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TO THE

RIGHT REVEREND FATHER IN GOD,

J O H N,

LORD BISHOP OF LONDON,

AND

ONE OF THE LORDS OF HIS MAJESTY's MOST HONOURABLE

PRIWY COUNCIL.

My LoRD,

THE following Sermons, drawn up and preached under your

Lordship's influence, in defence of that ancient faith which you

have so seasonably and signally supported, have a natural claim

and title to your Lordship's patronage. Their design is to shew,

that we follow not mere human decisions, or words of men, as

hath been slanderously reported, but the infallible word of God;

to which we appeal from the sentence and determination of any

fallible men whatsoever. Nevertheless, it is great satisfaction to

us to observe, that the Scripture evidences of our doctrine have,

in all ages of the Church, appeared so full and clear, that the

generality of wise and good men could not fail of coming into

them. We think it no discredit, but a great advantage to our

doctrine, that it is ancient and Catholic. If this be all that some

mean, by objecting to us human decisions, we do not only acknow

ledge it, but glory in it. It has been the method of the wisest

and best men, since the date of Christianity, to prefer express

Scripture, or certain consequences from Scripture, before merely

human and philosophical conjectures. Human but well grounded

decisions have served to beat down the pride and vanity of human

and ill grounded conceits; and hence it is that the faith of the

over blessed Trinity has constantly, and will, I trust, finally pre

vail over all opposition from men, whose strength and confidence

is not in Scripture, but in vain philosophy; not in the word of

B 2.
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God, but in I know not what dark and blind metaphysics, the

words of men.

I gladly embrace this opportunity of joining in the public

thanks to your Lordship, for the late memorable instance of

your truly primitive and episcopal zeal against the adversaries

of our common faith. The attempt to introduce, by a private

authority, new forms of doxology, in opposition to those now

in use, which are of long standing and great authority in the

Church of Christ, is justly abhorred by all that have the honour

of our blessed Lord and of our common Christianity near at

heart. To ascribe all glory to the Father, in contempt of those

other forms which give glory to all the three Persons, is too

plainly declaring in facts what is disowned in words; and is

laying aside that modesty in practice which is pretended in prin

ciple. It was high time to give a check to such dangerous inno

vations; and to warn your faithful Clergy against such scandalous

abuses. Present and future generations will be obliged to your

Lordship for your pious cares and wise endeavours in this behalf;

and for so eminent an example of an unshaken firmness in those

principles which alone can make our Church glorious or kingdom

happy. From which should we ever be so infatuated and aban

doned as to start or swerve, (which God forbid,) we should, from

being the purest and most justly celebrated Church in the world,

become the meanest and the most contemptible of any, (if we

could still be called a Church;) should expose ourselves inevitably

to the just wrath and vengeance of Almighty God, and to the

scorn and derision of all the Churches around us. That these

and the like dangers and mischiefs may be effectually prevented

or turned away from us, is the hearty prayer of,

My Lord,

Your Lordship's most obedient

and most humble Servant,

DANIEL WATERLAND.



PR E F A C E.

THE following Sermons may be looked upon as a Supplement to my

Vindication of Christ's Divinity, before published, I intended them as

such, avoiding repetition of the same things as much as I well could :

or where I could not avoid bringing up again the same arguments, I

have endeavoured to give them some further light or strength; for

the most part, enlarging upon what had been before but briefly hinted.

I have entirely omitted the argument from worship, because I had

distinctly and fully treated of it under Queries sixteenth and seven

teenth. Some other arguments I have passed over, purely because I

had not room for them. Those which I have taken and considered

appear to me of as great weight as any; and more than sufficient to

justify our belief in Christ Jesus as a Divine Person, coequal and co

eternal with God the Father.

In my Vindication, &c. I was chiefly upon the offensive, against the

adversaries of our common faith, demanding of them some clear and

good proof of their pretensions in this momentous controversy; since

they had hitherto produced nothing considerable enough to move any

wise and good man to forsake that faith which has so long and so

universally obtained, and with such visible marks of a Divine power

accompanying it. They that undertake to alter the fundamental and

universally received articles of the Christian faith, which may be traced

up to the very infancy of Christianity, or as high as any records reach,

ought to be well provided with reasons and arguments to make good

such big pretences: otherwise they do but render their cause ridiculous,

and expose their own vanity. The presumption will always lie (espe

cially in a point of this moment, in which it can hardly be supposed

that God would ever have suffered his Church to be so long, so univer

sally, and so lamentably deceived) on the side of prescription and long

possession ; and nothing less than clear and evident demonstration can

have weight sufficient to bear up against it. This therefore is what I

had reason to insist upon, and what I still demand of our new guides, if

they hope to prevail any thing with considering men. I may further

demand of them to propose some other scheme opposite to the Catholic,

and to clear it at least of all considerable objections. For if it appears that
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there are but three schemes, in the main, Arian, Socinian, and Catholic,

one of which must be true; and that the two former are utterly repug

nant to, or can neither of them be shewn to be consistent with, the

whole Scripture taken together; it will follow that the third is the true

one, unless Scripture be inconsistent with itself; which is not to be

supposed. This way of proving our point, though indirect, is notwith

standing just and solid; provided we can make it appear that neither

the Arian nor Socinian (or what is nearly the same, Sabellian) hypo

thesis can tolerably account for several Scripture terts. But I have, in

the following Sermons, chose, for the most part, to proceed more

directly, giving the direct Scripture proofs of what has so long and so

universally prevailed; that it may be seen that we have a great deal

more than prescription or possession to plead for our principles. They

are founded in the infallible word of God, fixed and riveted in the very

frame and constitution of the Christian religion. If our proofs of this,

merely from Scripture, appear but probable, they are yet more and

better than can be produced, merely from Scripture, for the contrary

persuasion : and if what appears but probably to be taught in Scripture

itself appears certainly to have been taught by the primitive and

Catholic Church; such probability, so confirmed and strengthened,

carries with it the force of demonstration. Not that I think our

Scripture proofs to be barely probable, though our cause would not

suffer even by that supposition. I think them as clear and as strong

as should be expected or desired in any case of this nature: and I

know not whether the Scripture proofs of the Divinity, even of God

the Father, his eternal, immutable, necessary eristence, his omniscience,

omnipresence, and other Divine attributes, might not be eluded and

frustrated by such subtilties and artifices as are used to elude the

Scripture proofs of the Divinity of God the Son.

It must however be allowed, that in all manner of controversy which

depends upon interpretation of dead writings, he that undertakes to

prove a point, or to establish a doctrine, lies under this disadvantage;

that, as long as there appears any possibility of a different interpretation,

an adversary may still demur, and demand further evidence. Now,

considering the great latitude and ambiguity of words and phrases, in

all languages, (if a man would search into all the senses they are

possibly capable of,) and that even the most full and express words may

be often eluded by having recourse to tropes and figures, or to some

other artificial turn of wit and criticism; I say, considering this, there

may be always something or other plausibly urged against any thing

almost whatever : but more especially if the point to be proved be of a

sublime, mysterious nature; then, besides the advantage to be taken of

words, there is further ground of scruple or cavil from the thing itself.
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And here the objector has much the easier part, as it is always

easier to puzzle than to clear any thing; to darken and perplex, than

to set things in a good light; to ask questions, than to answer them;

to start difficulties, than to solve them. In a word, it is easier for the

objector to shew his own ignorance, and perhaps the other's too, than it

is for either of them to be perfectly knowing, and able to extricate a

subject out of all perplexity and doubtfulness. Hence it is that both

Arians and Socinians have, for the most part, been content to object

against the Catholic scheme, having talents very proper for it, but

they seldom undertake to defend and clear their own: or if they do,

they soon see reason to repent it. When the Socinian is to prove that

Christ is a man only, or an Arian that he is a creature, and that Scripture

can bear no other possible interpretation, they come off so indifferently,

and with such manifest marks of disadvantage, that they do but expose

themselves to the pity or derision of their adversaries.

It was proper to observe this, in order to give the common reader a

just idea of the state of the present controversy, and of the method and

management of the controvertists, on either side. The way to judge

rightly, either of it or them, is to compare things carefully together,

and to observe how they perform their several parts; which are redu

cible to these three : 1. To prove and establish their own tenets; 2. To

disprove those of the adversaries; 3. To object to, or weaken, the

adversary's proofs.

For the purpose : what have the Catholics to produce from Scrip

ture in proof of their principles And what has either an Arian or

Socinian to produce in proof of his 2 Take their evidences together, set

them fairly one against another, and then judge of them. What have

the Catholics to urge in order to disprove the Arian or Socinian

scheme And what again has either Arian or Socinian to plead in

order to confute the Catholic doctrine 2 Let these respectively be

balanced one against another, and let the impartial examiner judge

which has the advantage upon the comparison, Lastly, let it be

observed what the Catholics have to say, to weaken the proofs brought

either for the Arian or Socinian hypothesis; and again, what the Arian

and Socinian has to plead, to invalidate the proofs brought for the

Catholic persuasion. Upon the whole, I may remark, that the most

difficult task of all is to establish a doctrine : the next hardest is to

disprove or confute any tenet; because that, in some cases, (where one

of the two must be true,) is establishing the contrary: the lowest and

easiest part of all is to object against the adversary's proofs, or to puzzle

a cause among weak readers.

These things being premised, I may now proceed to take notice of

two late pamphlets, wrote by way of Answer to my Vindication of
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Christ's Divinity. The first of them, indeed, is very modestly and

properly called, An Answer to Dr. Waterland's Queries, otherwise,

Modest Plea &c. Continued, by an anonymous hand. I was surprised

at it, because the Queries had received an answer long ago; and the

world expected an answer to my Defence, not a new answer to the

Queries. I will not say that the author was in hopes the common

reader might not distinguish between an Answer to the Queries and an

Answer to the Defence, but might be indifferently content with either;

nor that he thought he might the more easily triumph over the Queries,

after he had exposed them again naked and stripped of their guards

and fences: I am unwilling to believe an author of any name or cha

racter, (as this seems to be,) could have any such low aims and little

views as those mentioned. But I must observe, that the author, in his

performance, is religiously observant of his title: for he brings up fre

quently the very same pretences which I had fully, largely, and dis

tinctly answered in my Defence, without taking the least notice of

what I had said: for his intent was not to answer my Defence, it seems,

but my Queries. Whether this be a proper method to clear a dispute,

and to do justice to common readers, I leave to any man to judge.

But I am promised, in an advertisement at the end, a large and par

ticular answer to my Defence, &c. which I shall wait for with great

impatience, being desirous of nothing more than to see this controversy

fairly and thoroughly discussed on both sides. In the meanwhile, I

shall content myself with a few remarks upon this late Answer to my

Queries, not thinking myself obliged to go so far out of my way, as to

draw up any more particular reply to a nameless writer, and one who

does not appear to have any desire or design to have the point dis

tinctly debated and cleared; but only to throw a mist before the

readers, and to fence off all fair trial or examination.

1. I must observe, that the author does not offer any particular

~ scheme, for fear, I suppose, of being called upon to defend it. Yet if

he at all knows what he is doing, or what he is aiming at, it is the

Arian scheme or none he has taken up with. There are but three

possible suppositions of God the Son, considered as a real distinct

Person. Either he is a man only, which to say is Socinianism; or he

is more than man, but yet a precarious dependent being, depending as

much on the will of the Father as any creature whatever, and conse

quently a creature ; which to say is Arianism, and the whole of

Arianism, however variously expressed or differently disguised: the

third supposition is, that the Son is necessarily eristing, uncreated, and

properly Divine, which is the Catholic doctrine.

Now this writer is evidently no Socinian nor Sabellian; and from the

whole tenor of his performance it is plain he is no Catholic, in the
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sense before given : it remains only that he is either an Arian, or else

hangs between two, floating and fluctuating between Catholic and

Arian ; which is the most favourable opinion that can be conceived

of him.

2. As this writer pretends not to maintain any particular scheme

opposite to the Catholic doctrine, so it may be observed, that he con

stantly avoids coming to the pinch of the question between Catholics

and Arians. He never so much as attempts any the least proof of God

the Son's being a creature; never undertakes to justify creature worship;

never endeavours to clear the Arian scheme of the difficulties which I

had charged it with in several places of my Defence, vol. i. and par

ticularly in p. 556. where I summed up the principal of them under

five heads. He is so far from this, that he commonly turns opponent,

though he had undertaken the part of respondent; and by his deep

silence, in respect of the most considerable difficulties, seems tacitly to

allow that they are not capable of any just and solid answer. I had

asked only a plain question, that I might come to the point in hand,

“whether the same characteristics, especially such eminent ones, can

“reasonably be understood of two distinct beings, and of one infinite

“ and independent; the other dependent and finite ” Qu. 6. This

gentleman desires to be excused from saying one word of dependent

or independent ; and calls it an invidious insinuation, to mention a

syllable of finite and infinite, p. 13. This was coming to the question,

and therefore the point was not to be touched. He runs off, and talks,

somewhat confusedly, about some prime, greatest, incommunicable perfec

tion, (objecting only, when it was his business to respond,) not telling me

whether he means it of necessarily eristing, or only of unbegotten. If

he means it of the former, making necessary existence and self-existence

the same thing, then I shall tell him, that he has no manner of ground

for supposing that that perfection is not common both to Father and

Son: and if that be also Dr. Clarke's notion of self-existence, I shall

then observe, that the Doctor's propositions (particularly his 5th, 12th,

14th, 19th, 23rd,) are not so innocent as this writer would represent

them, but are unscriptural, false, and dangerous. If he means it of

unbegotten, I shall leave him to prove, at leisure, what real perfection,

beyond a relation of order, or mode of existence, is contained in it.

In the mean while, what becomes of the Query, which demanded a clear

and determinate answer, whether the Son be finite or infinite, whether

his existence be precarious, or independent on the will of any ? A direct

answer to this would soon have let our readers into the main debate, to

be tried by Scripture, reason, and antiquity. I give this instance only

for a specimen of the author's manner of evading and shifting, whenever

he comes to the pinch of the question: the reader will observe many
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more such, in the perusal of the whole pamphlet. It is very plain

then, that this writer never means to give us an opportunity of confut

ing his principles, if they happen to be contrary to ours; because he

cares not to own them, however invited or provoked to it. The most

that he aims at is the safest, lowest, meanest part of a disputant, who

happens to have a cause which he dares not confide in ; and that is, to

object, cavil, and find fault with something which he likes not, without

ever so much as offering anything better in its stead, or submitting what

he has to propose to the examination and judgment of the learned.

3. It is worth observing what this writer says to the two main points

in debate between the Catholics and the Arians, viz. the consubstantiality

and eternity of God the Son. He speaks indeed of Dr. Clarke; but I

suppose he, at the same time, gives us to understand what his own

sentiments are. “There is nothing in any of the Doctor's assertions,

“but what holds equally true upon all (the possible) hypotheses con

“cerning either the metaphysical substance or eternity of the Son,” p. 29.

“All his propositions are equally true and certain both from reason

“ and Scripture, whatever the substance, and how unlimited soever the

“duration of the Son be,” p. 67. See also p. 23, 24, 27, 28,43, 51.

It is some satisfaction to us, that, as this gentleman pretends not to

hold any scheme of his own, so neither does he attempt to confute ours.

All that we insist on and contend for may be true and right, for any

thing he has to say to the contrary; which is very obliging, especially

considering that he speaks both for Dr. Clarke and himself. For

though we have no reason to apprehend any thing from the Doctor's

arguments, yet his very name and character may do our cause harm,

among many, if it be thought that he has declared plainly against us.

This writer charges me with “palpable and direct calumny,” p. 28, for

saying that Dr. Clarke every where denies the consubstantiality. Softer

words might have done as well, in one that professes “not to render

“evil for evil, nor railing for railing.” I had certainly no intention

to calumniate the Doctor; I gave my reasons for what I said, which

have not been answered; I did not lay any thing to his charge more

than what the Country Clergyman, and Mr. Emlyn, and several others,

who are thought the Doctor's friends, believed of him as well as I.

I will not say what may be pleaded to make good the charge, from

the Doctor's own books, from the whole drift and tenor of them, besides

many particular passages, and what from this very piece wrote in his

defence; nor how unaccountable his whole conduct relating to this

controversy is on any other supposition; nor how needless it is to

prove what hardly friend or foe makes any doubt of. Let it be so,

that the Doctor has neither directly nor by necessary consequence

denied either the consubstantiality or eternity. I am more willing to
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have it thought that the charge is false and groundless, than this author

imagines; and gladly take this opportunity of acquainting the world

that the Doctor has less to say against the received doctrine than was

once believed of him. I am always very averse to representing any

man worse than he really is, especially such a man as Dr. Clarke, who

may be a credit to our cause, as soon as it appears that he does not

really differ from us.

I am very unwilling that any man of sense and learning should be

thought an Arian, (Arians generally have been men of a different cha

racter;) and if it can be made appear either that the Doctor never was

such, or has ceased to be such, upon further views, (his own good

sense leading him at length out of it,) I shall very heartily rejoice at it,

and acknowledge my mistakes or misrepresentations with infinitely

greater pleasure than I could ever be supposed to make them. If the

Doctor has really denied no consubstantiality that either the Ante

Nicene Fathers or the Council of Nice intended, (as this author says

he has not, p. 27, 28.) I am very glad of it, and desire no more than

that the Doctor do sincerely acknowledge the same, and abide by it:

and I hope that those who pretend to have the Doctor's authority to

countenance them in their opposition to the received doctrine, (the same

which the Ante-Nicene Fathers and Council of Nice taught,) will

take special notice of it. What is it then that the Doctor and we differ

about * This author will tell us: the Doctor’s “three hundred texts

“were brought to prove a subordination, not in mere position or order

“ of words,” &c. p. 40. “The Son must be subordinate to the Father

“in real order of nature and dignity, and not in mere position of words,”

p. 29. “The subordination of the Son—is not a subordination merely

“nominal, consisting (according to Dr. Waterland) in mere position or

“order of words but it is a real subordination of the Son to the Father,

“in point of authority and dominion over the universe. This is the

“main, the true and only point,” &c. p. 57, 58. Let us see then, if

this main, this true and only point can be any way adjusted between us:

for we are very desirous to have the learned Doctor on our side, as

nearly as possible; or if he must be against us at last, the less the

better, both for him and us. Perhaps the Doctor is with us in the

main, only has happened unfortunately to mistake our principles;

which is a very usual thing with disputants in most controversies.

If he has the same notion which this author has, that Dr. Waterland

makes the subordination to consist in “a mere position or order of

“words,” it is a mistake indeed; and I cannot but wonder at his pecu

liar fancy. I always intended, always spoke of a real subordination :

but then I considered the strict force and propriety of the word subor

dination, implying a difference of order only, while the nature is supposed
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equal. We do not say that things of a lower kind are subordinate, but

inferior, to those of an higher. Brutes are not subordinate, but inferior

to man; and creatures are not (in strict propriety) subordinate, but

inferior to God. I allow all that is really, truly, and strictly subor

dination; excepting against nothing but inferiority, (which is more

than subordination,) and division of substance, such as is between two

human persons acting subordinately one to the other. But of this

matter I had declared my mind fully and distinctly in my Defence,

vol. i. p. 442, and therefore wonder the more, how I came to be so

strangely misunderstood by this writer. If the Doctor will be contented

with a real subordination, (admitting no inferiority, no inequality of

nature,) he and I need not differ. But if he carries the point one tittle

further, I desire to know what sense or meaning he can possibly have

in it, without making the Son of God a creature: which if he does, I

hope I shall no longer be charged with calumny; and that the Doctor

will think himself obliged, not to say, or to insinuate it only, but to

prove it (if possible) from Scripture, reason, or antiquity. There will

be no occasion to stand upon any nicety of expression. We shall

apprehend his meaning, if he pleases only to say plainly, that the Son

is not necessarily eristing ; which may be a softer way of saying, that

he is a precarious being; which is another phrase for creature. The

Modest Pleader, indeed, has spoke outa; and a certain gentleman that

calls himself a seeker after truth, and pretends to be in Dr. Clarke's

interest, says, in the name of the whole party, that they are not back

ward to express their denial of Christ's necessary eristence; but that

they avowedly maintain, with the most ancient Fathers, (that is, so far

as he knows any thing of the Fathers,) that the Son is not necessarily

eristingb. Had Dr. Clarke not been backward in saying this, or had he

avowedly and plainly maintained it, it would have saved us some trouble:

and I must then have insisted upon it, from that single consideration,

that every tittle of what I charged him with was just and undeniable.

He does indeed drop something very like it, (Reply, p. 230, 231.) but

if that be really his meaning, (which however I charge him not with,)

and if his propositions are to be interpreted accordingly; this author

does very ill in pretending, that I have not attempted to refute the

Doctor's principal propositions, when my whole book is directly

levelled against that very tenet; and is (if I do not too much flatter

myself) a full confutation of the Doctor's principal propositions, sup

posing he meant necessarily existent by self-eristent. I was once of

opinion (but let it pass for conjecture only) that the Doctor, having a

mind to introduce the Arian heresy, thought to do it obliquely; not by

calling the Son a creature, which is gross, but by denying his necessary

a Modest Plea, &c. p. 17, 217. b Second Letter to Dr. Mangey, p. 27.



PREFACE. 13

eristencee, which comes to the same thing: and yet this was to be done

covertly, under the name of self-eristence; a word with two faces, one

to oblige friends, the other to keep off adversaries. But this may be

my fancy only. One thing however I must observe, that if the Doctor

has any design against the necessary eristence of the Son, he has not

so much as one single text of Scripture to help him in it. He must

be obliged to the Fathers, (whose verdict nevertheless he will not stand

to,) even for so much as a colour to his pretences; as appears by his

seventeenth proposition, which stands only on the authority of Fathers;

though it is the most to his purpose of any that he has, and seems to

come the nearest to the point in question. It will not be difficult to

disable him from doing any thing with the Fathers: I have, in a great

measure, obviated his pretences that way in my Defence of Query the

eighth. It will be easy to shew, that none of the Fathers looked upon

God the Son as a precarious being, but asserted his necessary eristence.

This is certain and manifest even of those very Fathers who speak of

a voluntary generation. We are not indeed to expect the word neces

sary existence, (a school term, and none of the most proper,) but the

thing we shall find, in other words, fully and clearly asserted. This

writer tells me (p. 15.) that I have not been able to produce one single

passage out of any one Ante-Nicene Father, wherein the Son is affirmed

to have emaned, or been emitted by necessity of nature. He might have

said likewise, that I could not produce any one Post-Nicene Father

affirming the Son to have emaned, or been emitted by necessity of

nature: that is, they never express it in those terms.

Greek, and necessitas in the Latin, had not the same sense which the

word necessity bears, when we say that God exists by necessity of nature.

It shews but small acquaintance with ecclesiastical language, for Dr.

Clarke to understand by dváykm pvaux), and ºpéreos dváykm, (Script.

Doctr. p. 252, 253.) the same that we understand by necessity of

nature. The Fathers understood by it outward coaction, force, or com

pulsion; and what we express by necessity of nature, they expressed by

the word nature: e.g. God is by nature good, he erists, or is God, by

nature, (púoet, or karū ‘pūow,) generates a Son by nature, and so on,

in opposition to necessity, which (in their sense) could not be ascribed

to God at all". Such as denied the Son's existing by necessity of nature,

'Aváykm in the

c This very artifice was made use of by airby eival, Boüamoru mpobaxxâuevoi, &c.

the ancient Arians, who being ashamed to

call the Son a creature, contrived to say

the same thing, in other words, by deny

ing his necessary cristence. IIas ob Beſ

rvural rotºrw # woxvképaxos wavoupyſa;

&ri karatoryvv8évres érl ré Aéyely roſmua

xal krſorua, kal obk ºv rply yewvnófi & rod

6eoû A&yos, &AAws waxw kriorua Aéryovow

Athanas. Orat. iii. p. 610.

* Wid. Athan. p. 611. Ambros. de Fid.

lib. iv. cap. 9. p. 540. Damasc. de Fid. Or

thod. lib. iii. cap. 14. p. 221. Hilar. de Syn

od. p. 1184. Basil. contr. Eun. ii. p. 56, 57.

Cyrill. Thesaur. p. 53. August. de Trin.

lib. xv. p. 993. Epiph. Ancorat. n. 51.

See some other references in Petavius
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would, for the same reason, have denied likewise that God exists by

necessity of nature. Necessary generation, (as we call it,) they expressed

generally by Christ's being God by nature, or a Son by nature. Upon

the whole, we may leave the Doctor either to give up the Fathers, or

to abide by their authority, just as he pleases. If he gives them up,

he has not one text of Scripture for his main position, (supposing it

his, that the Son is not necessarily eristent: if he abides by the author

ity of the Fathers, they are, when rightly understood, plainly against

him, (as may be easily made appear,) and can do him no service. But

I return to the writer of the pamphlet.

4. He is pleased, in his Preface, to condemn the method which I

have taken in this controversy. But, I suppose, little regard is to be

had to the judgment of an adversary, who will be apt to condemn such

a method as he was most afraid of, and commend such as might be

most advantageous to his own cause. The method which he has

chalked out for me is as follows. Either,

1. “To shew that Dr. Clarke had mistaken or misinterpreted all, or

“at least the principal texts of Scripture which he has cited.” Or,

2. “To examine the truth of all, or the principal of his propositions.”

I have, in effect, done this, though in my own method. But,

however, the gentleman should consider, that many of the Doctor's

comments and propositions are purely wide and foreign to the dispute;

excepting only that the more pernicious an error is, so much the more

necessary is it to mix a great deal of truth with it, to make it go down

with the readers. Many more of the Doctor's comments and propo

sitions are general or ambiguous, looking two ways; having properly

no one meaning, because no determinate meaning. Such being the

case, I took the short and plain way, which is always the best when a

man has a cause he can confide in : and that was, to cut off im

pertinences, and to come to the main question, laying all the stress

there. Whatever I met with, in the Doctor's books, that appeared to

make the Son of God a creature, or a precarious being, or not neces

sarily eristing, (for these are all the same, without any difference, more

than lies in the syllables,) I endeavoured to confute; and I hope I

have done it. The learned Doctor may now open himself; or he may

let it alone if he pleases: it matters not what his tenets are, provided

the true Catholic tenets be preserved and maintained. If he had any

ill meaning in his comments or propositions, I have used my best en

deavours to prevent any ill effects it might have among some readers:

de Trin, lib. vi. cap. 8, p. 343. As to of them supposed his existence to be neces

Ante-Nicene Fathers, if some of them sary, (as we call it,) and expressed it in

supposed the generation, or mpoéAévois, of such terms as they expressed the necessary

the Son to be properly voluntary, yet all existence of the Father by.
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if he had not, I am very glad of it, and have done no more than

explained his doctrine for him to an orthodor sense; which he ought

himself to have done long ago, if he really had no design against the

Catholic received doctrine of the ever blessed Trinity. But enough

of this.

I must here take notice of this gentleman's doctrine about worship;

though it be rather obscurely intimated, than plainly expressed : the

innuendo way of writing, as I take it, is the art of imposing upon the

vulgar, at the same time preventing, as much as possible, the examina

tion of the learned. All worship, he says, should “be to the glory of

“God the Father,” (p. 57.) Who doubts it? I hope the worship of the

Son is to the “glory of God the Father:” why then does this writer

find fault 2 or what is it he has a mind to say, and is afraid to speak

out, “to the glory of God the Father f" Has he some secret and

reserved meaning So it seems, or else it will be very hard to make

out the pertinency or consistency of his observations. He directs us

(p.64.) “to worship uniformly the one God, the Father Almighty, even

“our Father which is in heaven, through the intercession of his only

“Son our Lord Jesus Christ, in the manner the Scripture directs.”

Do not all Churches, and our own in particular, do it uniformly and in

the manner the Scripture directs What is it then that the writer aims

at 2 I could perhaps point out what it is that offends him. Is it not

either that direct worship is paid to the Son at all; or that the Son is

worshipped as God? But sure the author is not so rash or inconsiderate,

as to advise us to any such dangerous innovation in worship, either to

leave out the Son entirely, or not to worship him as God. What could

a professed Eunomian or the rankest Socinian desire more ? Can Dr.

Clarke, (for, I suppose, he speaks for the Doctor and himself too,)

can Dr. Clarke desire this? He that has not yet determined either

against the consubstantiality or eternity of God the Son: he that has

only a few scruples about subordination, (owing to his mistake of

Catholic principles, and his not attending to strict propriety of lan

guage,) hardly in the main differing from us, if this writer's pretences

be real and sincere; would he have us ungod the Son in our practice,

even before we see reason to alter our principles 2 or must we strike

Christ's Divinity out of our public service, before we do it out of our

articles of faith? It will be time enough for the Doctor to give this

advice, after he has declared plainly against the eternity and consub

stantiality of the Son; after he has not only declared against them, but

disproved them, which he can never do; after he has made it as clear

as the sun, that the Christian world have been in an error, have been

idolaters, from the beginning downwards to this day. It is poor

pretence to say that we are “not to build any practices, wherein the
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“worship of God is immediately concerned, upon metaphysical specu

“lations, not mentioned in Scripture,” p. 64. The Divinity of Christ

is a Scripture truth, as much as the Divinity of the Father; and one is

no more a metaphysical speculation than the other. Besides that it is

strangely improper and absurd to call these principles pure speculations,

which are of so great importance for the regulating our worship, that

we can neither omit to worship Christ, if they are true, without the

greatest impiety; nor perform it, if they are false, without being guilty

of idolatry. In short, there is no sense in what this writer here says,

but upon the supposition that Christ is really a creature; and that the

dispute only were whether a creature might, in any forced improper

sense, be said to be eternal, or consubstantial; which indeed would be

both a fruitless and an impertinent speculation, after giving up the

whole point in debate. But it is further pretended (p. 65.), that we

“should confine ourselves to the clear and uncontroverted expressions

“ of Scripture concerning them (the Son and Holy Spirit) and the

“honour due unto them; and this is undoubtedly, upon all possible

“hypotheses, right and sufficient in practice.” But let this writer tell

us, whether, in his opinion, every thing controverted is to be set aside,

or only what is justly controverted. The former would come properly

enough from a Deist, who will make Scripture itself a controverted

point; and an Atheist would still go further. Let this gentleman shew

that the Divinity, or direct worship of Christ is justly controverted: till

he has done this, he has said nothing. It is ridiculous to tell us, (if

that be his meaning,) that to worship the Father only, leaving out the

Son and Holy Ghost, is sufficient, “upon all possible hypotheses;”

when upon the hypothesis that all the three Persons are one God,

(which is something more than an hypothesis,) no one of the Persons

can be entirely omitted without manifest iniquity and impiety. It is in

vain to think of any expedients in this affair, while our doctrine stands

unconfuted. There is no room left so much as for a neutrality, in the

present case. For I will be bold to say, and bound to make it good,

that, all circumstances considered, there can be no reasons sufficient to

make a man neuter in this point, but what would be sufficient to deter

mine him on the opposite side.

I shall here take leave of this writer, having occasionally remarked

upon some passages of his, by way of note to my Sermons; and

designing, God willing, to consider every thing material (if I have here

omitted any thing) hereafter; when I am favoured with a large and

particular answer to my Defence of some Queries.

There is another writer who, in a sixpenny pamphlet, has drawn his

pen against me. It is entitled, The Unity of God not inconsistent with

the Divinity of Christ: (nominal Divinity he means :) being Remarks
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on the Passages in Dr. Waterland's Vindication &c. relating to the

Unity of God, and to the Object of Worship.

The author is a grave, sober writer; and ingenuously speaks his

mind, without any doublings or disguises. It is a satisfaction to any

man, who has no concern for any thing but truth, to have such an

adversary to deal with ; for then it is soon seen what we have to do.

Much time, much trouble, much wrangling is saved : we presently enter

into the merits of the cause, for the ease and benefit of the reader.

This writer takes the Arian hypothesis : for he supposes the Son to have

been a distinct Spirit (p. 7.); to have been God's instrument in the

creation (p. 26.); not to be true God (p. 34.); to have been ignorant

of the day of judgment, considered in his highest capacity, i. e. as the

second Person of the Trinity (p. 8.) Having seen his drift and design,

let us next examine his performance. He does not undertake to shew

that the received doctrine cannot be true; or that his own (i. e. the

Arian) must be true; one of which I might reasonably have expected of

him, since he pretends to have drawn up an answer to the main parts of

my Vindication &c. But he is content to shew (so far as he is able)

that his doctrine may be true, notwithstanding one or two arguments

which I have made use of against it. In a word, he undertakes to

prove that some of my arguments against Arianism are not conclusive.

With what success, I come now to shew ; after taking notice to the

reader, that, supposing he had really done what he intended, it does

not follow that the Arian doctrine must be true, nor that there are not

arguments enough to prove it cannot be true; but only that I have used

an argument or two, which alone are not sufficient for my purpose.

One considerable objection against the Arian scheme is, that it stands

in opposition to the first and great commandment; introducing two Gods,

and two objects of worship ; not only against Scripture, but also against

the unanimous sense of the Christian Church from the beginning, and

of the Jewish Church before; which together are the safest and best

comment we can have upon Scripture. This is one considerable

objection, among many, against Arianism ; and is what this writer has

undertook to answer. He applies himself particularly to the English

and unlearned reader, (p. 4.) whom he hopes to satisfy; the rather, I

suppose, because the argument is learned, and must lose much of its

force and strength on our side, when stripped of its additional advan

tages from history and antiquity : besides that the unlearned reader (espe

cially in this controversy) may be easily imposed upon by little turns and

fallacies ; such as have been tried, and examined, and despised, long

ago, by those that have been thoroughly read and conversant in these

matters. But to proceed to what I design, by way of remark upon

WATERLAND, VOL. II. C
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this writer and his performance : the sum of what he pretends to is

contained in the following particulars:

1. That we have no sufficient grounds for charging the Arian doc

trine with the belief or worship of two Gods.

2. Nor for our own doctrine that Father and Son are one God.

3. That we have no certain warrant for appropriating every kind and

degree of religious worship to God alone.

4. That mediatorial worship may be due to Christ, though not true

God, or supreme God.

5. That Dr. Waterland has, in effect, given up the main of what the

Arians contend for.

These several particulars (containing his sense, though, for brevity

and perspicuity, expressed in my own words) must be examined in their

order.

1. He pretends, first, that we have no sufficient grounds for charging

the Arian doctrine with the belief or worship of two Gods. He has a

particular fancy of his own, that the phrase two Gods signifies two

supreme independent Gods, p. 32. And that a supreme God and a sub

ordinate God are not two Gods, p. 34. I shall, first, examine his reasons

for this; and, next, endeavour to convince him that it is neither true

in itself, nor would answer his purpose, if it really were true.

He observes, from Matt. vi. 24. that two masters do not there mean

a supreme and a subordinate master, but two coordinate or independent

masters, p. 32. He could not have pitched upon an instance less to

his purpose. It may appear somewhat harsh to put God and mammon

so much upon the level, as to suppose them two coordinate or inde

pendent masters: but, waving that, it is very plain that the text is

meant of two opposite or disagreeing masters, whether coordinate or

subordinate. If two coordinate masters agreed perfectly together, it

would be as easy to serve both as one. If this text be any rule for the

common way of speaking, two coordinate or independent masters (pro

vided they were but wise enough and good enough to agree constantly

in every thing) could not be justly called two masters. The Trinitarian

Tritheists, if there be any such, will, I suppose, be very thankful to

our author for this discovery. Upon the hardest supposition that can

be made, the doctrine of the Trinity, upon these principles, will stand

perfectly clear of Tritheism: so that if the author has any way served

his own cause, he has at the same time been extremely kind to his ad

versaries. But what hinders this text from being at all serviceable

either to one or the other is, that the expression here, in St. Matthew,

is somewhat particular and unusual; and can by no means be made

a rule of speech, against the more general and current use of language.
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This writer endeavours, next, to find some instances of a sovereign

and a subordinate king, which together were not, or are not, two kings.

He instances in David and Solomon; who were not, that I know of,

each of them a king at the same time. He proceeds farther to the in

stance of Pharaoh and Joseph ; that is, of a king and no king : and he

instances in a king of Great Britain and a lord lieutenant of Ireland;

that is, again, a king and no king ; so hard a matter is it any where to

meet with two that are kings, and yet are not two kings.

He observes, next, that “one Saviour, one Master, one Potentate,

“one Father, one Lord, one Shepherd, &c. signify one supreme Saviour,

“Potentate, Master, &c. and so two Gods must necessarily signify two

“supreme Gods,” p. 33. But, for any thing he knows, “one Saviour,

“one Master, one Potentate, &c.” may as well signify one heavenly, or

one adorable, or one necessarily existent Saviour, Master, Potentate, &c.

one, in some distinguishing, emphatical sense, whatever it be; yet not

excluding what essentially belongs to that one. Our blessed Lord is one

Lord, (I Cor. viii.6) and yet I hardly believe our author will construe it

one supreme Lord, or one Lord in the highest sense. He is also our

Saviour, emphatically and eminently so styled; yet this writer will not

from thence conclude that he is supreme Saviour, and all others (suppose

the Father himself) subordinate to him. This author therefore has

taken a very uncertain and fallible rule for the interpreting of emphatical

appellations. Besides that if one God signifies one supreme God; them,

since all but the supreme God are excluded from being Gods, in any

religious sense, the consequence is, that an inferior God is no God; not

that a supreme and an inferior God (were they really each of them a

God) are not two Gods. This gentleman then, we see, is very far from

proving his point. We may, in the next place, consider, whether it be

not capable of a clear confutation.

I had before argued that one God and another God make two Gods, or

else one of them is no God, contrary to the supposition: which reason

ing is so plain and strong, that I thought it might be trusted with the

meanest reader. But this serious gentleman (I know not why, except it

be that he is not used to consider this controversy) suspects it all to be

banter, p. 36. I will offer one argument more, which perhaps may take

with him. The Pagans, though they professed generally (as is well

known to the learned) one only supreme God, looking upon all the rest

as subordinate ministers of the one supreme, yet stand charged with Poly

theism by the Jews, by the ancient Christians, by the common consent

of mankind. Thus Jupiter and Mercury (though one was supposed a

subordinate minister of the other) were, by the Lycaonians, spoken of in

the plural number as gods; that is, two gods, Acts xiv. II, 12. And this

C 2.
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has been the common way of speaking in all writers I have met with,

sacred or profane, ancient or modern.

But what if the customary usage of language had been otherwise 2

does this writer imagine that the dispute is only about a name? If the

changing of a name would set all right, I do not know any man of sense

that would contend about such a trifle. To extricate this matter, Poly

theism may be considered either in a stricter or a larger sense: it may

either signify the belief of more Gods than one, in the proper sense of

necessarily eristing, supreme, &c. (in which sense there have been few,

very few Polytheists; the Pagans themselves, generally, were not Poly

theists in this sense;) or it may signify the receiving more Gods than

one, in respect of religious worship, whatever opinion of those Gods

they may otherwise have. It is this kind of Polytheism which the first

commandment has chiefly respect to ; and it is the same that Pagans,

Arians, and Socinians, stand justly charged with. Should any man

alter the name, the thing would be the same still. For suppose we

should not call it Polytheism, it would not appear at all the better

under the name of idolatry; which it really is, as well as Polytheism.

I must observe farther, that though the Arians or Socinians, or other

such Polytheists, do not believe in two supreme Gods, and so, in that

respect, are not speculative Tritheists, or Ditheists; yet by paying wor

ship, religious worship, (the incommunicable honour due to the supreme

God only,) to two Gods, they do by construction and implication, though

not in intention, make two supreme Gods; and consequently are practical

Ditheists, at least, even in the highest and strictest sense of Ditheism.—

Thus much may suffice for the first particular. This author has not

cleared the Arian doctrine from the charge of receiving two Gods: nor,

if he had, would his cause be at all the better by changing the name

from Polytheism, or Ditheism, to that of idolatry. Not to mention that,

upon his principles, it is the easiest thing in the world for the Catholics,

admitting a subordination of order, to get perfectly clear of Tritheism,

which is the grand objection *: besides that, in his way of explaining

the exclusive terms, the Catholics will easily answer every text he can

bring to prove the Father only to be the true God: for it is only saying

that he is so emphatically, or unoriginately, and the Son may be true God

and necessarily existing notwithstanding: so that if this writer has at all

weakened one of our arguments against the Arians, he has, at the same

* Just and wise is the reflection of a Aoyiguàv kal 0eármra, ool & trapéueuve

judicious Father on this head, in the 9eárms, kal el 6 A&yos harbévmae, kpeſororov

following words : Máre to ris rpiðetas kauelv čv roſs Aoytoruois uera ris 66mylas

#ykamua aloxvv67s, ws &v kal &AAos kiv- roß rvečuaros, ) trporxeſpas àoregional, thw

8vvetºp thv 36etav. 3) Yap ovvéAvaas, paorévnv Šuškovra. Greg. Nazianz. Orat.

ovvmtrópmoas, # 6 ºv čvaváymore uerò, táv xxiii. p. 422.
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time, very kindly cut the sinews of all, or however of the most con

siderable arguments of the Arians against us; and so has really disserved

his own cause, more than he has served it.

2. The second particular which I propose to examine is, his pretence

that “we have not sufficient grounds to conclude that Father and Son

“are one God.” He does not undertake to examine or confute all we

have to urge upon that head: but so much only as we urge by way

of proof of Christ's Divinity. We are used to plead thus: the Father

is God, and the Son God, and yet God is one: therefore Father and Son

are one God. This is the argument (though rather too briefly expressed)

which he labours to confute for many pages together. We are now to

see how he has performed.

