viii. 6. that God the Son is included in the all

things which are of the Father. Metaphysics you will be

ashamed to offer, having so often pretended to condemn

them in us. All your little quibbles about derived and

underived, about cause and effect, about acts of the will,

about identical substance, identical lives, and the like, will

drop at once. In short, when antiquity is set aside, you

will find it extremely difficult to make it appear that the

Scripture account of subordination necessarily infers any

natural subordination, or may not possibly be understood

of economical only; as some writers of note seem to

have understood, as high as the sixth century b, if not

higher.

As to antiquity, you will be able to prove a natural

subordination, very plainly, from the earliest Fathers:

but not more plainly than Dr. Calamy will be able to

prove the consubstantiality, coeternity, omnipresence, om

niscience, and other Divine attributes of God the Son: not

more plainly than he will prove from the ancients, that

the Father and Son are one God, (one God most high,)

that creature worship is idolatry, that no inferior God

must be admitted, and the like. The question then will

be, (since the ancients, upon the present hypothesis, must

be said to have contradicted themselves and each other,)

I say, the question will be, whether you have more and

* See Jobius apud Photium Cod. ccxxii. p. 624, 625.
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stronger testimonies for one part of the contradiction, than

the Doctor will have for the other part. Here again he

will manifestly have the advantage over you, in the number

and strength of his testimonies: and he may justly plead,

either to have the evidence of antiquity set aside as null;

or that the many tenets, wherein the Fathers agree with

his scheme, be admitted as more considerable than the

few tenets wherein they agree with you. Thus, so far

as I apprehend, you and your friends will be really no

gainers by Dr. Calamy’s concessions; or by throwing

off the subordination, as impossible and contradictory on

both sides.

Nevertheless, I am fully and unalterably persuaded,

that the true and right way is, to admit the subordination,

and to assert the essential Divinity of all the three Persons

together with it. Both parts appear to be founded in

Scripture, and were undoubtedly believed by the ancients

in general: and there is no repugnancy between them,

more than what lies in mistaken fancy or imagination. I

know not whether Dr. Calamy might not pay too great a

regard to Dr. Clarke's partial representation of this mat

ter; and so take Bp. Pearson’s and Bp. Bull’s sentiments

something otherwise than they intended them. I observe,

that he admits “eternal generation, necessary emanation,

and natural order; which is, in other words, admitting

all that is intended by priority of order or subordination.

The Son proceeds from the Father; the Father from none:

this is the difference of natural order which the ancients,

and after them those two excellent moderns, speak of; viz.

that the Son is referred up to the Father as to a Head or

Fountain, and not vice versa. This reference or relation

of the Son to the Father, we call subordination ; and this

is all that is natural, the rest is economical. If Dr. Clarke

has represented subordination otherwise, pretending Bp.

Pearson's or Bp. Bull's authority for it, he has done un

fairly and perhaps Dr. Calamy intended no more than to

* Sermons, p. 20, 49,263.
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condemn the notion so represented d. Which is not con

demning either Bp. Pearson's, or Bp. Bull’s, or my doc

trine; but something else which others have invented

for us.

I know not indeed whether you will allow me to put

myself in; because I am represented as teaching a real

coordination, and a verbal subordination only. But I am

very certain that the same objection, or rather cavil, lies

equally against Bp. Pearson or Bp. Bull; and you are

very sensible of it: only you are disposed to serve a turn

by making some use of those great names. They both

asserted a coequality, in as full and strong terms as I any

where do: which coequality you are pleased to miscall,

in me, coordination; assuming a strange liberty of altering

the sense of words, and affecting to speak a new language,

to make way for a new faith.

To conclude; if Dr. Calamy and I really differ, (as I

think we do not,) we agree however in the main points,

and much better than our late revivers of Arianism agree

among themselves. And I doubt not but that by the

united labours of the true friends of our common faith,

(with God's blessing upon them,) the vain attempts of our

new Arians and Eunomians will be defeated and baffled,

(as were formerly those of their predecessors,) and that

the Catholic doctrine of the ever blessed Trinity, that sa

cred depositum of the Church of Christ, will be preserved

whole and entire, and handed down, as to us, so to our

latest posterity, through all generations.

* “Whosoever will be at the pains to compare the several passages cited

“by Dr. Clarke, as they stand in the places whence they are taken, with

“other clear and express passages of our learned author, (Bishop Bull,) and

“with the whole scope and purport of his reasonings for the truth of the Ni

“cene doctrine, must evidently perceive that these are all placed in quite an

“other light than in the book referred to: that some are directly contrary

‘to the author's true meaning, and to his design in writing; and most of

“the rest inconsistent, at least, with the same, as the Doctor very well

“knew.” Nelson's Life of Bull, p. 326, 327.

s
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mine what shall be so called management of the controversy.
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-, | - - xx-xxiii deny the substance of God?

– in what cases, and how far to be God 386
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‘mitted ... , , , , 446 God by nature 426

their words, in some cases, # what divinity they are will
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Son are the same God 71, 121 189
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Athenagoras cited and explained
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B.

Basil cited and explained 282,

315, 332, 464

Being and person confounded

397

Bull (Bishop) vindicated 127,

271, 273, 370, 465

Characters of the one true God

applied to the Son 207

Clarke, (Dr.) his notion of indi

vidual substance 299, 398

of idol mediators 345, 346

– his distinction of will of ap

probation, and will of choice

288

partial in his quotations

446, 464

- his propositions novel and

false ,- 441

Clemens of Alexandria cited and

vindicated 66, 87, 95, 134, 254,

257, 273, 358, 359

Coequality confounded with co
ordination 94

consistent with priority of

order 23, 94, 179, 400

Creation, by or through Christ,

how to be understood 31, 172

- by the three Persons in con

cert 311

entitles the Son to equal

worship with the Father 376

Cyril of Alexandria cited and ex

plained 282

Cyril of Jerusalem cited and vin

dicated 303

Cyprian cited and explained 108,

137

Derived and underived, the cha

racters considered 203

Dionysius of Alexandria cited and

vindicated 43, 111, 274

of Rome cited and vindi

cated 108, 111, 274, 316

Ditheism charged upon the mo

dern Arians 182, 189

Dominion expressed by Lord, and

not by Cod (see Supremacy of

Dominion) 171, 198

E.

Economy and order in the Trinity

considered 168

Emanation, see Generation and

Necessary Existence.

Epiphanius cited and explained

59, 276

Equality of nature in the God

head, what it means 164

Eternity ascribed to Father and

Son in the same Scripture

phrases 226

Eusebius cited 36, 117, 141, 154,

313, 373

— How far his authority is to

be received 36,380

Exclusive terms sometimes leave

room for tacit exceptions 29,

- 52, 78

to be understood only in

opposition to what they are op

posed to 53, 92, 182,356

- F.

Father (in the Godhead) expresses

a relation of order and mode of

existence 163

supposes him to have a Son

equal to himself 26

is the head of both the other

Persons 61

Father's divinity, every argument

for it defeated by the modern

Arians 230

Fathers, (Ante-Nicene) constant

ly appealed to by the Catholics

in the Arian controversy, (see

Ancients) v—xix

Fundamental article of religion;

the controverted article such a

One 15

G.