He observes that God is the only Saviour, Othniel also a Saviour;

and yet God and Othniel are not one Saviour, p. 17. Again, God only

is holy, a Bishop must be holy; and yet God and a Bishop are not one

holy being, p. 19. God only is Master, some men are masters, and yet

God and an earthly master are not one master. These things he delivers

seriously, without the least air of banter; and goes on, in the simplicity

of his heart, with the like instances to the number of twenty-eight, as he

observes, p. 30. I am very willing to take his word without counting

them; nay, and to add two or three more to the number. For God is one,

and Moses was God; and yet God and Moses were not one God. God

is one, and the Devil is God, (2 Cor. iv. 4.) and yet God and the Devil

are not one being. Angels are gods, and magistrates gods; and yet God

with his angels, or with magistrates, does not make one being. This is

so plain, that even the Trinitarians (blind as they are thought) both see

and confess it: which had the author considered, he might have saved

himself some trouble, and as much waste of time. The short of the case

is this: Though there be gods many, and lords many, yet there is but

one God and Lord to be honoured with religious worship: now Christ

is God and Lord, in such a sense as to be honoured with religious

worship; therefore Christ is the one God. The premises I have proved

in my Defence, vol. i. Qu. 16, 17. The conclusion makes itself. This

is the Catholic argument, which I leave the gentleman once more to

exercise his thoughts upon; desiring him, particularly, to answer my

reasons against any inferior or subordinate, but adorable Gods. I easily

perceive now, why he did not understand a plain question which I asked :

Where did the Scripture give any intimation of two true Gods 2 See what

he says to it, p. 34. I know but one God that is to be worshipped;

f N.B. Every argument which proves God inferred afterwards. The argument

Christ to be God in the strict sense, from worship proceeds differently, prov

proves him to be the one God, since God ing Christ to be God in the strict sense,

is one. But in that way Christ's Divinity because he is the one true adorable

is presupposed ; and his being the one God.
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that one God is the true God; more adorable Gods than one are, by

necessary construction and implication, more true Gods.

3. The third particular which this writer insists upon (in sense, I

mean, not in terms) is, that we have no sufficient warrant for appro

priating all kinds and degrees of religious or divine worship to the true

God only. Here indeed lies the very pinch of the argument. For if

all religious worship be not appropriate to the one true God, the Arians

(so far as I apprehend) are not justly chargeable with idolatry or Poly

theism for worshipping a creature; neither is our argument from

worship alone sufficient to prove that Father and Son are one God. I

have (in my Defence, vol. i. Qu. 16.) shewn at large, that all acts of

religious worship are, in Scripture, appropriated to the one true God,

in opposition to creature-worship. I have to Scripture added the con

curring sentiments of the primitive Christians. I might have added

the sentiments likewise of the ancient and later Jews to the same

purpose ; which, however, the reader may find collected in Dr. Cud

worthg. This argument has been learnedly and accurately handled

by many great men (particularly by Bp. Stillingfleet) against the

Papists. As the point is of great concernment, so the evidence appears

every way answerable to it. Greater or stronger proofs cannot be

expected, or reasonably desired, in a thing of this nature, than express

Scripture, confirmed by the concurring sentiments both of the Jews

before Christianity, and the Christian Church from the beginning;

not to mention what may be farther pleaded from the nature and

reason of the thing itself. This writer, on the other hand, has little

or nothing of weight to oppose to such a cloud of witnesses. He does

indeed give us his own sentiments, or rather wishes : for if you ask for

proof, he has none. He first falls to conjecture (p. 39.), how he thinks

this matter of worship might stand: that is, supposing he had had the

direction of an affair, which an all-wise God has took into his own

hands. He tells us how it might be reasonable (that is, supposing

he is wise enough to dictate to God) to ask pardon of Christ, or any

other blessings, and to thank him for them upon his hypothesis, i.e.

supposing Christ to be no more than a creature. All this is only

guessing, presumptuous guessing. P. 52. he lays down his whole

doctrine concerning worship in these three particulars: 1. That all our

worship terminate upon the one supreme God. 2. That it be not

offered to other Gods; any farther than our worshipping of them is

really a worshipping of him, as redounding to his glory. 3. That it be

not offered to other Gods, (that is his sense,) any farther than the

supreme God has commanded.

1. As to the first rule, it is groundless and insignificant. Groundless,

s Cudworth, Intellect, Syst. p. 465, &c.
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because he can produce no Scripture proof of it. We can easily shew

that God alone is to be worshipped: where is it said that all worship,

whether offered to God or creatures, must terminate upon God 2 He

pleads (p. 51.) that the priests serve the tabernacle, (Heb. xiii. 10.)

which service of theirs terminated upon God. But let him shew that

serving there bears such a sense, as when we are said to serve God; or

that the priests worshipped the tabernacle; and then the instance may

appear more to the purpose. He pleads farther, that though we are

to serve God only, yet we are allowed to serve others also, p. 51.

Therefore, I suppose, though we are to worship God only, yet we may

be allowed to worship others also. But when we are ordered to serve

God only, religious service, not every kind of service, is intended; which

religious service is not to be paid to creatures, Rom. i. 25. not to those

that “by nature are no Gods,” Gal. iv. 8. Having shewn then that

this first rule of our author's is groundless, I must next observe that it

is trifting and insignificant. The very Papists and Pagans, in their

grossest idolatry or image-worship, keep up to this rule. They terminate,

at least intentionally, all their worship upon the one supreme God.

2. This gentleman's second rule for worship is, that it must not be

offered to other Gods, any farther than our worshipping of them is

really worshipping of the supreme God, as redounding to his glory.

But who can assure us that any worship of the creature is really

worshipping of God; or that it does or can redound to God's glory?

Are we better judges of what is properly the worshipping of God, or

of what is most for his glory, than God himself is If this gentleman

can prove that any creature-worship is really the worshipping of God, or

that it redounds to God's glory, he will then do something. I mention

not, that both Popish and Pagan idolaters pretend, that all their wor

ship is really the worshipping of the one supreme God, and redounds

to his glory. But Divine wisdom seems to have fixed the affair of

worship upon quite another foot, as it were on purpose to cut off all

such pretences of men, wise in their own conceits.

3. The last rule laid down by this writer is, that worship be not

offered to others, any farther than the supreme God has commanded.

This is a safe and a good rule; and I wish that this gentleman, and

such others, would abide by it. It is evident from the whole tenour of

Scripture, that God has not only not commanded, but absolutely pro

hibited, all creature-worship; and laid it down as a fundamental rule,

that God alone is to be worshipped, because he is God, in opposition to

all that do not stand possessed of those excellencies and perfections

which belong to God. If therefore this rule be good, as it certainly is,

all creature-worship is for ever precluded by it. I proceed to,

4. A fourth particular maintained by this writer, viz. that media
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torial worship may belong to Christ, though not true God, or supreme

God. But he has not proved that there is any such thing as me

diatorial worship, distinct from Divine. If Christ our Mediator is

worshipped, it is because he is God as well as man, a Divine Mediator.

This writer cannot prove that Christ's mediatorial office is the ground

and foundation of the worship which we are commanded to pay him :

but it may, on the contrary, be proved that it is not. As to what he

pretends from John v. 22, 23. I refer the reader to my defence of

Qu. 19. vol. i. which this gentleman should have answered, instead of

repeating an old objection. As to Phil. ii. 9, 10, II. I refer to my

fifth Sermon, and to my defence of Qu. 18. vol. i. p. 189, &c. where I

shew that these and the like pretences are calculated only for the

Socinian hypothesis, and come very absurdly from the pen of an

Arian. As to Rev. i. 5, 6, and v. 12. I refer to my Defence, vol. i.

p. 195, 196. which this gentleman has attempted to answer in part,

but has not done it. I had said, “that the essential dignity of Christ's

“Person is really the ground and foundation of honour and esteem,

“ (and consequently of worship, the highest expression of both,) which

“ought always to bear proportion to the intrinsic excellency of the

“object,” (Defence, vol. i. p. 196.) To this he replies, “that if we

“take worship to signify prayer and thanksgiving, then my assertion is

“plainly false: for the essential dignity of Christ's Person is not the

“ground on which his title to prayer and thanksgiving is founded.” To

which I rejoin, that prayer and thanksgiving, considered merely under

the notion of asking a favour, or giving thanks for it, (as this gentleman

seems to understand them,) do not suppose any Divine excellency in

the person we ask of, or give thanks to: for we may ask a favour of a

man or an angel, present with us, and give thanks to them for what

they have done. But prayer and thanksgiving, in the religious sense,

considered as acts of worship, suppose Divine excellency in the object

we address to, God having commanded all worship, properly such, to be

paid to God alone, making it thereby incommunicable to any creature.

In a word then, prayer and thanksgiving, under one consideration, are

founded in kindnesses to be received, or already received : but con

sidered as parts of religious worship, they carry in them the same

significancy which sacrifice or any other instance of religious worship

does; are outward marks and expressions of that honour which belongs

to God only, and are therefore founded in the essential dignity of the

person to whom this honour is paid. This writer observes justly enough,

(p. 43.) “that there would be no obligation either to prayer or thanks

“giving, if God did not exercise a providence over the world; and

“from thence he infers, (p. 44.) that God's government of the

“world is the foundation of this kind of worship.” This may be true,
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in a certain sense, and very consistent with what I had said, according

as prayer and thanksgiving may be taken under different conceptions.

I considered them under such precise formality, as expressions or marks

of honour: and that my reasoning was just, is capable of being proved,

even with the evidence of demonstration. I shall make it out distinctly,

step by step, as follows. There is no reason why I should esteem or

think any thing thus or thus excellent, but because it really is so ;

therefore the intrinsic excellency of the thing is the sole foundation of

all just value or esteem. Inward honour is a mental acknowledgment

of that esteem which I have of, or bear towards, the thing so esteemed,

and consequently rests upon the same foundation : worship, considered

as an outward expression or mark of that honour, (as it must be con

sidered when once appropriated to the one only greatest and most

excellent Beingh,) rests upon the same foundation that the honour

does: prayer and thanksgiving, considered as parts of religious worship,

(and consequently as marks and eagressions of that highest honour,

which is appropriate to the greatest and best of Beings,) has the same

foundation which all worship has ; that is, which honour has ; that is,

which esteem has ; that is, the intrinsic excellency of the object: which

was to be proved. There is no answering this, but either by denying

prayer and thanksgiving to be parts of religious worship ; or by shewing

that all worship is not appropriate to God. Thus far I have proceeded

in observing, that this writer has not been able to make good his

position, that the worship of Christ is founded on his mediatorial

office. The contrary may be proved from two plain reasons:

1. That the only Scriptural foundation of any religious worship is

the Divinity of the person to be adored, in opposition to all creature

worship; as I have formerly proved in my Defence, &c. vol. i. Qu. 16.

And it is worth observing, how naturally and how easily this falls in

with the commands to worship Christ; since the same Scriptures, which

declare him to be adorable, describe him also as God; and, together

* I shall endeavour to illustrate this

matter for the sake of common readers.

We read in Daniel, chap. vi. of a law

made that no petition should be offered to

any one for thirty days, save to the king

only, under pain of high treason. By

that law petitions, for such a time, were

appropriated to thecrown, became ensigns

of royal dignity and majesty, and acknow

ledgments of sovereignty in the person to

whom they should be offered. Should

any subject, for that time, have made a

petition to any but the king, and have

pleaded that the person to whom he made

it was capable of obliging him, and upon

that foundation (the sole foundation of all

petitions) he had petitioned him; he would

presently have been told, that the re

ceiving a petition was a privilege of the

crown, and went along with the throne;

that there could not now be any legal

foundation for it, but the royalty of the

person to whom it should be offered.

Now, put for royalty, Divine perfections;

and for petitions, religious prayer and

thanksgiving ; which are appropriated,

not for thirty days, but for ever, to God;

and it will appear that the only lawful

foundation of religious prayer and thanks

giving, considered as parts of worship, is

the Divinity, i. e. the intrinsic earcellency

of the object.
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with the name, ascribe to him likewise those Divine perfections which

make up and form the idea signified by so august and venerable a

name.

2. That the mediatorial office will cease at the day of judgment, and

therefore cannot be the foundation of that worship which will continue

beyond it; even for ever and ever, as Christ's worship will. See

Rom. ix. 5. Heb. xiii. 21. 1 Pet. iv. 1 1. 2 Pet. iii. 18. Rev. i. 5, 6.

v. 12, I3.

This gentleman demands of me a plain Scripture text, where it is

said that Christ is to be worshipped as being God, equal to the Father.

But to this I answer, that Scripture supposes men to have common

sense; and therefore when Scripture has laid down one only rule and

foundation of worship, and it appears from the same Scripture that

Christ is to be worshipped; there is no need of any thing farther,

the rest follows of course. Besides, that though Scripture has not

in express terms said that he is to be worshipped on that particular

account; yet, since Scripture has asserted the equality of the Son to

the Father, in more places than one, and his right to worship too; a

very little logic will suffice to shew what relation these two things must

have to each other.

5. A fifth particular maintained by this writer, though it concerns

myself more than the cause, I am now to take notice of “Dr.Water

“land,” he says (p. 54.), “has, in one passage, given up both points.”

(viz. that the Son is God in a lower sense of the word God, and is to

be worshipped only as Mediator) “to us.” But where have I said

either, or any thing like it I have given nothing up, that I know of,

which can do this writer, or his cause, any service. I have said, that

the Father is primarily and eminently God, Creator, and object of

worship: which he may be, without supposing him to be God in any

higher or any different sense of the word God, Creator, &c. A different

manner or order of existing or operating may, in many cases, be suf

ficient to ground an emphasis upon, (as might be proved by plain

instances,) without recurring to a higher and lower sense of the words.

As to the allowing of a subordination, it is so far from inferring a lower

sense of the word God, &c. that, in strict propriety of speech, it implies

the contrary; as I have before observed more at large.

Having thus examined and answered the most material pretences

which this writer insists upon in favour of Arianism, or in opposition

to the Catholic doctrine, I might now take my leave of him. But it

may be proper first to say something to a pretended contradiction, which

not only he, (p. 6.) but the Modest Pleader also, (p. 48) has been

pleased to charge me with; as it is usual with many to think every

thing contradictory which they cannot readily reconcile.
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My words are, (Defence, vol. i. &c. p. 248.) “Each divine Person

“is an individual intelligent agent: but as subsisting in one undivided

“substance, they are all together, in that respect, but one undivided

“intelligent agent.” This, they tell me, is to say, that three persons

are one person. But, if they please to think again, they will find it is

no more than saying, that person, and undivided intelligent agent, are

not reciprocal. Undivided or individual intelligent agent, like the

phrase individual being, may admit of a stricter and a larger sense.

When this writer is able to fix a certain principle of individuation, he

may then perhaps have something of colour for the charge of contra

diction. See this matter more distinctly and fully explained in my

Defence, &c. vol. i. p. 122.

I have detained my reader long enough, I fear too long, in the

Preface. But I was willing, having this fresh opportunity of appearing

in public, to take some notice of those two pamphlets, (the only ones

that deserved it,) which had objected to my Vindication of Christ's

Divinity, vol. iv. If I have, either through haste, or through a desire

of brevity, slipped over anything of real weight, or that may create any

scruple or difficulty with impartial and considering men; I shall, when

apprised of it, (if God permit,.) carefully and fully examine and discuss

that, and whatever else falls within the compass of what I have under

taken, namely, the point of Christ's real Divinity, in opposition to the

pretended Divinity maintained by the Arians.

I should just observe to the reader, that some of the Sermons, as

they appear in print, are somewhat longer than when preached. The

three last especially are so, which I was obliged to shorten in the

preaching, passing over several pages, for fear of keeping the audience

too long. Some notes I have here and there added at the bottom, since

the Sermons were delivered; though much the greater part were pre

pared before. I thought it very proper to intermix all along with

Scripture the testimonies of the ancients, as the best comments upon it.

The reader will be the better satisfied in having a view of both together;

and our adversaries may perhaps see cause to abate of their unreasonable

and unaccountable boasts that way, when it appears from so many plain

and clear proofs, that their pretences to antiquity are groundless, and

their faith novel as it is false.

I cannot here forget to mention my obligations to the Reverend Dr.

Knight, of St. Sepulchre's, London; whose great learning and judgment

are equal to his singular modesty and ingenuity; and to whose judicious

observations it is owing, that the following Sermons appear more cor

rect, and may, I hope, be more useful, than they would otherwise have

been.





Christ God in the strict and proper sense:

Or:

CHRIST’S DIVINITY

ASSERTED

FROM JOHN I. I.

The first Sermon preached Sept. 9, 1719.

John i. I.

In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and

the Word was God.

SAINT John the beloved Disciple, the undoubted author of

this Gospel which bears his name, was the youngest of the

Apostles, and survived the rest many years. He saw so much

the more of the state of Christianity, and of the progress it

made under two persecutions; the first by Nero, the second by

Domitian. Under the latter, he himself had inevitably suffered,

had not God miraculously preserved him. After this, he was

banished into Patmos, a little island in the Archipelago; and,

during his retirement there, was favoured in a particular man

ner with revelations from heaven; which he committed to

writing, and left behind him for the benefit of the Church.

After a year or two's exile, it pleased God to call him forth

again to Ephesus, his usual seat of residence; and there he

passed the short remainder of his days, being then ninety years

old, in the most divine and comfortable employment; taking

upon him the charge of the churches of Christ, those especially

of the Lesser Asia. As there must be heresies at all times,

(infinite wisdom permitting them for great ends and reasons,)

so were there not wanting, even in the times of the Apostles,
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some denying the divinity, others the humanity of our blessed

Lord, and both for the same reason; being offended at the

great and unsearchable mystery of God incarnate. The tares

had been sown by Simon Magus, Cerinthus, and others; and

were grown up to a great height before St. John's death. This

made it the more necessary for him to write his Gospel; which

accordingly he undertook at the request of the bishops of Asia,

and the brethren of the neighbouring provinces. But first he

appointed solemn fasting and prayer for the divine blessing and

assistance in it; after which being more fully instructed and

more plentifully inspired, he thus began his lofty theme. “In

“the beginning was the Word, and the WoRD was with God,

“ and the Word was God. The same was in the beginning with

“God. All things were made by him, and without him was not

“any thing made that was made.” In these few words, and

those that follow in that chapter, the good Apostle has not only

confuted most of the heresies then on foot, but has obviated as

many as should thereafter rise up in opposition to the divinity,

personality, or incarnation of the Son of God: points of the

greatest concernment to all Christians, but which nevertheless

(through the perverseness of men's wits, and their proneness to

take wrong measures of divine things) have been a stone of

stumbling and a rock of offence to the disputers of this world, in

former and in latter ages. This first chapter of St. John (as I

said) is alone sufficient, with reasonable men, to end all disputes

upon those heads. The words are plain, and the sense clear

when carefully looked into; and it is for that very reason that

they have been more tampered with than any in the whole

Scriptures. For, when the obvious and natural meaning of a

text happens to stand in the way of an hypothesis, or precon

ceived opinion, pains must be taken to darken the evidence, and

to perplex the proofs which make against it. My design is

briefly to enumerate the several interpretations which have

been given of this chapter, to remark upon them as far as is

needful, and to establish the only true one. They are reducible

to four; which I may call Sabellian, Socinian, Arian, and Ca

tholic. I shall explain them in their order. To begin with

the first.

1. Under the Sabellian interpretation I include all that be

longs to men of Sabellian principles, whether before or after the

times of Sabellius, who lived about the middle of the third cen
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tury. The Sabellians deny the Adyos, or WoRD, whereof St. John

speaks, to be any real or substantial thing, distinct from the

Person of God the Father. They understand by the Word,

either some attribute, power, or operation inherent and perma

nent in the Father; or else some transient voice, sound, and the

like. How they came into these and the like fancies, I shall

shew presently, after I have premised a few things about the

name of the Aóyos, or WoRD, which St. John uses. I do not

design any historical account of the use of the term among Jews

or Gentiles; being happily prevented, in that part, by a late

excellent sermon of a very worthy and learned Prelatea. But

I must observe that the Greek Aóyos, which we render WoRD,

may signify either inward thought, or outward speech. And it

has with good reason been supposed by the Catholic writers,

that the design of this name was to intimate that the relation of

Father and Son bears some resemblance and analogy to that

of thought, or of speech to the mind". For example: as thought

is coeval with the mind; so the Son is coeval with the Father c.

As thought is closely united to, proceeds from, and yet remains

in the mind; so also may we understand that the Son is in the

bosom of the Father, proceeding from him, yet never divided or

separate, but remaining in him and with him. As to speech, it

is properly the interpreter of the mind; and so, in this respect

also, there is some resemblance and analogy, the Son being as

it were interpreter and revealer of the unknown Father to the

world d. Some of the ancient Catholic writerse joining both

a Bishop of Lichfield and Coven

try. Sermon before the King.

* Aóyos 8e 3rt owros éxet ºrpès rêv

Tarépa &s mpès votiv Móyos. of pudvov

8ta rô draðes ris yewvhoreos, d\\á kal

rô ovvaqºs, kai rô déayyekruköv–

Greg. Naz. Orat. xxxvi. p. 590. Vid.

etiam Basil. Hom. 15. Petav. de Trin.

P-743: , , .

• Vid. Dionys. Alex. apud Athanas.

• 250.

d Ob hoc Verbum nuncupatur, quia

ex proprio divino ore processit, et

nihil Pater sine eo aut jussit, aut fecit.

Pseud. Ambros. de Fid. Orth. cap. vi.

p. 353. ed. Bened.

Aśvarat be kai 6 Aéyos viðs sival

trapá rà drayyáA\ew rā kpóqua too

trarpès éxeivov, dváAoyov rá kaxoupévº

vić, Móyº vow rvyxávovros' às yúp 3

trap juiv \{yos"AyyeMós éort rôv into

roß vot, 6popuévov, oùros & rod Geod

Aóyos éyvokès rêv trarépa—diroka

Aürret by Éyvo marépa. Orig. Comm.

in Joh. p. 41. Vid. et Just. Mart.

º: p. 358. Iren. lib. ii. cap. 30.

p. IO3.

e heophia, Bishop of Antioch,

where he speaks of the A6)0s évôtéðe

tos and irpoſpopurès (p. 129.) is thus

to be understood. Tertullian, in his

piece against Praxeas, has a great

deal to the same purpose. Athena

goras,Tatian, and Hippolytus, though

more obscurely, seem to have in

tended the same. And even Origen

himself had adopted the like notion,

as may appear from the following

passages.

'Eāv impleMºs ééeráčopew airot, wä
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these notions together, have considered them as applicable to

the Son at different times, and in different capacities. Before

the world was made, while he yet existed alone with the Father,

(always including the Holy Ghost,) they supposed; he might

best be compared to silent thought resting in the mind, and

which in Greek is called Adyos évôtéðeros. But when he after

wards came to create the world, and to reveal both himself and

his Father, then he might more properly be compared to out

ward speech, or a word spoken forth, which the Greeks express

by A&yos Tpopoptrós. And thus it is that the same writers

sometimes speak of the Aóyos, or WoRD, being both eternal, and

in time : eternal in one capacity, not so in the other. For as

thought must be considered previous to speech, so the Adyos, or

WoRD, under one consideration might be conceived more ancient

than under the other.

Thus far the Catholics, sober men, carried on the parallel;

and there was no harm in it, while they kept close to the rule

of faith, and within the bounds of sobriety. But the Sabellian

heretics did not stop there. They pursued the parallel still

farther, till they left the A6)0s, or WoRD, no distinct personality.

They observed that inward thought was no real substantial thing,

distinct from the mind itself; and that outward speech was but

a voice or sound, nothing fixed, real, and permanent: and from

hence they took occasion to misinterpret the Apostle very

widely; as if the Word, which he speaks of, were nothing

really distinct from the Father, not a second Person, any more

than a man's thought, or word, is another person from the man.

This kind of construction was openly received and propagated

w * r - +

oras rās muotas, puévov karū to elvat

. dpx; ori. &s eineſváv Tua

rečappmkóros trpeogárepov travrov rôv

éruvoovuévov rats Övopaorials toū ſtpo

rorákov Träorms kriore&s éotiv iſ orogºta.

Orig. in Joh. P.19.
>-- 7 - -

Ev dipxi, #v & Näyos—dpx) 8é

pietà papruptóv Tóv ék Töv trapopuðv
* - a * - r f * →

diroöðorat eipſoidal # oroqta, kai čart

Tpoetwoovuévn iſ oroqta row airi)w

drayyéAAouros Aóyov, vomtéov row ev

dpxfi, Tovtéorri rā orogºta, aiei

elva. Orig. in Joh. p. 43. Compare

p. 59. -

Afterwards Origen uses an argu

ment to prove that the A&yos. has a

real substance, and adds in conclu

sion: ‘O Aóyos—év dpxfi rā oropig

T}v indorraoru ºxov, p. 44. Which

words are remarkable, and worth

comparing with Tertullian’s upon

the same subject, where he says:

Jam in usu est nostrorum, per sim

plicitatem interpretationis, sermonem

dicere in primordio apud Deum fuisse,

cum magis rationem competat anti

quiorem haberi; quia non sermonalis

a principio, sed rationalis Deus etiam

ante principium, et quia ipse quoque

sermo ratione consistens, priorem eam

ut substantiam suam ostendat. Tertull.

contr. Praw. cap. v.
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by ſphotinus, about the middle of the fourth century; by Paul

of 5Samosata, almost a century before him; by h Sabellius and

Noëtus earlier than he and by iPraxeas still higher up, about

the end of the second century; and jprobably by some other

heretics before him. What remains of it at this day is to be

met with chiefly among the Socinians; those of them, I mean,

who have refined upon their master Socinus, in this particular;

and are more properly Photinians, or Sabellians. A kcelebrated

writer abroad has openly espoused this Photinian notion in

part; disguising it a little under the name reason, answering

pretty nearly to the heretical sense of the Adyos évôté6eros, or

inward thought : so that now the Sabellian interpretation, after

the latest improvements, runs thus:

“In the beginning was Reason, and Reason was in God, and

“Reason was God himself. It was in God from the beginning,

“ before the world was: for whatever is in mature was made

“with the highest Reason, neither is there that single thing that

“ was made without Reason.”

But against this, or any other the like Sabellian construction

of the first chapter of St. John, many unanswerable reasons

have been urged both by ancients and moderns.

1. As first, St. John does not say that the Word was 19eſos,

a divine Word, which might have favoured the Sabellian sense,

but Oeos, God; thereby strongly denoting a real Person. A

man's word, or thought, is not called man; nor would the Word

or Wisdom of God be called God, if a mere attribute or opera

tion only was intended, and not a real Person. Or if it be said,

that it does denote a Person, the same Person that was before

* Hilar. p. 789, IoA8, 1179. Am

bros. de #. lib. i. cap. 8.

& Epiphan. Haeres. lxv. p. 608,

699.
Epiphan. Haeres. lxv. p. 608.

i Tertull. contr. Prax. c. vii. viii.

J. Vid. Clem. Alexandr. Strom. p.

646. Iren. p. 130, 132, 157, 158.

N. B. The notion of a Náyos évôté

6eros and trpoqopurðs, in this heretical

sense, is justly condemned by all the

Fathers. Athanasius, Hilary, Basil,

Ambrose, and other Catholics cen

sured it as smartly as the Council of

Sirmium, Eusebius, or the Arians.

Wid. Orig. in Joh. p. 24. in Jerem.

p. 184. Euseb. contr. Marc. p. 12o.

de Laud. Const. c. 12. Cyril. Hiero

wATER LAND, vol. II.

sol. Catech. iv. c. 5. p. 50. Athanas.

Expos. Fid. p. 99. Orat. ii. p. 503.

Basil. Hom. xxvii. p. 602. Ambros.

de Fid. lib. iv. cap. 7. Ignat. Epist.

Interpolat. ad Magnes. c. 8. Some

even of the Arians, after they came

to make a distinction of a twofold

Aóyos, adopted, in part, this very Sa

bellian notion. Vid. Athanas. p. 503,

282,260. Cyril. Alex, in Joh. lib. i.

p. 30. Ambros. de Fid. lib. iv. c. 7.

* Le Clerc, Comment. in Joh. i. 1.

! Vid. Euseb. contr. Marcel. p. 83.

Tertull. contr. Prax. p. 504. Epiph.

Haeres. lxv. p. 609. Deus erat Ver

bum cessat Sonus vocis Res est,

non Sonus ; natura, non Sermo :

Deus, non inanitas est. Hilar. p. 796.

D
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spoken of as God, in the same verse; then how can the other

words stand, that he was with God? He cannot be supposed

the selfsame Person with whom he was. m. With God, plainly

signifies the same as with the Father, (see 1 John i. 2.) who is

God. The Apostle can never be supposed to mean that the

Father was with the Father; the Word therefore, if it denotes

a Person at all, must be understood of another Person. But

that it denotes a Person will appear further.

2. For it is not said that the WoRD, or REASON, was in God,

as might be proper of an attribute, &c. but with God; which is

another personal character".

3. It is said that all things were made by the Word: which

(as appears from other texts) comes to the same as to say, that

the WoRD made all things: which is a further confirmation that

a real thing is intended by the Word, not an attribute only".

4. The Apostle observes (v. 8.) of John the Baptist, that he

(êkeſvos) was not that Light, intimating thereby that he had

been speaking of a Person before, who really was: and therefore

from hence also it appears that the WoRD is something real.

5. It is said, (ver. I 1.) of the WoRD, that “he came unto his

“own, and his own received him not.” This is good sense, and

sounds well. But to say that Reason, the attribute, came unto

its own, and its own received it not, has hardly either sense or

propriety.

6. The WoRD is represented (ver. 14.) as the only-begotten of

the Father; which again is personal. For if begotten may be a

proper expression, concerning an attribute or property; yet only

begotten is not, unless God has no more attributes than one.

The characters therefore being thus plainly personal, and no

necessity appearing why we should have recourse to figure, the

literal interpretation is undoubtedly preferable.

7. I may add, lastly, that St. John in his “Revelations”

expressly applies the name of Aðyos, or Word, to Christ Jesus.

“His name,” saith he, “is called the WoRD of God.” Rev.

xix. 13.

m El 6 A&yos #v Tp's rêveeov, oëx

6 Aóyos éori trpès b.v. iv. oë8é yāp 6

ºrpès b.v. iv. čari Ağyos. Epiphan.

Haeres. lxv. p. 609.

* Verbum erat apud Deum. Nun

quid audieras in Deo, ut Sermonem

reconditae cogitationis acciperes?—

non in altero esse, sed cum altero

praedicatur. Hilar. p. 796.

° Fecit enim etipse, quae facta sunt

per illum. Quale est ut nihil sit ipse

sine quo nihil factum est? Ut inanis

solida, et vacuus plena, et incorporalis

corporalia sit operatus Tertull contr.

Prax. c. 7. Comp. Phoebad. p. 304.
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These reasons are abundantly sufficient to convince us, that

St. John intended not any attribute or operation by the WoRD,

but a real, living, substantial thing or person, distinct from the

Father: and so the Church of Christ from the beginning has

constantly understood it. So much for the Sabellian interpre

tation of this chapter.

2. The next that offers itself is the Socinian, properly so

called; never espoused by Heretic or Catholic; never so much

as thought of, at least not heard of, before the days of Socinus.

He supposes St. John to have intended a real Person, by the

Word, viz. the man Christ Jesus. His interpretation then is to

this effect:

“In the beginning of the Gospel, was the man Christ Jesus,

“otherwise called the Word. He was with God, having been

“taken up into heaven before he entered on his ministry. And

“he was God, having the office, honour, and title of a God

“conferred upon him, after his resurrection. The same was in

“ the beginning of the Gospel with God. All things belonging

“ to the Gospel-state were reformed and renewed by him: and

“without him was there not anything reformed or renewed.”

A construction so manifestly forced and foreign, as this is,

carries its own confutation along with it. It serves only to

shew what contempt the heads of a sect generally have, not

only of the rest of mankind, but even of their own disciples;

while they can thus unmercifully impose the wildest conceits

imaginable upon them. To do the later Socinians justice, they

have, I think, for the most part given up this violent interpre

tation; and, instead of it, have rather closed in with the

Sabellian construction, which is more ingenious and plausible,

and serves their hypothesis as well. Neither of them will answer

to the truth of the sacred Writ: they are both no other than

the device of man, and must equally come to nought.

I proceed to the Arian interpretation, which appears better

than either of the former, as coming nearer to the true one :

and it is for that P very reason the most insinuating and

dangerous of any.

P Vinci illi vel facile possunt, vel innoxias mentes, et Soli Deo deditas,

facile vitari, quorum prima proposi- fraudulenta societate percutere, dum

tione omne consilium pectoris prodi- malorum suorum virus per bona nos

tur. At vero hi (Ariani) quibus multa tra defendunt. Pseud. Ambros. de Fid.

nobiscum paria sunt, facile possunt Orthodowa, cap. i. p. 347, ed. Bened.

D 2
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3. The Arian construction, invented probably before, but first

openly espoused and propagated in the beginning of the fourth

century, is as follows:

“In the beginning of all things, before ever the earth or the

“world was made, there existed a very glorious and excellent

“creature, (since called the WoRD,) the Oracle of God, and

“Revealer of his will. That excellent Person, the first whom

“God of his own good pleasure and free choice gave being to,

“ was with God the Father; and he was God, another God, an

“inferior God, infinitely inferior; but yet truly God, as being

“truly partaker of dicine glory then, and foreordained to have

“true dominion and authority in God's own time. God em

“ployed him as an instrument, or under agent, in framing and

“fashioning the world of inferior creatures; and approved of

“his services so well, as to do nothing without him.”

This is the sum of the Arian interpretation, as nearly as I

could draw it, out of the most general principles of the sect.

For it must be observed that there never was a sect so divided

and various, so unsettled and fluctuating in their principles as

they. The reason of it is this; they take a kind of middle way

between Catholics and Socinians, which admits of so great a

latitude, that they know not where to fix. The Catholics look

ing upon the Son as essentially God in one capacity, and as man

in another, easily know what may be proper to ascribe to him,

in this or in that respect. The Socinians believing him to be

man only, can as easily come to a resolution in the particulars

of their scheme. But the Arians supposing him a creature at

large, and not knowing the several degrees of perfection on this

side infinite, are always in uncertainty; not being able to deter

mine how much or how little it may be proper to ascribe to

the Son of God: and hence it is that they could never unite

together in any one fixed and certain set of principles; but have

been always wavering, various, and unconstant; and must ever

be so to the world's end. But this by the way: having laid

before you the Arian interpretation, nothing now remains but

to offer to you the Catholic sense of this chapter, which I mean

to explain, and defend; and that will be the same thing with

confuting the Arian.

4. The Catholic construction, at length, is this:

“In the beginning, before there was any creature, (consequently

“from all eternity,) the WoRD existed; and the Word was no
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“ distant separate power, estranged from God, or unacquainted

“with him, but he was with God, and himself also q very God;

“not another God, but another Person only, of the same nature,

“substance, and Godhead. All things were created by him, &c.”

This I presume to call the Catholic and truly primitive inter

pretation of the first verse of this chapter: and what time your

patience will further allow me, shall be taken up in asserting

and maintaining it. St. John has here called the WoRD, God.

In what sense, is the question. The context, and circumstances,

and other collateral evidences must at length decide it. I shall

first inquire,

1. What kind of idea, or notion, Scripture and Christian

antiquity give us of one that is truly and really God. And

2. Shall consider what reasons we have to believe that

St. John here calls the Adyos, or WoRD, God, in the same sense,

or in conformity to that idea.

I. I shall inquire what kind of idea, or notion, Scripture and

Christian antiquity give us of one that is really and truly God.

If we trace this matter through the Old Testament, we shall

find that the Scripture-notion of a Person that is truly God, and

should be received as such, includes in it power and might irre

sistible'; perfect knowledge and consummate wisdoms, eternity",

immutability", and omnipresencer; creative powersy; supremacy,

independence, and necessary existence”. These are the distin

guishing characters under which God was pleased to make

himself known: and it is upon these accounts that he, in oppo

sition to all other Gods, claims to be received and honoured as

God. These therefore are what make up the Scripture-idea of

a Person who is truly, really, and strictly God. And if Scrip

* Dei Verbum, imo magis ipse

Deus. Iren. p. 132.

“Ev yap duºpo 6 eeds' 3rt elirev, Šv

dpxfi & Adyos #v v rá esā’ kai eeds

#v 3 A&yos. Clem. Alex. p. 135.

Alium autem quomodo accipere de

beas, jam professus sum. Personae,

non substantiae nomine; ad distinc

tionem, non ad divisionem. Tertull.

contr. Prair. p. 506. Hunc didicinus

Filium Dei esse, et Deum dictum ex

unitate substantiae. Tertull. Apolog.

c. 2 I.

El 6e obv 6 Aóyos trpès rêv esov,

Geós &v, ri obv ºphoretev du ris Ščo

Aéyév 6eois ; Ato Hév oëx épá, 6eois

d\\ } ºva, trpáorota 86 860, &c. Hip

pol. contr. Noët. c. xiv. p. 15.

* Deut. iii. 24. vii. 19. x. 17. xxxii.

39. I Chron. xxix. II. Job ix. 4.

xii. 16. xlii. 2. Isa. xxvi. 4. xlii. 5.

* Job xxxvi. 4. xxxvii. 16. Dan.

ii. 20.

t Psal. xciii. 2. Job xxxvi. 26. Gen.

xxi.§ Deut. xxxiii. 27. Isa. lvii. 15.

u Mal. iii. 6.

* Deut. iv. 7. Psal. cxxxix. 7, &c.

Jer. xxiii. 23, 24.

y 2 Kings xix. 15. Job xxvi. xxxviii.

Psal. viii. 4. Isa. xlv. 7, 18. Jer. x.

I 2.

* Exod. iii. 14.
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ture has thus informed us what properties, attributes, and

perfections, must be supposed to meet in one that is truly and

properly God, our own reason must tell us, that these attributes,

&c. must have a subject, and this subject we call substance: and

therefore the Scripture-notion of God, is that of an eternal,

immutable, omnipresent, omniscient, almighty substance. If it

be pretended that these are the characters of a supreme God

only, and not of every Person that is true God; I answer, that

supremacy (negatively a considered in opposition to any superior

nature) is one of the characters belonging to any Person that is

truly God, as much as omnipotence, omniscience, or any other;

and consequently he is not truly God, in the Scripture-notion of

God, who is not supreme God. This is the Scripture-notion

of one that is truly God; and thus it stood when St. John

wrote his Gospel.

Let us next inquire, whether the same notion obtained in the

Christian Church after St.John wrote.

Justin Martyr, a very early and excellent writer, within forty

or fifty years of St. John, observes, that b God alone is neces

sarily evisting and immutable, (or incorruptible,) and that for

this very reason he is God; thereby intimating that without

such perfections he could not be God.

Irenaeus, another early and judicious writer, almost contem

porary with Justin, expresses himself more fully and clearly

upon the same head; observing that eno Person that has any

superior can be justly called God; nor any thing that has been

created, or ever began to exist. The same Irenaeus has a whole

dchapter to prove that the Old Testament, or New, never gave

the title of God, absolutely and definitively, to any one that is

not truly God.

Tertullian (in the beginning of the third century, or sooner,

* I say, negatively; because posi

tive supremacy over others could not

commence till the creation.

b Móvos yāp dyévvmtos kai äq6apros

Geós, kai 8wº rooro €eós éorru. Justin.

Dial. p. 21. Jebb.

• Qui enim super se habet aliquem

superiorem, hic neque Deus neque

rex magnus dici potest. Lib. iv. cap.ii.

p. 229.

Quæcunque antem initium sump

serunt, et dissolutionem possunt per

cipere, et subjecta sunt, et indigent

ejus qui se fecit, necesse est omni

modo uti differens vocabulum ha

beant apud eos etiam, qui vel modi

cum sensum in discernendo talia ha

bent : ita ut is quidem qui omnia

fecerit cum verbo suo, juste dicatur

Deus et Dominus solus; quae autem

facta sunt, non jam ejusdem vocabuli

participabilia esse, neque juste id vo

cabulum sumere debere, quod est

Creatoris. Iren. lib. iii. cap. viii.

p. 183.
d ń. iii. cap. 6.
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within a hundred years, or very nearly, of St. John) observes,

that the word “God does not, like Lord, signify dominion or

power only, but substance; that none but the eternal, uncreated

substance can justly be called God; that an inferior God is a

contradiction in terms.

These testimonies are sufficient to shew (without adding any

more) how the word God was taken and generally understood

by the Christian Church, soon after the Apostle's time; and

therefore very probably, in the Apostle's time also. Now let

us proceed to consider,

II. What reasons we have to believe that St. John, in his

first chapter, calls the WoRD God, in the same sense, in con

formity to that idea which Scripture hath given us of one that

is truly God; and which the primitive writers also appear

plainly to have embraced.

1. This alone is a strong presumption, in favour of our inter

pretation, that the Scriptures before, and the Christian Church

after, espouse this notion. Would St. John have called the

Word, God, in the manner that he does, without guard or

caution, had he not intended it in the strict sense, which Scrip

ture itself so much favours, and in which the generality, at least,

would be most apt to take it? Had he meant it in a lower sense,

it might have been very proper to have inserted a qualifying

clause to prevent any mistake or misconstruction; which yet he

is so far from doing, (as we shall see presently,) that he has put

together with it many circumstances, all tending to convince us

that he used the word in the strict sense, as Scripture had done

before, and the Christian Church did after. For

2. It is observable, that the Apostle does not say, in the

beginning God created the Word, (as the style runs in the first

chapter of Genesis, and might have been properly used here,

had he intended to signify that the Word was God, in an

inferior or improper sense:) but instead of that, he only says

that the Word was f, intimating that he existed before any

e Deus substantiae ipsius momen, id

est Divinitatis ; Dominus vero mon

substantiae, sed potestatis, &c. Tertull.

contr. Hermog. p. 234.

Deus jam vocari obtinuit substan

tia cui ascribo. Hanc invenies solam

innatam, infectam; solam acternam,

et universitatis conditricem—nega

Deum quem dicis deteriorem : nega

summum magnum, quem credis mi

norem. Adv. Marc. lib. i. cap. 6, 7.

p.3.

IIapó 8é rô del ouveival rô marpi,

Aéyeral, kai 6 Aóyos #v trpès rêveedu.

où Yip éyévero mpès rêveedv. kal rav

röv Āſīua, rö ºv, rod A6)ou karmyopet

rat, 3rt év dpx; ºv, Kai Öre trpès rêv

Geów ºv, oùre rijs dpxis xopičáuevos.
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thing was created, consequently from all eternity: for whatever

existed before any thing was created, was no creature, as is

manifest of itself; and if no creature, eternal. This is further

confirmed from the Apostle's repeating it in the next verse,

“The same was in the beginning with God.” It is not impro

bable that the Apostle might intend this in opposition to

Cerinthus, who believed the Amuovpyös, or Creator, to be sepa

rate and estranged from God g. Nothing can be more directly

levelled against that doctrine than this assertion of St. John's,

that the WoRD, who was Creator of the world, was from the

beginning, or always, with God. But to proceed:

3. Another argument of St. John's intending the word God

in the strict sense, may be drawn from the time whereof he is

speaking. It was before the creation; he was then God. It is

not said, that he was appointed God over the things that should

be afterwards created. No ; he was God before the world was.

Our adversaries sometimes tell us of a throne, a power of judging,

a regal authority belonging to the Son: and that therefore he

is God; and they observeh (as they think, shrewdly, but in

truth very weakly) that the Holy Ghost has therefore none of

that title, as having no regal dominion, &c. And when, in

answer to this, we say further, that the Son was Jehovah, God,

and Lord, under the Old Testament; they reply, that he was

then év poppi, Oeoû, acting in the name and Person of God, and

therefore styled God. Admitting all this, (which is mostly

fiction,) yet what will they do with this text of St. John? Here

it is plain, that the Son was God before any dominion over the

creatures commenced; before he acted as representative of the

Father, or was €v pop på Öeoſ, in that low fictitious sense: how

was he God before the creation ? Here they have little left to

say, but that “he was partaker of divine power and glory with

“ and from the Fatheri.” From hence then we see, that

otre roo trarpès droMetrópºevos. Kai

TáAuv otre drö rod wº. év dpxfi

ywópevos év dpxfi, otre drö roo Pº

rvyxávew ºrpès rêveev čni tº trpès

röv eeów elva, yuáuevos. Tpo yap Táv

ros xpóvov kai alavos. iv. dpki, ºv 6

Aóyos, kai & A&yos ºv mpès rêv eedv.

Orig. in Joh. p. 45.

Oük #v yāp Öre dpx) f\oyos ºv. 8wo

Aéyeral év dpx? #v 6 Aóyos. Ibid.

p. 66.

Wid. etiam Athanas. p. 526. Hilar.

p. 795. Chrysost. in ić. p. 25. and

other testimonies collected in Suicer.

Thesaur. under’Apx), and Petav. 147,

I”.

| Iren. lib. iii. cap. 1 1. p. 188. lib. i.

cap. 26. p. 105. Tertull. de Praescript.

Haeret. Append. p. 221. Epiphan.

Haeres. xxviii. p. 1 Io.

h See Scri iłºś. p.264. 2nd edit.

i Script. Doctr. p. 240. 2nd edit.
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dominion alone is not sufficient to account for the Son's being

God; not to mention that the Holy Ghost might have been

called God in Scripture, as having been “partaker of divine

“ power and glory with and from the Father,” as well as the

Son; so that that pretence about the Holy Ghost and this solu

tion hang not well together. To such straits and inconsistencies

are men reduced by bringing their hypotheses with them to inter

pret Scripture by, instead of making Scripture the rule of their

faith. But to conclude this article: since then neither dominion,

(on account of which princes and magistrates have been some

times called Gods,) nor vicegerency, nor any thing of like kind,

will account for the WoRD's being called God by St. John in

this place: and since our adversaries themselves appear to be

very sensible that their principles, which serve to help them out

at other times, fail them here; and that they are forced rather

to say any thing, however slight or trifling, than to be wholly

silent: this alone is a strong presumption on our side of the

question, where the solution is so easy and natural, and entirely

consistent with our other principles.

4. Another circumstance, confirming our interpretation of

this passage of St. John, is, that “all things” are there said to

have been “made by him;” and, to be more emphatical, that

“without him was not anything made that was made.” I shall

not here insist upon the dignity of the Son as Creator, (the

distinguishing character of the one true God,) designing that for

a distinct head of argument another time: all the use I shall

make of it at present is to observe, that it is not said, all other

things were made by him, but all things absolutely; wherefore

he himself cannot, according to the letter, be supposed of the

number of the things made, unless he made himself, which is

absurd ; and since nothing was made or created but by and

through him, it is but reasonable to infer that every creature

whatever is a creature of the Son's as well as of the Father's;

and therefore certainly the Son is not a creature at all.

5. A further circumstance favouring our sense is, that the

WoRD is called God, in the very same verse, wherein the Father

is mentioned as God, and undoubtedly in the strict and proper

sense. And how shall any the most judicious reader be ever

able to understand language, if in the same verse and same

sentence, the same word should stand for two ideas, or bear

two senses widely different and scarce akin to each other ? and
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that too, not only without any guard or caution, or any notice

given of the change of ideas; but also with such circumstances

as give no suspicion of any change, but all tending to confirm

us the more that the same idea is still kept up, and applied

equally to Father and Son. It has been objected that the

Father is 6 Oeos, God with the article, the Son only Oeos, God

without the article. But every body knows that the addition

or omission of an article is no certain proof of any change at all

in the sense of a word; besides that the word Oeos, God, is used

in the strict sense, though without the article, several times in

this chapter. The sacred penmen were not so critical about

articles; neither can we imagine that a point of this moment

should have been left so unguarded, with nothing to direct us

but I know not what blind and dark conjectures of the use of

articles; concerning which we have no certain rules either for

Scripture, or for any other writings. The word Oeos, God, is

frequently used without the article to signify the true God; and

it is used with the article (2 Cor. iv. 4.) where it is supposed

by most interpreters to be meant of the Devil: so little account

is there to be made of articles. But enough of this. It is

further pretended, that 6 Oeos, God, applied to the Father, may

stand for Jehovah, which is the proper name of a Person, and

that therefore God and God, in the text, cannot bear the same

sense, unless both be one and the same Person Jehovah. But

in answer to this, it is sufficient to say, that it can never be

proved that Jehovah is a proper name of any Person, but as that

Person is considered as having independent or necessary exist

ence: and then the name must be common to as many persons

as exist necessarily, or independently; independently on the will

or free choice of any. Besides that it is certain that the name

belongs equally to Father or Son, (as I shall shew presently,)

and therefore St. John might intend that the Father is Jehovah

and the Son Jehovah too, and both in the same sense; while at

the same time, by his telling us that one was with the other, he

has sufficiently signified that they are not the same Person;

but that Jehovah is a name proper indeed to one substance,

or one Godhead, but common to more Persons than one. I

proceed then,

6. To observe, that St. John did look upon God the Son as

the true Jehovah ; and this alone is an irrefragable argument of

St. John's meaning in the text before us. I shall first shew
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the fact, and next make good my inference from it. The fact

may be proved first from chapter xii. verse 41. of this very

Gospel. The words are: “ These things said Esaias when he

“saw his glory,” (meaning Christ's glory,) “and spake of him.”

Now the place of Esaias referred to is chapter the sixth, which

begins thus:

“I saw also the Lord sitting upon a throne, high and lifted

“up, and his train filled the temple. Above it stood the Sera

“ phims And one cried unto another and said, Holy, holy,

“holy is the Lord of Hosts, the whole earth is full of his glory.”

Here we are to observe, that the Lord, which Esaias saw in his

vision, was the Jehovah, and Lord of Hosts, which is of the same

signification with Lord God Almighty. Him it was, and his

glory, which the Prophet saw. And that this was Christ, and

that glory Christ's glory, St. John has before testified; and

therefore certain it is that God the Son is, in St. John’s account,

the Jehovah, and Lord God Almighty. This reasoning is in itself

plain and strong; and is besides further confirmed by the k con

curring sentiments of many Catholic writers.

A llate writer endeavouring to elude the force of this text,

devises this construction, that the Prophet, in beholding the

glory of God the Father, revealing the coming of Christ, he then

saw (that is foresaw) the glory of Christ. But admitting that

saw may signify foresaw, (which however is a very needless sup

position, since it is certain that our blessed Lord had as much

glory with the Father before the world was, as ever he had after,

John xvii. 5.) yet what occasion is there to suppose the Father's

glory to have been principally spoken of, when St. John says

plainly it was Christ's glory, and that the Prophet spake of him,

viz. Christ? It is indeed said, that Christ shall come “ in the

“glory of his Father.” (Matt. xvi. 27.) But it is also said,

that “he shall come in his own glory” (Matth. xxv. 31. Luke

ix. 26.); “and sit in the throne of his own glory.” (Matt. xix.

28.) If then the Prophet saw indeed the glory of the Father

also, it is because the glory of both is one; and if the Father

be the Lord of Hosts, whom the Prophet saw, it is because the

Father and Son are one Lord of Hosts: for it is as certain as

* Eusebius in loc. Athanasius, p. p. 605. Cyril. Hierosol. Catech. xiv.

.. 889. Hilar. Trin. lib. v. cap. 33. p. 202. Ambros. de Fid. lib. i. c. 12.

p. 873. Basil. contr. Eunom. lib. v. p. 141. ed. Bened. Greg. Nyss. contr.

p. 115, Hieronymus in loc. º han. Eunom. l. ii. p. 488. -

Ancorat. p. 15, 13. Jobius apud Phot. 1 Script. Doctr. p. 93. 2nd edit.
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words can make it, from what St. John says, that the Son's

glory was seen; and that he was the Jehovah of whom the Pro

phet spake. If the Father was so too, we have a full and strong

proof, not only of the Son's being Jehovah, but of the Father

and Son both being comprehended under the same one Jehovah:

and so indeed mseveral of the ancient Fathers have interpreted

it. But that is not what I insist upon now, my argument not

requiring it. It is sufficient for me, that the Prophet saw, or

foresaw (no great matter which) the glory of Jehovah, or Lord

of Hosts; and it was the Jehovah, or Lord of Hosts, that the Pro

phet spake of. That is, as St. John interprets it, he saw the

glory of Christ, and spake of him : Christ therefore is Jehovah

and Lord of Hosts; which was to be proved.

There is a second passage in this very Gospel, which proves

the same thing. It is John xix. 37. “Another Scripture saith,

“They shall look on him whom they have pierced.” The Scrip

ture referred to is Zech. xii. Io. where the Lord (Jehovah) is

introduced saying, “ They shall look upon ME, whom they have

“pierced.” The Person pierced is Jehovah, and the same Person

is Christ: wherefore, by necessary construction and implication,

Christ is Jehovah. The fact being thus plain and clear, we are

next to consider the inference from it. The import of the name

Jehovah (according to the best critics, ancient and modern) is

eternal, immutable, necessary existence. The Greek 6 &v, or

rô Šv, taken from it, or answering to it, has been interpreted to

the same sense by Jews, Gentiles, and Christians". It would

be tedious here to enter any further into the detail of that mat

ter. It shall suffice to observe how the one true God insists upon

his being Jehovah, in opposition to all other gods, glorying, in a

manner, and triumphing in it, as the distinguishing character by

which he would be known to be infinitely superior to all the gods

of the nations.

“I am the Lord, (Jehovah,) that is my name, and my glory

“will I not give to another,” Isa. xlii. 8. “Against all the gods

“of Egypt I will execute judgment: I am the Lord, (Jehovah,)”

Exod. xii. 12. “Who hath told it from time to time ; have not

“I the Lord, (Jehovah P) and there is no God else besides me ;

m Athanasius, Basil, Gregory Nys- lib. I. c. 6.

sen, Ambrose, Jerome, Epiphanius, Aºi. to the Considerations on

before referred to. Mr. Whiston's Histor. Praef. p. 101.

n Vid. Petav. Dogm. Theolog. vol. i. and part ii. p. 2, 3, &c.
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“a just God, and a Saviour; there is none besides me,” Isa.

xlv. 21. “I am the Lord, (Jehovah,) the God of all flesh : is

“ there any thing too hard for me? Jer. xxxii. 27. “I am the

“Lord, (Jehovah,) I change not,” Mal. iii. 6. “I am the Lord,

“ (Jehovah,) and there is none else: I form the light and create

“ darkness I the Lord (Jehovah) do all these things,” Isa.

xlv. 6,7. I forbear to add more texts. These are enough for

a specimen. There is no giving a full and complete idea of this

matter, without transcribing a great part of the Old Testament.

Now since the title of Jehovah is, in Scripture, a principal note

of distinction by which the true God was pleased to manifest

himself, and to set forth his own superior excellency in opposi

tion to all pretended deities; and since St. John has given us

to understand, that Christ is Jehovah, or Lord of Hosts, and con

sequently possessed of all those distinguishing powers and per

fections which go along with that title; the consequence is

evident and undeniable, that when the same St. John tells us

that the WoRD was God, he intended no nominal or inferior

Deity, but God in the true, strict, and proper sense, eternal and

immutable, of the same power, nature, and perfections with God

the Father. I shall now briefly sum up the particulars of the

argument, that we may the more easily take into one view the

whole strength and force of it.

The Apostle has here told us, in a very solemn manner, in the

very entrance upon his Gospel, that the Adyos, or WoRD, was

God; the very mention whereof, according to the Scripture-idea

of God, and the prevailing notions of those who lived in and

near St. John's time, carries with it, in its first and most natural

conception, all that is good, great, or excellent: and so every

unprejudiced man, upon the first reading or hearing the Apostle's

words, would be apt to understand him. He has inserted no

guard or caution to prevent any such construction : but, on the

contrary, has hardly omitted any thing that might tend to con

firm and enforce it. The Word was God before he had any

dominion, before he had acted as representative of the Father;

God, in the beginning, before the world was, before there was any

creature; God, by whom the world was made, and to whom

every creature owed its existence; who coming into the world,

came unto his own, who is Jehovah and Lord of Hosts, the same

as Kūptos travrokpárop, the Lord Almighty, and God over all : in

such a sense, and with these circumstances, the WoRD is called
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God, in the very same verse where mention also is made of the

Father, with whom he was, and who is there called God, in the

strict and proper sense: all this put together amounts to a

demonstration, that the Apostle intended no nominal or inferior

God by the Word, but the true and living God, one with the

Father, coessential and coeternal. Thus the first Christians

understood it; and thus the Catholic Church has believed : and

this is the faith which we ought evermore earnestly to contend

for, as being “once delivered to the saints.” -

I entreat your patience but a little further, just to take notice

of a late pretence of an Arian writer".

The Jews, says he, and Gentiles believed in one God, under

standing it of one Person only : our Saviour and his Apostles

taught that Christ was the Son of that one God: when therefore

Christ is also styled God, those among whom he was first so

styled, would naturally understand it in the subordinate sense,

as the word Elohim in the Hebrew, Qeos in the Greek, and God

in the English frequently signifies.

This is the argument, and in this, the author says, “the sum

“ of the whole controversy is briefly comprised.” If this be

really the case, the controversy may be brought to a short and

clear issue. By subordinate sense of the word God, the gentle

man means such a sense in which creatures may be gods, and

have been called gods. I hope I have sufficiently shewn that

St. John could never intend any such low sense, nor be so under

stood by any man of ordinary attention or common discernment.

As to the question, how it would be understood by those who

first heard it, it has been already determined by plain evidence

of fact. It appears certainly to have been understood in the

strict and proper sense, as high as Tertullian, Clement of Alex

andria, Irenaeus, Athenagoras, that is, within sixty or seventy

years of St. John's writing: and I will venture to add Ignatiusp,

which brings it up to the very time: for Ignatius had been well

acquainted with St. John himself, having been once his qdisciple.

As to Jews or Gentiles, whatever short or imperfect notions

they had of God, (though it is a disputable point, whether

o Modest Plea, Postscript, p. 318. Eis tarpós éorriv, gapkukós re kai

P*Os mpô alôvov trapū marpi ºv, kai mºvevuarukös, yewmtös kai dyéunros, év

év réAet éqāvm. Ignat. ad Magn. cap. gapki Yevéuevos Geós Ad Ephes. cap.

vi. p. 22. vii. p. 14.

"Os éorriv attoo A&yos diētos, oùk drö q Act. Martyr. S. Ignat. cap. iii.

oriyºs trpoeN6ów. cap. viii. p. 23. P. 49.
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they did not both admit of some plurality in the Deity,) they

are to come to Christians to be more fully instructed ; and we

are not to be taught by them, how we are to understand a clear

and plain Gospel. Hard must be our case indeed, if we are to

be sent to Jews or Pagans to learn Christianity. However,

Jews and Gentiles both (as many as came over to Christianity,

and did not side with heretics,) then at least corrected (or rather

filled up what was wanting in) their ideas of the divine Unity,

by their faith in, and profession of one holy, undivided, and co

eternal Trinity. We have seen then, first, how St. John ought

to have been understood; and next, how he actually was under

stood by sober men, and those that were the most competent

judges of his meaning. What can be desired more to cut off all

further controversy in this article?

To conclude: The Sabellians at this day, as well as formerly,

are a standing evidence of the strength and force of those two

or three first verses of St. John's Gospel. For as they reject

the Catholic doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, only because they

think it repugnant to reason ; so they reject also the Arian

hypothesis, because they take it to be repugnant to Scripture,

and particularly to the first chapter of St. John. They are sen

sible how absurd it is to suppose so much to be said of a creature,

and said in that manner, and with those circumstances; and

therefore they interpret the whole of God the Father himself.

Thus they get over one difficulty, but unhappily split upon

another; and the Arians have as plainly the advantage in the

point of personality, as the other have in respect of the divinity

of the Word. Happy might it be for both, if, laying aside pre

judice, they would contentedly submit their fancies to God's

written Word; interpreting it according to its most obvious

and natural meaning, without laboured subtilties and artificial

glosses: remembering always that, in case of doubt, there is no

safer guide to take with us, than the concurring judgment of the

ancients : nor any more dangerous than warmth of imagination,

or a love of novelties.



Christ properly Creator:

or

C H R IST’S D I V IN IT Y

PROVED FROM CREATION.

The second Sermon preached Oct. 7, 1719.

John i. 3.

All things were made by him, and without him was not any thing

made that was made.

I HAVE before took notice of these words of the Apostle, but

so far only as was necessary to give some light to the words

going before, whereof I was then discoursing. My design now

is, to consider them distinctly, as containing a further argument,

independent of the former, to prove the real, essential divinity

of our blessed Lord, “by whom all things were made, and with

“out whom was not any thing made that was made.” I have,

in my former discourse, intimated the various interpretations

given of this chapter, under the names of Socinian, Sabellian,

Arian, and Catholic, suitably to their respective schemes. Ac

cordingly, these words of the Apostle, in passing through those

several hands, have been shaped and fashioned into so many

several constructions; though one only can be the true one.

The Socinian will tell us, that all things belonging to the Gospel

state were regulated and modelled by the man Christ Jesus;

that the moral world was reformed and rectified by him; and

that the Apostle is not here speaking of a proper, but a meta

phorical creation. Next comes the Sabellian, who thinks that

the text is meant of the creation of the natural world, and all

things in it; but then, not by the man Christ Jesus, nor by any

Person really distinct from God the Father: all things were
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made by reason or wisdom, figuratively put for God himself; so

that the Apostle intended not here any real Person besides God

the Father: thus far the Sabellian. After him succeeds the

Arian, who admits of a proper creation of the natural, not the

moral world; and admits also of a distinct Person, viz. the

Aóyos, or WoRD, himself a creature: and he does not deny him

any hand or concern at all in the creation; but endeavours only

to detract from him, more or less, with great uncertainty. For,

as I have before observed, that sort of men are always fluctu

ating, hovering, and doubtful, not knowing where to fix upon

any certain set of principles. Sometimes ayou will find them

pretending that God the Son, properly speaking, did not make

or create any thing at all; but that the Father only was Cre

ator, through him. At other times” they will not scruple to

allow that the Son, by his own inherent power, created all things

out of nothing; which is carrying the point as high as any the

soundest Catholic can carry it: only they add, by way of lessen

ing, that this was at the command of the Father, who had

appointed him Creator; which however might bear a sound and

good sense. Betwixt these extremities of high and low (if I

may so call them) amongst the Arians, there is a middle way,

and that also with a latitude: some think it enough for the Son

to have created some things only (suppose, what belongs to one

system): others again (understanding by creating, modelling

only) apprehend it sufficient, if he did but frame, model, or digest

what was already created to his hand; others, lastly, admitting

both, yet say, it was not by his own power, but the power of the

Father, always present with him : or that he had learned the

art of creating by being bred up under the Father; which was

the profane and wanton suggestion of Asterius, an Arian sophist

of the fourth century". There is no end of fancies and conjec

tures, when men are once got out of the plain and open way of

truth. I shall not undertake particularly and severally to con

fute the three hypotheses, and the interpretations built upon

them: but I shall proceed to lay down the Catholic construc

* IIoAAákus yap, dràkoú rivas Aéyov- tate et praecepto (Dei et Patris sui)

ras &rt 6 viðs émotiorev oë8èv, d\\ā 8,' coelestia et terrestria, visibilia et invi

airod i,évero rà yevéueva. Epiph. An- sibilia, corpora et spiritus, ea nullis

corat. p. 33. eastantibus, ut essent, sua virtute fe

* Antequam faceret universa, omni- cit. Serm. Arianorum apud Aug. tom.

um futurorum Deus et Dominus, Rex viii. p. 622. ed. Bened.

et Creator erat constitutus. Volun- • Athanas. Orat. ii. 496.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. E
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tion; which if I can maintain and defend, the other drop of

course. The Catholic doctrine is this: that the Son, together

with the Father, (always including the Holy Ghost,) was the

efficient Cause of all things, the Creator and Framer of men and

angels, of principalities and powers, of the whole universe. I

shall therefore, in my following discourse, undertake these three

things:

I. I shall endeavour to shew, that God the Son, a distinct

Person from God the Father, is strictly and properly efficient

Cause and Creator of all things:

II. I shall consider the force of the argument arising from it,

in favour of Christ's divinity.

III. I shall draw some suitable inferences from the whole.

I. I shall endeavour to shew that God the Son, a distinct

Person from God the Father, is strictly and properly efficient

Cause and Creator of all things. And here I shall distinctly

consider what light we may have in this matter from the New

Testament, and what from the Old, and what additional con

firmation from the declared sentiments of the primitive and

Catholic Church.

1. To begin with the New Testament; and first with the

very words of the text: “All things were made by him, and

“without him was not any thing made that was made.” I have,

in a former discourse, asserted the distinct personality of the

Aóyos, or Word; shewing that the Sabellian interpretation of

this chapter will by no means bear: I shall occasionally take

notice of the Sabellian pretences in relation to other texts, as

I come to treat of them. For the clearer understanding of the

text now under consideration, we may observe, that Cerinthus

and other heretics (against whose pernicious principles St. John

is reasonably believed to have wrote his Gospel) had made a

distinction between the upper and lower world, pretending they

had not one Author. Hence, very probably, it is, that the

Apostle expresses himself so particularly and emphatically in

these words, (which might otherwise look like tautology,) “and

“without him was not any thing made that was made.” He

had first told us affirmatively, that all things were made by the

WoRD ; then he repeats, as it were, the same thing over again,

but negatively, that nothing was made without him: that is, we

are not to expect any part of the creation, not the invisible

things above, which the heretics pretended to distinguish from
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the other: all things visible and invisible; all, without excep

tion, were made by the Word. I must here observe, that, after

the Arian controversy arose, the Catholics made good use of

the latter part of this text especially, which is so very expressive

and emphatical. The Arian principle is, that the Son was the

first thing that God had made; and that God made him,

ãpeatrečros, immediately by himself, without the intervention of

any other person. Against this, the Catholics pleaded that

nothing was made without the intervention of the Son; the

Apostle having emphatically declared, that “without him was

“not any thing made that was made:” there was therefore

nothing made àpeatre'ros, immediately by the Father, without

the intervention and concurrence of the Son. Consequently, the

Son was not made at all, since it is absurd to imagine that he

intervened or concurred to the making of himself; which would

be the same as to say, that he existed before he existed, or was

prior to himself. But I pass on to what I design. “All things

“were made by him,” signifies the same as that he made all

things. Thus the dancients have unanimously interpreted it,

and the idiom of the language will undoubtedly bear ite. We

find the phrase of bi' airoi, or ö, oi, Tā tróvra, by whom are all

things, nearly the same with what St. John here says of the Son,

twice applied to the Father himself, (Rom. xi. 36. Heb. ii. 10.)

which effectually takes off any pretence the Arians can have,

merely from the force of the preposition Ötö, as if it were

intended as a note of inferiority, when it is nothing more than

a note of distinction. When Father and Son are joined toge

ther, (as I Cor. viii. 6.) of whom is indeed applied to the Father,

and by whom to the Son, to signify at once the unity of opera

tion and distinction of Persons, and withal some priority of

order, as the Father is the fountain of all, and first in con

ception, whenever we think of the Deity. This is all that can

* Ośros yáp forw dºp' of kal rôv Verbum autem hoc illud est quod

otpavāv kai rºv yºv, &c. Just. Dial.

P. 33.I.

IIpós airrot, yāp, kal 8' airod wavra

éyévero. Athenag. p. 38.

Verbum Dei per quod omnia facta

sunt, et quoniam mundus proprius

ipsius et per ipsum factus est, volun

tate Patris—mundi enim Factor vere

Werbum Dei est. Iren. p. 315.

Fecit enim et ipse quae facta sunt

per illum. Tertull, contr. Praw. p. 504.

in sua venit, et sui eum non recepe

runt. Mundus enim per eum factus

est, et mundus eum non cognovit.

—Si homo tantummodo Christus,

quomodo veniens in hunc mundum,

in sua venit, cum homo nullum fece

rit mundum ? Novat. cap. xiii. p. 714,

715. - --- --

e See Petavius de Trin. lib. vii.

cap. I7. p. 431.

E 2
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be reasonably inferred from the Scripture-usages of the prepo

sitions: especially if it be considered that under the same lati

tude of expression, as all things are said to be of the Father, so

likewise all things are said to be by the Son; consequently the

operation of one is of equal extent with the operation of the

other, and indeed is but one work of both. All things then are

made by the Son, but in conjunction with the Father; and the

Father hath made nothing but in and by the Son. This appears

to be the true and full sense of the text in St. John, whereof

I am now treating; and it is confirmed by other passages of

the New Testament, which I shall take in their order. There

is one occurring in the same chapter, a few verses lower. “He

“was in the world, and the world was made by him, and the

“world knew him not : he came unto his own, and his own

“received him not.” ver. Io, I I. Some have thought that by

his own, in this place, is meant only his own people, the Jews,

as being of his kindred according to the flesh. But this can

never be the meaning of it. The Evangelist is here speaking of

the Adyos, or WoRD, antecedently considered, and now coming

to those who were his own before he came to them, before he

took flesh upon him. The words immediately preceding, viz.

“ the world was made by him, and the world knew him not,”

make it probable that the Apostle was not then thinking of the

Jews only, but of mankind in general. Besides this, it is worth

the noting, that some heretics, in St. John's time probably, as

well as after, had a conceit that the Creator of this lower world

was separate and distant from the supreme God, and that

Christ came not into a world of his own making, but into one

that belonged to another. Now in opposition to these and the

like chimerical fancies, the Apostle informs us, that the same

Creator (that is, Christ in conjunction with the Father) made

every thing; and that therefore when he came into the world,

he came unto his own, his own house and workmanship, this

world being by right of creation his. This construction is what

Irenaeus, a very ancient writer, gives of the textſ. The like

construction is given of it by gClemens of Alexandria, Hippo

lytus and Novatian, writers of the second and third centuries.

Some, who interpret the text of the Jews, yet do not give this

for the reason that the Jews were his own, as being akin to him

f Iren. p. 188, 315, 316. contr. Noët. cap. xii. p. 14. Novatian.

g Clem. Alex. p. 882. Hippolyt, cap. 13.
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according to the flesh; but as they were his peculium h, his chosen

people, and as he was in a more eminent manner their God:

and so Cyril of Jerusalem seems to understand it". Taking the

text either of these ways, it affords us an argument of the Son's

being properly Creator. For if it be understood of the world

in general, then it is manifest from the words immediately pre

ceding, that the rà têta refers to his right of creation, and that

the world is called his own in that respect. Or if it be under

stood of the Jews, it will prove thus much, that they were his

own, as they were his people, and he their God; and it will

appear from the Old Testament, that the God of Israel was the

Maker of the world, the same that created Jacob, and formed

Israel, (Is. xliii. 1.) and none else. If it be said, that the Jews

may here be called his own, as he was their promised Messiah,

their Saviour and Redeemer; that construction seems to be the

least probable of any : first, because he was equally the Saviour

of mankind, and therefore there is no reason why the Jews

should be called his own in that respect. And secondly, because,

admitting they might be called his own in that respect, yet it

could not have been so properly said of them, antecedently to

the work of redemption, before he had bought them at the price

of his blood, and thereby made them his own. I conclude

therefore from this passage, that whether it means the world

or the Jews, they were his own in some higher respect; and

that could be no other but as he was their Creator.

The next Scripture I shall cite shall be out of the Revelation,

the work of the same Apostle whose words I have been con

sidering. Our blessed Lord is there called the 'Apxi), “the

“beginning,” (that is, kauthor or efficient cause) “of the creation

“of God.” Rev. iii. 14. This I mention as the most probable

construction of the place, suitable to what I have before ob

served from St. John's Gospel. Otherwise, I think, nothing

can, with any certainty, be proved from this passage alone;

the word 'Apx?) (which we render beginning) being a word of

great latitude, and capable of many senses. The ancients may

afford us some light in this matter; not that I find this text

h See Deut. xiv. 2. Non ideo se principium creature

* Cyril. Catech. xii. p. 152, 312. dicit, quod ipse sit creatura, sed quod

Ox. ... ab ipso omnia sint creata, ut puta

* 'Apx) yap ris kriorews mpokarap- architectus fecit domum. Berengaud.

ruk) airia kai äkriorros. Andr. Caesar. in loc. p. 511.

in loc. p. 20.
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particularly explained or quoted by any of the earlier writers:

but it is frequent with them to apply the name 'Apx?) to God the

Son; and they give this account of it: he existed of and from

the Father before all things: he made all things; and he

governs all things: and therefore is the 'Apx?), the head, or

beginning of all things, or of the whole creation. This, I pre

sume, may serve as the best comment we can meet with upon

this text in the Revelation. I shall now proceed to other texts

of more clear and certain meaning : 1 Cor. viii. 6. “To us there

“is but one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we

“in him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things,

“and we by him.” Before I come to the argument which I

intend from this text, I may just take notice that here we find

Father and Son equally opposed to the gods many and lords

many. There is but one Lord to us, viz. Jesus Christ. Is then

the Father (who also is the Lord “by whom are all things,”

Rom. xi. 34, 36.) excluded among the lords many P God forbid.

But Father and Son are one Lord. So likewise to us there is

but one God, viz. the Father. Is then the Son excluded among

the gods many # the Son, who, as the same St. Paul testifies, is

“over all God blessed for ever?” (Rom. ix. 5.) No, certainly;

but Father and Son are one God. Thus, and thus only, can

St. Paul's reasoning in that chapter be made to hang together:

or otherwise he himself has infallibly shewn us that there are

to us two Gods and two Lords, at the same time that he in

tended to prove (see ver. 4.) that to us there is but one God and

one Lord. The truth is, St. Paul has not only hereby insinuated

to us, that Father and Son are one God and one Lord ; but he

has likewise intimated the reason why, or on what account they

are one. It is because all things whatsoever arise or flow from

both. There is nothing of the Father, but by the Son; nor any

thing by the Son, but what is also of the Father: so that the

original of all creatures is referred up to both, as to one indi

vidual fountain and cause of their existence. The Father does

not make one thing, and the Son another; but what the Father

creates, the Son creates, for all things are by the Son. Hence

it is manifest that God the Son is Creator and author of all

! ‘H rôv ÖNov 'Apx) frts drewkóvi- Otros Aéyeral Apxi) ār āpxet, kai

orral pºv čk row, esow rot doparov kvptetet Távrov 8t' airoß &eómulovpyn

mpôtm kai trpè aidovov. Teránokev 8é uévov. Theoph. Antioch. lib. ii.

rā ué6 éavrºv inavra yewópeva. Clem. Wid. Coloss, i. 18.

Aler. Strom. i. p. 669.



SERM. II. proved from Creation. 55

things, as well as the Father; nor would the Apostle have used

the same latitude of expression in respect of both, (without any

the least guard, caution, or exception,) had he not so under

stood it m. I find an ancient writer, under the name of Igna

tius, though certainly later than Ignatius, concluding from this

very text that the n Son of God created all things. Whoever the

author was, the reasoning is true and just, agreeable to other

Scriptures, and to the unanimous sentiments of the primitive

Church. Some amongst us of late have affected very much to

say, that all things were created through the Son, rather than

by the Son. But they do not tell us the meaning of their quaint

distinction between by and through; nor indeed are they able,

in the present case, to make sense of it. Whether they say

through or by, all comes to the same thing, that the Father is

Creator by the operation of the Son: that is, both work toge

ther, (“my Father worketh hitherto, and I work; what things

“soever he doth, these also doth the Son likewise,” John v. 17,

19.) The operation is undivided, and the work one : 9one crea

tion, and one Creator in all. But more of this in the sequel.

The next passage in order is Ephes. iii. 9. “God who cre

“ated all things by Jesus Christ.” The sense of this must be

the same with the former, and needs not any further comment.

The last words, “by Jesus Christ,” are observed to have been

wanting in the most ancient copies; and are therefore probably

presumed to be an addition to the text. If so, then this text

is nothing to our present purpose. I shall only remark, that

when this text is away, there will be but one left, in the whole

Scripture, where that particular form of expression is used, of

God's making the world by the Son. And that is Heb, i. 2. “By

“whom also he made the worlds.”

m Omnia enim per Filium ex nihilo

substiterunt : et ad Deum ea quo

omnia, ad Filium vero per quem om

niań. retulit. {; non invenio

quid differat, cum per utrumque opus

sit virtutis ejusdem. Sienim ad uni

versitatis substantiam proprium ac

sufficiens creaturis esset quod ea Deo

Geos A&yos' kai airós émoimore rà indiv

ra. Aéyet yap 6 dróorroMos. sis eeds

6 war)p, ééoù ré révra kai eis Kºptos

'Imoroús Xplorës, 8t' oi rāmāvra. Ignat.

adscript. Epist. ad Tars. c. iv. p. 106.

Cotel.

Wid. etiam Tertull. contr. Prax. cap.

xxi. Athanas. Orat. i. contr. Arian.

sunt; quid habuit necessitatis memo

rasse, quod quae er Deo sunt4.

Christum sint, nisi quod unum idem

est, per Christum esse, et ea Deo esse 7

Hilar. Trin. lib. viii. c. 38. p. 970.

n II - - - -
pororokos traorms krioregos, kal

p. 124, Cyril. Hierosol. Catech. x.
o Mi, elva, d\\a Xpwrot &mutovp

Yñuara, kai d\\a trarpós. Hia yöp #

wavrov 8mpuoupyia toû warpès 8ta row

viot, tremounkáros. Cyril. Catech. xi.

p. 143.
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The other places which make mention of the Son's creating

all things run in a somewhat different style; saying only, that

the world, or all things, were made by him; not that God made

them through, or by him: which different way of expressing the

same thing is worth the observing, to keep us from two ex

tremes; that we may not so interpret God's making all things

by the Son, as to exclude the Son from being properly Creator;

nor so interpret the Son's making all things, as to forget that

he is a Son, and as such refers all to the Father, as the Head

and Fountain of the Son himself P.

I pass on to a famous passage in the first chapter of the

Epistle to the Colossians, which runs thus:

“Who is the image of the invisible God, the first-born of

“every creature: for by him were all things created, that are

“ in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and invisible, whether

“ they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers, all

“things were created by him, and for him. And he is before

“all things, and by him all things consist.” (Coloss. i. 15, 16,

17.) Strong, lively, and magnificent expressions; plainly in

tended of a Person, the Son of God just before mentioned, (ver.

13.) so that here is no room for any Sabellian pretences; of a

Person preewisting before the world began, so that here is as

little left for the Socinian; lastly of a Person who was before

all creatures, and made all creatures, which is enough to silence

the Arians. The last particular I am principally obliged to

speak to. In the Greek we have two expressions, év airó and

bi' airoö, in him and by him, were all things created; and also

els airów, for him; the same expression which we find used of

God the Father, probably, (Rom. xi. 36,) and is there rendered

to him. So now we have found els airóv rā travra, as before 3i'

airoi ră răvra, equally applied to Father and Son: such expres

sions, so indifferently applied to either, have a meaning; and

P The anonymous writer of “Mo

“ dest Plea, &c. continued,” pretends

that this concession of the Father's

being Head and Fountain, &c. over

turns our whole scheme. (p. 39.) But

he does not attempt to shew how,

Dr. Clarke and his adherents have

been called upon more than once, to

make good their consequence from

subordination of order to inferiority

of nature. (See my Defence, &c. vol. i.

p. 448, 450, 535.) But this writer,

contenting himself with throwing in

two or three expressions, as eaglana

tory of the Father's being Head and

Fountain, (which are really not earpla

natory, but a manifest perverting of

the sense,) drops the point which it

concerned him to speak to. The ob

jection from subordination, long ago

despised out of the mouth of Euno

mius, will not grow considerable

merely by being repeated, without

any thing new to enforce it.
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did not drop by chance from inspired writers. But to consider

the passage more distinctly. -

In respect of the words, “first-born of every creature,” our

translation comes not up to the force, or meaning, of the ori

ginal q. It should have been, born (or begotten) before the whole

creation"; as is manifest from the context, which gives the reason

why he is said to be trporárokos Táorms krioreos. It is because

he is “before all things,” and because by him were all things

created. So that this very passage, which, as it stands in our

translation, may seem to suppose the Son one of the creatures,

does, when rightly understood, clearly exempt him from the

number of creatures. He was before all created being, and con

sequently was himself uncreated, existing with the Father from

all eternity. But this by the way only, the better to introduce

what I have to observe further from this passage. Creation

is here ascribed to the Son in very full, clear, and expressive

terms. “All things:” not sublunary things only, not this infe

rior system, but “all things,” whether above or below, “that

“are in heaven, and that are in earth;” not inanimate things

only, or the inhabitants of this globe, but also what is remote

and distant; all things visible and invisible ; and not only all

rational creatures of an inferior rank and order, but the very

a Móvos ièios viès rê ee; yeyévvm

rat, Móyos airod indpxov Kai trporé

rokos kai 85uapus. Justin. Mart. Ap. i.

p. 46.

IIporárokos té dyevvirº es; fort.

Ibid. p. 101. "Os kal A&yos trporáro

kos &v rod eeoo kai eeós imépxet.

Ibid. p. 123. Beoč 8é, ék rod elval

réxvov trporárokov rôv 6\ov Kruopid

row. Dial. p. 364. IIporárokov rod

€eoû, kai Tpó ºrdvrov táv Kruguárov.

Ibid. p. 295. Tooro ré àvri diró row

warpès trpo&Anóēv yévvmpa, mpô trav

row raw mounºdrow ovvºv ré marpt.

Ibid. p. 187. IIpê mévrov in Aós rôv

Kruopºdrov. Ibid. p. 375.

It is observable that Justin never

says trpo róv àA\ov «tworpiórov, but,

simply and absolutely, before all crea

tures, clearly exempting the Son from

the number of creatures.

IIparov yivvnua elva rö Tarpi, oùx

dos yewópevov &c. Athemag. p. 38.

IIpê yöp ri yiver6al, rotºrov elye

oriºu5ovXov, favroß votiv kai ºppévnow

arra' &ndre 3e é6éAmorev 6 Geós trouſ)

er w - - - - -

orat āora €30uxedoraro, roºrov rôv A&yov

éyévvmore trpopoptºv, trporárokov trä
a. -

orms krioreos, &c. Theoph. Antioch. p.

I 20.

king its conditionis, ut Sermo

Creatoris per quem omnia facta sunt.

—Quomodo ante omnia, si non pri

mogenitus conditionis, si non Sermo

Creatoris : Tertull, contr. Marc. lib. v.

p. 486.

Primogenitus omnis creaturae

quoniam secundum divinitatem ante

omnem creaturam ex Patre Deus Ser

mo processit. Novat. c. 16.

IIporárokov trioms krioreos, röv ºrpè

aidovov eiðokia toû trarpès yeuvm.8évra,

où krio 64yra. Constit. Apostol. 1. vii.

C. 4I.

These passages are sufficient to

shew how trporórokos was understood

by the earliest Christian writers. . If

the reader desires to see it still fur

ther explained, he cannot consult a

better than the great Athanasius.

Orat. ii. contr. Arian. p. 530, &c.

* See John i. 30. Tpºrós Hov fiv.
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highest orders of angels or archangels: whether there be thrones

or dominions, principalities or powers; they are all created in

and by him: not only so, but for him, or to him; he is the final

as well as efficient Cause; as much as to say, that they are

made for his service and for his glory, the ultimate end of their

creation. And that it may not be suspected that they have

their dependence upon another, and not upon him; or that in

him they do not live and move and hold their being ; the Apostle

adds further, that “by him all things consist.” He is not Crea

tor only once, but perpetual Creator, being the Sustainer and

Preserver of the whole universe.