Generation of the Son, temporal

and eternal, asserted by the an

cients 262

a threefold generation as

serted by the ancients 290

but neither of them imply

ing mutability or change 291

–– what they understood by

eternal generation 268

– How they understood it to
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be an act of the Father 13,

235, 287

Generation of the Son, how they

understood it to be by the will

of the Father 266, 286

—– they who admitted not of an

eternal generation, yet asserted

an eternal existence 296

GoD, a name of nature and sub

stance, not of office or domi

nion 42, 198

denotes absolute perfection,

whether applied to Father or

Son 162,232

the difference between be

ing God in the same sense and

in the same manner 54

-- two Gods never allowed by

the ancients 67

Father and Son asserted by

the ancients to be the same

God 71

Greg. Nazianzen cited and vin

dicated 418, 422

Greg. Nyssen cited and explained

283, 284

H

Hermas cited and vindicated 214

Hippolytus cited and vindicated

39, 41, 62, 102, 105, 136, 273,

274,

Honour, how it differs from Wor

ship 354

Idol mediators, Dr. Clarke's no

tion of them weak and ground

less 345, 346

Jehovah, what it signifies 166

Ignatius cited and explained 238,

245, 262, 265

Individual substance, Dr. Clarke's

notion of it 299

Individuation, hard to fix any

£ of it 297,410

Infinite powers, necessary to the

work of redemption 233

suppose an eternal duration

ibid.

Intelligent agent, how distinguish

ed from person 340

may be understood either of

person or substance 409

Irenaeus cited and explained 61,

66, 77, 86, 132, 221, 251, 254,

273, 358

Judgment, why assigned peculiar

ly to Christ 214

Justin Martyr cited and explained

68, 71, 124, 130, 156, 246, 248,

265, 270,357, 365.

L.

Lactantius cited and explained

- 112, 117, 140, 373

Lucian cited and explained 72

Manifestation expressed by gene
ration 265

Marcellus, how charged by Euse

bius 177

Marius Victorinus cited and ex

plained 280

Mediator by nature, and Mediator

by office, how distinguished 63

347

Mediatorial worship considered at

large 343, &c.

Medium of worship, how under

stood, (see Worship Mediato

rial) 343, 344

Metaphysics, the principal refuge

and last retreat of the modern

Arians 4, 63, 105, 307, 391,

399, 443, 467, 470, 475

Methodius cited and vindicated

274

N.

Necessary existence to be distin

guished from self-existence 162,

242, 243

allowing both to signify the

same thing, it would make no

thing for the Arians 286

of the Son taught by the fa

thers 238, 289

Necessity, in what sense used by

the ancient philosophers 236

Necessity of nature, not used by

the ancients in the modern

SenSe 235

Nice, (Council of) cited and vin

dicated 10

Novatian cited and vindicated 57,

119, 139, 214, 274, 454,459

'o, the article before esse, makes

no difference in the signification

173, 179
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Omniscience of the Son asserted

by the Ante-Nicenes 219, &c.

One or only God, in what sense

used by the ancients 356

Origen cited and vindicated 46,

68, 106, 108, 137, 257, 261,

274, 313, 358, 368, 371

-- Some account of him and

his writings 322, 326

P.

Pamphilus cited and vindicated

274

Person, the notion of it stated

339, 341

- distinguished from intelli

340gent agent * * *

- when, and upon what occa

sion first used 201, 413

- how abused by the Sabel

lians 201

Powers Divine, in what sense as

cribed to Christ by the modern

Arians 309

Precarious being, the same thing

with creature 2O6

the Son precarious upon the

modern scheme . ibid.

Prescience and free-will more dif

ficult to be reconciled than Tri

nity and Unity 391

Priority of order consistent with

coequality. ... 94, 179

II*, what it signifies, and how
it differs from 5%rraris 200,

- - 201

-— when first used by the Fa

thers in respect of the Trinity

* - 201, 413

- R.

Redemption, whether it requires
infinite powers, consequently

eternal duration 233

- * * S. - - - - - -

Sabellians, their heresy, what 200,

- 423

- their notion of substance

and person 201

Sameness in the Deity, the degree

of it inexplicable 203, 218

made by union 302,364,

410

Sardican Council falsely so called

279

Self-existence to be distinguished

from necessary-existence 162,

- - - 334

but confounded by the A

rians 334

the one not a greater per

fection than the other 204

allowing both to signify the

same, would be no advantage to

the Arians 286

a negative idea 396

Similitudes made use of to illus

...trate the Trinity 292

Sirmian Council explained 276,

- - 279

Soul (human) assumed by Christ
214

Substance, when and upon what

occasion the word was first in

troduced into the controversy

412

individual, Dr. Clarke's no

tion of it 299

one and the same in the

three Persons 250

- (Divine) if extended, must

have parts 250,411

- (singular, identical) consi

dered ibid.

Substantia, whether it answers to

the Greek brăzvagus 415

—– in what sense used by the

Latins ibid.

tres substantiae, when and

by whom used ibid.

Supremacy of dominion, how

abused and perverted by the

modern Arians 45,466,471

not the only material ques

tion 19, 443

of nature, order, and office,

to be distinguished 23 ,

– of the Godhead, wherein it

consists 158, 163, 166

Supreme God, an expression sel

dom used in Scripture or anti

quity 185

–– what use made of it by the

modern Arians 329

T.

Tatian cited and vindicated 270,

271, 358

Tertullian cited and vindicated 67,

68, 95, 102, 135, 191,273, 358
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Theophilus of Antioch cited and

vindicated 130, 132, 157, 271,

273, 358

Quæs with or without the article

considered 173, 179

esárns, what it signifies 199

Titles of the Father do not ex

clude the Son and Holy Ghost

58

Trinity, of the Arians, what 385

how expressed by the Ante

INicenes 412

when and upon what occa

sion the word was first used

ibid.

— a short method of ending

the controversy 477,481

U.

Union sufficient to make sameness

302, 365,410

Unity of the Godhead, in what the

ancients placed it 65, 66, 190,

195

‘Trevlåa, in what sense used in

Scripture 210

"Trärraris, what it signifies, and

how it differs from reizero,

200, 201, 225

-- how it differs from substan

tia 415

three hypostases, or one,

how understood 414

W.

Whiston, (Mr.) noted v, &c. 259,

262,316, 336,418

Will, (the word,) in what sense

used by the ancients 262

of approbation and of choice

distinguished 288

Worship due to the Son before

the Incarnation 375, 376

not founded upon the power

ofjudging 375, 379

a proof of his divinity 31

not due to inferior gods ib.

— the foundation of it 191

terminates in the Divine na

ture 349

(mediatorial) considered at

large 343

– how it differs from honour

- 354

supreme and inferior not

distinguished by the ancients

357, 360, 369

(inferior) terminates where

offered 360, 362

END OF VOL. III.



-

- -

-

... *

* *

-

-

*

-

-.
* - :

-

-

-

*

*

-

•

- * 1.

*

-

-
-

-

-

-

-

-

-
--

-

* *
-

-

*

*
-

-

*

- - -

*

* * * -

-

-

-

-

-

- s -

-

-
-

s -

-

-

-

-

- -

- - s *

i

|

|

-

-

* * * * • :