Is this the description of a creature ? or can anything be said

higher or stronger even of God the Father, to signify his being

properly Creator and Preserver of the worlds?

I go on to Heb. i. 2. where it is said “by whom (Christ)

“he (God) made the worlds:” to which is subjoined that he is

ătrașyagua, the “brightness (or effulgency) of his glory, and the

“express image of his person, and upholdeth all things by the

“word of his power,” ver, 3. which I shall leave without further

comment, to be interpreted from what hath been said before,

that I may the sooner come to another passage in the same

chapter, so full and strong that all the wit of man can devise no

way to elude it.

“Thou, Lord, in the beginning hast laid the foundation of

“ the earth; and the heavens are the works of thine hands.

“They shall perish; but thou remainest: and they all shall wax

“old as doth a garment; and as a vesture shalt thou fold them

“ up, and they shall be changed: but thou art the same, and thy

“ years shall not fail.”

In the first place we may observe, that here the Sabellian

* The author of “Modest Plea, &c. contr. Eunom. lib. ii. p. 58.) did not

“continued,” is pleased to say, (p. 36.)

that it is a “mean thing to confound

“the unlearned reader with the ambi

“guity of the terms Creator and Pre

“server.” I hope he had not con

sidered how plainly the Scripture has

taught, what he thinks it so mean to

say; nor how frequent it was with

the early Fathers, as high as the se

cond century, to apply those very

titles*i; to God the Son. This

was the constant Catholic language,

insomuch that the old Arians, and

even Eunomius himself (see Basil.

refuse to style the Son Creator. Other

Arians scrupled not to say, “Chri

“stum colimus ut Creatorem,” (vide

Maxim. apud August. p. 663. ed.

Bened.) We worship Christ as Crea

tor. If this writer had but as ho

nourable thoughts of God the Son,

as the generality of the ancient Arians

had, he could not find fault with these

or the like expressions; if he has not,

I leave him to reflect how mean a

thing it is to pretend to exceed even

the most refined Arianism, and at the

same time to admit the grossest.
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pretences are fully obviated. The characters are all plainly

personal, both in this chapter, and in the Psalm from whence

this is quoted. The Socinian subtilties about the renovation of

the moral world are as light and empty as the other: the words

are as express as the first chapter of Genesis, for the material

earth and heavens: besides that it can never be explained how

the new creation and moral world shall “wax old as doth a gar

“ment,” or be “folded up as a vesture,” or be changed and

perish. The Arian can deal no better with this passage than

either of the two former. It is the Jehovah and God of Israel

who is here spoken of, as is plain from the Psalm whence this

is taken, and it is now applied by the sacred writer to Christ.

The heavens are here said to have been the “works of his hands,”

and he it was (it is not said, another through him) that “laid the

“foundation of the earth.” Here are none of the prepositions

év, or övå, by or through, to criticise upon. Those pretences,

however serviceable at other times, can have no place here. If

therefore either plain and strong words have any sense, or Scrip

ture any weight, God the Son is and must be Creator, properly

and strictly so, maugre all the endeavours of weak and vain men

to the contrary. -

Seeing then that this passage is so full and clear, that neither

Socinians, Sabellians, nor Arians, can any way work it into any

of their schemes, what must be done next? tsome of them have

been willing to think, and bold enough to say, that these four

verses were fraudulently added, and were not originally a part

of this Epistle. But all the copies and ancient versions of this

Epistle retain these four verses: so that any pretence of forgery

or interpolation does but expose the man that makes it, and the

cause that needs it. The last pretence is, that this passage is

intended of God the Father, and not of Christ. But the whole

context, and the whole scope and drift of the author, in citing

these verses, are sufficient to confute that conceit: nor would

any one, that has not an hypothesis to serve, ever suspect that

the words were intended of any other but Christ, to whom they

are so manifestly applied. Thus was the passage understood

(and never otherwise that I know of) in the fourth and fifth

centuries, and cited in proof of Christ's being properly Creator;

* Judgment of the Fathers, p. 30. * See my Defence, vol. i. p. 329.
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not only by "Athanasius, Ambrose, Austin, Chrysostom, and

Cyril of Alexandria, but by the elder Cyril too, who has been

generally thought a very moderate man, and not much a favourer

of Athanasius, though he retained the same faith. But enough

of this. From what hath been said it appears now plainly and

undeniably, that God the Son is properly Creator of the world.

It was he that “laid the foundation of the earth,” and the “hea

“vens are the works of his hands.” If there be any doubt in

respect of the other texts, as not being full and explicit enough,

there can be none in respect of this: so that, at length, we see

Scripture itself has put an end to the disputes about the prepo

sitions év and Ötö, in, by, or through, and shews that all the criti

cisms of our adversaries about them, if intended to prove that

God the Son is not properly Creator, are groundless and false.

But if any thing else be intended, they are not pertinent to the

cause in hand.

I may here observe to you further, by the way, that those

gentlemen who retreat to that subterfuge, that they may appear

at least to have something to say, do not themselves know

distinctly what they mean by it. Is it that God made the world

by Christ, as he “wrought special miracles by the hands of

“Paul ?” (Acts xix. 11.) Is the Father in such a sense the

efficient, and the Son the ministering Cause ! They do not, y they

dare not say it. For, besides this plain text, out of the Epistle

to the Hebrews, directly against it, they cannot but know that

the whole Catholic Church, down from Barnabas, (that is, from

the days of the Apostles,) were of another mind; that even

Origen and Eusebius, their two favourite authors, would con

demn them; and that the soberer Arians themselves were so

far orthodow, as to allow a proper efficiency to the Son, in the

work of creation, Scripture and tradition running clear and

strong for it. Since therefore a proper efficiency must be ad

* Athanas. tom. i. p. 440, 461, 685.

tom. ii. p. Io. Chrysost. in Joh. p.

44. Cyril. Alexand. Thesaur. p. 126,

205. Cyril. Hierosol. Cateches. p. 221.

Pseudo-Justin. p. 296. ed. Sylburg.

Ambros. de Fid. l. v. c. 2. Augustin.

contr. Maxim. l. ii. p. 741. Greg.

Nyss, contr. Eum. l. iv. p. 542.

y Dr. Clarke, indeed, says, (Script.

Doctr. p. 269. 2d ed.) that the Son

created the world by the power of the

Father; but he does not deny that

he created it by his own power that

would be too plainly running counter

to Scripture and the whole Catho

lic Church ; and betraying meaner

thoughts of Christ than the generality

of the ancient Arians appear to have

had. See above, p. 49.
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mitted, what can they pretend next? That the Son’s efficiency

reached not so far, was not of the same extent, as the Father's 2

But here Scripture, express Scripture, comes in, and precludes

every pretence of this nature. “All things were made by him,”

says St. John, (John i. 3.) not a single thing without him: all

things, says St. Paul, (Eph. iii. 9.) and again, all things by the

Son, the same, and therefore as many things as of the Father,

(1 Cor. viii. 6.) and again, “all things visible and invisible,” &c.

Coloss. i. 16. If therefore a proper efficiency, and of the same

extent, must be allowed, what will our adversaries allege further

to lessen it ! Will they say that it is not the same in kind? that

the Father, for example, created; the Son only framed or mo

delled ž But neither will this pretence serve any better than the

former: for then it would not have been said that the Father

made or created the world, or all things, by his Son, but framed

and modelled only. And yet we have every word applied in this

case, that can be supposed to carry any weight or significancy;

Távra éyévero, says St. John, all things were made, not framed

or modelled only. Or if Krigetv, to create, be stronger, Távra ék

rio 6m, all things were created, twice over by St. Paul, Coloss. i.

16. Or if toteºw be imagined to signify something more, we have

that word also, öt' of roës alóvas Totmorev, “by whom also he

“made the worlds,” Heb. i. 2.

If then the Son's efficiency be proper, and of the same extent,

and of the same kind with the Father's, let our adversaries tell

us what they would have next : They will say still, the Son is

subordinate. Right; and so long as they take the other consi

derations along with it, that he is efficient in a proper sense, in

the same kind, and in the same eatent, as the Father is, we

shall not dispute the point of subordination with them. The

Father is primarily Creator, as the first in order, the Son

secondarily, as second in order; and they are both one Crea

tor, as they are one in nature, in power, and in operation. This

is the Catholic faith, which was before Arianism; and will be

after it.

Thus far I have proceeded in the proof of my position from

the New Testament : and there is no further need of any other.

But since the ancients have also made use of several texts of the

Old Testament, it will be proper to take a short view of them

also: not so much to confirm what has been before proved and

wants no confirmation, as to explain and illustrate it something
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further, and withal to give us a clearer idea of the sentiments of

the primitive writers on this head.

In the first chapter of Genesis, ver. 26, God is introduced,

speaking in the plural number, “Let Us make man in our

“image, after our likeness.” This text has been understood

of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, (or at least of Father and

Son,) by the whole stream of Christian writers, down from the

times of the Apostles. The Christians were not singular in

thinking that the text intimated a plurality. The Jews before,

and after, believed so too, as appears from Philo, and Justin Mar

tyr's Dialogue with Trypho the Jew; only they interpreted the

text of God and his angels, which the Christians understood of

the Persons of the Trinity. Justin Martyr and others made

very good use of it against the Jews, observing how absurd it

was to suppose that angels could be joined in that manner with

God the Father, and be able to create man, or any thing.

Thus far at least we may infer from their manner of using

this text, and their reasonings upon it, that the Christian

Church, in general, believed Father, Son, and Holy Ghost to

create, as it were, in concert, and every Person of the Trinity

to be properly Creator.

This will appear further from another text of the Old Testa

ment, which they cite very frequently to the same purpose. It

is Psalm xxxiii. 6. “By the word of the Lord were the hea

“vens made, and all the hosts of them by the breath of his

“mouth:” or, as it may be understood, by his WoRD, and by

his SPIRIT. This they interpreted of the A6)os, or WoRD, which

St. John speaks of, and of the Holy Ghost. Which interpreta

tion *obtained very early in the second century, and was gene

rally received afterwards. It must indeed be presumed that

those early writers would not have entirely founded any doctrine

of that moment on texts so very capable of another construction.

But having already imbibed the principles of Christianity from

the New Testament and Catholic tradition, they easily believed

that those texts intended such a sense, when they knew from

* Theoph. Antioch. p. 21. Ox. ed.

Irenaeus, p. 98, 183. ed. Bened. Hip

olyt. contr. Noet. cap. xii. p. 14.

Tertull. contr. Prax. cap. vii. p. 503.

Origen. in Joh. p. 43. Euseb. Praep.

Evan. lib. vii. cap. 12. lib. xi. cap. 14.

in Ps. p. 125. Athanas. p. 694. Basil.

contr. Eunom. lib. iii. p. 82, 11o.

Greg. Nazianz. Orat. xliv. p. 714

Epiph. Anchorat. p. 29.º -Jus

tin. Expos. Fid. p. 296. Sylb. ed.

Pseudo-Ambros. de Symb. Apost. lib.

vi. p. 324. ed. Bened.
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other evidences, that that sense was a truth, whether taught

there or no.

Here again I must observe, that whether the text of the

Psalms proves any thing or nothing to the point in hand, its

being used formerly, in favour of such a doctrine, shews that

that doctrine was then received, and was the faith of the

Church.

There are two texts more out of Psalms, which I may put

together, being both of the same import and significancy.

Ps. xxxiii. 9. “He spake, and it was done; he commanded,

“and it stood fast.” The other is Ps. cxlviii. 5. “He com

“manded, and they were created.”

These the aancients understood of the three Persons; the

Father being supposed to issue out his orders or commands for

the creation, and the Son and Holy Ghost to execute or fulfil

them. This notion bobtained among the Ante-Nicene and Post

Nicene writers; and seems to have been grounded chiefly upon

those two passages out of the Psalms, and some expressions in

the first chapter of Genesise. What led the Fathers to take

the more notice of those places, was the singular use they might

be of in their disputes with Jews and Heretics. The Jews

denied the divinity, or rather the distinct personality of the

Aóyos, or WoRD. They were not to be confuted out of the

New Testament, (which was of no authority with the Jews,)

but out of the Old, which both sides equally admitted. Hence

it became the more necessary to search the Old Testament for

proofs of the divinity or distinct personality of Christ. Now it

was thought that no person would be introduced as giving out

orders or commands to himself, but that such expressions denoted

a plurality of persons. Who then could these other Persons

be that received the commands? They could not be angels or

archangels: why? because the orders were such as no angels

could executed. They were orders to create man, and the whole

a Irenaeus, p. 118, 183, 169, 288. de Sp. Sanct. cap. 16. Cyril. Hierosol.

Epist. Synod. Antioch. Labb. tom. i. p. 146. Ox. ed. Hilar. p. 325,837,

p. 845. Orig. in Joh. p. 18, 61. Contr. 840. Athanas. p. 216,499. See others

Cels. p. 63, 317, 79. Euseb. Praepar. cited in Petav. lib. ii. c. 7. p. 141.

Evang. lib. vii. cap. 12. in Psal. p. • Vid. Tertull. contr. Prax. cap. xii.

125. Athanas. p. 216, 499. Cyril. p. 506. Hilar. de Trin. lib. iv. p. 836.

Catech. xi. p. 143, 147. Hilar. de Athanas. Orat. ii. p. 499.

Trin. lib. iv. p. 837. * Oi yap, Örep iſ trap' piv \eyouévn

b Irenaeus, lib. iv. cap. 38, p. 285. aſpearis 8oyuariget, painväv éyò dAméés

Hippolytus contr. Noët. p. 16. Basil. elval, of exeivns BièáakaAot droësićat
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None less than God's own Son and Holy Spirit could

be equal to such a charge. There are therefore two divine

Persons, or at least one, besides the Father. This was their

argument from the Old Testament against the Jews. They had,

besides, almost the like occasion to make use of the very same

argument against heretics; against the Sabellians especially,

and sometimes Arians. For, as many as had a mind to prove

that the Person of the Father, and he only, was God, were

wont to plead that Moses and the Prophets knew of no other

real Person that was God besides him; quoting Deut. vi. 4.

(“Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord :”) and other

passages of the Old Testament of like import. Had this pre

tence been true, it would not have weakened the belief of a

Trinity of Persons, founded upon a fuller and clearer discovery

made by the Gospel. But they thought there were sufficient

(though in some measure obscure) intimations given of a plu

rality of real Persons in the Old Testament; and accordingly

they alleged those texts which I have mentioned, and abundance

more too tedious to recite; insisting upon it, that Moses and

the Prophets had asserted a plurality of divine Persons; and

that, notwithstanding their doctrine of the Unity of God, they

had actually applied the titles of God, Lord, Jehovah, &c. to

more Persons than one; and that it was not the Father singly,

but he, and his Son, and Holy Spirit, that created the world.

The last particular (as I have before observed) they inferred

from the texts which I have here cited out of the Psalms, and

from others of like import. I have dwelt the longer upon this

universe.

8&vavrai, Śri dyyá\ots Meyev, # 3rt Adest enim ei semper Verbum et Sa

dyyáMov toinua ñv rô orópa rô dwépé

retov. dAN& rooro rô ré àvrt diró rod

warpès mpoSXmóēv yévvmua, ºrpè travrov

rów woumuárov ovviv ré Tarpi, kai

rotrºp 6 trarºp ºrpoaroulxei (fort. trooo

opi\et.) Just. Dial. p. 187. Jebb.

Tantus Deus, et ipse est qui

per semetipsum constituit et elegit et

adornavit, et continet omnia Non

ergo angeli fecerunt nos nec nos

plasmaverunt, nec angeli potuerunt

imaginem facere Dei; nec alius quis

praeter verbum Domini, nec virtus

longe absistens a Patre universorum.

Nec enim indigebat horum Deus ad

faciendum quae ipse praedefinierat fieri,

quasi ipse suas non haberet manus.

pientia, Filius et Spiritus, per quos,

et in quibus omnia libere et sponte

fecit, ad quos et loquitur dicens, Fa

ciamus hominem, &c. Iren. lib. iv.

º 2O. p. 253.

Nihil in totum Diabolus invenitur

fecisse, videlicet cum et ipse creatura

sit Dei, quemadmodum et reliqui

angeli. Iren. p. 288.

El yáp everetNaro à esos, kal ékriorón

Tà ènuoupyäuara, ris àv kará rà dpé

orkov rá, trpoºpmrukó Tveiſuart, ein 6 rºw

rmNukaðrmy roo trarpès évroMºv čknºm

pºora övvmteis, # 6 (tv' otºros évopudoro)

guyuxos A&yos kai d\#6eta rvyxávov;

Orig. contr. Cels. lib. ii. p. 63.
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matter, because some persons, upon their first reading of the

Ante-Nicene Fathers, (meeting with those passages where the

Father is said to have commanded, and the Son to have eaecuted

his orders,) are apt either to be offended at them, or to draw

strange conclusions from them : not considering that such men

as Athanasius, Basil, and Cyril, made no scruple of them, under

standing very well what such expressions meant at that time,

and with what view they were intendede. The patrons of

Arianism will never be able to serve their cause at all by them.

They would indeed gladly infer, that since the Father is intro

duced as commanding, and the Son as fulfilling, that therefore

the Son was supposed of an inferior nature to the Father. But

if they please to take a view of the whole argument, as it stands

in the primitive writers, they will find that the very contrary is

the truth. For the argument is this: the Father is represented

in Scripture as giving out commands for the creation of the

universe: no inferior person, no angel or archangel, no foreature

whatever, could be equal to the office, or able to execute those

commands : therefore there must be some other Person or

Persons, distinct from the Father, and superior to all creatures;

and those are his Son, and his Holy Spirit. Thus we see, that

the primitive writers proceeded upon a supposition directly

opposite to what the Arians pretend : for had they supposed

the Son and Holy Ghost to be creatures, there had been no

force at all in their argument; nor could they, in that way,

have proved that there was any Son or Holy Ghost at all. But

admitting that the work of creation was too big for any creature,

and admitting at the same time that there were other Persons,

besides the Father, who created the world; the consequence is

very clear, that there are more divine uncreated Persons than

one; and thus the doctrine of a coeternal Trinity is established.

I must entreat you to observe, that I do not take upon me to

maintain the whole premises, which those ancient writers went

upon. I think the argument from those texts is barely probable:

I do not apprehend that a plurality of Persons can certainly

be inferred, merely from such forms of expression, where the

Father is said to have commanded, and things were created.

e See the. of them clearly * See the quotations from Irenaeus

opened and explained by Athanasius. especially.

Orat. ii. p. 499.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. F
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The style is not improper or unsuitable, as I humbly conceive,

though the Father were supposed the only Person concerned

in creating. It is a handsome way of expressing that to will or

to do is with God one and the same thing. Allthat I intend

is, that the Fathers, who made use of that way of reasoning,

believed that God the Son was properly Creator (otherwise

there is neither force nor pertinency in their argument) and

properly divine. As to the argument itself, they had no need

of it, but in occasional disputes, where it might be of some

service, ad homines at least; or where the New Testament

proofs, on which they chiefly grounded their doctrine, could not

be admitted at all.

I shall now just give you a brief summary of the doctrine of

the primitive Church, in this article, and then take my leave of

you for this time. They believed that Father, Son, and Holy

Ghost, were distinct Persons, and all jointly concerned in the

creation of the world ; not as many Creators, but as one

Creator; not dividing the work into parts, but as concurring

in the whole, and in every part. Man, and every man, was

supposed the creature of the whole Trinity; and so also the

universe, and every part of the universe, was believed to be the

creature of all, there being no creatures of the Father’s but what

were likewise creatures of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. Yet

they admitted some distinction in the manner of operation,

reserving to the Father, as first Person, some sort of preemi

nence in every thing. He was primarily considered as Creator

by the operation of the Son and of the Holy Spirit; but without

excluding them from a proper efficiency. So far from it, that

they chose rather to represent the Father as willing or designing,

and the two other Persons as acting and evecuting; contributing,

as it were, but in subordination to one Head, to the beginning,

the growth, and the perfection of every work. They ventured

no further, nor was it proper to indulge imagination in a matter

so sublime, and above the comprehension of men or angels. It

is sufficient to know, that the creation was the effect of three

Persons, whose operations were undivided, as their nature and

essence is ; and whose powers, perfections, and glory are one.

But I must not anticipate what more properly belongs to my

second head of discourse.

Having shewn from Scripture, that God the Son is strictly
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and properly Creator of men, of angels, and of the whole uni

verse, I am next to consider the force of the argument deducible

from it, in favour of Christ's divinity. But the first part having

already taken up the full time allowable in discourses of this

nature, I must be content to defer the remainder to another

opportunity.



Christ properly Creator :

O R

C H R IS T’S D I V IN IT Y

PROVED FROM CREATION.

The third Sermon preached November 4, 1719.

John i. 3.

All things were made by him, and without him was not any thing

made that was made.

IN discoursing on these words, I proposed three things:

1. To shew that God the Son, a distinct Person from God

the Father, is strictly and properly Creator, and efficient Cause

of all things.

2. To consider the force of the argument arising from it, in

favour of Christ's divinity.

3. To make some reflections and observations upon the whole,

for our further improvement.

I had then no more time than was necessary to be taken up

in making good my first position: which, I hope, I have clearly

shewn to be founded in express words of Scripture, and con

firmed all along by the unanimous suffrage of Catholic antiquity.

The two remaining parts I reserved for the subject-matter of

our present meditations. I proceed then to my second general

head of discourse.

II. To consider the force of the argument, in respect of

Christ's divinity, contained in this; that he is properly Creator

of men, of angels, of all things. I shall consider it under three

views, debating the point distinctly, from the reason of the thing,

from Scripture, and from antiquity.
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1. From the reason of the thing. I shall not here treat of

the subject in the scholastic way; which would afford but dry

entertainment: besides that, the argument would suffer by it,

and lose much of its force and efficacy. There is sometimes in

moral probabilities an irresistible strength, little short of the

strictest demonstration. There is something so affecting and

sensible under them, that they cannot fail of making their way

into every well-disposed and ingenuous mind: and so it often

happens that they do as infallibly (and more agreeably) win

over our assent, as demonstration can force it. To come to

the business in hand: God the Son is Creator of all things.

On that foundation I am to proceed: and when I say Creator,

I include Sustainer and Preserver. Let us then distinctly con

sider him:

1. As Creator of man.

2. As Creator of the earth, and of all things in it.

3. As Creator of the heavens, with all their host.

4. As Creator of angels and archangels, thrones and dominions,

principalities and powers, which live, and move, and have their

being from, and in, the Son of God.

I do not heighten or rhetoricate at all, in these particulars.

They are no more than strict and close comment upon Coloss.

i. 16. and Heb. i. 10. only branching out into parts what is there

couched and comprised in few words.

1. First them, let us consider our blessed Lord as Creator of

man, of all men living quite round the globe; of all that have

lived and died from Adam down to this day. I leave it to the

anatomists and physiologists to describe the wonderful mechanism

and exquisite workmanship of the human body: the erect pos

ture, the figure and shape, the size and stature, the structure

and use of every part, and the symmetry of the whole; which

carry in them uncontestable proofs of the skill, and the con

trivance, and the consummate wisdom of him that made us.

How many lectures might be read upon the fabric of the eye,

the texture of the brain, the configuration of the muscles, and

disposition of the nerves, or glands; all bearing testimony to

the power and greatness of the Son of God; of whom we may

now say, that “he hath set the members every one of them in

“the body, as it hath pleased him;” and hath so “tempered

“ the body together,” as admirably to answer all the wise ends

and purposes designed by him. The same wisdom, which is
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visible in every single individual, reaches at the same time to

the whole species round the globe. All are supported, sustained,

and actuated by God the Son, in “whom all things consist.”

He is equally present to all, supplying motion, nutriment, and

strength to every individual, extending his providential care to

the ends of the earth, and in one comprehensive view grasping

the whole system. For,

a. We are to consider him as Creator of the terraqueous

globe, the earth and all things in it. He “has laid the founda

“tions thereof.” divided it into sea and land, garnished it with

plants, trees, and flowers, stocked it with living creatures for

the use of man, and plentifully furnished it with the most grate

ful and unexpressible variety. Every herb that grows, every

spire of grass that springs up, every creeping thing that moveth

upon the face of the earth, proclaims the wisdom of its Maker,

sounds forth the praises of the Son of God. I may here apply

the words of the Psalmist, which, whether meant of Father or

Son, are certainly applicable to both. “Praise the Lord from

“the earth, ye dragons, and all deeps: fire, and hail; snow,

“ and vapours; stormy wind fulfilling his word: mountains, and

“all hills; fruitful trees, and all cedars: beasts, and all cattle ;

“creeping things, and flying fowl : kings of the earth, and all

“people; princes, and all judges of the earth: both young men,

“ and maidens; old men, and children: let them praise the

“name of the Lord: for his name alone is excellent; his glory

“ is above the earth and heaven.” Psalm czlviii. It would lead

me too far off from my purpose to consider, or to enumerate,

the many legible characters of a wisdom and power nothing

short of divine, which are every where discoverable within and

without this earth whereon we live. These I leave to the

naturalists to describe. No man that considers its stupendous

size, or bulk alone, but must think it a work too august and

great for anything less than a divine architect. We have often

triumphed over atheists upon this head, alleging that no power

or wisdom less than infinite could be equal to the task. The

very same topics, to such as believe the Scriptures, may be as

justly urged for the dicinity of God the Son. It was his hand

that made all these things, and by his power they are sustained

and held together. And yet these are little things, and as

nothing in comparison. For,

3. We are thirdly to consider, that the heavens also are the
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“works of his hands.” That huge and vast compass, that

immense region of ether, and therein the sun, with its planetary

chorus dancing round it, the fixed stars, (perhaps suns too, with

their planets rolling about them,) whatever modern much im

proved astronomy has discovered, or whatever yet further dis

coveries future ages may bring to light; all things visible and

invisible have the Son of God for their Creator, Sustainer, and

Preserver. If we survey the magnitude of the heavenly bodies,

some smaller, most vastly bigger than our own globe, all of an

amazing size and greatness; if we consider the nice proportion

of their distances, the regularity of their situations, the harmony

of their courses, and uniformity of all their motions; they can

not but raise in us an idea of the infinite power, wisdom, and

greatness of him that made them. This is a theme of very wide

extent, and has been often and excellently handled in defence

of our common religion, against the atheists and sceptics of our

age or nation. It is with pleasure I observe, that the same

topics (only taking in those Scriptures which they and we own)

will almost equally serve against Arians or Socinians, or any

that presume to deny the divinity of God the Son. It is clear

from the Sacred Writ, that he “created” all things, and that

by him “all things consist:” and therefore it is evident, that all

the marks of wisdom, power, or majesty, discoverable in this

grand palace, and august structure of the universe, are so many

arguments of his divinity, and proclaim him to be the eternal

and omnipotent God. I have one particular more to urge under

this head. Hitherto I have been speaking of sun, moon, and

stars, prodigiously great, but yet inanimate bodies; and crea

tures less perfect than we ourselves are, who make a part,

though the lowest part, of the rational creation. We are fur

ther to consider,

4. That the very angels themselves, the top, surely, of the

creation, those bright intelligences, and glorious ministers of the

court of heaven, are the creatures and workmanship of the Son

of God. Whether they be thrones or dominions, principalities

or powers, they were all created, not only by him, but for him.

Myriads of those heavenly spirits are continually serving and

praising him. To him they owe their perfections, their strength,

their glory, their life, their very being; and on him they depend

for their support and sustenance. I shall proceed no further:

I have said enough. I leave it to any man of plain good sense,
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and common discernment, to pass a judgment, whether, sup

posing these facts be true, (and they are true, if plain Scripture

be so,) any longer doubt can be made of the real and essential

divinity of the Son of God. If any one tells me, after all, that

this does not amount to strict demonstration, because we cannot

make a certain estimate of the scale of being, nor define peremp

torily what degrees of perfection there may be short of infinite;

I say, if any one urges this, I should allow that there is not

what may be called strict demonstration: but it is demonstration

that the evidence is such as ought to convince every wise and

considerate man; and such as ought to have the same effect

upon the mind as a thousand demonstrations. There are many

things not capable of strict demonstration; and yet so evident

and undoubted, that a man would forfeit the very character of

sobriety and common sense, that should seriously make the least

question of them. I might mention, for instance, the existence

of the world about us; which good philosophers have thought

not capable of strict demonstration. But a man would hardly

be supposed well in his wits, that should seriously entertain any

the least doubt or suspicion concerning it. His eyes, his ears,

and all his senses bear testimony to the truth and certainty of

it: and if it be not strictly demonstrable in the rational way,

yet this is demonstrable, that the nature and circumstances of

men are such, that he both may and must believe it. The

same, in a great measure, I am persuaded, is the case which I

have been mentioning. For, allowing the first position, that

the Son of God is properly Creator of men, of angels, and of the

universe; there is no man that attends to it, and considers it

in its full latitude, but must come to this conclusion, that the

Son of God is no creature, nor any thing less than the eternal

and infinite God. So much for my first head of argument, from

the nature and reason of the thing itself. My second head of

argument is from Scripture-teats.

2. The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, the same who

had told us, in his first chapter, that the Son had “laid the

“foundation of the earth,” and that the “heavens were the

“works of his hands;” I say, the same author observes, ch. iii.

ver. 4, that “he that built all things is God;” thus establishing

the very conclusion which we are seeking after, as he had before

done the premises. This, considered as a general maxim, must

be applicable to the particular instance of God the Son, if it was
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he that “built all things,” as hath been proved; nay, it is

reasonable to believe that the Apostle intended it particularly

of God the Son. This construction is very suitable to the

argument which the author was upon, in that chapter; and to

the high things spoken of the Son in chapter the first: there is

nothing in the context but what extremely favours and confirms

it; except it be that, verse the sixth, it is said, “ Christ as a

“Son over his own house,” intimating as if he was not that

Person before spoken of, (who is called God, ver. 4,) but Son of

that Person. But to this it may be replied, that the author

was here setting forth the preference of Christ above Moses:

the comparison was between those two persons only. How the

Person of the Father came in here, is not easy to account: but

understanding it of the Person of the Son, the sense is clear,

the argument proper and pertinent. As to his being called

God in the fourth verse, and Son in the sixth, it was very proper

and significant, because he is so God, as withal to be Son of

God, or God of God.

I proceed now to another text, Rom. i. 20. “The invisible

“things of him from the creation of the world are clearly seen,

“being understood by the things that are made, even his eter

“nal power and Godhead; so that they are without excuse.”

If then, as the Apostle here testifies, the work of creation pro

claims the eternity and divinity of its Creator, it will follow from

thence, that God the Son as Creator must be eternal, and

strictly divine. I am sensible that St. Paul's argument may

be taken under another view. For it may mean, not that the

magnificence or greatness of the work proves that every Creator

must be eternal, or God; but that there must be one eternal

first Cause of all things; otherwise there would be a progress of

causes, one higher than another, in infinitum, which is absurd.

The first construction I take to be the more probable, as it is

more obvious to common capacities, and as the argument in

that view strikes the more sensibly, being such as few could

miss of; and therefore the Gentiles were without excuse, for not

attending to it. However this be, I lay no great stress upon it,

designing a more general, and, I think, more convincing argu

ment out of Scripture, than I have hitherto mentioned; which

is this: that the work of creation is every where represented as

the certain mark and characteristic of the true God. It is the

favourite topic which God is pleased to insist most upon, when
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ever he would either distinguish his own peculiar majesty and

power, above and beyond all the gods of the nations, or when

he would excite in his people the highest idea possible, suitable

to his transcendent excellency and peerless perfections. Number

less are the texts of the Old Testament, which might be cited to

this purpose. I shall single out as many as may serve to give a

due light and force to the present argument.

Hezekiah, in his prayer to God, thus expresses himself: “O

“Lord God of Israel, which dwellest between the cherubims,

“ thou art the God, even thou alone, of all the kingdoms of the

“earth.” Then follows the reason why he is so eminently distin

guished, and so infinitely superior to all others: “Thou hast made

“heaven and earth.” 2 Kings xix. 15.

Job, describing the supereminent majesty of the one true God,

thus elegantly sets it forth: “He stretcheth out the north over

“ the empty place, and hangeth the earth upon nothing. He

“bindeth up the waters in his thick clouds; and the cloud is

“ not rent under them The pillars of heaven tremble, and

“are astonished at his reproof. He divideth the sea with his

“ power. By his Spirit he hath garnished the heavens; his

“hand hath formed the crooked serpent.” Job xxvi. 7, &c.

In the Psalms we meet with a great deal to the same pur

pose. “The heavens declare the glory of God, and the firma

“ment sheweth his handywork.” Ps. xix. 1. “All the gods of

“the nations are idols: but the Lord made the heavens.” Ps.

xcvi. 5. “The heavens are thine, the earth also is thine: as

“for the world and the fulness thereof, thou hast founded them.

“The north and the south, thou hast created them.” Ps. lxxxix.

II, 12.

More to the same effect occurs perpetually in the Prophets.

I shall cite a few examples only. “Lift up your eyes on high,

“ and behold who hath created these things, that bringeth out

“ their host by number,” &c. Isa. xl. 26. “Who hath mea

“sured the waters in the hollow of his hand, and meted out

“heaven with the span, and comprehended the dust of the earth

“in a measure, and weighed the mountains in scales, and the

“hills in a balance {" Isa. xl. 12. “Thus saith God the Lord,

“he that created the heavens, and stretched them out; he that

“spread forth the earth, and that which cometh out of it,” &c.

Isa. xlii. 5. “Thus saith the Lord that created thee, O Jacob,

“ and he that formed thee, O Israel.” Isa. xliii. 1. So again;
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“I am the Lord, and there is none else. I form the light, and

“create darkness.” Isa. xlv. 6, 7. “I have made the earth,

“and created man upon it; I, even my hands, have stretched

“out the heavens, and all their host have I commanded.” Isa.

xlv. 12. “Thus shall ye say unto them, The gods that have

“not made the heavens and the earth, even they shall perish

“from the earth, and from under these heavens. He hath

“made the earth by his power, he hath established the world

“by his wisdom, and hath stretched out the heavens by his

“discretion.” Jer. x. 1 1, 12.

It would be tedious to add more texts. These are sufficient

to shew what a particular stress and emphasis is laid upon

God's being Creator of all things. It is the distinguishing cha

racter of the one true God; and whenever Scripture intended

to raise in men's minds such esteem and veneration as they

ought to have for the supreme God of Israel, nothing higher

or greater could be said than this, that he had created the

universe, had “laid the foundations of the earth,” and that

the “heavens were the works of his hands.” (See Psalm cii.

25, 26.) This is further confirmed from the New Testament,

Rom. i. 25, where St. Paul directs us to worship the Creator,

in opposition to all creature-worship. From whence it is plain

that the Apostle supposes the Creator, or Person creating, to

be no creature, but God “blessed for ever:” from whence also,

by the way, we may remark that Scripture knows no medium

between God and creature, but includes all things and all persons

whatever under that distinction; as does also antiquity unani

mously, and all sound philosophy, and the common sense and

reason of mankind. But to proceed.

Seeing then that the title of Creator is thus magnificently and

elegantly set forth in holy Scripture, as the distinguishing mark

of eminency, the epitome of all perfection, and the sure and cer

tain character of true Divinity: if nothing higher or stronger

can be thought on, to raise in us the most sublime, awful, and

exalted idea of the supreme God of Israel; and if the Son of

God be plainly and evidently set forth to us under this same

high character: if he created all things, visible and invisible; if

he “laid the foundations of the earth,” and if the “heavens are

“the works of his hands:" if these be the premises, let any man

of common abilities, that has not his faculties foreclosed, or is

not steeled against conviction, be left to draw the conclusion.
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To say of God the Son, that he is the Maker of the world, of

the kinds in it, as well as of the grand palace itself, (as a late

ingenious authora expresses it,) is to say as much and as high of

him, as it is possible to say or to conceive of any other person,

however named: because the whole that we can naturally know

or apprehend of God, his powers or perfections, is only what we

can infer from his work of creation. Hence it is, that Socinians

and Sabellians have joined with the Catholics in condemning the

Arians for making two or more creators, the same in effect with

two eternal gods: and since there is no way of avoiding it, but

either by saying that Father and Son are one Creator, or else

denying the Son to be Creator at all; those gentlemen have

chose the latter, rather than part with their main principle,

that the “unity of God is an unity of Person.” But then they

manifestly run counter to Scripture, which evidently makes the

Son of God Creator, as I have before shewn.

3. I proceed now, thirdly, to inquire into the sentiments of

the ancients, upon this head; whether they thought it did not

exceed the power of a creature to create any thing, or whether

the work of creating was not looked upon as a work properly

divine, belonging to God only. It does not appear that any,

except heretics, ever dogmaticallyb ascribed the work of creation,

or any part of it, to any creature.

Simon Magus, borrowing his sentiments from the Platonic

philosophy, did not scruple to assert, even in the times of the

Apostles, that this lower world was made by “angels. After

him, d Menander, eSaturninus, fBasilides, gCarpocrates, h Cerin

thus, with the infamous crew of Gnostics, taught the same, or

very nearly the same doctrine; and this within the first century.

Cerdo and Marcion of the second century have been thought by

some to have asserted the same principles in the main, differing

rather in words than in realityi. The Valentinians also were

so far in the sentiments of the Gnostics, as to ascribe the crea

tion of the lower world to a creature of their own devising, whom

a Mr. Nye, Explication of the Di- appears of it, but the contrary.

vine Unity, p. 91. c Irenaeus lib. i. cap. 23. º”
b Origen indeed seems to have in- d Ibid. p. 10o. e Ibid.

dulged some fanciful conjectures that f Ibid. p. IoI.

way, in some of his looser writings, & Ibid. p. 103.

if§ be his. (See Comm. in Joh. h Ibid. p. 105.

p. 42, 43.) But in his more accurate i Vid. Dissert. Praev. ad Iren, et

and certainly genuine works, nothing Bened. p. 7o.
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they called Demiurgus, or Creator. These wild and vain con

ceits were utterly detested by the sober Catholics; who would

not so much as hear of any angel or archangel's creating the

world, or any part of it; but ascribed it wholly to the joint

operation of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. It appears to have

been a rule and maxim of the Church, in Irenaeus's time", and

probably all along, that no creature whatever could have any

hand in creating; but that creating was an indisputable mark of

a divine immutable nature. These principles seem to have ob

tained constantly in the Church long before the Nicene Council.

No sooner did the Arian controversy arise, but the Catholics,

upon their old principles, charged the Arians with great incon

sistency, as making a creature of the Son of God, and yet admit

ting him to be Creator. They scrupled not to tell them, that

this was copying after Valentinus, and reviving the principles of

the Gnostics: that it was confounding the ideas of Creator and

creature, and was all over contradictory and repugnant. No

argument bore harder upon the Arians than this, as appears by

the perplexity and confusion they were in upon it; not being

able to come to any fixed and certain resolution in it. Scrip

ture and Catholic tradition appear clear, full, and strong for

the Son's being properly and strictly Framer and Maker of the

world; and there were but few in comparison that durst go

such lengths as openly to deny it : on the other hand, to make

a creature-creator, was in a manner unheard of, except among

heretics, and was, besides, harsh and shocking even to common

sense".

To soften this matter, the Arians, many of them, would not

k Nihil enim in totum Diabolus

invenitur fecisse, videlicet cum et ipse

Creatura sit Dei, quemadmodum et

reliqui angeli. Omnia enim fecit

Deus, quemadmodum et David ait:

Quoniam ipse dirit et facta sunt : ipse

praecepit et creata sunt. Psal. cxlviii.

5. Iren. lib. iv. cap. 41. p. 288.

Et hoc Deus ab homine differt,

quonian Deus quidem facit, homo

autem fit: et quidem qui facit sem

per idem est. Iren. lib. iv. cap. 12.

p. 240. -

That this was likewise the sense of

all antiquity appears from hence, that

all the Fathers, where they declare

against creature-worship, do at the

same time declare for the worship

of the Creator: constantly opposing

Creator and creature to each other,

in such a manner as shews plainly

that they thought there was no me

dium between, and that creation be

longed to God alone, not to any

creature.

See Athemagoras, p. 56. Tertull.

Apolog. c. 17. Clem. Alex. p. 55, 59.

Origen. contr. Cels. p. 158,375.

| Quis auctorem inter opera sua

deputet, ut videatur id esse quod fe

cit Ambros. de Fid. lib. i. cap. 5.

p. 450.
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own that they held the Son to be a creature; which was pre

tence only, and playing with words: for had they not only ver

bally, but really intended that the Son was no creature, they and

the Catholics could have had no further dispute. But this was

a contrivance to dissemble an absurdity too gross to be owned,

and to disguise a difficulty which they could not answer. They

had, besides, many little arts and subterfuges, to lessen and

undervalue the Son's part or province in the work of creation,

such as I have mentioned and confuted above; the same that

are made use of by their successors at this day. But all would

not do : Scripture was plain and clear, and tradition full and

strong; and was not to be bore down by little quirks and sub

tilties. In fine, truth prevailed, Arianism daily lost ground;

and this very argument, from the Son's concern in the work of

creation, contributed, as much as any other, to sink it. The

strength of it has been often tried since. The Socinians, who

at the beginning were most of them Arians, were soon sensible

of this difficulty. They knew not what to make of two Creators

upon the Arian scheme, nor how to avoid it, if the texts were

to be understood literally of a proper creation: and this, very

probably, was one main reason of their giving the Arian scheme

up, and running in with the Photinian hypothesis, which looked

more defensible. They observed that the texts, which speak of

the Son's being Creator, were few in comparison; and therefore

thought, they might be able to deal with them; being never at

a loss for some subtile and surprising meaning for any text in

the Scripture which made against them. Their device, at length,

was to interpret every text of a metaphorical creation: and so

they left the Arians to shift as they could, resting themselves

upon a new bottom. Yet this could not hold long, though sup

ported and set off with all the advantages of wit and criticism.