*





-

-

-
-

-

* -

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

- -
-

*

-

*

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

i -

-
-

-

-

-

-

-

|

-




	Front Cover
	THE PREFA CE. ...
	doctrine there. Accordingly, we assert Christ's divinity, ...
	one being, one substance, one Lord, or one God; that ...
	worship, and those divine honours, which have been ...
	if posterity, fallible as they, grow bold and daring, where ...
	cerity of each be tried by the nature and quality ...
	“ two senses of the term individual) the same identical ...
	leave whole and partsh to those gentlemen of strong ...
	it: nor do I expect it should be such to ...
	good, in the general,) but show, if you are able, ...
	mine is sincere and open, like that of a man ...
	fusion which you are labouring to introduce in a plain ...
	Gregory Nyssen thus more at large answers the ...
	“other. But if, instead of a Father, he introduces ...
	DEFENCE OF SOME QUERIES ...
	supreme God; and that he alone was to be worshipped ...
	3. That he is the same God, or one God, ...
	be to expose the weakness of a great man: whose ...
	HEB. i. 8. ...
	“plainly, All things are given me from the Father".” But, ...
	that the Father alone has “supreme authority, sovereignty, ...
	I see nothing in this passage, but what I can ...
	a distinction of this and that; then give us leave ...
	Here you will observe that I lay the emphasis upon ...
	Son, they are only by him : which shows a ...
	has been so long staved off, and yet must make ...
	And if you would know, how then he could consistently ...
	the same purpose, that they as constantly denied two ...
	authors in order of time, fixing also the time of ...
	- ...
	raised himself from the dead, and sometimes to have ...
	have you read the Fathers, not to see these plain ...
	You here (p. 101.) take notice of another passage of ...
	tare eum; to sustain him, you will say. And much ...
	be charged by the modest Pleader, &c. with making a ...
	more than a “mere position and order of words 2’’ ...
	and has nothing absurd, or strange in it. I may ...
	is not at all to your purpose. He plays awhile ...
	being of yesterday, to be God, nay, and one God ...
	Mr. Whiston was so sanguine as to say, he had ...
	not thought to be, what it really is, the true ...
	The passage you quote (p. 10.) shows one advantage ...
	A. D. 26o. D1onysius of Rome, with his clergy. ...
	may learn this from Lactantius, that the common way of ...
	he never says of angels, any more than of human ...
	only of what was since the incarnation, and therefore ...
	rectly opposite to the men of your principles, and not ...
	Thus far Eusebius; and he that could say this, (which ...
	say the truth, this scheme can never be perfectly cleared. ...
	4. That the ancients applied such texts of the Old ...
	“self-existent, independent God of the universe,” ...
	* ...
	You add, “Nor do the primitive writers ever lay the ...
	A. D. 181. THEoPHILUs. ...
	that Theophilus certainly never intended to assert two ...
	He who is “Jehovah,” “Almighty God,” (Gen. xvii. ...
	& ...
	name, but in his own name too, the name and ...
	A. D. 237–244. ORIGEN. ...
	A. D. 257. Nov AT1AN. ...
	Cave, Fabricius", defend, or at least excuse him. ...
	The reader will easily see the drift and purport of ...
	side". Nor do I think it would be difficult to ...
	It may be questioned whether ever Marcellus asserted ...
	purely in virtue of such representation, there would then ...
	In proof of the fact, that the Fathers did so ...
	person of Adam, who was unbegotten; but when applied ...
	may suffice in so plain a thing. This then is ...
	“vah signifies neither primarily, nor at all, Substance, or ...
	I argued, as is usual°, from the word God occurring ...
	Ditheism upon quite another foot. 2. You have not been ...
	God being a name for as many Persons as have ...
	QUERY IV. ...
	* ...
	opposition to God the Son, because he reckons him “God ...
	QUERY V. ...
	you make a supreme God and an inferior God, that ...
	Bishop Bull, and almost all the ancientsy, I am called ...
	I had said in my Defence, vol. i. p. 59. ...
	running thus: “Who, being in the form of God, thought ...
	and an ancient Greek writer, under the name of ...
	posed: I have myself made use of another, which may ...
	learned; there being some difficulties as to the text of ...
	-- ...
	Whether the Father's omniscience and eternity are not one ...
	Every one may see that Irenaeus's construction falls in ...
	able to produce any one instance where I have done ...
	* ...
	riensis,) yet their concurring voices in the case are really ...
	not ? Surely you never looked carefully into Tertullian. ...