Several of the acutest and ablest of the Unitarians grew dissa

tisfied with it, and began themselves to feel the force of, and to

close in with, the arguments of the Trinitarians against it. The

result was, the preferring the old Sabellian before the late Socinian

construction: and yet that is as manifestly unscriptural, false,

and groundless, as either Socinian or Arian. But thus do men

rove and range about, after they have once forsaken the truth,

and have given themselves up to the conduct of their private

fancies, instead of adhering to God's written word, and to the
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most faithful guide, for the interpretation of it, the primitive and

Catholic Church. I thought it not improper to hint thus much

of the history of the argument whereof I have been discoursing.

It has lost no weight or strength all the time : for truth is

always the same. The variety of methods thought on to elude

it, only confirm it so much the more. I doubt not but the Unita

rians, of every denomination, are very sensible, that our inter

pretation of Scripture, so far as concerns this point, is the most

easy, obvious, and natural, and most agreeable to the letter of

the inspired writers: only they have some scruples about three

and one, and know not how to digest three Persons that create,

and yet but one Creator. There is all the difficulty: and so

they choose to follow philosophical conjectures, (which they call

reason,) rather than the dictates of true and sound reason, which

will tell us, that we ought not to be wise beyond what is writ

ten, nor put a violent construction on any passages, where there

is no necessity for it, nor leave a safe and plain rule, to follow

our own wanderings. But enough of this. I have now finished,

in a great measure, what I designed, having explained and

vindicated the argument for Christ's divinity drawn from the

consideration of his being Creator of the world. In a former

discourse I endeavoured to maintain the premises; and now in

this, to make good the conclusion. The sum of it is this: God

the Son is Creator of the universe: the Creator of the universe

is strictly and truly God: therefore God the Son is strictly and

truly, or essentially God, which was to be proved. It remains

now only, in the third and last place,

III. To make some reflections and observations upon the

whole.

1. Having before shewn the truth and certainty of our prin

ciples, give me leave, in conclusion, to recommend them further

from their plainness and simplicity. The Arians were never

more perplexed about any thing, than in accounting for God's

taking in a creature to be his agent and operator in making the

worldm. What? make one creature in order to make others ?

Why might he not rather have made all creatures, as well as

one, and reserved the sole glory of so great and so stupendous

a work, as that of creating, to his own self? Did he want the

m Vid. Athan. Orat. ii. p. 496.
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assistance of an inferior being : Or was not his own will and fiat

sufficient to give birth to all things? Besides, did he cease to

work after he made the Son, leaving it to a creature of his own

to have, in a manner, the honour of doing of every thing else,

and to be the immediate agent and manager in all things, both

in heaven and earth? These were tenets which appeared very

harsh and strange, and were not naturally, scarce tolerably, ac

counted for on the Arian hypothesis. But, upon the Catholic

scheme, all is easy, expedite, and clear. The Son is of the same

nature and substance with the Father; so nearly allied, so

closely united, that nothing could be the work of one, without

being at the same time the work of both: hence it was, that the

Son was Joint-Creator with the Father, that “all things were

“made by him,” and nothing without him. It was not n possible

for them either to act or to evist separately; and therefore it is,

that the work of creation is in Scripture attributed to both.

This is an easy and natural account of the whole thing ; and

besides very agreeable to Scripture. “My Father worketh

“hitherto, and I work.” John v. 17. “What things soever he

“doth, these also doth the Son likewise.” John v. 19.

2. Another thing which recommends our principles is, their

great consistency with each other, and with the principles of the

Catholic Church, in this article especially, from the very begin

ning. When the Arians first broached their heresy, they had

some plausible things to urge, particularly in respect of the gene

ration of the Son, which was their principal topic, and which

they most delighted to dwell upon. But then they took but a

partial and superficial view of things, and knew not how to work

up a consistent scheme. The Church had all along set forth

God the Son as Framer, Creator, Maker, nay, and Sustainer too,

of all things, in subordination to the Father. The subordination

looked well on the Arian side; but Creator and Preserver were

strange attributes to be applied to a creature. This alone was

sufficient to shew, that the Catholic Church had never gone

upon Arian principles; having so unanimously and so expressly

* Oük #8waro pº 81'airot yewéorèat pós, év rá, Adyº sipyáoraro rā travra,

rå Önuoupyńuara ka84mep yap ré ºpós &c. Athan. Orat. ii. p. 498.

Tô dratryáoruart rà itavra port{et, kai Comp. Cyril. Alex. Comm. in Joh.

àvev rot drravyāopiaros oix du ri (bo- i. 3. p. 45.

rioréeim. oºra kai 6 war p, Ös 8tá xel
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ascribed creative powers to the Son of God; and not only so,

but had supposed him Inspector and Governor of the whole

universeo, extending his power and presence through the whole

compass of being. That the fact was really thus, besides many

other evidences, one might reasonably infer from the works of

Eusebius alone; of whom I may venture to say, that he never

would have ascribed more power, dignity, or perfection to the

Son of God, than the plain force of Scripture and Catholic tra

dition obliged him to. This man, though a favourer of the

Arians, (of the men at least, if not of their cause,) yet every

where says many high and great things of the Son's creating

and governing the whole universe, such as any man of plain sense

must think can belong to no creature, but to God only.

In his oration before the Emperor Constantine he describes

God the Son, under the most endearing and magnificent charac

ters imaginable. “He is the omnipotent Lord and Governor

“of the whole universe, the framer and disposer of all things,

“who is above all, and through all, and in all; pervading and

“permeating all things both above and below, earthly and hea

“venly, visible and invisible. It is he that formed and brought

“into regularity the confused chaos, made it habitable and plea

“surable, adorned it with trees, plants, and flowers, stored the

“sea with fishes, and the land with variety of animals, support

“ing, preserving, and sustaining them all. It is he that gave

“the sun its light, and who directs the courses of the stars;

“who is superintendent every where, and steers the whole uni

“verse. To him the very angels owe their life, their light, their

“knowledge, or whatever excellencies and perfections they stand

“possessed of. In a word, he is set forth as operator and ma

“nager, director and supervisor over all the works of God, shed

“ding his rich blessings, and distributing his bounties through

“the whole creation.” This is Eusebius's account of God the

Son, as it lies scattered through that oration P. A great deal

too much for any Arian to say, and more than can be tolerably

accounted for, upon any other than Catholic principles. I shall

not here pass any positive judgment upon Eusebius, about whom

the learned world has been so much divided. I shall only say,

° Iren. p. 190, 315. Clem. Alex. Novat. cap. 14.

p. 123, 273,831. Tertull. adv. Prax. p Vid. Euseb. de Laud. Constant.

cap. xxiii. p. 514. Origen. contr. Cels. p. 501, 525, 526, 527, 528, 529, 530,

p. 63, 164,239. in Johan. p. 122, 128. 531, &c.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. G
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that if he was an Arian at the bottom, he was the most incon

sistent one that ever was. He ought either to have been much

more of an Arian than he appears to have been, or no Arian at

all. He ascribed so much to God the Son, that he hardly left

any thing peculiar to the Father, but a kind of nominal great

ness and majesty, as it were to be above and beyond the world.

In short, he describes him, as it were, sitting in his throne of

state, and looking on, and God the Son as acting and perform

ing every thing. Athanasius's account of this matter appears

much more rational and consistent. For indeed it is by no

means reconcilable with good sense, and the truth and reason

of things, to allow so much to God the Son as Eusebius did,

and not to allow him every thing which Athanasius, with other

Catholics at that time, (as the Catholic Church had all along,)

ascribed to him. It was a weak thing to pretend to honour the

Son of God by halves. A creature or no creature, was the ques

tion. The Arians innovated in making the Son a creature, and

yet were minded to keep up, in other respects, the same honours

and acknowledgments which had been paid him before. This

was trifling and inconsistent. The Catholics were wiser men.

They preserved the same honour and respect which had been

formerly paid to God the Son; but withal, carefully looked after

the foundation of it; that so they might be able not only to do

their duty, but to give a reason also for the doing it. This was

acting with thought and judgment; in which they appear to

have been as much superior to their adversaries, all along, as in

true piety, probity, and sincerity. But,

3dly and lastly, I would observe to you, what I before hinted,

that while we acknowledge the Son of God to be Creator, we

acknowledge him a Son also : the second only, not the first

Person of the Trinity. The Father therefore is primarily

Creator, as Father. He is first in conception, whenever we

speak of the divine nature. And hence it is that he is said to

create by the Son, and he is eminently and emphatically repre

sented in the Creeds, as Maker of heaven and earth, the Son

having another title, more peculiar to him, that of Redeemer.

The Nicene Creed (as do many other ancient Creeds) takes

notice of the worlds' being made by the Son; but yet so that

he did not make the worlds by the Father, but the Father by

him. This is the constant language of antiquity, always keep

ing up some preeminence of order, as proper to the first Person,



SERM. III. proved from Creation. 83

along with the true essential divinity of the other two. This

distinction of order, consistent with a parity of nature, they

learned from Scripture, and inviolably maintained. For thus

they thought that, by referring all things to one Head and

Fountain, they should preserve the unity, along with the dis

tinction; and consistently teach a plurality of Persons in one

Godhead, as we do at this day. There can be no such thing as

Tritheism, upon the principles of the ancient Church, so long

as a proper Sonship and subordination is allowed: for therein

consists the relation, the alliance, the strict union of the Per

sons, while they are considered, as I may say, of the same stock,

and included in each other. But take away that relation and

alliance, either by supposing three independent separate prin

ciples, or by making two of the Persons creatures, and conse

quently of a different nature from the other; and then imme

diately commences either Tritheism, strictly so called, or Gentile

Polytheism. So that the Catholic doctrine is the only security

against a plurality of Gods; unless we take our last refuge in

Sabellianism, which is utterly repugnant to the whole tenor of

Scripture, and to the doctrine of the universal Church. “Now

“to God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, three Persons and

“one God, be all honour and glory, power and dominion, hence

“forth and for evermore.” Amen.



The Scripture-Unity not an Unity of Person :

OR

THE DIVIN E U NITY

STATED AND CLEARED.

The fourth Sermon preached Dec. 2, 1719.

MARK xii. 29.

Kūpuds 6 @eós juáv Köpuos eſs éort.

Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord.

MY design in taking this text is to inquire into the Scripture

notion of the Divine Unity: a point very necessary to be stated

and cleared, in order to a right understanding of the doctrine

of the Trinity. I was once inclinable to defer the treating of it

some time longer; thinking it most suitable to the rules of

strict method to throw it off to the last part of what I intend

upon this subject. But I considered, that while I am asserting

the divinity of more Persons than one, the thought will, in a

manner, perpetually occur, how it can be consistent with the

Scripture-account of the Divine Unity: and many may be

impatient to have that point settled before we go further. Upon

this consideration, I thought it advisable to postpone this mat

ter no longer, choosing rather to break in upon the rules of

strict method, than to suffer a prejudice to lie upon the minds

of any, which might so easily be removed. I shall therefore

now fall directly to the business of the Unity.

The words which I have chosen to discourse on appear first

in Deuteronomy, chap. vi. ver. 4, from whence they are cited by

our blessed Lord, and thereby made a doctrine of the Gospel,

as before of the Law. “Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is

“one Lord.” I think it proper, in the entrance, to take notice,
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that the original word in the Hebrew for Lord, is Jehovah,

(according to our now customary way of reading and pronounc

ing it;) and if we put Jehovah, instead of Lord, into the English

text, it will then run thus : Jehovah our God is one Jehovah.

The use which I intend of this will appear presently.

There are three several constructions of this one short sen

tence. The differences betwixt them may appear slight, but

are really of moment in this controversy, as will be seen in the

sequel. The Anti-Trinitarians of all sorts have here an interest

to serve in making the word Jehovah to be nothing more than

the proper name of one Person only. It is for this reason chiefly

they contrive to change the obvious, natural order and construc

tion of the words: for otherwise indeed, upon their hypothesis,

they would scarce be sense. Suppose it were said, David, our

king, is one David; or Abraham, our father, is one Abraham ;

what sense would there be in it? And yet this sentence, Jehovah

our God is one Jehovah, supposing Jehovah to be merely a proper

name, will be just such another saying, and is too flat and

insipid a sense to be suffered to pass upon the sacred writings.

This our adversaries are sensible of, and therefore, to salve their

hypothesis, they make bold with the order and construction of

the words two ways; which I shall here previously take notice

of and examine, and then proceed to lay down the third con

struction, which is the only true one.

1. The first way is, to turn the sentence thus: Jehovah is

our God, Jehovah only. Here you see, in this form, Jehovah may

be a proper name, and the words are good sense too: and so,

they think, both points are secured. But the objection against

it is, that the words here in St. Mark (and indeed those in

Deuteronomy) will not bear that construction. For then the

words should have been thus: Köpids éorriv 6 Oeos juáv, Köpios

Hévos, which is very different from what we find, and is quite

another proposition.

2. A second way of construing the words is thus: Jehovah

our God, even Jehovah, is one Person. Here again you will

observe, that Jehovah may be understood as a proper name,

which is thought a great point gained ; and a greater than

that is intended by interpreting one, one Person. So there are

thought to be two ends served at once. But it will be easy to

defeat them both ; which we shall see presently, as soon as we

come to assert and explain the true construction of the place.
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I shall here only examine a pretence which is a made from Zecha

riah xiv. 9. in favour of this fanciful interpretation. The verse

runs thus in our translation : “And the Lord shall be King

“over all the earth: in that day shall there be one Lord, and

“his name one.”

Here it is thought that the truer rendering of the latter

part should be thus; The Lord (or Jehovah) shall be one, and

his name one. That is, say they, The Lord shall be one Person.

It is somewhat strange that they do not add likewise, that his

name shall be one thing, to answer to the other. It requires no

great acumen to perceive that the attribute of one is applied to

Jehovah in the same manner as it is to the name; and so it is

els, or unus, in the masculine gender, when applied to Lord; $v,

or unum, in the neuter gender, when applied to name. And it

is evident that the meaning only is, that as there shall not be

many names, but one name acknowledged in that day over all

the earth; so there shall not be many lords, but one Lord, or

one Jehovah, one only received as such. This consideration alone

is sufficient to confute the surmise, as if the Prophet was here

concerned about Unity of Person, or intended any thing like it.

He certainly meant no more than that the Jehovah, who has

the sole right of dominion over all, will then appear so in fact,

and be received, among his subjects, as the only God and Lord,

reigning without a rival. He will be one, in opposition to any

different gods or lords, and acknowledged as one Head, uniting

all under him. This is the sense of the place, as is clear from

the contextb. For the text is not speaking of what God is in

himself, being in that respect always the same; but of what he

should be in respect of his reception in the world, when he should

be generally acknowledged, and have no rival set up in oppo

sition to him. The other construction, which would force Unity

of Person out of this passage, take it which way we will, is scarce

sense. For is it thus? Jehovah will in that day become one

Person, which he was not before ? This is, at first sight, ridi

culous. Or, is it that Jehovah will then be acknowledged to be

one Person 2 This is almost as absurd as the other. For, pro

bably, those that did not receive the God of Israel as their God,

yet might have thought him to be one Person, all along. This

was not the point; but they were to acknowledge him so one,

* See Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 2. ed. 2. Modest Plea, p. 133.

b Vid. etiam cap. xiii. ver, 2.
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as not to presume to set up any rival power against him. The

Prophet had something else at heart than either Unity of sub

stance, or Person. "Earat Köpuos els: “There shall be one Lord”

(as our version rightly renders it) both for Jew and Gentile.

The expression is much such another as vôpos els ēarat, (Numb.

ix. 14.) “There shall be one law to him that is homeborn, and

“to him that sojourneth among you :” You shall not be under

different rules or laws, but one and the same shall be for all.

In like manner the Prophet predicts that Jew and Gentile shall

not have different gods or lords, but one and the same God and

Lord shall rule over both. Having shewn then that the second

interpretation is as groundless as the first,

3. I proceed to lay down the third, which is the true one.

The Lord our God is the sole Lord, or the only God: in opposition

to gods many, and lords many, whether supreme or inferior. Thus

the Scribe, to whom our Lord spake, and whom he commends

as answering so far discreetly, understood it. “There is one

“God, and there is none other but he.” This shews that

Jehovah was here equivalent to Oeos, or God. Some of the

ancient versions, instead of one Lord, render it, one God: as do

also some of the c primitive Fathers; none of them (so far as

I have observed) either considering Jehovah in this place as a

proper name of one Person only, or ever bringing this text to

prove that God is but one Person. This they understood, and

this only; that there is but one God, one Lord, and one Jeho

cah; not two Gods, two Lords, or two Jehovahs.

If it be asked, who, or what Person is intended by “the Lord

“our God” in the text, it seems most reasonable and natural to

understand it of God the Father; not exclusive of, but abstract

ing from the consideration of, the other two Persons. The

Scribe perhaps understood it in the eaclusive sense; exclusive

of all other Persons. Our Lord commends him as answering

discreetly, in acknowledging one God ; but intimates withal,

that he was not yet come to perfection: he wanted something

further, he was “not far from the kingdom of God.” One

thing that he wanted was to acknowledge the Son to be God

and Lord, as well as the Father: and it is pretty remarkable

that both the Evangelists, St. Matthew and St. Mark, after

relating this conference of our Saviour with the Scribe, imme

• Irenaeus, lib. v. cap. 22. p. 319. Cyprian. de Orat. Domin. p. 151, 172.

Ambros. de Fid. lib, i. cap. 1, 2, p. 445, 448. ed. Bened.
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diately subjoin the history of our Saviour's putting a question

to the Pharisees, how the Messiah could be both David's Son

and David’s Lord, quoting that passage of Psalm cr. 1. “The

“Lord said unto my Lord,” &c. It is no improbable conjec

ture of a "judicious Father, that our blessed Saviour thereby

intended to correct the Jewish construction of Deuteron. vi. 4,

and to intimate, as far as was proper at that time, that the

Father is not eſs Köpuos, one Lord, in such a sense as to exclude

the Son, who is also Käptos, or Lord, and tacitly included, as

often as the Father is styled the only God, or Lord. But it is

now time to consider more distinctly and fully the doctrine

contained in the text, which I shall endeavour thus:

I. By inquiring, under what salvos, and qualifying consider

ations, we may reasonably understand the general doctrine of

God the Father’s being the only true God, or Lord.

2. By considering what we may justly infer from it, and what

use we are to make of it.

I. I shall inquire, under what salvos, or qualifying consider

ations, we may reasonably understand the general doctrine of

God the Father's being the only true God, or Lord.

The texts seem, at first view, to exclude all other persons

whatever, from being dicine in the same sense; and also from

having any right or title to religious worship, or any degree of

it. The texts run in the personal character; “I am the Lord

“thy God:” and generally “in the singular number; I, not we ;

or he, not they. And then the practical doctrine founded there

upon is to pay to that Person, not supreme worship only, but all

worship; not our highest religious service, but our whole religious

service ; reserving no part nor degree of it to any other. If

therefore the doctrine is to be interpreted up to the utmost

rigour in both its parts, the Father only is God, in any strict or

proper sense; and every part and degree of religious service is

to be paid to him solely. But how can we be Christians if we

say this? or how is it possible to reconcile it with other plain

Scriptures : There must be some abatement, some favourable

* Dominus ipse praecipuum man- teste, confirmat. Hilar. p. 10ol.

datum legis in unius Domini confes- * I say generally, not always; be

sione et dilectione docens esse, non cause there are some instances of

suo ad Scribam, sed Prophetae testi- plural expressions: Gen. i. 1, 26. iii.

monio usus est, esse se Dominum.— 5, 22. xi. 7. xx. 13. xxxv. 7. Deut.

Dominum unum ita ex lege docens, iv. 7. Eccl. xii. I. Jos. xxiv. 19. Isa.

ut se quoque Dominum, Propheta vi. 8.
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allowance of construction, in one part or other, to make Scrip

ture consistent; and the difficulty is to know where we are to

settle this necessary latitude of interpretation, so as neither to

do violence to the letter, nor defeat the intent of the inspired

writers. There have been two ways thought on to compromise

this matter. I shall mention that first, which is the least likely

to do us any service, that I may come with the greater advan

tage to the other, which will appear to be not only the best, but

the only way of reconciling the difficulty, after we have seen

that the first will not bear.

1. The first way is to suppose that the words Lord and God

admit of a higher and a lower sense; so that the texts which

declare the Father the one God, are to be understood to mean

one only supreme God, leaving room for inferior and subordinate

gods besides him: and so also worship must be understood to

be of two kinds, sovereign and inferior; and that the supreme

God claims only sovereign, not all religious worship to himself.

But against this way of reconciling there appear to be many

insuperable objections. It is not only against the letter, but the

very intent and design of the sacred writings. For, not to

mention that Scripture no where tells us of two true, i.e. two

adorable, Gods, or of two religious worships, sovereign and

inferior; the very end and design of all the texts relating to

the Unity seems to have been to preclude inferior gods, and

them especially; there being less danger of men's running into

the notion of many supremes. Besides the general drift and

purport of those texts, there are some particular texts still

more express and decisive. “There is no God before me,” says

the one God, “neither shall there be any after me:” and yet

every inferior God must be after the supremeſ. “The gods

“that have not made the heavens and the earth, even they

“shal lperish from the earth.” Jerem. x. 11. And yet it is

never to be supposed that any inferior god can be Creator,

which is the distinguishing character of the one supreme God ;

consequently, every inferior god shall perish and come to

* Quis ergo hoc dicit, Pater an rôv marépa Beös oëk fort, 87Aov 3ri rô

Filius Si Filius, Ante me, inquit, v rá warpi, kal ui, Heră row marépa,

non fuit alius Deus: Si Pater, Post rôv viðv#. à Aéyos Haprüperat.

me, inquit, non erit: hic priorem, ille E! ris otv usrå row eedv čorri, krioris

posteriorem non habet. Ambros. de rooro, kal of €eós, òid rôv sipmuévov

Fid. lib. i. cap. 8. p. 454. eiptorkerau. Greg. Nyss. contr. Eunom.

El yūp €eos utv 6 viðs, trav 88 perú iv. p. 575.
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nothings. Besides, every inferior god must of course be sup

posed a creature of the great God. But St. Paul has expressly

cautioned us against serving the “creature more than (or besides)

“the Creator,” and against serving those that “by nature are no

“gods.” Further than this, it is as clear as words can make

it, that the great God has claimed to himself all sacrifice, with

out distinction of sovereign and inferior, our whole religious

service and whole confidenceh. To suppose the contrary, would

have been to leave room for the greatest confusion in worship

imaginable, and would not have been the way to root out, but

to establish, idolatry. Add to this, that the distinction of a

twofold sense in the word God will not help us out of the

difficulty: because we have all the reason in the world to

believe that another Person, besides the Father, is called God,

in the same sense, in the same Scriptures; and therefore this

solution of the difficulty will not bear; but we must of course

look out for another.

2. The other way then is, to suppose that the exclusive terms

of one, only, or the like, may admit of some latitude of construc

tion; and that, so long as the full intent and meaning of the

declarations of the Unity is in this way answered, all is safe

and secure. That this is the very truth of the case, I shall

now proceed to shew at large.

God the Father may be, and is, very reasonably and justly

styled the one or only God, without excluding every other

Person; particularly, without excluding the Son from the one

true Godhead. It is a rule and maxim, and may be proved by

many instances in sacred and profane writings, that eaclusive

terms are not to be interpreted with the utmost rigour, so as to

leave no room for tacit exceptions, such as reason and good

sense will easily supply. It may be sometimes needless or

impertinent to mention every exception; and often wiser or

better not to do it, but to leave them to the intelligent reader.

Thus for instance it is said, “No one knoweth the Father

“but the Son, and no one knoweth the Son but the Father.”

(Matt. xi. 27.) If we should here interpret the ecclusive terms

with the utmost strictness, it must follow that the Father does

not know himself, nor the Son himself. But no man of common

g See Cudworth's Comment on this h See my Windication of Christ's

text, p. 545. Divinity, Qu. 16. vol. i. p. 407, &c.
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sense can think so of either; and therefore there was no occa

sion for any further guard or exception.

So again it is said, that “the things of God knoweth no one,

“but the Spirit of God,” (1 Cor. ii. 11.) as before, (in Matt. xi.

27.) “No one knoweth the Father but the Son.” Now, if we

understand the eaclusive terms with the utmost strictness, it

must follow from one passage, that the Holy Ghost knows more

of the Father than the Son does; and from the other, that the

Son knows more of the Father than the Holy Ghost does: which

are propositions directly repugnant. But the truth is, here was

no opposition intended to Son or Holy Ghost in either place;

but to creatures only.

In like manner it is said, in the Revelations, of the Son of

God, that “he had a name written, that no one (očels) knew,

“but he himself;” (Rev. xix. 12.) which, if the exclusive term

is to be strictly understood, makes the Father himself ignorant

of what was known to the Son.

St. Paul says, “I determined not to know any thing among

“you, save Jesus Christ, and him crucified,” I Cor. ii. 2. If

this be rigorously interpreted up to the letter, St. Paul must

have been contented to be ignorant of God the Father, and of

many the most important articles of the Christian religion. But

it is obvious to common sense, that such expressions are to be

qualified both from the reason of the thing, and from other

Scriptures. These instances are sufficient to shew that eaclusive

terms may, and in several cases must, admit of a favourable

construction. Now to come to the point in hand. I shall first

shew, directly and plainly, that God the Son was not intended

to be excluded at all, by the texts which proclaim the Father

the one God; and next, give some reasons why there was no

occasion to make any particular exception or saloo, on that

account; or why it was better not to do it. First, let us com

pare texts with texts.

Isa. xliv. 24. we read thus: “I am the Lord that maketh all

“things; that stretcheth forth the heavens alone, and spreadeth

“abroad the earth by myself.” Now here, according to the

rigour of construction, one should suppose the Father (if it is

indeed to be understood of the Father) to have been by himself

when he made the world, and that no other Person had any

hand in creating, or was so much as with him when he did it.

And yet certain it is from other Scriptures, as I have shewn
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formerly, that God the Son was not only with him, but assisted

also in the work of creation. But it was needless for the Pro

phet to take any notice of the Son's concern in it, while he was

only considering the true God in opposition to other gods; besides

that the time was not yet come for the distinct and clear reve

lation of God the Son. So again we find it said, probably in

respect of the Father, “Thou only knowest the hearts of all

“the children of men,” (1 Kings viii. 39.) and it is not said,

Thou only knowest originally, or in the most perfect manner,

but, Thou only knowest, simply and absolutely. And yet evident

it is, from other places of Scripture, that not the Father only,

but the Son also must then have known the hearts of all the

children of meni; and it may be certainly inferred from his

being Creator of all men from the beginning.

We read (Ps. lxxxiii. 18.) “Thou, whose name alone is

“Jehovah,” supposed to be meant of God the Father. If the

exclusive term is there to be rigorously understood, no other

Person but the Father has the title or name of Jehovah. And

yet certain it is, from other Scriptures, that the Son is another

Person, and that the name Jehovah is also his name. But it was

needless, or would have been foreign, to have inserted any par

ticular caution or exception, while the Psalmist was considering

only the true God, in opposition to other gods, or to the gods of

the nations. God the Father (probably) says, Isai. xliii. 11, “I,

“even I, am the Lord, and besides me there is no Saviour.” And

yet no man of sense that reads the Bible can believe, that the

intent was to exclude our blessed Saviour from being properly

such, as well as the Father. It is said also, (Isa. ii. 11, 17.) that

“ the Lord alone shall be exalted in that day.” Suppose this be

meant of God the Father; yet no one, who considers either the

context, or reason of the thing, or other Scriptures, can imagine

that this was designed to exclude God the Son from being

evalted; or that it was intended in opposition to any thing but

idols in particular, or creatures in general. It would be easy to

illustrate this matter by more examples of the like nature: but

these already given are, I am persuaded, sufficient to shew that,

whether it be said that the Father is the only God, or whether it

were said that the Father only is God, (which expression would

be stronger.) the exclusive term only need not be supposed to

John ii. 24. xvi. 30. Acts i. 24. Heb. iv. 12. Rev. ii. 3.
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affect the Son at all; but he may still be tacitly understood :

and there was no necessity for any express caution in the case,

the reason of the thing sufficiently shewing it afterwards. When

therefore we read of the Father's being the one God, we are to

understand it of the Father singly, not exclusively; of the

Father, but in conjunction still with the Son: not that we mean

by the term Father, both Father and Son, but we consider the

Father singly, in such cases, abstracting from the consideration

of God the Son, not excluding him from partaking of the same

Godhead. This then appears to be matter of fact, that God

the Son is not excluded, but always tacitly understood in those

expressions of the Unity, which we meet with in Scripture. The

same is true of any other expressions of the like nature, as if

the Father be said to be the alone good, the only wise, the only

potentate, or only having immortality; they are not intended in

opposition to God the Son, or Holy Ghost, (who being so nearly

allied to, so much one with the Father, are tacitly to be under

stood as partaking of every perfection which is ascribed to the

Father,) but in opposition to creatures, or other gods; in oppo

sition to every thing extra Patrem, every thing not contained in

him, or not inseparably included with him. This I observe, on

supposition that those texts are meant of the Father: but

perhaps the word God in those places is to be understood in

the indefinite sense, abstracting from the particular consideration

of this or that person; in like manner as the word man often

stands, not for any particular human person, but the whole

species, or human nature: man is frail, man is mortal, or the

like. I say the word God may be thus understood; and since

the doctrine of the Trinity is demonstrable from other Scrip

tures, we have great reason to believe that this is the true and

real meaning of the word God, as often as the context or other

circumstances do not confine its signification and intent to one

Person only. It remains now only to account for the manner

of speaking. For it may be asked, why, when it is said, suppose

by the Father, “I am the Lord, and there is none else,” it may

be asked why there might not have been added, except my Son

and Holy Spirit, or some other saving clause of like kind? To

this it may be answered,

I. That it was needless.

2. That it might have been hurtful.

1. It was needless. None of those declarations concerning
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the unity of God, and the worship due to God alone, were made

at the beginning, or before idolatry was grown into practice.

Their intent and design was to be a remedy against it, and to

root it out of the world. Those declarations were then so

understood, as it was intended they should be, in opposition to

all other gods, all that were plainly opposite to, or different from,

the one God of Israel. Thus the end of them was fully an

swered; and there was no occasion explicitly to mention the

Person of the Son, before the proper time came to reveal his

distinct Person and character fully and clearly to the world.

After he was come, it was still as needless to insert any such

saving clauses; because the revealing his nature, and character,

and personal perfections, was equivalent thereto, and were in

terpretatively so many qualifying clauses or exceptions; the

reason of the thing shewing that he must be supposed as in

cluded always, without any special proviso for it. Thus, for

instance, if the Father claims all worship, homage, and adora

tion to himself, because Jehovah, because Creator, Sustainer, and

Preserver of all things; and if it appears afterwards, that the

Son also is Jehovah, Creator, Sustainer, and Preserver of all

things; it is manifest that the worship of the Son comes within

the reason, intent, and letter of the law about worship; and

therefore it cannot, by any man of sense, be supposed to exclude

him from it. There is no need of any special salvo to include a

person, whom parity of reason shews to be included of course.

So if it is said, that the Father is the only God or Lord, without

any express caution or saloo, we might be apt to think it some

what strange to hear of any other person who is God and Lord

also : but when we find that this other Person is so nearly

related, as a Son to a Father; that he and his Father are one;

that he who has seen one has therein seen the other also ; that

he is in the bosom of the Father, and as intimate to him as

thought to the mind; that all things which the Father hath are

the Son's; and that what things soever the Father doth, those

also doth the Son likewise; when we find them represented as

“one temple,” (Rev. xxi. 22.) and as having but “one throne,”

(Rev. xxii. I.) and making “one light,” (Rev. xxi. 23.) and that

he is in the Father, and the Father in him; when we observe the

same titles, the same operations, the same attributes, the same

glory, &c. ascribed to both in holy Scripture: when these and

the like considerations have been duly weighed, must it not look
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strangely impertinent to demand any exception, or special salvo,

as often as the Father is styled the only God? The Scriptures

suppose men to have the use of their reason, and that therefore

there was no need to make express mention of the Son, whenever

the Father is declared to be the only God; Father and Son

being so much one, that asserting it of either is implicitly asserting

the same of both *. And hence it may appear,

2. That particular exceptions and cautions in this case were

not only needless, but might have been hurtful. Had the first

commandment run thus; Thou shalt have no other gods besides

me, except my Son, it had been plainly making the Son another

God!, which was not the intent of Scripture, nor suitable to the

truth and reason of the thing. The union and intimacy between

Father and Son is such, that they are not two Gods, but one

God. This was the idea which Scripture was to insinuate along

with the distinction of Persons, and which it has every where

carefully kept up. What may be thought an omission in the case,

is really an advantage; and the want of an exception in respect

of God the Son, or Holy Ghost, is an argument to us that their

unity is too strict and intimate to admit of it. A late m writer

upon these words in Deuteronomy, “I, even I, am he, and there

“is no God with me,” (Deut. xxxii. 39,) observes, that it is not

said, except it be in the same essence, but absolutely, there is no

God. He might have observed also, that it is not said, ewcept

it be in subordination to me, or, eveept such inferior gods as are by

my appointment; but absolutely, there is no God. To answer

more directly: it is very true that Scripture has not mentioned

any such exception, because it would have been improper, not

to say absurd, to do it. The design was to teach us that there

is no other God, besides the God of Israel. Had he said there

is no other God, except it be in the same essence, it had been the

same as to say, there is no other God, except one, who is not

another God. But the objector here supposes that two divine

Persons in the same essence are two Gods, which is supposing

* Et ris ºva Aéyot eeov, d\\' ot, oùxért karū rov torov, &c. Cyril.

8ixa rod i8tov yewvhuaros évvoſjoret

more rôv trarépa, oùre uèv rod kará

púauv č airod trpoxeople'vov mºvečua

ros, 3 kai éorriv (310v airrod. &ormep

yāp 6 elmov divěporov, travrn re kai

trávros 8tapleuvnorera kal rôv évévrov

oiguobaos airó fl ºrpoonſequkóra pièv

ăvěpomov droreMet, oùx évévra 88,

Alea’. contr. Julian. lib. viii. p. 264.

| Atquin si nominasset illum, sepa

rasset, ita dicens, Alius praeter me

non est, nisi Filius meus. Alium enim

etiam Filium fecisset, quem de aliis

excepisset. Tert. Praw. cap. xviii.

m Modest Plea, &c. p. 133.
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the thing in question. The contrary appears from this very

text. For let us admit that it was said, in the person of the

Father, “I, even I, am he, and there is no God with me:” it is

certain that God the Son was then with him, and that he was

God before the foundation of the world, John i. 1. And yet

there was no God, that is, no other God with him, as appears

from this text: consequently the Son is not another God, but

the same God; and therefore two divine Persons having the

same essence, (as we are able to prove those two to have,) are

not two Gods, but one God.

I have hitherto been observing the Scripture-manner of

speaking in this article of the unity, and have shewn how easy

it is to account for it upon Catholic principles. I shall just take

notice further, that the primitive writers of the Church follow

the same style exactly. We shall frequently find them giving

the title of one or only God, to the Father, in such a manner,

that if we looked no further, we might be apt to imagine that

they thought of no other person's being God but the Father.

And yet perhaps, within a few pages or lines, we shall meet

with as full and strong expressions of the divinity of the Son, as

any are, or can be ; that he is God, true God, God of the Jews,

and the like. These seeming contrarieties they sometimes leave

without any guard or explication, presuming that no Christian,

who had been but tolerably instructed, could mistake the

meaning. At other times, upon occasion, they are more parti

cular and explicit, shewing how reconcilable and perfectly con

sistent with each other, these things are. They give us to

understand that the eaclusive terms affect not the Son at all;

that they are often meant in opposition to idols only; that at

the most they exclude only other gods, and not the Son, who is

the same and n not another God, nor indeed another Person in

such a sense as separate divided persons are other persons. They

are distinct only, not separate; and therefore, in a qualified

sense, the Son is very self of the Father, as Irenaeus expresses it,

and as later Fathers, āNAos éavrös, alter idem, or alius idem, an

n Igitur unus Deus Pater, et alius batur, et alius qui dicebat, Nemo cog

absºlue eo monest: quod ipse inferens, noscit Patrem: sed unus et idem,

mon Filium negat, sed alium Deum. omnia subjiciente ei Patre, et ab om

Caeterum alius a Patre Filius non est. nibus accipiens testimonium, quoniam

Tert. contr. Praw, cap. xviii. p. 510. vere homo, et vere Deus. Iren. p. 234,

Non ergo alius erat qui cognosce- 235. -
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other self, another same; distinct and yet not different, one

with the Father, and undivided from him. From these and the

like hints and illustrations, we easily understand what either the

ancient creeds or primitive Church-writers mean by styling the

Father, the one, or only Godo; a title which they sometimes

apply to the Son also, but seldom, and sparingly. The reason

is this: the Father is, as it were, the top of Unity, the head

and fountain of all: he is first in our conception of God, and

therefore whether we speak of the almighty God, or the eternal

God, or the all-knowing God, (and the reason is the same for

the only God, unity being an attribute of the Godhead like

omnipotence, eternity, &c.) we primarily and principally mean the

Father, tacitly including the other two Persons.

This is more decent, proper, and suitable, than to have fixed

these names, titles, or attributes principally upon either of the

other two Persons, tacitly including the Father. The nature of

language and customary way of speaking required that they

should be thus generally fixed upon one of the Persons, and we

are directed to which by the very name of Father, denoting

some kind of priority of order, such as we cannot perfectly

understand; but a confuse, general perception of it, is sufficient

to all the purposes of faith or worship. In strictness, the one

God is the whole Trinity: but we must be content to speak as

the customary use of language will bear. Our ideas of person

are plainly taken from our conceptions of human persons, and

from them transferred to other subjects, though they do not

strictly answer in every circumstance. Properly speaking, he

and him are no more applicable to a divine Person, than she or

° It is worth observing, how little

stress the ancients laid upon the er

clusive terms.

Clemens Alex. calls the Son the

only Judge, p. 99. and only God,

8
p. 84.

Origen calls the Son the only Lord.

Contr. Cels. p. 389.

Cyril of Jerusalem calls him the

only King, p. 223.

Eusebius understands, Psal. lxxxvi.

Io. “God alone,” &c. and Isa. xliv.

24. where it is said, that “he stretch

eth forth the heavens Alon E,” of God

the Son.

Baruch iii. 35. “This is our God,

“and there shall none other be ac

wAtERLAND, vol. ii.

“counted of in comparison of him,”

is by Cyprian (Test. lib. ii. cap. 6.)

and by Lactantius (Epit. p. 116.) un

derstood of God the Son : as it is

also by the later Fathers in general.

Micah vii. 18. “Who is a God

“like unto thee?” &c. is also by early

writers understood of God the Son.

So also Isa. xliv. 6. and Isa. xlv.

14, 15. See my Defence, &c. vol. i.

p. 291, &c.

Now had the ancients acknowledged

any such force of the erclusive terms,

as is insisted on by some moderns, the

Father himself must have been there

by excluded from being Judge, Lord,

King, or God.

H
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her; but we have no third way of denoting a person; and so of

the two, we choose the best, and custom familiarizes it to us. In

like manner, when we would speak of God, we have but three

ways of expressing our thoughts, and none of them without some

inconvenience. To say it, or that, meaning that thing or sub

stance, would sound low and flat; and it is the way of speaking

which we have, in a manner, appropriated to inanimate or irra

tional beings. To say he, or him, ordinarilyP carries in it the

idea of one Person only, and is therefore inconvenient on that

account, as not taking in all that we apprehend of the one true

God. To say they, or them, would appear as if the Persons were

divided and separate, like other persons, and might sound as if

the three Persons were three gods. Of those three ways, the

best and least offensive is that which has been generally taken,

as well in Scripture, as in ecclesiastical writings: which is to say,

he, or him, speaking of God, and meaning it of one Person, princi

pally, yet not excluding, but tacitly comprehending the other two,

as partakers of the same Godhead. And since it was thus necessary

to fix upon one Person, who should be primarily considered as God,

it must of course be the Father, who revealed his own Person first

to the world, and was known under that character before either

the Son or Holy Ghost were distinctly and fully revealed; who

has still the character of Father, as Head and Fountain of all,

and is generally first in our conception, when we speak of God ab

solutely, without particularly specifying any Person of the God

head. Yet I must observe to you, that it is far from being cer

tain that the Father, or any particular Person, is always meant,

whenever the word God is used absolutely in Scripture. For,

P I say ordinarily, not constantly:

and therefore the argument drawn

from the personal characters, I, thou,

thee, he, him, applied to God, is very

weak and inconclusive against a plu

rality of Persons. We often find in

Scripture the Personal characters of

thou, thee, he, him, applied to a whole

family, tribe, or people, collectively

considered; (see Exod. xiii. 5, 7, 9,

11, 13. Numb. xxii. 5, 6.xxiii. 9. Deut.

i. 21, 31. iv. 9, Io. xi. 15. xviii. 2.

Josh. xvii. 15. 1 Sam. xv. 3.) and at

other times we find some things

applied to the head of a family, which

belong not strictly to him alone, but

to him and his whole seed. (See Gen.

xii. 2, 3. xiii. 17. xviii. 18. xlviii. 19.