	\ ...
	the eternity of God the Father: or if you had, ...
	“diator,” you say, “cannot be himself the one supreme ...
	can easily vindicate it to God the Son: and so ...
	hard sense. Some had made voi; and &váyxq d, mind ...
	have meant vows, by his ulx &px3, one of his ...
	when, or by what degrees it came into use, is ...
	ten, but the one underived q, when applied to the ...
	betray a very indecent warmth in your expressions. You ...
	Clemens is another unexceptionable evidence for the ...
	Clemens has another celebrated passage, worth the ...
	doubt not but Origen chose wéans 'ysynt; pågsøy, instead ...
	in another, and too low a sense, was therefore avoided. ...
	which you cite (p. 272.) from Huetius's Origeniana; then ...
	some doubtful of which in their order, that "Y fully ...
	“begat the Son willingly or unwillingly ; and if we ...
	at this day (whether stupidly or otherwise I know not) ...
	“out his will : neither does the will divide the ...
	who had allowed the generation to be ly will, and ...
	and wherever there is a difference of ideas, there is ...
	You object, (p. 283.) that Irenaeus argues against all ...
	Indeed Eusebius would not allow that m coeternity was ...
	fully to ascertain the meaning. It would be tedious here ...
	“without the essence.” Your reason: “because ...
	but two supreme Persons, that is, two equally supreme in ...
	* QUERY X. ...
	thing that can come up to the sense of those ...
	us, which inevitably recoil upon yourselves? Do but keep ...
	plain therefore, that these sayings of the ancients were ...
	QUERY XII. ...
	Jerome being now about fifty years old, was also a ...
	therein a true interpreter of the Church’s doctrine in that ...
	QUERY XIII. ...
	This you confute by calling it a “calumny, ridiculous, ...
	pretend to any middle way between the orthodox and the ...
	signifying person. - But perhaps he meant it of indgraal; ...
	and the body, all go to make up the one ...
	QUERY XVI. ...
	why have you not answered, after you have been so ...
	of these two is easily seen in this instance: equality ...
	worshipping one God, the Father, they either say, that ...
	word of sovereign, or absolute adoration: and it is reason ...
	such is the nature of God the Son: I have ...
	You were sensible how strong this passage was against ...
	God, &c. and supreme in order and office; to the ...
	worshipped through Christ; presently you cry out mediate ...
	As to Eusebius, your last evidence, though I build little ...
	to his incarnation and exaltation, or only upon the powers ...
	To conclude. The reader is desired to observe, that you ...
	see none. You tell me of bringing Hilary in again: ...
	I had retorted upon you your own arguments against ...
	of that way of speaking; as well in this, as ...
	wncertain reasonings from the nature of a thing ...
	having nothing to plead in defence of the Doctor or ...
	with Polytheism. I knew you had none, but that you ...
	Does the Doctor deny that every one of the Persons, ...
	the substance, being as hard to conceive, nay, much harder, ...
	lowest readers that can at all distinguish between a ...
	borne: and therefore una substantia became the common ...
	daunted courage in the cause of Christ. He observes ...
	“ (where to be only less impious was esteemed piety) ...
	*. ...
	ing of individual, identical substance, you may then know ...
	St. Paul, who says there is but one P You ...
	by that nature which he derives from the Father, true ...
	QUERY XXV. ...
	have proved above. As many therefore as deny the Son. ...
	understands by this time what these and the like ...
	angels or archangels, or any creature whatever, might ...
	6. In the sixth place, I threw in a heap ...
	IWhether the Doctor did not equivocate or prevaricate ...
	more briefly, whether such divinity as the Church ...
	consequence deny the Son's coeternity. Here again you ...
	Let the reader now judge of your repeated boasts of ...
	may be confident that what I said was very right, ...
	I observed, that the Doctor could not have confuted ...
	the Doctor's intention been only to prove that the Father ...
	be your supremacy, all is right and well. But it ...
	speculations. One thing is evident, amidst all their variety ...
	practice of courts, resolutions of Judges, or books of ...
	QUERY XXVIII. ...
	Ante-Nicene or Post-Nicene Catholic writer that ever ...
	to what he says about weakening the Canon of Scripture, ...
	about individual, and identical, and supreme authority: ...
	IWhether any thing less than clear and evident ...
	A N S W E R. ...
	natural subordination (distinguished from economical) are ...
	TEXT'S OF SCRIPTURE ...