20. xlix. 4, 8, &c.) Why then may

not the like expressions be used of

God the Father, the head and foun

tain of the other two divine Persons,

which yet strictly are not to be under

stood of him alone, but of him con

sidered with his Son and Holy Spirit,

who are infinitely more united to him,

than any earthly progeny is, or can

be, to their head :

This argument is a fortiori, and

there is more than parity of reason to

be pleaded in favour of this manner

of speaking, with relation to the Per

sons of the undivided Trinity.
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as I before hinted, no good reason can be given why the word

God may not be used in a large indefinite sense, not denoting

any particular Person, just as the word man is often used in

Scripture, not denoting any particular man, but man in general,

or man indefinitely. (Gen. vi. 3, 7. viii. 21. ix. 6. Deut. viii. 3.

1 Sam. xvi. 7. Job iv. 17. v. 7. Psalm lvi. 1 1. lxxviii. 25.

xc. 3. cxviii. 6, 8. Hos. xi. 9. Matt. iv. 4. Luke iv. 4. xviii. 4.

I Thess. iv. 8. 1 Tim. ii. 5. Tit. iii. 4.) As the word man

sometimes stands for the whole species; sometimes indefinitely

for any individual of the species, without determining which,

and sometimes for this or that particular man: so, by way of

analogy, or imperfect resemblance, the word God may some

times signify all the divine Persons; sometimes any Person of

the three indefinitely, without determining which ; and some

times one particular Person, either Father, Son, or Holy Ghost.

From what hath been said, I am willing to hope we may now

sufficiently understand in what sense, and under what restric

tions, the Father is set forth in Scripture or antiquity, as the

one or only God. I proceed now,

II. To consider what we may reasonably and fairly infer from

the Scripture-declarations of the unity. Of this very briefly;

that I may not trespass (as I fear I already have) too long upon

your patience.

1. We may certainly infer from them, that they absolutely

exclude all rival or anti-gods, set up in opposition to God the

Father; consequently all idols, and all the gods of the heathen

nations.

2. We may further infer, that they do as certainly exclude all

such gods as the Marcionites, or others, pretended to be besides,

or superior to, the Creator and God of Israel.

3. We may also reasonably infer, that they exclude all things

or persons whatsoever, that are separate from, or aliene to; that

are not necessarily included in, and comprehended with, God

the Father: briefly, they exclude all other gods; consequently

they exclude all creatures: for since all creatures are posterior in

time, and different in nature, they are adventitious and entraneous;

they are not necessarily included in God the Father; he was

without them, and may be again, if he pleases: if they are gods

in any sense, they are other gods, not the same god with God the

Father; and so stand excluded from having the name or title

of God, in any proper or religious sense; and from receiving any

H 2.
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kind, part, or degree of our religious homage, worship, or adora

tion. Socinians and Arians have split upon this absurdity,

supposing the Son to be a creature only, and yet receiving him

as God, another God besides the Father; which is Polytheism

and Gentilism, condemned by Scripture, and all Catholic an

tiquity. The Arians, ancient and modern, have appeared so

sensible of it, that they never durst openly profess it; being

reduced to this hard and truly pitiable case, to receive, in

reality, into their creed, what they are ashamed to express

in termsq.

They are used to insist much upon the force of the exclusive

terms, when they have a mind to exclude the Person of the

Son from being one God with the Father. But they entirely

forget that the ecclusive terms have any force at all, when they

imagine that they do not so much as exclude creatures from

being gods, but leave room for other gods, for two gods, or three

gods, and as many objects of worship. Thus they appear to

“strain at a gnat” while they can “swallow a camel;” and

use arguments against the Catholics, which recoil more strongly

upon themselves. They are forced, in their turn", to plead that

the exclusive terms are intended chiefly in opposition to idols and

false-gods; and that they do not exclude Christ from being true

God, and true object of worship: which is unsaying all that

they had before asserted, and is unravelling their own argument,

so far as concerns the bare necessary force of the exclusive terms.

For if they do not exclude creatures (strangers and aliens, in

comparison) from being true gods, much less can they be sup

posed necessarily to exclude God’s own Son, of the same nature,

and duration, and perfections with himself, (if the thing be

possible.) from being true God with him, and one God with

him. This then must be argued from other topics, and not

P Consequens est, inquam, ut aut “creditur ad justitiam, ore confessio

non colatis Christum, aut non unum

Deum colatis, sed duos. Ad hoc tu

respondere conatus, multum quidem

locutus es, asserens quod et Chris

tum Deum colatis: sed duos Deos a

vobis coli, quamvis non negaveris,

tamen non ausus es confiteri. Sen

sisti enim, duos Deos esse colendos,

Christianas aures ferre non posse. O

uam de proximo te corrigeres, si

timeres credere quod dicere timuisti!

cum enim clamet Apostolus, “corde

“ fiat ad salutem:” si ad justitiam

putes pertinere quod credis, cur hoc

ad salutem etiam ore non confiteris 2

Si autem duos Deos colendos ad salu

tem non pertinet confiteri, sine dubio

nec adjustitiam pertinet credere. Wid.

Augustin. contr. Marim. lib. i. p. 677,

678.

"see Clarke's Re ly, p. 5o. 69.

Vid. et Crell. de uno Deo Patre, sect.

i. cap. 1.
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from any supposed necessary force of the exclusive terms. To

conclude, we may observe that Scripture and antiquity often tell

us of God and God, but never of two Gods; Creator and Creator,

but never two Creators; Saviour and Saviour, but never two Sa

viours; Lord and Lord, but never two Lords; Judge and Judge,

but never two Judges; King and King, but never two Kings.

These things are easily accounted for upon Catholic principles;

Father and Son are one Creator, one Saviour, one Lord, one Judge,

one King, and one God, because their operations, attributes,

powers, and perfections (and consequently the substance of both)

are one. “Toº Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, all honour and

“glory be now and for ever.” Amen.



Christ's Divinity proved from his Coequality with

the Father:

OR

E QUALITY OF CHRIST

WITH THE FATHER.

The fifth Sermon preached January 6, 17%.

PHIL. ii. 5–11.

Let this mind be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus: who, being

in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God:

but made himself of no reputation, and took upon him the form of

a servant, and was made in the likeness of men: and being found

in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and became obedient

wnto death, even the death of the cross. Wherefore God also hath

highly ea'alted him, and given him a name which is above every

name: that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things

in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth; and

that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the

glory of God the Father.

THERE have been great disputes between the Catholics and

Arians about this passage; both sides claiming it as their own,

and as directly favouring their respective principles. They have

neither of them been content to be on the defensive only, in

respect of this, as in several other texts; but, interpreting the

words differently, and taking them under contrary views, they

urge them against each other, and appeal to them as decisive

both ways, according to their respective tenets and persuasions.
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My design is to inquire carefully into the meaning of so remark

able a passage, and to fix it, where it ought to lie, on the

Catholic side. It will be proper to take along with us the scope

and intent of the Apostle in it, as a sure mark to direct us to

the true and genuine sense of it. The two verses immediately

preceding those of the text run thus: “Let nothing be done

“ through strife or vain-glory; but in lowliness of mind let each

“esteem other better than themselves. Look not every man on

“his own things, but every man also on the things of others.”

Then follows; “Let this mind be in you, which was also in

“Christ Jesus,” &c. The Apostle proposes Christ as a perfect

pattern and example of the virtue or virtues which he had been

recommending. And what were they : Humility, modesty, phi

lanthropy, in opposition to vain-glory, ostentation, and self

seeking. He exhorts the Philippians to good nature and ten

derness, to wave all little niceties and punctilios of ceremony,

and to be willing to sacrifice their reputation or honour, upon

occasion, to the glory of God and the good of others. Thus far

by way of preliminary. Now let us proceed to the instance

given, as a powerful motive to incite them to put on that happy

temper of mind. It is the example of Christ Jesus: “Who

“being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal

“with God: but made himself of no reputation, and took upon

“him the form of a servant,” and so on. Here, every word

almost will require a minute and particular discussion. We must

therefore be content to advance slowly, that we may clear our

way as we go, and at length sum up the whole in a short para

phrase, concluding with a few brief observations upon it. And

this is all the order, or method, that I propose to observe in my

following discourse.

I begin with the words, “Who being in the form of God,”

év uoppi, Oeoû. We do not meet with this phrase elsewhere in

Scripture. But there are two passages, one in the Epistle to

the Colossians, the other in the Epistle to the Hebrews, which

are near akin to it, and may help to direct us to the true sense

of it. Our blessed Lord is by our Apostle styled the “image of

“ the invisible God,” (Coloss. i. 15.) There is not much differ

ence between elköv and popp), betwixt image and form ; and

therefore, probably, the Apostle might intend the same thing

by being “in the form of God,” and being “ the image of the

“invisible God.” Now, as to the meaning of Christ's being the
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“image of the invisible God,” it is well explained by the words

immediately there following: Tporótokos Tárms Krüreas: “ born

“ (or begotten) before every creature;” that is, as he was “Son

“ of God,” before the creation of the world. Thus was he the

“image of God,” bearing his figure and resemblance, as truly,

fully, and perfectly, as a “ son of man” has all the features,

“lineaments, and perfections belonging to the nature of man.”

And thus antiquity a has constantly understood Christ to be the

“image of God,” as he is God's Son. In the Epistle to the

Hebrews, chap. i. we find our blessed Lord described under the

character of Son of God, and “heir of all things, by whom God

“made the worlds,” ver. 2. And immediately after, he is said

to be the étraúyagua, the shining forth of his Father's glory, and

the “express image of his person,” as we render it; or, as others

think the more probable construction to be, of his substanceb.

This is a further confirmation, that those expressions of image

or form of God relate to Christ's sonship or filiation, whereby he

is, as it were, the exact copy or resemblance of God the Father,

in respect of his divine nature, being as truly God of God, in

that capacity, as he is man of man in another. Thus, as before

said, the Ante-Nicene as well as Post-Nicene writers understood

the phrases of Christ's being the image of God, and express image

of his hypostasis: and not only so, but the very words of the text,

his being “in the form of God,” were by them e believed to sig

* In effigie et imagine, qua Filius

Patris, vere Dei praedicatus est. Ter

tull. contr. Marc. lib. v. cap. 20. p.

486.

El forw elköv rod Geoû rot doparov,

déparos eiköv–rms dratovopºdaTov, kai

dq6éykrov intográorews toū Tarpès el

köv, 6 xapakrijp, Adyos, &c. Origen.

apud Athan. tom. i. p. 233.
Tºv trarpukºv čuqépetav dºpt?6s ré

quke oró(ew 6 viðs toū Tarpès, Tºv karū

trávra öplotórnta attod ók pāorea's dro

plašáuevos, kai drapá\\akros eiköv too

warpós rvyxávov, kai too ſpororimov

#Kruros Xapaktºp. Alexand. Theod. E.

H. lib. i. cap. 4. p. 15.

As to Post-Nicene writers, see Pe

tavius, who has collected their testi

monies, and who gives his judgment

of all in these words:

Porro ex vi et nativa conditione pro

ductionis suae hoc imaginem habere, ut

auctorem repraesentet: adeoque Ver

bum elkóva, et imaginem ideo nomi

nari, quoniam ita procedit a Patre, ut

eum necessario exprimat, antiqui om

nes Theologi demonstrant; qui imagi

nem dici Verbum Dei asserunt, quatemus

a Patre gignitur. Petav. de Trin. lib.

vi. cap. 5. p. 326.

b Wide Petav. de Trin. lib. vi. cap.

6. per totum.

Tris 6etas qºorea's draûyaorua kai Xa

pakrip. Origen. contr. Cels. p. 342.

Compare the parallel expressions in

the apocryphal book of Wisdom.

'ATuis ris roi esot, 8vváueos' diróð

fºota rās rot Tavrokpáropos Sáčns eixt

kpwñs' 'Amaſyaorua porós diētov' oro

Trpov dºmMiðorov rijs rod esot evep

yetas' elköv Tijs dyadórnros airot.

Cap. vii. ver, 25, 26.

c ACQue non erit Deus Christus

vere, si nec homo vere fuit in effigie

hominis constitutus—quod si in effigie

et imagine, qua Filius Patris, vere
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nify his being God, or God of God, or Son of God; all amounting

to the same thing. This construction agrees also perfectly well

with the context, which no other does. Nor the phrase of poppy

bočAov Aa3&v, “taking upon him the form of a servant,” is

plainly meant of his taking upon him human nature, becoming

thereby a servant of God in that capacity. The Apostle himself

interprets the “form of a servant” by the word immediately

following, v ćuotépart áv0p67(ov yewópevos, that is, being made in

the likeness ofman; which is the same with being really and truly

man: being in the form of man, as Son of man, in like manner

as he was before said to have been in the form of God, as Son of

God. The "ancients have constantly interpreted the “form of

“a servant” in the sense which I have mentioned. Human

nature was that “form of a servant” which our Lord assumed,

and he became a servant by becoming man. The construction

then now given of the words, év uoppi, Oeoû, being agreeable to

the context, as well as to the literal grammatical signification of

the words; and being besides countenanced by parallel places

of Scripture, and received by the ancients in general, it is cer

tainly preferable to any other; and we need not look out further

for a meaning, when we have so great reason to believe that

this is the true and the only true one that can be assigned. Yet

I must not conceal from you, that there is another interpretation,

which has been taken up of late, and much contended for by

some of the Arian persuasion. I must observe to you, in the

way of preliminary, that all the appearances of God, under the

Old Testament, were supposed by the ancients to have been in

and by God the Son. It was

Dei praedicatus est, etiam in effigie et

imagine hominis, qua Filius hominis,

vere hominem inventum. Tertul.contr.

Marc. lib. v. cap. 20. p. 486.

"O Hovoyev)s row esot Aéyos, eeds

indpxov čk €eoû, kexévokev Šavröv,

: Hippolytus, vol. ii. p. 29. Fabric.

ed.

eeós Hév keväoras €avröv drö rod

elva, lora eeg. Conc. Antioch. Labb.

vol. i. p. 848.

‘H 8é uopºp) rod esot, kal 6 Aéyos

Her airod Geos, kai viðseeoo. Dionys.

Aler. contr. Paul. Samosat. p. 853.

Labb.

Quamvis esset in forma Dei, non

est rapinam arbitratus aequalem se

Deo esse. Quamvis enim se ea Deo

he that called himself God of

Patre Deum esse meminisset, nun

quam, &c. Novat. de Trin. c. 17.

Ipse a Patre exaltatus sit, quia se

in terris Sermo et Virtus, et Sapientia

Dei Patris humiliavit. Cypr. de Uni

tat. Eccl. p. 118. ed. Ox.

The sentiments of Post-Nicene

Fathers are well known, and need not

be mentioned.

d Herm. Pastor. Simil. v. cap. 2.

Clem. Alexandr. p. 251. Origen. in

º: 34. Hippolyt. vol. ii. p. 2, 3,

29. Novat. cap. 17. Euseb. in Psalm.

p. 616. Hilar. in Psalm. pag. 325.

ed. Bened. Athanas. Orat. i. p. 447.

ed. Bened. Cyril. Hierosol. p. 322.

ed. Ox.
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Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and all along headed and conducted

the people of the Jews. This notion, so far, is just, and the fact

true, and it is of very good use against the Socinians especially;

and, I may add, against the Arians also, when rightly under

stood. But some amongst us, mistaking this matter, have been

pleased to speak of those appearances, or transactions, of the

Son of God, as being little more than what any angel or arch

angel might have been capable of sustaining. They call it

personating God, acting in his name, and speaking his words.

And thus they understand that our Lord was, before his incar

nation, êv poppi, Oeoû, “in the form of God,” being God’s legate,

vicegerent, or representative. But against this there lie these

following objections:

1. That this construction of év poppi, Oeoû is perfectly pre

carious. They cannot name any ancient Catholic writer that

ever so understood it, nor bring any parallel text of Scripture

to countenance it.

2. In the next place, the very supposition itself of Christ’s

personating God, in any such low sense, is a mere fancy and

fiction, unsupported by Scripture or Catholic antiquity. The

primitive writers who speak of it understood that our blessed

Lord did not barely personate God, but was himself really

God, and spoke in his own name, as well as the Father's ;

being himself Lord and God, &c. as coeternal and coessential

Son of the Fathere. So that this interpretation of “form

“ of God,” so far as there is any thing of truth in it, will

at length resolve into the very same which I have before

given.

3. Admitting (but not granting) that God the Son personated

the Father in any such low sense as is pretended, (though our

adversaries cannot shew that he ever said, I am God the

Father, as he might have said upon their hypothesis, which

is worth observing,) yet that cannot be the meaning of év poppi,

Oeoû in the text; for this plain reason: because St. Paul going

about to magnify the great condescension of God the Son, from

the highest pinnacle of glory (if I may so speak) to the lowest

instance of contempt and ignominy, would certainly begin with

the mention of what he was in his highest capacity. Now his

personating the Father is nothing so honourable a circumstance,

* See my Defence, &c. vol. i. Query ii. p. 295, &c.
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as what St. John speaks of in the first chapter of his Gospel, or

what St. Paul himself has observed, (Coloss. i. 15, 16.) His

being God from the beginning, and maker of the world, are

of much higher import than personating God, which any angel

might do, in such a low sense as is here pretended. If then the

Apostle's argument did require that he should begin with the

highest instance of perfection belonging to the Son, and if there

be really a higher than is contained in this circumstance of person

ating God, (supposing it any thing more than a fiction,) it is a

demonstration that St. Paulº did not intend ºv poppi; Oeoû (“ in

“ the form of God”) in any such low sense, as would only lessen

the miracle of Christ's condescension, and weaken the force

of the Apostle's argument. So much for this. Having settled

the meaning of the phrase év poppi, Oeoč, signifying as much as

God of God, or essentially divine, we may next proceed to

the following words: “ thought it not robbery to be equal with

“ (Hod.”

The phrase, oix àpirayuov #yñºrato, occurs not any where else

in Scripture, nor, so far as I can find, in any profane writer;

(for there is a difference between àpirayua and āpirayuásf;)

so that all the light we can have into it must be from the

grammatical meaning of the word, and from ancient versions,

and from ecclesiastical writers, and the context. Our trans

lators have rendered the words literally, and indeed very justly.

It will not however be amiss to inquire what may be fairly

pleaded for their interpretation. “Thought it not robbery to

“be equal with God.” The ancientest versions of the New

Testament favour this rendering; the Greek and Latin Fathers,

from the fourth century downwards, do as plainly countenance

it. Nay, Tertullian g, of the second or third century, seems to

have understood it in the same sense. The words will, in strict

propriety, bear it; and not only so, but more naturally and

properly than any other. Let us then put the sense together,

and see how it will stand. “Who being Son of God, and

“ therefore essentially God, thought it not robbery, that is, knew

“ that he did not wrongfully or unreasonably assume to be equal

f Wid. Wooton. Praefat. ad Clem. Deus erat Sermo–Hic certe est

Rom. p. 187. qui in effigie Dei constitutus, non

* Sermo enim Deus, qui in effigie rapinam existimavit esse se aequalem

Dei constitutus, non rapinam existi- Deo. Ibid. p. 504.

mavit pariari Deo. Tertull, p. 329.
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“with God: but, notwithstanding, was pleased to make himself

“ of no reputation,” &c. The Apostle having before told us that

the Son was really God (which I have shewn to be the meaning

of “being in the form of God”) might very justly add, that he

was “equal with God;” which is only explanatory of what

he had said, and more emphatically expressing the dignity

and majesty of that Person, whose condescension he was going

to illustrate. The phrase, etvai toa Qeº, admits of no construc

tion so naturally as this, “to be equal with Godh.” The force

of it lies in the word sival. For, whatever instances may be

brought of the use of the word toa, it can never be shewn that

elva, to a signifies anything so naturally as to be equal to, or equal

with. What confirms this construction is, that the ancients

ifrequently infer the equality of the Son with the Father, from

his being the “Son of God,” or the “image of God;” either of

which comes to the same sense with St. Paul’s “form of God.”

And why might not St. Paul make the same just inference from

the same premises, since it flows so naturally from them, and

was very pertinent to the argument on which he was treating?

The most considerable objection against it is from the particle

ãAAã, following after; which some think should rather have

been äAA Šuos, or the like. But this piece of criticism is easily

got over: it is frequent k for the sacred writers to have the word

àAAä instead of &AA' àugs, signifying howbeit, or nevertheless: and

so indeed our translators should have rendered it here,

agreeably to their rendering of the words preceding. I shall

give two or three instances out of St. Paul's own writings.

I Cor. ix. 12. “If others be partakers of this power over you,

“are not we rather? Nevertheless” (àAAã in the Greek) “we

“ have not used this power.” So again, Rom. v. 13, 14. “Sin

“is not imputed when there is no law : nevertheless” (äAAà

h See Pearson on the Creed, Art.

II. p. 123.

i Et bene qui dixit ipsum immen

sum Patrein in Filio mensuratum :

mensura enim Patris Filius, quoniam

et capit eum. Iren. lib. iv. cap. 4.

p. 23.I.

'O 6eios Aóyos, 6 paveporuros &vros

Geos, 6 rô Aeorrórn rôv 6\ov čuoro

6ets' 3rt ºv viðs atroë, kal 6 A6)os ºv

év rá, esp. Clem. Aler. p. 86. ed., Ox.

"It', eikov airós rvyxávov rod dopſi

row esot, kai év rº, ueyéðel orén rºw

eikóva row trarpós' ot, yāp otów r" ºv

elva, a ſuperpov (tv' otºros évopdoo)

kai kaxºv elkóva toû doparov Geoû, u)

kai too pleyé6ovs maptorrãorav rºv sixóva.

Orig. contr. Cels. p. 323.

* Gen. xl. 15. 2 Chron. xxx. 11.

Isa. xlix. 15. Matth. xxiv. 6. Mark

ix. 13, 22. x. 43. xiii. 7, 20, 24. xiv.

29, 36. Luke xvi. 30. xxi. 9. Joh. xi.

11, 16. xvi. 7. Acts vii. 47. 2 Cor.

v. 16. vii. 6. xii. 16. Coloss. ii. 5.

2 Tim. i. 12. 2 Pet. iii. 14. 1 Tim. i.

16. Rev. ii. 4, 6.
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again) “death reigned from Adam to Moses.” There is

therefore no sufficient ground for laying aside this construction

on account of the particle; which may, and often does, signify

the same as nevertheless, howbeit, notwithstanding, &c. Thus far

I have been pleading for that sense of the words which appears

in our English version. The sum of the plea is, that it is

literal and grammatical; agrees with the oldest versions; is

countenanced by Tertullian in the beginning of the third century,

and by the Catholic Fathers in generall after the Nicene

Council; is very pertinent to the Apostle's argument, and

there is no objection of weight from the context against it.

If this construction be admitted, the Apostle's reasoning

so far, will run thus: “Who being essentially God, as Son of

“God, knew that he was rightfully and naturally equal with

“God, and could not be said to usurp or arrogate in respect to

“what was his own. Nevertheless he made himself of no

“reputation, appearing and acting much below his dignity,

“taking upon him human nature, &c.” It must be owned that

some of the Ante-Nicene writers interpreted the words differ

ently. Origenºm, understanding the whole passage, as it seems,

of the man Christ Jesus, (whose soul he supposed to have

preewisted.) interprets the phrase, oix àpirayuov #yñoraro, &c.

did not assume, or covet to be honoured as God. And this

construction he was led into from this consideration, that the

Aóyos, or divine nature of Christ, could not be capable of any

proper evaltation. Novatian" understands the passage of the

Aóyos, or divine nature, and makes the sense to be, that Christ

did not pretend to an absolute equality with God the Father,

considering himself as second only, or as Son of the Father.

The churches of Lyons and Vienne (in a letter recorded by

* I may give one or two for a speci

inen.

Quid est “non rapinam arbitratus

est esse se aequalem Deo?” Non usur

avit aequalitatem Dei, sederat in illa

in qua natus erat. August. Tract. in

Joh. 17.

Non quasi rapinam habebat aequa

litatem cum Patre, quam in substantia

sui, tanquam Deus et Dominus possi

debat. Ambros. de Fid. lib. ii. c. 8.

Non alienum arbitratus est, esse

º natus est. Aug. contr. Mar. p.

I.

Manens enim in forma Dei, non vi

aliqua sibi ac rapina, id quod erat,

praesumendum existimavit, scilicet ut

Deo esset aequalis. Erat enim in Dei

forma, nihilaue ei ex ejus gloria de

erat, in cujus forma manebat; sed

formam servi sui per humilitatem ac

cepit, &c. Hilar. in Psalm. p. 325.

ed. Bened.

m Origen. in Joh. p. 34, 413. He

seems to be of the same opinion in his

book against Celsus. See p. 167, 168,

IT 2.

7: Novatian. de Trin. c. 17.
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Eusebius",) seem to understand it thus, that our Lord did not

assume to himself, as he justly might have done, to be honoured

as God, but waved his privilege, and declined all ostentation of

his glory, for a pattern to, and for the good of others. The

three interpretations now mentioned are different from each

other, and all of them reconcilable with Catholic principles.

Origen's, though singular, is very safe, for one that would be

only upon the defensive, in respect of this text, against the

Arians. Novatian's may serve either way; because, while he

denies only such an equality as no Catholic contends for, he

asserts the true equality of nature between Father and SonP.

The third interpretation is too loose and general to make

any thing of on either side: only this is observable of them all,

that they construe the words oix àpirayuov #yńorato &c. not as a

part of the preceding character of Christ's greatness, but as part

of the consequent account of his humiliation, so far contrary to the

interpretation which I have before been pleading for. You

may have observed, from what has been already hinted, that,

taking the words as a part of the consequent account of Christ's

humiliation, they are still capable of a very good meaning,

and no way favourable, but contradictory, to the Arian hypo

thesis. For let the sense of the passage appear as follows:

“Who being essentially God, (and consequently having a

“rightful claim to be honoured equally with God,) yet did not

“covet or desire to be so honoured, did not insist upon his

“right; but, for the greater glory of God, and for the good of

“others, chose rather (in the particular instance of his incarna

“tion) to wave his pretensions, and, in appearance, to recede

“from them.” This way of paraphrasing the words takes off

the objection about the particle àAAä, and answers to that sense

o Euseb. E. Hist. lib. v. cap. 2.

P Phoebadius of the fourth century,

a zealous defender of the Catholic doc

trine against the Arians, yet scruples

not to interpret this text nearly in the

same way with Novatian.

Hic Sermo, cum in forma Dei esset,

sapientia et ratione, et spiritus ratione,

et spiritus virtute constructus, hoc

est, totam vim Dei possidens, non se

Deo Patri addequavit, sed formam servi

accipiens humiliavit se usque ad mor

tem. Induerat enim quod servire,

quod mori possit. Phaebad. contr.

Arian. Bibl. Patr. tom. iv. p. 3o4.

Cyril also of Alexandria seems, in

one place, to have understood the

words oix diprayudu fryijorato, as part

of the consequent account of Christ's

humiliation.

'O Hév yap row 6.Now ororºp kai

Kūptos, kairo. Herov airó rô v Popºff

kai loºrmti Tū karū trav Órwoov ćpaoréal

Tpós rôv marépa, kai rols rijs 6ed rm ros

évagpúved 6a, 64kots, oix praypºv

#yñoraro rô elva lara €eº, dAA’ av

rôv, &c. Cyril. Alex. contr. Jul. lib. vi.

p. I 95.
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of the phrase, oùx àpirayuov inviſgaro, which Origen, Novatian,

and the churches of Lyons &c. took it in ; and withal secures

the main point which we insist on from this text, namely, the

equality, the essential equality of the Son to the Father. In fine,

either sense of the phrase, oùx àpirayuāv #yńorato, will suit very

well with Catholic principles; but it is the latter only that can

be any way drawn to favour the Arians: which indeed is the

true reason why they contend so much for it. As to the two

interpretations which I have given, the first, agreeing with our

English version, seems to me preferable. It has been, in a

manner, the standing interpretation for 1300 years. It has

given indeed great uneasiness to the Arians; but they were

never yet able, nor ever will be, to confute it. I pass on to the

next words. “But made himself of no reputation, and took

“upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness

“ of men.” Which words should have been turned thus: Never

theless he emptied himself, taking the form of a servant, being made

in the likeness of men. This rendering is not only more exact

and conformable to the original, but also more suitable to the

rendering of the words preceding. When our Lord is said to

have “made himself of no reputation,” or to have emptied him

self, which signifies much the same, we are not to suppose that

he qlost any thing which he had before; or that he ceased to be

in the form of God, by taking on him the form of man. No : he

had the same essential glory, the same real dignity, which he ever

had, but among men concealed it; appeared not in majesty and

glory like to God, but divested himself of every dazzling appear

ance, and every outward mark of majesty and greatness, con

* El 8é kai orðua 6m ròu ka? WvXºv

dvěportivny divaMašov 6 d6ávaroseeds

Aóyos, 8okeſ ró KéNorq d\\drreoréat

kai HeramAdrreoréal' uav6avéro &rt 6

Aðyos, oë8év Plev Trägxe ôv ráoxet rô

orópia, fi : \rvXń. avykaraśaivav Šē &c.

Origen. contr. Cels. p. 17o.

Non amittens quod erat, sed ac

cipiens quod non erat. Aust. in Joh.

Tract. 17.

'Eoraikpuvev atroß rºw 6eórmra. Eu

seb. lib. i. cap. 13.

Nam etsi apostolus semetipsum ex

inanisse dicit, formam servi suscipi

endo, non utique sic eximanitum acci

pimus ut aliud quam quod fuerat idem

spiritus fieret: sedut, seposito interim

majestatis suae honore, humanum

corpus indueret,º suscepto, salus

gentium fieret. Ut enim sol cum

nube tegitur, claritas ejus comprimi

tur, non caecatur; et lumen illud quod

toto orbe diffusum claro splendore

cuncta perfundit, parvo admodum

obstaculo nubis includitur, non au

fertur: sic et homo ille quem Dominus

Jesus Salvatorque noster, id est, Deus,

Deique Filius induit, Deum tamen in

illo non intercepit, sed abscondit.

Pseud-Ambros. de Fid. Orthod. cap.

viii. p. 355. ed. Bened.

r Tô a kimºrpov Tijs ueyaMoorávns toū

eeot 6 Kūptos juáv Xplorrès. "Imorous

oùk #A6ev čv kóprºp d\aſovias oë8é
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descending to appear, and act, and converse as a man, like unto

us in all things, sin only excepted. In this sense it is that our

Lord emptied himself. He came not with any pomp and osten

tation of greatness, he laid aside his Godlike majesty, and dis

robed himself, as it were, of all outward glories, becoming a

man, a miserable man, and in that nature suffering, bleeding,

and dying for us. “Wherefore God hath also highly exalted

“him.” Here we must make a pause, and inquire diligently

what this evaltation means. One that is truly Son of God, and

in a proper sense God, cannot be properly evalted; that is,

cannot be preferred to any higher or better state than he ever

enjoyed, nor receive any improvement of, or accession to, his

essential dignity, glory, or happiness. Hence it is, that as

many of the ancients as have understood the text of a proper

exaltation, have interpreted it of the human only, and not the

dicine nature of Christ. This is true of the Ante-Nicene, as

well as Post-Nicene writers, which appears from Origens and

Hippolytust: and I do not know of any direct testimony to the

contrary. So that here again the Arians, understanding it of a

proper exaltation to a better state, and of Christ considered in

his highest capacity, run counter to the doctrine of the ancients

before the Nicene Council, in a very material article respecting

this controversy.

The ancients were certainly in the right not to admit of any

proper exaltation, in the sense before given, in respect of the

divine nature of Christ. For, as u Athanasius and other Ca

tholics well argue in this case, how could he, that was with God,

and in the bosom of the Father, be evalted, or become higher

than he always was: How could the Giver and Dispenser of all

graces receive any thing as a matter of grace or favour 2 How

could he be then said to have attained the privilege of being

adored, who had long before been adored both by men and

intepmºbavias, Kairep 8vváuevos' d\\ä

ramewoppovów, ka8&s rô Tveipia rö

§ytov trepi atroß &Aá\marev. Clem. Rom.

Ep. cap. xvi. p. 7o.

Aörös pièv yap Év Tà d'hôāptºp airod

868m ºrpès juās éAðelv jöövaro' dy)"

#uets ow8erómore rô uéyé60s ris 86&ns

airoo Bagráčew #8vváple6a. Iren. lib.

iv. cap. 38. p. 284.

"Oorris év dpxfi mpès rêvesov &v, Ště

rows ko)\Améévras rm orapki kaiyevoué

vois 6tep orépé, éyévero orápé, tva xo

pméſ, into táv Hui) 8vvapiévov airóv 8Aé

trew kað A&yos ºv, kai tpós esov ºv,

kai eeds ºv. Orig. contr. Cels. lib. vi.

p. 322.

* “O yūp X6)os év dpx; ºrpès rêv

eeóv, 6 eeós A&yos of k emièéxero rô

itrepuyoóñval. Orig. in Joh. p. 413.

Huet.

* ‘Yºrépuyoto6a Aéyeral, kal &s oëk

*xov, Štá to divěpárruov plovovovXi, &c.

ippolyt. Fragm. vol. ii. p. 29. Fabric.

* Athanas. Op. tom. i. p. 445, &c.
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angels? He who was God from the beginning, who had glory

with the Father “ before the world was,” who is himself the

“ Lord of glory,” and Creator and Preserver of all things, was

infinitely too high, too great, and too divine, to receive any ac

cession to his dignity, any real increase either of perfection or

glory. Thus far is very right; and therefore, if a proper exal

tation, in that sense, be intended, it can only be meant of Christ

as God-man, receiving those honours and titles, in his human or

mediatorial capacity, which he had always enjoyed in another.

And thus the xancients, for the most part, have understood

Christ’s exaltation to be no more than a kind of new investiture,

upon his new and late condescension; and his having those

rights, titles, and honours confirmed to him as God-man, which

as God he never wanted. This, in the main, is true and right;

and is a good account, in part, of what was in fact. But there

is some reason to think that it is not precisely and accurately

the meaning of this text. For if the evaltation be meant only

of the human nature, it is more natural to suppose that St. Paul

would not here have spoken of the condescension of the Logos,

but would rather have told us only what the man Christ Jesus

had done, how humbly and how righteously Christ had demeaned

himself in that capacity, and how God had rewarded his services.

And thus it is that y Hermas, a very early writer of the first

century, represents this matter.

* El 8é úvoča6a Aéyeral, kai év

ráčet Xaptoruatos rô intep trav čvopa

8éxeo 6au,els ēkelvo 8m) ovért Herāorapkós

éravāyeral, eis 6trep #v kai 8txa orapkós.

Cyril. Alew. Thesaur. p. 130.

Wid. etiam Greg. Nyss. contr.

Eunom. Orat. v. p. 597. Athanas.

aliosque.

y Adhibitoitaque Filio, quem carum

et haeredem habebat, et amicis quos

in consilio advocabat, indicat ea quae

servo suo facienda mandasset, quae

praeterea ille fecisset. At illi protinus

gratulati sunt servo illi, quod tam

plenum testimonium Domini sui as

secutus fuisset. Ait deinde illis: Ego

quidem huic servo libertatem promisi,

si custodisset mandatum meum quod

dederam,et custodivitillud, et praeferea

opus bonum adjecit in vineam, quod

mihi quam plurimum placuit. Pro

hoc igitur opere quod fecit, volo eum

Filio meo facere cohaeredem; quoniam

wATER LAND, vol. ii.

*An ancient commentator upon

cum sensisset quod esset bonum, non

omisit sed fecit illud. Herm. Simil. v.

p. Iod. Coteler.

* Quibusdam tamen videtur ho

mini donatum esse nomen: quod est

super omnenomen quod nullo genere,

nulla ratione convenit. Si enim

Christus Dei Filius idem ipse et

homo est, non poterat Deus homo

factus, sed manens Deus, his egere

quae habebat: aut si secundum quod

homo erat, his egebat quae Dei sunt,

ipse sibi Dei Filius Deus dedisset quae

eerant ei juxta quod homo erat.—

Neque caro hoc posset effici quod est

Deus. Sed forte ut adoptione Deus

esset: ethic color est. Incipiet enim

ex parte Deus verus esse Christus, et

ex parte adoptivus, aut duo Dii: sed

aliud Scriptura significat. Illi enim

donatum significat, qui se exinanivit,

qui formam servi accepit, qui in simi

litudinem hominis factus est homo,

I
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this text gives several reasons why the evaltation here spoken of

is not, cannot be intended of the Man only, but of Christ in his

whole Person. “ 1. Because, if Christ be God as well as Man,

“ then all the time from his incarnation he must have had, along

“with his humanity, all that pertains to God; and therefore

“could not afterwards properly receive what he had before.

“2. Supposing that he wanted any thing in respect of his man

“hood, yet why should the Father be said to give what he him

“self, as God, could easily supply £ 3. The things mentioned as

“given to Christ are too high and great for the man to receive,

“unless the human nature be supposed to be divine, which is

“absurd: or if it be supposed to have been made God by adop

“tion, then either Christ is God partly by nature and partly by

“adoption, or the two natures are two Gods. 4. It appears

“from the text, that the exaltation belongs to the same nature

“which condescended and emptied itself. And what nature was

“ that but the Divine nature? Or what great matter would it

“have been for the Apostle to have told us, that a man did not

“pretend to be equal with God, or was obedient to God?”

There is a great deal of weight in the reasonings of this

author, which made him at length aconclude, that the text does

not speak of any proper ea'altation, or new accession to any thing,

but of the more illustrious manifestation of him, for the solemn

proclaiming him to be what he always was. And this, indeed,

I take to be true in part, though not the full meaning of the

text before us. Though the absolute, essential dignity of our

blessed Lord was always the same, and in respect of which he

was ever equal with God, yet his relative dignity towards us,

founded in the obligations we have received from him, never so

signally appeared as in that amazing and astonishing instance

of condescension and goodness, his becoming man, and dying

for us. We were hereby “bought with a price,” becoming

servants to Christ, and Christ a Lord to us, in a peculiar senseb,

Els rooro yöp Xplorës kai dréðave}. patri obedivit. Si Homo Deo

atri obedivit, quid magnum est quod

dixit Apostolus * Sed hoc magnum

dicit, quia cum aequalis esset obedivit.

Pseud-Ambros. in loc. p. 255.

* Hoc ergo natus accepit, ut post

crucem manifestaretur quid a Patre

dum generaretur acceperit.

* I Cor. vi. 20. vii. 22, 23. 1 Pet.

i. 19.

kai dvéarm kai dvémorev, tva kal vekpów

kai (&vrov kvpletorm. Rom. xiv. 9.

Invisibilis visibilis factus, et incom

prehensibilis factus comprehensibilis,

et impassibilis passibilis, et Verbum

homo, universa in semetipsum recapi

tulans: uti sicut in supercoelestibus et

spiritalibus, et invisibilibus princeps

est Werbum Dei; sic in visibilibus, et
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and under a new and special title. Upon this occasion, and on

this account, it pleased God, in the most solemn and pompous

manner, to proclaim the high dignity of God the Son, to rein

force his rightful claim of homage, and to command heaven and

earth, angels and men, to pay him all honour, reverence, and

adoration suitable to the dignity of so great, so good, so divine

a Person as the Son of God. He had lately run through an un

paralleled work of mercy, had redeemed mankind and triumphed

over death and hell: upon this his divinity is recognised, and

his high worth proclaimed. We may observe how, under the

Old Testament, it pleased God often to insist upon what great

things he had done (though many of them slight in comparison

to the work of redemption) in order to move the persons con

cerned to receive him as God. So he tells Abram, “I am the

“Lord that brought thee out of Ur of the Chaldees.” Gen. xv. 7.

And to the children of Israel he says: “I will take you to me

“for a people, and I will be to you a God : and ye shall know

“that I am the Lord your God, which bringeth you out from

“under the burdens of the Egyptians.” Exod. vi. 7. And again,

“I am the Lord thy God, which have brought thee out of the

“land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage. Thou shalt have

“no other Gods before me.” Exod. xx. 2, 3. Or when it pleased

God to speak anything higher of what he had done, he reminded

his people of his being their Creator and Redeemer. “Thus

“ saith the Lord that created thee, O Jacob, and he that formed

corporalibus principatum habeat, in

semetipsum primatum assumens, et

apponens semetipsum caput Ecclesiae,

universa attrahat ad semetipsum apto

in tempore. Iren. lib. iii. cap. 16.

p. 206. -

Accipiens omnium potestatem,

quando Verbum caro factum est, ut

quemadmodum in coelis principatum

habuit Verbum Dei, sic et in terra

haberet principatum, quoniam homo

justus, “ qui peccatum non fecit, nec

“inventus est dolus in ore ejus;”

principatum autem habeat eorum quae

sunt terra, ipse primogenitus mortu

orum factus: et ut viderent omnia,

quemadmodum praediximus, suum

regem, &c. Iren, lib. iv. cap. 20.

P-253. -

Per omnem venit actatem, et infan

tibus infans factus. Sanctificans in

fantes: in parvulis parvulus—in

juvenibus juvenis, exemplum juveni

bus fiens, et sanctificans Domino.

Sic et senior in senioribus, ut sit per

fectus magister in omnibus—deinde

et usque ad mortem pervenit ut sit

“primogenitus ex mortuis, ipse pri

“matum tenensin omnibus,” princeps

vitae, prior omnium, praecedens omnes.

Iren. p. 147, 148.

The sense of all this is very dis

tinctly expressed by Hippolytus:

*Os roupaviov, Kai éiriyetov, rai

karax60vlov Baorºet's kai kpuri)s trav

rov dro8éðelkrat. &rovpavlov pºv Črt

Aóyos row trarpès trpo travrov yeyevn

Hévos fiv' intyetov Šč, ćrt àv6poros év

dvěpátrous éyévvñ6m, dvaitadororov 8t'

éavrot rôv 'Aödpa karaxéovia v 8é, ºrt

kai év vexpoſs Kare\oytorón—ówá 6avá

tov rôv 6ávarov vuków. Hippol. de An

tichrist. cap. xxvi. p. 15. Fabric.

I 2
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“ thee, O Israel, Fear not : for I have redeemed thee, I have

“called thee by my name; thou art mine.” Isa. xliii. 1. We

see from hence, how even God the Father asserted his claim to

the homage and adoration of his people, from the good and great

things he had done for them. Not that he was not God and

Lord before, but because the obligations laid upon them were

apt to strike the more powerfully, and to bring the consideration

of their duty towards him close and home to their hearts. To

apply this to our present purpose; you may please to consider,

that after God the Son had shewn such amazing and astonishing

acts of goodness towards mankind, then was it proper to celebrate

his name to the utmost, to recognise the dignity and majesty of

his Person, and to reoommend him to the world, as their God

and Lord, with all imaginable advantage, with such endearing

circumstances as could not but affect, ravish, and astonish every

pious and ingenuous mind. And thus I understand the words,

“ wherefore God also hath highly exalted him.” That is; on

account of the great work of redemption, so full of love and

goodness, so astonishing and so endearing, God hath remarkably

proclaimed his dignity, and set forth his glory; commanding all

men hereupon to acknowledge him their God and Lord; their

Lord always, but now more especially, by a new and distinct

claim, as their Saviour, and Deliverer, and only Redeemere. As

to the sense of the word ea'alted, nothing is more frequent in

Scripture than such as I have here given. I shall mention

c God the Father had remained as

glorious as now he is, although he had

never created the world; for the

creation gave much, even all they had,

to things created, it gave nothing un

to God, who was in being infinite : yet

if God had created nothing, the attri

bute of Creator could have had no real

ground, it had been no real attribute.

In like manner, suppose the Son of

God had never condescended to take

our nature upon him, he had remained

as glorious in his nature and person

as now he is; yet not glorified for, or

by, this title or attribute of incarna

tion. Or suppose he had not"humbled

“himself unto death” he had re

mained as glorious in his nature and

person, and in the attribute of incar

nation, as now he is ; but without

these glorious attributes of being “our

“ Lord and Redeemer,” and of being

the “fountain of grace, and salvation

“ unto us.” All these are real attri

butes, and suppose a real ground or

foundation; and that was “his hum

“bling himself unto death, even the

“ death of the cross.” Nor are these

attributes only real, but more glorious,

both in respect of God the Father,

who was pleased to give his only Son

for us, and in respect of God the Son,

who was pleased to pay our ransom

by his humiliation, than the attribute

of creation is. The Son of God then,

not the Son of David only, hath been

exalted since his death to be our Lord,

by a new and real title, by the title of

redemption and salvation. Jackson on

the Creed, vol. iii. lib. ii. cap. 3. p. 316.

See also Bull Prim. Trad. p. 39, 40.
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only two or three examples, referring to a Concordance for

the rest.

“He is my God—and I will exalt him.” Exod. xv. 2. “Ex

“alted be the God of the rock of my salvation.” 2 Sam. xxii. 47.

“Let the God of my salvation be exalted.” Psal. xviii. 46.

“Be thou exalted, Lord, in thine own strength.” Psal. xxi. 13.

“Thou art my God, and I will praise thee; thou art my God,

“ and I will exalt thee.” Psal. cxviii. 28. “The Lord alone

“shall be exalted in that day.” Isa. ii. 11, 17. These (besides many

other instances of like kind) are enough to justify this interpre

tation of the word exalted d. Besides that I would have it

observed, that the word in the original is not iſ poore, but

itrepúvage e. The former very probably would have been used,

had the Apostle intended only a proper local exaltation of the

man Christ Jesus to the right hand of God. Further; the im

mediate words following confirm this sense of the word. For,

how is Christ evalted 2 God “ hath given him a name which is

“above every name.” That is, he has extolled and magnified

his name above all names. Thus was the Son of God evalted,

or glorified, for the great things he had done, and dignified (if

I may so speak) with a very high and honourable title, (too big

for any creature to have merited, or for any thing less than him

self to wear,) that of Redeemer and Preserver of man, and Lord of

the whole universe. After the Apostle had taught us the great and

supereminent dignity of God the Son, it was very proper to add,

“to the glory of God the Father,” that we might not be so

entirely taken up with admiring and reverencing the excellency

and perfections of God the Son, as to forget that he is a Son

still, referring all to God the Father f ; whose glory it is to have

had always with him, and “rejoicing always before him,” so

great and so dicine a Son, equal to himself, the express image,

the perfect transcript and adequate resemblance of his Person g.

a ‘O eeds airów inepúvoore. vaí ó Bagúča toû oëpavoč. Dan. iv. 34.

esús yöp Aéyet rô eeó. How 'Indow

Xplorë 8ta Aa38, ‘YWróðurt émi roës

oëpavot's 6 eeds, kai émi traorav rºw yºu

# 86éa orov. 'E86éaarev airów 6

marip’ d’AXà kai 6 viðs é868aore rôv

rarépa, &c. Dionys. Ascript. Epist.

contr. Samosat. p. 881. Labb.

ext el Kūptos é ºvuoros émi tāorav

rºw yºv, or páðpa inepvvá6ms inép Táv

ras roºs ééoùs. Psal. xcvi. 9.

Alvø kai inepvya kai 808dºo Tov

* AFqualem ergo Patri credite

Filium : sed tamen de Patre Filium,

Patrem vero non de Filio. Origo

apud illum, aqualitas apudistum—

genuit autem Pater equalem sibi, et

totum quicquid est Filius, habet de

Patre, quod autem Deus Pater est non

habet de Filio, Itaque dicinus Patrem
Deum de nullo, Filium Deum de Deo.

Augustin. Serm. 140. tom. v. p. 681.

* >é8opuévye rôv marépa, 6avuáčovres
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I may just observe to you the strict accuracy of the Apostle's

expression “God the Father:” not God, absolutely, nor God his

Father, as some affect to speak, but “God the Father;” inti

mating that the Son is God also, and therefore, for distinction

sake, he adds, “the Father,” expressing it thus, to the “glory

“ of God the Father.”

I have at length run through the text, explaining the parti

culars of it in their order. I shall now subjoin a summary view

of the whole, in a paraphrase conformable to the explication

before given.

“Ver. 3, 4. Be ye not vain-glorious, or selfish, but be

“willing to stoop and condescend even beneath yourselves,

“in some instances, for the glory of God and the good of

“others.

“Ver. 5. Let this mind be in you, which was also in Christ

“Jesus:

“Ver. 6. Who, though Son of God, and, as such, rightfully

“ and really equal with God; -

“Ver. 7. Yet notwithstanding chose, in the instance of his

“incarnation, to hide his majesty, and to veil his glories under

“ the garb of humanity; being content to become a man, and

“ thereby a servant to God, though by nature a Son, and Lord

“ of all.

“Ver. 8. And having taken upon himself the nature and

“condition of a man, he submitted yet further, even to death

“itself; and that too in the most ignominious circumstances,

“nailed to a cross.

“Ver. 9. This amazing and astonishing instance of conde

“scension, love, and goodness, God the Father himself has most

“remarkably approved; and has thereupon more solemnly and

“more illustriously proclaimed the supereminent dignity of God

“ the Son, who had merited so highly of men.

“Ver. Io, 11. Commanding all persons to honour, worship,

“and adore him as God and Lord; and under the new and

“special title of Redeemer, to the glory of God the Father, whose

“Son he is; their honour inseparable, and their glory one.”

This appears to be the most natural and obvious meaning of

this celebrated passage, consonant to Scripture, and to the
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principles of the primitive and Catholic Church. I should now

make some reflections upon the whole, but have scarce room

barely to hint them for your leisure thoughts to improve.

Let the Socinians or Arians make as great a matter as they

please of a man’s, or of a creature's becoming a servant to God;

we shall think it a still greater and more marvellous condescen

sion, for one that was above every thing servile, himself equal to

God, to condescend as he did.

Let them magnify his merits and performances, done for his

own sake, to arrive at such an immense glory above all other

creatures; we shall look upon them as more noble, more disin

terested, and truly divine, if done for others only, by one that

was himself too great to receive any recompense.

Let them value it as an extraordinary piece of condescension,

that he did not lay claim to what he had no right to ; we shall

think it more pious and more decent to say, that he quitted his

right, and receded from his just pretensions.

Let them honour him as their Lord, made as it were but of

yesterday; we shall honour him as Lord and God from the be

ginning; the Creator first, and now, at last, Redeemer of man.

Let them, lastly, look upon him as a servant still, a servant

at least to God, (as all creatures areh;) while we, with angels

and archangels, with things in heaven, and things in earth, and

things under the earth, believe and confess that Jesus Christ is

no servant, but Lord and God, to the glory of God the Father.

“To whom with the Holy Ghost, all honour, and praise, might,

“majesty, power, and dominion, be ascribed now and for ever.”

Amen.
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C H R IS T’S D IV IN IT Y

PROVED FROM HIS TITLES.

The sixth Sermon preached February 3, 1744.

John xvi. 15.

All things that the Father hath are mine: therefore said I, that

he shall take of mine, and shall shew it unto you.

THESE are the words of our blessed Saviour, speaking of the

Spirit of Truth, otherwise styled the “Spirit of Goda,” and

“Spirit of the living Godb,” and “Spirit of the Fathere,” and

“Spirit of the Lordd;” and sometimes the “Spirit of Christe,”

and “Spirit of Jesus f,” and emphatically “the Spirits,” but most

commonly the “Holy Spirit,” or “Holy Ghost,” who is the third

Person of the ever blessed and adorable Trinity. Our Lord had

intimated, in the verses foregoing, that this divine Person, the

Spirit of Truth, should shortly come upon the disciples, and

“guide them into all truth;” (ver. 13.) “for,” says our blessed

Saviour, “he shall not speak of himself;” that is, not of himself

alone, separate from, or independent of, every other person",

but “whatsoever he shall hear,” (that is, know in an ineffable

manner, by his intimate union and communion in all things with

* Matt. iii. 16. Rom. viii. 9, 14. * Luke iv. 14. John iii. 8. vii. 39.

xv. 19. 1 Cor. ii. Io, II, 14. iii. 16. Acts ii. 4. viii. 29. x. 19. Rom. xv. 30.

vi. 11. Eph. iv. 30. I Pet. iv. 14. * “Non enim loquetur a semet

b 2 Cor. iii. 3. “ipso.” Hoc est, non sine me et

• Matt. x. 20. Eph. iii. 14, 16. sine meo et Patris arbitrio: quia in

d Acts v. 9. viii. 39. 2 Cor. iii. separabilis a mea et Patris est volun

17, 18. tate; quia non ex se est, sed ex Patre

e Rom. viii. 9. Gal. iv. 6. 1 Pet. et me est: hoc enim ipsum quod

i. I I. subsistit et loquitur, a Patre et me illi

f Acts xvi. 7. See Mill upon this est. Didym. apud Hieron. vol. iv. pag.

place. Phil. i. 19. 514. ed. Bened.
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Father and Son,) “that shall he speak: and he will shew

“you things to come. He shall glorify me, for he shall receive

“ of minei, and shall shew it unto you,” ver. 14. That is, what

ever influences he shall shed, whatever truths he shall reveal,

whatever miracles he shall perform, they will be all so many

manifestations of my glory, as coming from me, acting and

speaking in and by the “Spirit of God.” Then follow the

words of the text. “All things that the Father hath are mine :

“therefore said I, that he shall take of mine, and shall shew it

“unto you.”

As much as to say, Think it not strange that I ascribe to

myself the operations and influences of the “Spirit of God,”

or “Spirit of the Father,” with the glory of them: for though

these things do indeed of right belong to the Father, whose

Spirit he is; yet this is very consistent with my claim, because

“all that the Father hath is mine:” his power is my power, his

works my works, his Spirit my Spirit; our perfections common,

our nature equal, and our glory onek. This is the most natural

and obvious meaning of the text, consonant to other Scriptures,

and to Catholic antiquity; as shall be shewn in the sequel.

The text might lead me to discourse on the divinity of the Holy

Ghost, as well as of the Son: but having hitherto confined myself

to the single point of Christ's divinity, that I might the more

fully and distinctly treat of it; I shall for the same reason do so

still, and occasionally only touch upon the other, as it may fall

in my way, or may be subservient to my main point. The words

now under consideration will afford two distinct arguments of

the divinity of God the Son ; one particular and special, the

other more general.

1. The first, which I call particular and special, is contained

in this, that the operations, gifts, and graces of the Spirit of God

with the glory of them, are ascribed to Christ.

i “ De meo sumet,” inquit, sicut

ipse de Patris. Ita connexus Patris

in Filio, et Filii in Paracleto, tres

efficit cohaerentes, alterum ex altero:

qui tres unum sint, non unus ; quo

modo dicturn est, “Ego et Pater unum

“sumus ;” ad substantiae unitatem,

non ad numerisingularitatem. Tertul.

contr. Praz. cap. xxv.

'O trariip 6, viot ov dyiq rveipuari

rå mävra xapićerau. oix d'AAa marpès

Xaptopara, kai d\\a viot', kai d\\a

âytov trueñuaros. pia yap # orormpia,

pia i öövapus, uia i trio ris. Cyril.

Hieros. Catech. xvi. p. 236. Ox. ed.

k Licet a Patre procedat Spiritus

veritatis, et det illis Deus Spiritum

Sanctum petentibus se: tamen quia

“omnia quae habet Pater measunt,”

et ipse Spiritus Patris meus est, et de

meo accipiet. Didym. de Spir. Sanct.

apud Hieron, tom. iv. p. 516.
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2. The second, which I call general, lies in the general reason

given as the foundation of the former; that “all things that the

“Father hath,” our Saviour attributes to himself, and challenges

as his own. Of these in their order.

I. We are to observe, that the operations, gifts, and graces

of the Spirit of God, with the glory of them, are ascribed to

Christ; “He shall receive of mine, and shall shew it unto you.”

He shall glorify me: the glory of whatsoever shall be done or

taught by the Holy Spirit, our Lord ascribes to himself, as being

(in conjunction with the Father) the author and fountain of it.

The context indeed mentions only the Spirit's teaching; but the

reason is the same for whatever should be done by the Holy

Spirit of God, who is also the Spirit of Christ ; and therefore

the miraculous works of the Holy Ghost are expressly ascribed

to Christ by St. Peter, Acts ii. 33. “Being by the right hand

“of God exalted, and having received of the Father the promise

“of the Holy Ghost, he hath shed forth this which ye now see

“ and hear.” When therefore our Lord says, “he shall receive

“of mine, and shall shew it unto you,” it is but reasonable to

understand it of every operation, gift, or influence of the Holy

Spirit, (of whatever kind it were,) showered down upon the

Apostles. All were derived from Christ; to him therefore (in

conjunction with the Father and the Holy Ghost) is the glory of

them to be ascribed, as is plain from the words, “he shall

“glorify me,” ver. 14.

Now, if the Holy Ghost himself be a divine Person, and one

with God the Father, and adored together with him, as the

Catholic Church has all along taught", and Scripture itself has

sufficiently intimated; then we have here a clear and irresistible

proof of the divinity of Christ, who, as appears from this text, is

at least equal to, or in some sense greater than the Holy Ghostin.

But because the divinity of the Holy Ghost is what our adver

saries will no more admit than they will the other, and it

! Justin. Mart. Apol. i. cap. 16.

Athenagoras, p. 40, 96. Irenaeus, lib.

iv. cap. 37. Clem. Alex. p. 1020. ed.

Ox. Tertullian, contr. Prax. cap. ix.

xiii. xxv. Hippolytus contr. Noët.

cap. xii. Origen. apud Basil. de Sp. S.

p. 219. in Joh. p. 124. Cyprian. Ep.

ad Jubajan. p. 203.

* Si a Christo accepit quae nuntiet,

major ergo jam Paracleto Christus

est: quoniam nec Paracletus a Christo

acciperet nisi minor Christo esset.

Minor autem Christo Paracletus

Christum etiam Deum esse hoc ipso

probat a quo accepit quae nuntiat;

ut testimonium Christi divinitatis

grande sit, dum minor Christo Pa

racletus repertus, ab illo sumit quae

cacteris tradit. Nowat. de Trin. cap.
xxiv.
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would be here too great a digression for me to enter into the

proof of it; I must be content to wave that point, and consider

only whether, or how far, our argument may be conceived to

stand independent of it.

The Person of the Holy Ghost is described in Scripture as the

immediate author and worker of miraclesn; and even of those

done by our Lord himself”; the Conductor of Christ Jesus in his

human capacity, during his state of humiliation here upon earthp;

the inspirer of the Prophets and Apostles"; the Searcher of all

hearts, and the Comforter of good Christians in difficulties". To

lie to him is the same thing as to lie unto Gods. Blasphemy

against him is unpardonablet. To resist him is the same thing

as to resist Godu. He is in God, and knows the mind of God

as perfectly as a man knows his own mind; and that in respect

of all things, even the deep things of God”. Men's bodies are his

templey, and, by being his temple, are the temple of God”. He

is joined with God the Father and Son, in the solemn form of

baptism"; in religious oaths, and in invocations for grace and

peaceb; in the same common operations"; in the same authori

tative mission and vocation of persons into the ministryd; and he

is joined with the Father in the same common mission, even of

the Son himselfe: in a word, he is Lordf (or Jehovah) and Godg,

and Lord of Hostsh. This is a brief summary of what the

Scriptures have taught us of the person, character, and offices

of the Holy Ghost. Exceptions may be made (though of no great

weight) to some particulars, which I have not here time to con

sider. The least that can be inferred from them, and what the

Arians themselves will not scruple to admit, is, that the Holy

Ghost is a Person of very high eminence, dignity, and majesty;

much superior to any angel or archangel, or any other person

* Acts ii. 4, 45, 46. Rom. xv. 19.

I Cor. ii. 4, 5, xii. 4, 8, II, xiv. 2.

Heb. ii. 4.

• Matt. xii. 18. Acts x. 38.

P Matt. iv. I. xii. 18. Luke iv. 1.

John i. 32. iii. 34. Acts i. 2.

a See the proofs in Clarke's Script.

Doctr. cap. iii. sect. 2.

r See Script. Doctr. cap. iv. sect. 3.

* Acts v. 3, 4.

t Matt. xii. 31, 32.

* Acts vii. 51.

x 1 Cor. ii. 10, 11.

y I Cor. vi. 19.

* I Cor. iii. 16. Eph. ii. 21, 22.

* Matt. xxviii. 19.

b 2 Cor. xiii. 14.

Rom. ix. I.

• I Cor. xii. 4–7, &c.

d Acts xiii. 2. Compare Hos. ii.

23. Acts ir. 15.

e Isa. xlviii. 16.

f Compare Exod. xxxiv. 34. with

2 Cor. iii. 17.

* Acts v. 3, 4.

h Compare Isa. vi. with Acts xxviii.

25, 26.

Rev. i. 4, 5.
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whatsoever, excepting only God the Father, and his Son Christ

Jesus. Let it then be considered, that however great and glo

rious, however mighty and powerful, however wise and knowing,

however venerable and adorable this Person is, and however

intimate with, and united to, God the Father, whose Spirit he

is; yet all that he is, and all that he does, is to be referred to

Christ, as the author and fountain of it. He claims the glory of

all, because all is his. Now if we consider the infinite distance

there is between God and the very highest of his creatures, and

how arrogant it must appear in any creature to make a claim of

this kind and value, a claim upon God's own Spirit, a claim of

glory (though in strictness glory can be due to God alone) as

having a hand in all his works, and, as it were, assisting and in

fluencing the very “Spirit of the Father:” I say, if we consider

this, and at the same time reflect that our blessed Lord (who

was the most perfect pattern of humility, meekness, and modesty)

has really made this claim, and has been thus familiar with

Almighty God; what can we think less than this, that our

blessed Lord is infinitely superior to all creatures, and conse

quently is himself really, truly, and essentially God, coequal and

coeternal with God the Fatheri: Thus, and thus only, can his

claim be justified, and his pretensions reconciled to the Scrip

tures, or to the truth and reason of things: which will appear

further, if we consider,

II. Secondly, the general reason, upon which our blessed Lord

founds his particular claim. “All things that the Father hath

“ are mine.” All things; and therefore the very highest of all,

namely, those specified in that chapter. And indeed it is but

reasonable, and even necessary to suppose, that one who could

justly ascribe so much to himself must be in all respects equal

to the Father, excepting only (what the text intimates in

the very name of Fatherk) that he is not another Father,

i Neque enim de creaturis sumebat Procul hinc absint dialecticorum

Spiritus Sanctus, qui Dei Spiritus

est; ut exhis videatur accipere, quia

ea omnia Dei sunt. Hilar. de Trin.

lib. ix. p. 1033.

* Audi rooro yūp dxpº50s eipnkev,

dra exei 6 tarºp, tva kai &6e Aéyov Tów

Tarépa, ui, kai airós rathp wougên.

où yūp sipmkev čyd, eius 6 trarip, dAA'

60a gyel & Tarijp, Athanas. Op. vol. i.

p. 107. ed. Bened.

tendiculae et sophismata a veritate

pellantur: quae occasionem impietatis

expia praedicatione capientia, dicunt:

Ergo et Pater est Filius, et Filius

Pater. Si enim dixisset, “Omnia

“quaecunque habet Deus, measunt,”

haberet impietas occasionem confin

gendi, et verisimile videretur menda

cium. Cum vero dixerit, “Omnia

“quae habet Pater, measunt;” Pa
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but Son of the Father. This clearly accounts for his ascribing

to himself all the influences, gifts, and graces of God's Holy

Spirit, and the glory of them. For if God the Son hath all

things that the Father hath, then hath he all the attributes and

perfections belonging to the Father; the same power, rights,

and privileges; the same honour and glory; and, in a word,

the same nature, substance, and Godhead. Then, indeed, every

dicine work is his work; the Spirit of the Father is also his

Spirit; the operations of the Holy Ghost must, of course, be the

operations of Father and Son too; and the glory of every

thing must be referred to both, as to one common author and

fountain thereof. On these principles, the sense of the whole

passage is easy, expedite, and clear; and very consonant to our

blessed Lord's account of himself in other places of this Gospel:

particularly where he says, “What things soever he,” (the

Father) “doth, these also doth the Son likewise,” John v. 19.

“I and my Father are one,” John x. 30. “He that hath seen

“me hath seen the Father—I am in the Father, and the

“Father in me,” John xiv. 9, 10. “Glorify me with thine own

“self, with the glory which I had with thee before the world

“was,” John xvii. 5. “All mine are thine, and thine are mine,

“ and I am glorified in them,” John xvii. 10. These are very

high and strong expressions, confirming that sense of the text

which I have given, and which prevailed in the Christian Church

(as appears from Tertullian above cited) before the Council of

Nice, as well as after". But my design is next to proceed

to other Scriptures which expressly ascribe the same high titles,

powers, and perfections to the Son which they do to the

Father; therein justifying, or rather more fully and particularly

declaring, what our Lord had but briefly intimated in the words,

“All things that the Father hath are mine.” My method

shall be,

I. To shew that the divine titles are ascribed to the Son

in holy Scripture: and,

2. That the divine attributes are also applied to him.

tris nominese Filium declaravit; Pa- mus, Interpr. Hieron. Op. tom. iv. p.

termitatem, qui Filius erat, non usur- 516. Ambros. de Fid. lib. ii. cap. 4.

pavit. Didym. de Sp. S. Hieron. p. 477. ed. Bened. Cyril. Alex. Thes.

tom. iv. p. 516. ed. Bened. lib. ix. Augustin. contr. Maxim. lib. ii.

| Athanasius, vol. i. p. 106. Hila- p. 697, 706. ed. Bened. Cyril. Hieros.

rius de Trin. lib. ix. p. 1004. Didy- É. xvi. p. 236.
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3. To sum up the force of the argument, and to obviate such

general objections as tend to weaken our conclusion.

I. The divine titles ascribed to the Son in Holy Scripture

are as follows; God, God with us, Lord God, true God, great

God, mighty God, God over all blessed for evermore, Jehovah,

Almighty, Lord of Glory, King of kings, and Lord of lords,

Alpha and Omega, the First and the Last. Of these in their

order.

As to the title of God, our adversaries are pleased to allow,

that “the Person of the Son is in the New Testament” (and the

Old Testament should not have been entirely omitted) “some

“ times” (and why is it not said frequently 2) “styled Godm.”

But then we are told that itn is not “so much” (is it then at

all ?) “on account of his metaphysical substance—as of his

“relative attributes and divine authority,” that he is sometimes

styled God. But this is more than our adversaries know, or

can give the least shadow of proof to countenance. The Son

of God may be proved from Scripture to be God, in the strict

and proper sense, after the very same way, and by the same

kind of arguments, that the Father himself can be shewn to be

God, in the strict and proper sense. What is said about

metaphysical substance (by which, it seems, is meant abstract

metaphysical substanceo) is trifling to the last degree. For

undoubtedly the Trinitarians are not so destitute of common

sense and understanding, as to take the substance of Father, or

Son, to be an abstract idea; which is all the sense of an

abstract substance. They certainly mean a real, living, intelligent,

and infinitely perfect substance, existing without, necessarily

existing. And when they say that the Son is substantially or

essentially God, they intend to prevent equivocations, and to

assert, that the Son is not of a fading perishing nature, as

creatures are; no precarious being, depending on the will

and choice of another, but truly divine and necessarily existing.

If this be admitted, we have no further occasion to speak

a word of substance; which, after all, is nothing more than

another name for being or thing. And it must appear very

strange, and savouring too much of delicacy or cavilling, that, if

we are able to prove the Son to be eternal, divine, necessarily

m See Clarke's Scripture Doctr. Propos. xxiv. p. 263. 2nd edit.

* Ibid Propos. xxv. p. 263. o Clarke's Scripture Doctr. p. 342. 2nd edit.
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existing, &c. we may not be allowed to say that his substance

is eternal, divine, &c., which is really neither more nor less than

saying that he is so. Attributes and powers must have something

to reside and inhere in, which something is what we call substance,

and considered with divine attributes, divine substance, or God.

And this is what Scripture means in calling the Son God; as we

are able to prove from the same topics, and in the same way of

reasoning, which another might make use of to prove the one

God (or the God of the Jews) to be the supreme, eternal, and im

mutable God, against any Marcionite, Valentinian, Manichee, or

other heretic, that should presume to deny it. Let those who

object to us the use of metaphysics try if they can come at the

proof of the Father's being self-evistent, underived, one simple, un

compounded, undivided, intelligent Agent, &c. without entering into

metaphysics: and let them from thence learn to distinguish be

tween false metaphysics and true: and not presume to condemn

both promiscuously. As to consequences, be they metaphysical

or physical, moral or religious, it matters not, provided they are

but just and true; which is the only thing to be inquired into. We

are told, that “the Scripture, when it mentions God absolutely,

“and by way of eminence, always means the Person of the

“FatherP.” But this is an assertion not only void of proof, but

impossible to be proved; and is besides contrary to all antiquity,

as I have shewn elsewhereq ; and even to the sentiments of the

ancient Arians; whom our modern Arians would be thought to

come up to at least, though they really fall short of them,

as well in this as in many other instances. However, certain it

is that the Church of Christ, down from the very times of the

Apostles, have been in nothing more unanimous than in styling

the Son God; and what they meant by that name, as applied

to the Son, is well known to the learned from their worship

of him, and their utter abhorrence of any inferior deities; from

their arguing for the Son's divinity considered as a Son, of the

same nature with his Father; from their similitudes and illus

trations; from the divine titles, attributes, and perfections

which they ascribed to him; and indeed from the whole tenour of

their writings. This is a confirmation to us, that the Son

of God, in Scripture, is so styled in the strict and proper sense

of uncreated, eternal, and necessarily earisting.

P Clarke's Scripture Doctr. Propos. xi.

* Defence of some Queries, Qu. 2. vol. i. p. 278.
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Another dicine title given to God the Son in holy Scripture

is God with us, or Emmanuelr. Matt. i. 23. A late writers would

insinuate that the word God, in this place of St. Matthew, may

be meant of the Father. But the text is plain and full to the

contrary. “Behold, a Virgin shall be with child, and shall

“bring forth a Son, and they shall call his name (the Son's, not

“ the Father’s name) Emmanuel.” Christ therefore is Emmanuel,

or God with us. The same writer pretends that the name

Emmanuel proves nothing more, in point of argument, than even

the names of places, Jehovah-Jireh, Jehovah-Shammah, Jehovah

Shalom, Jehovah-Nissi, &c. But this Socinian surmise had been

before sufficiently confuted by the learned and judicious Bishop

Pearsont ; whose reasonings upon this head should have been

answered, instead of repeating a stale objection. I shall only

take notice, that the early writers of the Christian Church

constantly understood that Christ was really God with us,

conformable to his name Emmanuel; and interpreted this text

of St. Matthew as we dou. To proceed:

Another divine title given to God the Son in holy Scripture is

that of Lord God, which answers to Jehovah Elohim, the incom

municable name of the one true God. The first text of the New

Testament to our purpose is Luke i. 16, 17. “Many shall he”

(viz. John the Baptist) “turn to the Lord their God, and he

“shall go before him,” &c. It is well observed by a late

writer*, that “these words (the Lord their God) are, in strict

“ness of construction, immediately connected with the following

“word, him; which must necessarily be understood of Christ.”

Now, since there is no apparent necessity in the case of receding

from the strictness of construction, it is but reasonable to under

* Me6 iſſuáv Ó eeós. God, by way Quod si Emmanuel nobiscum Deus

of excellency, with the article 6 pre est, Deus autem nobiscum Christus

fixed. est, qui etiam in nobis est (quotguot

* Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 71. 2nd enim Christum tincti estis, Christum
edit. induistis) tam proprius est Christus

* Pearson on the Creed, art. ii. p. in significatione nominis, quod est

I3o. nobiscum Deus, quam in sono nominis,

" Diligenter igitur significavit Spi

ritus Sanctus per ea quae dicta sunt

generationem ejus quae est ex Virgine,

et substantiam quoniam Deus, (Em

manuel enim nomen hoc significat,) et

manifestat quoniam homo, &c. Iren.

lib.iii. cap. 21. p. 217. ed. Bened. Wid.

et p. 205, 212, 273.

quod est Emmanuel. Tertul. contr.

Marc. lib. iii. cap. 12. p. 403. Vid. et

contr. Prax. cap. 27. }. Novat. cap.

12. Cyprian. Testim. lib. i. cap. 6.

p. 36. Euseb. Comment. in Isa. vii.

14. p. 381.

* Dr. Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 72.

2nd edit.
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stand the words (Lord their God) of Christ. What confirms

this construction is, that the same St. Luke, in the third chapter

of his Gospel, speaks of John the Baptist’s “crying in the

“wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord,” chap. iii. 4.

which answers to what he had observed chap. i. 16, 17. of John

the Baptist’s “going before him,” that is, Christ, here called

Lord God, as there the Lord: and this is further confirmed

from Malachi iii. 1. “Behold, I send my messenger, and he shall

“prepare the way before me: and the LoRD, whom ye seek,

“shall suddenly come to his temple, even the messenger of the

“covenant,” &c. And from verse the 76th of the first of

St. Luke, where he, before whom John the Baptist was to

go, is called the Lord. There is no reasonable doubt to be

made, after the comparing these passages together, but that the

Lord (Köpwos) in St. Luke thrice, and in Malachi once, is to be

understood of the Person of Christ. Neither is this construction

of St. Luke strange or new, being countenanced by Irenaeusy,

an early Father of the second century. I pass on to other

texts, which style the Son Lord and God. St. Thomas's con

fession, John xx. 28. “My Lord and my God,” is pertinent

to our purpose. The application of this to Christ is so manifest

of itself”, and, besides, hardly now disputed, that I need not

say more of it. Isa. xl. Io, 11. we read thus: “Behold, the

“Lord God will come with strong hand, and his arm shall rule

“for him: behold, his reward is with him, and his work before

“him. He shall feed his flock like a shepherd,” &c. This is to

be understood of Christ, and his second advent to judge the

world; as Eusebiusa well interprets it. The words, “his

“reward is with him,” (comp. Rev. xxii. 12.) and, “he shall

“feed his flock like a shepherd,” (comp. John x. 11.) are

sufficient indications of the Person there intended. Christ

therefore is Lord God in the Scripture-style, as well as the

Father. As to the sentiments of the ancients, many testimonies

might be cited, where they call the Son God and Lord, or Lord

and God: but it will be sufficient to observe their application

of several texts of the Old Testament to God the Son. For

instance: Genesis iii. 8. “They heard the voice of the Lord

y Iren. lib. iii. cap. Io. p. 185. art. ii. p. 131.

* If any one doubt of it, he . a Euseb. in loc. p. 509.

consult Bishop Pearson on the Creed,

wATERLAND, VOL. II. k
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“God walking in the garden".” Gen. xxviii. 13. “I am the

“Lord God of Abraham thy Fathere.” Exod. iii. 14. “The

“ Lord God of your Fathersd.” Exod. xx. 2. “I am the Lord

“thy Gode:” and Hos. i. 7. “I will save them by the Lord

“ their Godf.” These, with many other like textsg, were under

stood by the ancients in general, long before the Council of

Nice, of God the Son. From whence it is evident, that the

style and title of Lord God was thought to be very applicable to

God the Son, and not peculiar or appropriate, in holy Scripture

to God the Father.

True God is another dicine title belonging to the Son of God.

“We are in him that is true, even in (or by) his Son Jesus

“Christ. This is the true God, and eternal lifeh.” I John v. 20.

We have sufficient reason to believe that God the Son is here

called “true God,” and “eternal life.” It is on all hands con

fessed that “eternal life,” in the style of St. John, (see 1 John

i. 2.) is an epithet appropriate to the Son, and is to be under

stood of him in this very passage. And thus a late Arian

writeri interprets the last words. “This is the true God, even

“ the Father; and this is the way that leads to him, even

“Jesus Christ, who is the way, the truth, and the life;” under

standing eternal life as another name for, or as appropriate to, the

Person of Jesus Christ. But it is manifest that the pronoun this

(ośros) is the subject of both the predicates, true God and

eternal life. To make good construction of it the other way,

the sentence should have run, This (obros) is the true God, and

that other (ěkeſvos) is eternal life. But the words are, “This

“ (person, ośros) is the true God (6 &Amówós Qeos) and eternal

“life” (Kat # (wi, alévuos). There is no other subject of the latter

predicate besides the otros, this, going before. If it be said that

the particle i may stand for airm, and so the sense be, This is

the way, pointing as it were to Jesus Christ before mentioned;

yet so the construction is very harsh and unnatural: besides

b Theoph. Antioch. p. 129. Tertull.

contr. Prax. cap. 16.

c Just. Mart. p. 218. Clem. Alex.

Paed. lib. i. cap. 7. p. 131.

d Iren. lib. iii. cap. 6. lib. iv. cap.

5, 12. Just. Mart. Apol. i. p. 123.

Ox. ed.

e Clem. Alex. Paed. lib. i. cap. 7.

p. 131.

f Novat. Trin. cap. 12.

g See Defence of some Queries,

vol. i. Qu. 2. p. 29.1, &c.

h Otóaplew 8e dru 6 viðs rod esot,

jket, kai 8éðokev juiv Šuivouav iva

ywóakopiev rôv d\móivöv (€eów). . kai

éopiev v rá, d\mówá, év tº vić attoo

'Imoroú Xptorró otrás éotiv ć dynówós

Geós kai ()) {om alóvios. I John v.

2O.

i Modest Plea, &c. p. 264.
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that the particle # is observed to have been wanting in the

Alexandrian and several other manuscripts. Our interpretation

therefore agrees much better than the other with the words

following after otros, this. And I must observe further, that it

agrees also better with the words going before it: “We are in

“ him that is true, even in (or even by) his Son Jesus Christ.”

Then follows immediately otros, this, this Person, immediately

before mentioned, viz. Jesus Christ. For, allowing that a pronoun

may sometimes refer to a remote antecedent, yet is it not so usual

nor so natural; neither should it be presumed to do so, without

a manifest necessity. Having shewn that the context plainly

favours our construction, let us next examine the pretences on

the contrary side.

It is said k, that the most and best MSS. read Töv &Aé0uvöv Oeov,

the true God, instead of Töv &Amöivöv, him that is true : and so

the words will run thus: “We know that the Son of God is

“ come, and hath given us an understanding that we may know

“ the true God, (viz. the Father,) and we are in him that is true,

“ (the true God before spoken of) in (that is, by) his Son Jesus

“Christ. This is the true God, and eternal life.” But admit

ting this reading of the words, it is so far from confronting the

sense before given, that it rather confirms it. For then it comes

to this; that we are in the true God, viz. the Father, by being

in his Son, because that Son is the true God. This con

struction is so far from being absurd or flat, that it is very ex

pressive and significant; intimating that there is none so certain

way of knowing the true God, as by a teacher who is himself

true God; nor any other way of being reconciled to God, but

by being united with one who is God: that the Son of God

alone can be able to unite us to the true God, and that because

he himself is true God; who by being incarnate could join the

divine and human natures, God and man, in one. This kind of

reasoning is very much insisted on by the ancient Fathers!;

k Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 51.

2nd ed.

'Avakpurel 8é kai rols 'HBuôvows.

IIós 8&vavrai orw8ñval, el us) 6 eeds ºv

6 rºw orormolav airów in yns épyaord

uevos; h trós fivápotos xophore els

eeów, el us) 6 eeós éxophēn eis div6po

trov; Iren. p. 271.

'E8íðačev huas 6 Kºptos, 3rt €eov

eiðéval otöels öðvarai º oix. €eoû

ðočáčovros (leg. 818ášavros) rouréativ,

aveu eeoo pº yawdoorked6al rôv Geóv.

Ibid. p. 234.

El am 6 €eós éðcophoraro rºw ororm

play, oùx āv Beflaios forxoptev airffv.

kai el u) ovumvóón 6 &v6poros tº eeg,

oùk év #övvijón usraayeiv ris dºpóap

orias' #8et yap row uegrírmy Geoû re kai

dvěpárov, 8tá ràs ióias "pās Karépous

oixetármros, eis pºtav kai énévotav

K 2
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and upon this account the dicinity of our blessed Lord was

looked upon by them as an article of the utmost importance to

salvation. Now we see from whence they borrowed their notions,

namely, from the Apostles, from St. John especially; who, as he

began his Gospel with observing that the Father is God, and

the Son God also ; so he ended his Epistle, teaching us to believe

in the Father, as the true God, and in the Son, as the true God

too ; which comes to the same with the other. Add to this,

that St. John, very probably in his Epistle, as well as Gospel,

(which were not wrote long after one another,) had a particular

respect to the heresies then growing up, namely, of Cerinthus

and the Ebionites", who, as they denied the divinity of our

Saviour, so also denied any divine Sonship, antecedent to the

birth of the Virgin. Hence it is that St. John so often inculcates,

through this Epistle, the necessity of believing in the Son. “He

“ that hath the Son hath life; and he that hath not the Son of

“God hath not life,” chap. v. ver. 12. (See also ver. Io, 11, 13.

and chap. iii. ver. 23.) Now, what sort of Son, or Son of God,

St. John must have meant, appears sufficiently from the first

chapter of his Gospel: he was the only-begotten Logos, that was

with God, and was God, and “by whom all things were made.”

Such a Son of God as this, the Cerinthians and Ebionites denied

our Lord to be ; believing him to be a mere man, that had no

existence before he became man. Nothing therefore could be

more directly levelled against those heresies than this very verse

of St. John's Epistle, asserting at once Christ's proper Sonship

and his true divinity; which indeed amount to one and the same

rows duqorépous avvayayev. Ibid. p. fuisse, unde et compulsus est, divinam

2II.

See passages of like import with

this last citation from Irenaeus, in the

authors following:

Tertullian, Apol. cap. 21. De Carn.

Christi, cap. 5. De Resurr. cap. 63.

Contr. Prax. cap. 28. Novatian, cap.

18, 19. Clemens Alex, p. 251. Origen.

contr. Cels. p. 131. Hippolytus, vol.

ii. p. 45. Cyprian. de Idol. Van. p. 15.

Testim. p. 37. Lactantius, lib. iv. cap.

I3, 25.

m Scripsit Evangelium, rogatus ab

Asiae Episcopis, adversus Cerinthum,

aliosque haereticos, et maxime tunc

Ebionitarum dogma consurgens, qui

asserunt, Christum ante Mariam non

ejus nativitatem edicere. Hieron. Catal.

Script. n. ix. p. 105.

Irenaeus, before Jerome, testifies

that St. John's Gospel was wrote par

ticularly against the error of Cerin

thus. Iren. lib. iii. cap. I 1.

The same Irenaeus intimates, that

St. John’s Epistle pointed at the same

heresy. Vid. Iren. lib. iii. cap. 16. p.

206. And Tertullian is still more par

ticular in these words:

In Epistola, eos maxime Antichri

stos vocat, qui Christum negarent in

carne venisse, et qui non putarent

Jesum esse Filium Dei; illud Mar

cion, hoc Hebion vindicavit. Tertull.

Praescript, adv. Haeres, cap. 33.
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thing. These considerations put together abundantly make

good our interpretation of this controverted text. But the

author of Scripture Doctrinen is pleased to censure our con

struction of this passage of St. John as modern. “Some mo

“derns,” he says, “refer this to Christ; but others, with all

“the ancients, understand it of God the Father.” It may

be thought somewhat hard to have a construction censured

as modern, which has undoubtedly prevailed in the Christian

Church thirteen centuries upwardso, if not higher. The Catho

lics of the fourth century cited it in this sense, without the

least scruple, and without any intimation, so far as I can find,

that it was ever otherwise understood. The Arians themselves,

as seems very probable, admitted this construction P; or certain

it is that many of them allowed that the Son was Oeos àAmöivös,

true God, (I suppose in virtue of this text, since they objected

not against the title as unscriptural,) but they eluded the Catholic

sense of it". The Ante-Nicene Fathers probably understood

the texts just as the Post-Nicene Catholics did; only they had

less occasion to cite it, having so many other texts, both of the

Old and New Testament, to produce in proof of the Son's being

God; which was the same with them as true God, the distinction

between God and true God being hardly ever started before the

Arian controversy. It is a very singular way of speaking, which

the author of Scripture Doctrine makes use of, when he says,

all the ancients understood this text of God the Father. Who

would not imagine from hence, that some one, at least, of the

ancients might be produced, interpreting the text as he pretends

they did Yet certain it is, that he cannot produce one. The

fact is only this; that none of the writers of the three first

centuries interpreted this text at all: from whence this author,

I suppose, concludes (if we may judge of him from a friend of

his, without a namer) that the text must, in course, have been

understood of the Father. This precarious, groundless inference

(without letting his readers know that it is no more than an

n Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 51. 2nd p. 65. August. contr. Max. lib. ii.

edition. p. 705. Serm. cxl. p. 681.

o Athanasius, p. 99, 283, 558,684, P See Ambrose, Epist. Class. i. p.

888. Basil. contr. Eunom. lib. iv. p. 791. ed. Bened.

106. Didym. in loc. Cyril. Alex. Dial. a Theodor. Eccl. Hist. lib. i. p. 28.

8. ad calc. Ambros. de Fid. lib. i. 1 Modest Plea, &c. p. 261.

cap. 17. p. 467. Hieron. Not. in Is.
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inference) he puts upon us as undoubted fact in Scripture Doc

trine; which is greatly abusing his readers.

The sum then of what hath been pleaded for our interpreta

tion of the passage is, that it is literal and grammatical; agree

able to the context, and to the doctrine of St. John in other

places; that it suits perfectly well with the analogy of faith, and

the undoubted principles of the primitive Church; that there

is no one instance of any contrary interpretation of the text in

all antiquity, but all that there are, are fully and clearly for it;

that the objections against it are truly modern, and, besides, of

little or no weight in themselves. Upon the whole, every reason

able man may be left to judge whether this or the other interpre

tation ought to be preferred. To proceed:

Another divine title given to the Son, in holy Scripture, is

great God. “*Looking for that blessed hope, and the glorious

“appearing of the great God and our Saviour” (or, our great

God and Saviour) “Jesus Christ.” Tit. ii. 13. What we insist

upon here is, that the titles of great God and Saviour are, in

this passage, equally applied to Christ. Our adversaries them

selves cannot but confess that the words will grammatically bear

this construction't: and we have good reason to believe, that,

all things considered, they can fairly bear no other. 1. Because

of the omission of the article roi, before ororipos, which, in strict

propriety of language, should have been inserted, had the Apo.

'stle been speaking of two Persons; as the article generally is

(though not always) in such cases, where different subjects are

intended u: and it is observable, that the Apostle goes on in

speaking of Christ only, without a word of the Father, ver, 14.

which makes it still the more probable that the article toº would

have been inserted, had he intended different persons. 2. Be

cause êtrºpáveta, the appearing, is always”, in the New Testament,

ascribed to the Son alone, and never to the Father. For though

it be said, Matt. xvi. 27. that “the Son of man shall come or

“appear in the glory of his Father,” yet it is no where in the

New Testament said, that the Father shall appear, but the Son

only. If it be replied, that it is not here said that the great God,

.."º "ºº". Muu'. Tº de
yá\ov esot kai ororipos huòw 'Inaoi. Relig. Revel, part iii. p. 262, &c.

Xplorrow. Tit. ii. 13. * See 2 Thess. ii. 8. 1 Tim. vi. 14.

t Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 77. 2 Tim, i. Io. iv. 1, 8.
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or Father, shall appear, but his glory only; I answer, that

étuſpáveta rās 66&ms does not necessarily signify the appearing of

glory, but may properly signify the glorious appearance; as it is

rightly rendered in our English versiony. Against this construc

tion of the text it is objected”, that the title of great God is, in

the Old and New Testament, the character of the Father: which,

if true, does not prove that it may not, in this place, be the cha

racter of the Son too. But the fact is very uncertain, and may

as easily be denied as asserted. As to the texts of the Old

Testament, since there is nothing to distinguish whether they

are meant of God the Father, or Son, or both, or of the whole

Trinity, no certain argument can be drawn from them. The

God of Israel is the great God there spoken of; and it is begging

the question to interpret the passages of the Father only. As

to the New Testament, there is but one single text cited to this

purpose; and it is Rev. xix. 17. where (if that be the true

reading) mention is made of the supper of the great God; which

the objectors imagine to be spoken of the Father. But if it be

considered that our blessed Saviour is styled “King of kings,

“ and Lord of lords,” ver. 16. but a very little before the supper

of the great God is mentioned; and that the Apostle goes on

speaking of Christ (not God the Father) described as sitting on

the horse, ver. 19. comp. ver. I 1. and as slaying those whose flesh

was to be given to the fouls, ver. 21. that is, as providing that

very supper which is called, ver. 17. “the supper of the great

“God,” because of the great God’s providing or making it: I say,

if we lay these things together, we shall be inclined to think

that this text of the Revelation, instead of answering the pur

pose of the objectors, is another evidence of the Son’s being

styled great God; and so helps to confirm our interpretation

of the text in Titus, whereof we have been treating. We have

seen then that there is no objection of weight to be made against

our interpretation.

In confirmation of what hath been urged in favour of our

construction of the place, I may observe further, that "Basil,

Gregory Nyssen, Epiphanius, Chrysostom, and Austin, of the

y See Martin, Traité de la Relig. a Basil. contr. Eunom. lib. iv. p.

Revel. part iii. cap. 17. p. 27.1, &c. Io?. Greg. Nyss. contr. Eun. p. 265.

* Clarke's Reply, p. 86. Modest Epiphan. Ancor. p. 74. Chrysos.

Plea, &c. p. 250. Comp. True Script. tom. i. hom. 30. p. 341. Hom. in

Doctr. p. 26. and True Script. Doctr. Joh. p. 36.

continued, p. 84, &c.
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fourth and fifth centuries, interpret the text as we do. And if

we may judge of the Arians from Maximin, a celebrated Bishop

amongst them of the fifth century, they also admitted the same

interpretation"; so uncontested a thing was it at that time.

We have the less reason to wonder at it, because the Ante

Nicene Catholics before, very probably, understood the text in

the same sense. For we find & Clemens of Alexandria, of the

second century, and "Hippolytus of the third, interpreting it in

the same way: nor is there any instance in all antiquity, so far

as appears, of any contrary or different interpretation. I shall

only add, that the title of great God was without scruple applied

to God the Son by the ancients, as appears from express testi

moniese, and as we may reasonably judge from Eusebius's f so

applying it, had we no other testimonies for it.

Mighty God is another divine title given to God the Son

in holy Scripture. “His name shall be called Wonderful,

“Counsellor, The MIGHTY God,” &c. Is. ix. 6. El gibbor, the

same title which is given to the one supreme God of Israel,

Is... x. 21. Besides that the Hebrew word El, as Jerome ob

serves g, is for the most part the proper title of the one true

God. The LXX, as the same Jerome remarksh in rendering

Is. ix. 6, have took a very unusual freedom. For, thinking it

strange and harsh to apply the name of God, and Mighty, &c.

to a person just before called a child, they chose rather to vary

the sense, and to make a comment, instead of a translation,

putting pleyāAms Bovañs "AyyeMos, Angel of the great counsel,

instead of those other higher titles and epithets. But, more

b Vid. August. Oper. tom. viii. p.

656.

c Clem. Alex. & 7. ed. Ox.

d Hippolytus de Antichristo, cap.

lxiv. lxvii. p. 31. 33. Fabric. It may

beãºwº this piece be ge

nuine.

• Clem. Alex. Paedag. lib. i. cap.

5. p. 112. Testament. Patriarch. Grab.

Spic. vol. i. p. 156. Origen. contr.

Cels. lib. vii. p. 342.

Origen's meaning is exceeding clear,

that to say that God the Word, (as

such,) or Truth, or Life, &c. should

die, is as much as to say, that the

great God should die, or become a

servant. The Modest Pleader there

fore (Modest Plea, &c. p. 251.) mis

takes this passage.

f Euseb. in Psalm. p. 629.

& Deus separatim, qui Hebraice El

dicitur. Denique in consequentibus

ubi legimus: “Tu es enim Deus et

“nesciebamus.” Et iterum : “Ego

“sum Deus, et non est alius praeter

“me,” et multa his similia, pro eo

quod in Latino dicitur Deus, in

Hebraico El scriptum est. Hieron.

Comm. in Is. p. 85. ed. Bened.

h Qua nominum majestate perter

ritos LXX reor non esse ausos de

puero dicere quod aperte Deus appel

landus sit, et caetera: sed pro his sex

nominibus posuisse quod in Hebraico

non habetur magni consilii Angelum,

&c. Hieron, ibid. p. 86.
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probably, the fault lay not in the LXX Interpreters, but in the

Jews, who after Christ's time had corrupted some copies of the

LXX. Certain it is that Irenaeus, who was a professed

admirer and follower of the version of the LXX, (looking upon

it as an inspired performance",) yet quotes not this text of

Isaiah, viz. ix. 6. according to the Septuagint, as it now is, or as

it was, in some copies at least, in the time of St. Jerome,

Eusebius, and even Justin Martyrk; but according to what

it should be, and as it lies in the Hebrew text); citing it

in proof of the divinity of Christ. In like manner, Clemens of

Alexandria, though equally an admirer of the Septuagint ver

sion", yet cites the same text of Isaiah, much after the same

sense with Irenaeus, and not according to the LXX n; drawing

an argument from thence of the greatness, majesty, and essen

tial divinity, of the Son of God. It is the less to be wondered

at, if afterwards we but seldom meet with this text cited in

proof of Christ's divinity, since the Septuagint, which the

primitive fathers chiefly followed and quoted from, exhibited

another sense of the passage. Yet we find it cited by Atha

nasius” (if that piece be his) and the elder CyrilP, for that purpose.

And there the verse is cited according to the Hebrew original;

only taking in part of the LXX's translation: from whence one

might suspect that there had been two versions of the same

words, and both, by degrees, taken into the text, and tacked

together. To what hath been said I shall only add, that the

mighty God, spoken of Psalm l. 1. has been generally believed by

the primitive fathers to be God the Sonq. But there the words

mighty God are the rendering of El Elohim, and signify God

* Vid. Iren. lib. iii. cap. 21. p. 215.

* See Dial. p. 229. ed. Jebb.

" Vocatur nomen ejus admirabilis,
consiliarius, Deus fortis. Deus fortis

est, et inenarrabile habet genus. Iren.

. 272.
p i. id. Clem. Alex. Strom. i. p. 4Io.

n eavpaorrös oriušovXos, Geós 8vva

orrºs, marijp alóvios—& rod Heyd'Aov

€eoû & roo reMelovirauðtov' viðs évrarpi

kai marijp v vić. Clem. Aler. Paed.

lib. i. p. 112.

eeów lorxupèv, esov mat3tov kmpõrret.

Dionys. Aler. Epist. contr. Paul. Sa

mos. p. 852. Labb.

o Kakeirau rô 8voua airov Heydºns

BovX7s "AyyeMos, 6avuaorrós, a ſu

8ov\os, eeds ioxupès, ééovortaorrºs,

dpxov eipſiums, trariip rod HéAAovros

alóvos. Athan. de Incarn. contr. Arian.

cap. xxii. p. 889. Comp. Apost. Con

stit. lib. v. cap. 16. Pseud. Ignat. ad

Antioch. cap. 3.

P KaNetral rô 8voua airoi, Heyd'Ams

8ov\ſis ris rod trarpès"AyyeXos, 6av

paorès orépêovMos, eeds ioxupès, &c.

Eloğveeds lorxvpós rooro rò matótov,

wept atroß 87Aov sipmke Aa316. ’Oq6%

oreraw ö €eós rôv €eów év Xtov. Psal.

lxxxiii. 8. Cyril. Hierosol. p. 332. Ox.

a See Iren. lib. iii. cap. 6. p. 18o.

Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. cap. 28. |.

3. et de Bon. Patient. p. 220. Euseb.

in Psal. p. 209.
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of gods; which however, in sense, are at least tantamount to the

other.

Another divine title ascribed to the Son in holy Scripture is,

“over all God blessed for ever,” Rom. ix. 5. That this is said

of Christ, not of God the Father, appears from the whole

context, and the very formſ of expression. ‘O &v naturally

refers to the person of Christ immediately before spoken of: and

the antithesiss between what he is according to the flesh, and

what according to the spirit, requires it. Thus all the ancients,

t('atholics and heretics, constantly understood the words, re

ferring them to Christ, as here called “over all God blessed for

“ever.” The author of Scripture Doctrine says, that “the word

“Oeos, God, is wanting in many MSSu.” But, I presume, Bp.

Pearson and Dr. Mills, who both declare all the manuscripts

have it *, may be believed, till he produces his vouchers, or

explains his meaning. The reading of the place being fixed and

certain, and its reference to Christ no less certainy, as well from

the context itself, as from the constant, uniform sense of

all antiquity, we may now proceed to consider the force and

significancy of the phrase, “over all God blessed for ever.” Our

blessed Lord is not only here called God, but God with a very

high epithet, over all, éti Távrov, the very same that is applied

to the Father himself, Eph. iv. 6, and is there rendered above

all. Besides this, there is the addition of eixoymrós els rows

alóvas, blessed for ever : which again is the very same that

St. Paul applies to the eternal Creator, Rom. i. 25. Add to

this, that the title of blessed, as Bishop Pearson observes, “of

“itself elsewhere signifies the supreme God, and was always

“used by the Jews to express that one God of Israelz.”

* Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 31.

s Comp. Rom. i. 3, 4. See Grabe's

Not. in Bull. Def. F. N. sect. ii. cap.3.

t See the testimonies referred to in

Dr. Mills. To which may be added

Hippolytus contr. Noët. cap. vi. p. 10.

ed. Fabric. vol. 2.

u Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. §. 2nd

ed. Comp. Reply, p. 86. and Modest

Plea, p. 142.

* The pretence of Erasmus from

the fathers is vain; and as vain is

that of Grotius from the Syriac trans

lation, which hath in it the name of

God expressly, as well as all the copies

of the original, and all the rest of the

translations. Pearson on the Creed,

art. ii. p. 133.

Non tantum codd. omnino nulli

omittunteeds, sed neque ipsa Syriaca

versio. Verbo dicam lectionem hanc

praeferunt MSS. omnes. Mills in

locum.

y Some have pretended to under

stand the words “over all God

“blessed,” &c. of God the Father,

whose pretences see confuted by Dr.

Grabe in his Remarks on Mr. Whis

ton's Collection of Testimonies, p. 23,

24, &c.

* Pearson on the Creed, art. ii.

p. I33.
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In answer to our argument from this text, it is said, that if

“Christ be God over all, yet it is manifest that he is excepted,

“by communication of whose divine power and supreme au

“ thority Christ is God over alla.” Without doubt, the Father

is excepted out of the number of those things, over which the

Son is God. No Catholic ever pretended otherwise. Those

general expressions, over all, &c. leave room for such tacit ex

ceptions as either other Scriptures or the reason of the thing

shews, ought to be made. And this, we hope, will be remem

bered, in favour of the Son and Holy Spirit, as often as the

Father is said to be above all, &c. that such expressions may not

be strained beyond their just and proper meaning. As to what

is hinted under the word communication, by way of lessening, it

is hardly deserving notice. Supreme power, whether com

municated or uncommunicated, is supreme power: and if the

Son has it communicated, then certainly he has it; which is

sufficient to our purpose. Only we must observe, that the text

now under consideration says nothing of what is communicated,

but of what is : 3 &v, who is, not 6 baretayuévos, who is ap

pointed, over all, &c. It is very trifling in our adversaries to

refer us to 1 Cor. xv. 27, where it is said, that “all things are

“put under” Christ: as if the force of our argument lay more

in the words “over all,” than in the words “God blessed for

“ever;” or as if Christ's mediatorial kingdom, commencing

at the resurrection, can any way account for his being God,

which he certainly was before the creation. See John i. 1. com

pared with Coloss. i. 15, 16, &c.

Another divine title given to the Son in holy Scripture is

Jehovah, the incommunicable name of the one true God. The

fact I need not here prove, having done it elsewhereb; besides

that it is readily confessed by our adversaries". That the name

Jehovah has reference to the necessary easistence of the person so

named in his own right, is acknowledged by the best critics,

ancient and modern ; and admitted even by our adversariesd.

And since they have no good reason to suspect that the Son of

God hath it not in his own right, we may have leave to infer

that he is necessarily existing, as well as the Father. To this it is

a Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 75. • Clarke's Reply, p. 142, 163.

2nd ed. Modest Plea, p. 21.

b Serm. i. p. 42. &c. Defence of " See Clarke's Reply, p. 164.

Queries, vol. i. p. 308,309. Comp. Script. Doctr, p. 264. 2nd ed.



140 Christ's Dicinity SERM. Wi.

objected, that then there will be two Jehovahs, Father and Son".

To which it is answered, that two necessarily eristing persons

may as well be one Jehovah, as one God; and to assert the

contrary is only taking for granted the main thing to be proved.

It is further pretended, that Jehovah is not the name of the

essence or substance, but of the person whose it is. Had it been

said of the persons, instead of the person, whose it is, we should

have no occasion to differ: but to suppose it the name of

one person only, is begging the question. Jehovah is the name

of as many persons as are of the same necessarily evisting

substance; and is sometimes taken essentially and sometimes

personally, in like manner as the name God. It is further said,

that Jehovah is the name of a living person, not of an abstract

substance f. As if they, who suppose it the name of three living

persons, were not as clear of this charge of making it the name

of an abstract substance, as they who make it the name of one

only. No one supposes it to be the name of an abstract

substance, but the name of a person, or persons, expressing his or

their substance considered as necessarily existing. Whatever

abstraction there is, in this partial way of considering any thing,

or things, under such precise formality, as necessarily existing,

it holds equally, whether Jehovah be the name of one person,

or more : for neither one person nor more are called Jehovah,

6 &v, or to ºv, any otherwise considered than as necessarily

existing. This being really the case, our adversaries, upon their

own hypothesis, may as well suppose it the name of an abstract

substance, as they may upon ours. For whenever they consider a

person merely as necessarily existing, they do not, under the

same notion, conceive him under a different notion ; the same

idea being neither more nor less than the same idea. They

must in this case abstract from the idea of personality, and

consider the person no further than as the subject or substratum

of that one property of necessary evistence : and consequently

they make Jehovah, thus precisely considered, the name of an

abstract substance, as much as we : though, in strict propriety of

language, neither they nor we do it at all. For, abstract sub

stance is indeed solecism in speech; nothing being properly

abstract except ideas. But I proceed :

e See Modest Plea, &c. p. 274. See the same objection repeated, p.

* See Modest Plea, &c. p. 293. 160, 163, 252, 273, 274, 281.
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Another divine title ascribed to God the Son, in holy Scrip

ture, is Almighty, as we imperfectly render the Greek word, trav

Tokpárap. The most remarkable passage to our purpose is in the

first chapter of the Apocalypse. “Behold, he cometh with clouds;

“and every eye shall see him, and they also which pierced him :

“ and all kindreds of the earth shall wail because of him. Even

“so, Amen. I am Alpha and Omega, the Beginning and the

“Ending, saith the Lord, which is, and which was, and which is

“to come, the ALMIGHTY.” Rev. i. 7, 8. All the ancients, both

before and after the Council of Nice, understand this of God the

Song. This alone is a strong presumption in favour of our con

struction; especially when there is nothing in the context but

what confirms it, rather than otherwise. The verse immediately

preceding relates to Christ, who is to “come in the clouds,” and

whom every “eye shall see.” and the title of Alpha and Omega

in the same verse is applied to Christ more than once in the

Revelationsh. A late writer, on the contrary, objects i that,

ver. 4. of this chapter, the words, “he which is, and which was,

“and which is to come,” are used as the distinguishing character

of the Person of the Father. He might as well argue that the

words “Alpha and Omega, the Beginning and the End,” chap.

xxi. 6. are used as the distinguishing character of the Person of

the Father; and therefore that character cannot be applied to

Christ in Rev. xxii. 13. or in Rev. i. 17. where First and Last

amounts to the same. It is no strange thing to find the same

characters, in the same Scriptures, applied both to Father and

Son. It is what we assert and contend for, and from thence

prove that Father and Son are equally divine. It is mere petitio

principii, or, taking for granted the thing in question, to sup

pose that such characters are to distinguish the Father from the

Son, only because they are applied to the Father. For we can

more justly argue on the other side, that they are not distin

& Tertull. contr. Prax. cap. 17. Andr. Caesariens, in loc. See my De

Hippolyt. contr. Noët. cap. vi. p. 10.

Fabric. Origen trepi 'Apx. lib. i. cap.

2. Athanasius, p. 415, 554, 684, 762.

ed. Bened. Greg. Nazianz. Orat.

xxxv. p. 573. Phaebad. B. P. tom. 4.

Ambros. de Fid. lib. ii. cap. 4. p. 476.

Hieron. in Zech. ii. p. 1718. ed. Bened.

Epiphan. vol. i. p. 488. ed. Petav.

August. de Symb. ad Catech. lib. 2.

fence, vol. i. p. 537,538.

h Revel. i. 11, 17. ii. 8. xxii. 13.

chap. i. ver. 17, and 18. the words

are, 6 rpáros, kal 6 oxaros, kal 6

(ów, &c. The living One : comp.

Numb. xiv. 21. kai ſãov rô &vouá

plov. Septuag.

i Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 53.

2nd ed.
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guishing of the Father, as Father, because we find them equally

applied both to Father and Son. Another objection is, that the

best manuscripts read Kºptos é Osos, the Lord God, instead of 6

Kūptos, the Lord: which is not of great weight, since many other

MSS. favour the present reading; besides that if all the MSS.

had Lord God instead of Lord, it would be only a further proof

that Christ is Lord God, consonant to other Scriptures, and to

all antiquity. Origen, Ambrose, and Jerome suppose Lord God

to be in the text; and yet scruple not to understand it of God

the Son; as indeed they had no reason for scruple. It is objected

furtherk, that travrokpárap, Almighty, is always applied to the

Father only, in the most ancient writers: which is notoriously false

in fact, as appears from their understanding this very text of the

Son; besides other collateral evidencesl. The last pretence is

that the title of travrokpárop, Almighty, is always elsewhere, in

Scripture, applied to the Father only. To which I answer, 1st,

that it is mere groundless presumption to suppose that as often

as that title is applied to the one God in the Old Testament, it

is applied to the Father only: since it may often be understood

indifferently either of Father, or Son, or of the whole Trinity.

And 2dly, that there are several texts of the Old Testament,

which we have good reason to believe are to be understood par

ticularly of God the Son. Psalm the xxivth has by the primitive

Fathers m been interpreted of Christ. Now that Köptos &vváueov,

Lord of hosts, applied to Christ in that Psalm, is equivalent to

Kūpios travrokpárop, Almighty, appears from hence, that the LXX

Interpreters render the same words indifferently by one or other,

as is observed n by Ambrose and Jerome; and may be easily

seen in a multitude of instances, by looking into Trommius's

k Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 53.

2nd ed.

1 Justin. Mart. Application of Ps.

xxiv. Io. Dial. p. 107. Jeb. Clem.

iv. cap. I. p. 523.

* Nam ethic sic positum plerique

codices habent, quod Dominus Sabaoth

ipse sit Rea gloria, Sabaoth autem

Alex. p. 277, 647, 831. Tertullian.

adv. Prax. cap. 17. Origen trepi 'Apx.

lib. i. cap. 2. Hippolyt. contr. Noët.

vol. ii. p. 10. Fabric.#. Demon

strat. Evang. lib. vi. cap. 16. p. 281.

Comp. Euseb. in Psalm. p. 417.

Comm. in Isa. p.374,435.

m . Justin Martyr. Dial. p. 197.

Cyprian. adv. . lib. ii. cap. 49.

. 49, 5o. Origen in Matt. p. 438.

useb. in loc. Ambros. de Fid. lib.

interpretes alicubi Dominum Virtutum,

alicubi Regem, alicubi Omnipotentem

interpretati sunt. Ambros. de Fid. lib.

iv. cap. I. p. 524. ed. Bened.

Sciendumque quia ubiquumque

Septuaginta Interpretes Dominum Vir

tutum, et Dominum Omnipotentem ex

presserint, in Hebraeo sit positum Do

minus Sabaoth. Hieron. tom. iii. p.519.

Wid. etiam tom. iii. p. 1718.
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Concordance. Besides that St. John himself in his Apocalypse,

iv. 8. alluding to a passage of Isaiah, vi. 3. “Holy, holy, holy,

“is the Lord of hosts;” instead of Kúptos 8vvápeov, (or oraðað0,)

“Lord of hosts;” puts Kūptos é Oeos 6 travrokpárop, “Lord God

“Almighty.” It may be proved likewise from Isa. vi. 5. com

pared with John xii. 41. (as I have formerly observed 9,) that

our Saviour Christ is “Lord of hosts,” that is, Kºptos Tavrokpá

rap, or Lord Almighty. The same may be further proved from

Zech. ii. 8. as is noted by the learned Eusebius P; who is therein

followed by Ambrose and Jerome. And a further proof of the

same thing may be evidently drawn from Zech. xii. 5, Io. com

pared with John xix. 34, 37. These instances are sufficient to

check the confidence of such as roundly affirm, without a syllable

of proof, that the title of travrokpárop, Almighty, is in holy Scrip

ture applied always to the Father only.

As to the three remaining divine titles given to the Son in holy

Scripture, I shall but just mention them, not having room to

enlarge. He is called “the Lord of glory,” I Cor. ii. 8; which

if compared with the title of “ King of glory,” Psalm xxiv. and

the description there given, will appear to be a title of great

weight and significancy. “King of kings and Lord of lords,”

is another divine title attributed to Christ, Rev. xvii. 14. xix. 16.

This very title is made the distinguishing character of the one

true God by St. Paul, in these words: “Who is the blessed and

“only Potentate, the King of kings, and Lord of lords,” 1 Tim.

vi. 15. The last dicine title I intend to mention, and barely to

mention, is that of “First and Last, Alpha and Omega, the

“Beginning and the End,” Rev. i. 17. xxii. 13. the same that is

applied to the one supreme God,” Isa. xli. 4. xliv. 6. and to God

the Father, Rev. xxi. 6. The force of these expressions I have

elsewhere'ſ opened and explained, and need not here add any

thing further.

° Serm. i. p. 42, 43.

P Vid. Euseb. Demonstr. Evang.

lib. vi. cap. 16, p. 281. Hieron. in loc.

p. 1718. Ambros. de Fid. lib. ii. cap.

4. p. 476.

4 See Defence of some Queries,

vol. i. |. 340, and Chaldee Paraphrase

upon Isa. xli.54.

N. B. The anonymous author of

Modest Plea continued, p. 12. endea

vours to elude the force of these texts.

1st, By referring to the words, “I am

“ he that liveth and was dead,” &c.

Rev. i. 17, 18. But he would have

done well to have considered the force

of 6 ºv. See the first Letter to the

Author of the History of Montanism,

p. 92. * By referring to Rev. iii.

14. which I have explained Serm. ii.

and which confirms the sense I had

given of Alpha and Omega. 3dly, By

remitting us to Rev. xiii. 16. which is
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Thus far I have proceeded in recounting, explaining, and

vindicating the several divine titles ascribed to God the Son in

holy Scripture. Particular objections to this or that, I have

took care to answer in their proper places: general objections

against the whole, intended to weaken the conclusion we draw

from them, shall be considered hereafter. But it will be pro

per, in the mean while, to take a view of the dicine attributes

applied, in Scripture, to our blessed Saviour. These therefore,

if God permit, are to be the subject of discourse at our next

meeting.

no explication of the phrase of First

and Last, but very wide and foreign.

4thly, By referring to Heb. xii. 2.

which if it be a good comment upon

Isa. xli. 4. xliv. 6. xlviii. 12. and Rev.

i. 8. xxi. 6. then let it be also a just

explication of the parallel texts, Rev.

i. 11, 17. ii. 8. xxii. 13. But if the

contrary be manifest in one case, we

must have something more than mere

conjectures and fancies, before we

admit it in the other. The phrase

First and Last expresses, 1st, the

peerless majesty of God, who is he,

the true God, Is. xliii. 4. 2dly, Etern

ity. Comp. Isa. xliii. Io. 3dly, Su

F. power, dignity, and glory. See

sa. xliv. 6,7,8. 4thly, Creation and

government of all things. See Isa.

xlviii. 12, &c.

Vid. M. Abbadie on the Divinity

of Christ, p. 77, &c. 183.



Divine Attributes ascribed to Christ:

or

C H R IS T'S D I V IN IT Y

PROVED FROM HIS ATTRIBUTES.

*

The seventh Sermon preached March 2, 1744.

John xvi. I5.

All things that the Father hath are mine: therefore said I, that he

shall take of mine, and shall shew it unto you.

IN a former discourse upon these words, I observed that they

contained two arguments to prove the divinity of our blessed

Lord : the first of which arises from this consideration, that the

influences, gifts, and graces of God’s own Spirit, with the glory

of them, are ascribed to Christ; and the second is, that all things

which the Father hath are by our blessed Lord claimed as his

own. After a brief account of the first argument, I proceeded

more at large to open and illustrate the second, proposing these

three particulars:

I. To shew that the divine titles are ascribed to the Son in

holy Scripture.

2. To shew that the divine attributes are likewise ascribed to

him.

3. To sum up the force of the argument arising from thence,

and to obviate such general objections as tend to weaken our

conclusion. -

I had then only time to go through the first of these three

particulars; recounting the several divine titles, which are in

Scripture applied to God the Son, as well as to God the Father.

I proceed now,

II. To shew that the same divine attributes are likewise

WATERLAND, VOL. II. L
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ascribed to both. I shall insist particularly upon four; eternity,

immutability, omniscience, and omnipresence ; of which in their

order.

1. The Scripture-proofs of the eternity of God the Son are

many and clear; and may be divided into two sorts, being either

implicit and indirect, or eaſolicit and direct. The implicit or in

direct proofs I shall but briefly mention, as belonging to other

parts of my design, and not so properly coming in here. If the

Son be God in the strict and proper sense, as I have before

shewn, he is of course eternal. But this I pass over here, my

design being now, not to prove him to be eternal because he is

God, but to prove that he is God because he is eternal; founding

thereupon a new and distinct argument of Christ's dicinity.

I have before shewn that Rev. i. 8. is to be understood of God

the Son. And now I must observe, that that single text affords

two arguments of his eternity. He is “ Alpha and Omega, the

“Beginning and the Ending:” which is the very description

given of the eternity of the one God of Israel"; and which our

adversaries themselves would not scruple to interpret as we do,

provided only they might be permitted to understand the text of

God the Father. Besides this, the Son is also “he which is,

“and which was, and which is to come, the Almighty.” Our

adversaries allow that these words denote independent eternityb.

Only they are pleased, without any grounds for it, to under

stand them of God the Father; having beforehand settled it as

a rule of interpretation with themselves, that every text of this

kind shall be understood of God the Father; or else that the

very same phrases, when applied to God the Son, shall lose their

significancy, and bear a very different meaning from what they

do when applied to God the Father.

The Son’s being Jehovah is a further proof of his eternity;

that name expressing, as critics allow, necessary evistence. Our

adversaries would never scruple this construction of the name

Jehovah", could they but find a way to confine the name, as they

* See, my Defence, vol. i. p. 34o. self-existent instead of necessarily ex

Serm. vi. p. 143, 144. isting. Compare Reply, p. 164. and

* Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 264. Script. Doctr. p. 264. See also Modest

2nd edit. Plea, p. 163. where the author admits

* See Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 88. that the word Jehovah alludes to self

2nd ed. where he interprets 6 &v and existence, (he should have said neces

rô by, the self-existent Being,or Person; sary existence ;) and tells us that it

and, to confound his readers, puts signifies him, whose that essence is,
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do the thing, to the Father only. But having an hypothesis to

serve, and resolving that words shall not signify what they really

do, any further than is consistent with their preconceived opin

ions, they are forced either to deny that the name Jehovah sig

nifies necessary earistence at all, or at least to deny that it so

signifies when applied to God the Son. Such is their partiality

in this momentous cause, in which the honour of their God and

Saviour is so nearly and deeply concerned. But I proceed.

The etermity of God the Son is further proved from his creative

powers, which I have before explained and vindicated at large:

and more directly from those passages of holy Scripture which

declare him to have existed before all creaturesd. For if he

existed before any thing was made, he must of consequence be

unmade, and therefore eternal.

There is a famous passage of the Prophet Micah relating to

this head, which is too considerable to be omitted: “But thou,

“Bethlehem Ephratah,though thou be little among the thousands

“of Judah, yet out of thee shall he come forth unto me that is

“to be Ruler in Israel, whose goings forth have been from of

“old, from everlasting.” Mic. v. 2. Here is a plain description

of two comings forth : one when Christ should be born in Beth

lehem; the other long before “from of old,” and “from ever

“lasting.” This passage is a full and clear proof of Christ's

preexistence before his birth of the Virgin, and a probable proof,

at least, of an eternale preexistence. Here are two expressions,

“from of old,” and “from everlasting;” the rendering of two

Hebrew phrases, either of which singly does sometimes denote

eternity in the strict senseſ, and therefore both together may be

thought to do so much rather: especially if it be considered

that here is no limitation of time intimated in the context; nor

Airot, 8é roi Xpworrow 800 ééoôot,

#yovvmpôoôot, h uév trpotas trpū ºrdvrov

rów alóvov čk Tarpès yewopévn, karū

ró at #980 airod dir' dpxis, éé juspów

alóvos' # 8é éamépas, j čk trap6évov,

frus émi ouvrexeig rôv alſovov drijvrm

orev. Athanasii, Eusebii, et Cyrilli

Fragm. in Psalm. apud Athan. tom. i.

p. 1256. ed. Bened. Wid. et Hieron.

in loc. Epiphan. Ancor. p. 32. Euseb.

Dem. Ev. lib. vii. cap. 2.

meaning the Father only; adding a

weak reason or two, why the same

name, when ap blied to God the Son,

shall not signify the same thing, viz.

necessary earistence.

* John i. 3, 1o.

I Cor. viii. 6.

* Cyril's note upon this text is

worth observing: M) obv mpdorexe tº

vöv čk rms Bh6Aeëa, d\\a mpoorköves róv

dióios ék Tarpos yeuvm.0évra, u) xpovº

Kåv dpx?u roi, viot Karaöé£n twos Aé

yovros, d\Aé àxpovov dpx|v yivodke rôv

rarépa. Cyrill. Catech. xi. p. 145.

Coloss. i. 16.

f For the first, see Psalm lw. 19.

Hab. i. 12. For the second, Psalm

xc. 2, xciii. 2.

L 2
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is there any deducible from the nature or reason of the thing it

self. However, I pretend to call this construction of the passage

no more than probable ; since there is not ground sufficient for

calling it certain and indisputable. Only this I may add, by way

of remark, that whosoever should undertake to prove the eternity

of God the Father from any express words, either of the Old or

New Testament, would find his proof of it liable to the same

difficulty and uncertainty, from the ambiguity of the Hebrew or

Greek phrases used to denote eternity.

Another argument, of like kind with the former, to prove the

eternity of God the Son, may be drawn from Solomon's descrip

tion of Wisdom, Prov. viii. 22, 30. The Jews of oldg, and the

Christian Church from the beginning, understood that passage

of a Person, the substantial Wisdom of Godh, (either the WoRD,

or the Holy Spirit, but generally the former.) And this was no

matter of dispute between the Catholics and Arians formerly;

neither is it, as I conceive, at this day. The only dispute is,

whether we are right in our interpreting the phrases, from the

beginning, from everlasting, &c. (Proverbs viii. 23.) of a strict

eternity. It must be owned that our argument, so far as it is

built merely upon the critical meaning of the phrases, and their

usage in Scripture, amounts only to a strong probability; as in

the text of Micah before spoken of. But it may receive some

additional strength from several other considerations, which it

may be proper to mention. Wisdom is here said to have been

with the “Lord in the beginning of his way, before his works

“ of old;” (ver. 22.) that is, before the works of creation; before

there were any creatures; consequently from all eternity. Wis

dom is further said to have been “by him, as one brought up

“with him;” (ver. 30.) which seems to be a very easy and

natural description of two that had been always together co

eternal with each other: which is further confirmed from the

following words, “ and I was daily his delight, rejoicing always

“before him;” (ver. 30.) intimating, as Origen has well

observed', that the Father can no more be supposed to have

* See Allix, Judgment of the Jewish 36. Athenagoras, p. 40. Theoph. An

Church. tioch. p. 82.

* Just. Mart. Dial. p. 184, 375, ed. i Où 6éuts forriv, oë8é drivöuvov 8tà

Jebb. Iren. lib. iv. cap. 20. p. 253. rºw doréveuav juáv rô, dorov q' piv,

Clem. Alex. p. 832. Tertull. contr. droa repeia 6au rôveev rod del orvyāv

Herm. cap. xviii. contr. Prax. cap. vi. tos airó A&yov uovoyevods, oropias

Origen. Comm. in Joh. p. 11, 17, 33, 8vros iſ rpooréxapev. oºra yap oëbè
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been ever without the WoRD, or Aðyos, (here signified under the

name of WisDOM,) than he can be supposed to have ever wanted

joy and happiness. But what most of all confirms us in this

sentiment is, the Son's being here represented, as we are now to

suppose, under the name and figure of Wisdom; intimating that

he is as near to, and inseparable from, God the Father, as his

own wisdom is ; and consequently coeternal. This also is taken

notice of by Origen; who from thence draws an argument for

the eternity of the Logos, or Word k.

What has been here said reminds me of some other argu

ments, near akin to that now mentioned, of the eternity of God

the Son, drawn from the several names ascribed to him in holy

Scripture: such as, Aéyos, Aſvapus, pós, 'AAñ0eua, Zoil, that is,

Word, Power of God, Light, Truth, Life, and the like. The

ancients were of opinion that the eternity of God the Son was

insinuated in those names 1: that the Father could no more be

without the Son, than without thought, or power, or light, or

dei xaipov voměhorera. Origen. apud

Athanas. Decret. S. Nic. p. 233.

* Origen. Comm. in Joh. p. 43, 44.

Comp. Pamph. Apolog. p. 230. ed.

Bened. int. §. Hieron. vol. v.

* "Eé àpxis yap 6 esos, vods diētos

&v, sixev airós év čavrò rôv A&yov,

diðios Aoyukös dºv. Athen. Leg. cap. x.

P. 39.

olus autem, quia nihil aliud ex

trinsecus praeter illum. Ceterum, me

tunc quidem solus; habebat enim se

cum, quam habebat in semetipso ;

Rationem suam scilicet. Rationalis

enim Deus, et Ratio in ipso prius; et

itaab ipso omnia. Tertull. contr. Prair.

cap. iv. p. 503.

Karavoeiro yöp 6 roMuſov kai Aéyov,

#v woré àre oix ºvá viðs, 3rt épei kai

ró, oroqta troré oëk ºv, kai A6yos oëk ºv,

kai (o) oëk ºv. Orig. apud Athanas.

tom. i. p. 233.

Aörð yāp metóópe6a ré simévrt—

"Eyð elu iſ 'AA#6eta Kal oix otra, rus

#1&v éorriv dw8pánočov, &s oleoróat 3rt

# ris 'AX76etas oëoria mp3 rāv Xpóvov

ris rod Xplorrod imiqavetas oix jv.

Origen. contr. Cels. lib. viii. p. 386.

Airós be puévos &v mo)\ts ºv, oùre

yāpāAoyos, otre âgoqos, otre döövaros,

oùre d60öAevros ºv. Hippolyt. contr.

Noët. cap. x. p. 13. Fabric.
'A ł & r - - - * >

eu oe mu, et ye ev'ry Tarpº earruv

kai el A&yos, kai oropia, kai Sivapus 6

Xplorrós.-raúra öé Övváplets of oral rod

€eoû rvyxãvovoruv. el rolvvv yéyover 6

viðs, jv Öre oëk #v raûra' jvápa kalpös,

ôre xopis rotºrov #v 6 Geós. dron &rarov

8è rooro. Dionys. Rom. apud Athan.

tom. i. p. 232.

'Ael rôv Xplorrów elva, Aóyov čvra,

kai aroqtav, kai Sivapuv. oë yāp 8)

rotºrov ſtyovos &v, 6 eeós elra étalºo

Totmorato—diraúyaoHa 8é Öv qoros

diðtov, Tâvros kai airós diētos éorriv.–

8vros ofvaloviou roi, Tarpès, altovios 6

viós éorri, pós ék porós &v—oë8é éorriv

otre 6 vows àAoyos, oùre àvovs 6 Aóyos.

Dionys. Alew. apud Athanas. tom. i.

p. 253, &c.

T 86 oix div6ortov to Aéyew, troté

pui) sival rºv oroplav rod esot, rºw Aé

ovorav-Éy& jumvirpooréxaupev. iſ rºv

$. toū esot, um intápxeiv Toré.

röv A&yov airod ºrpornpuāorðat trore, i.

rā āX\a éé &v 6 viðs yvopićeral kai 6

trarijp xapakrmpičeral. rô yöp draû

yagua ris86éns unelvauxéyev, avvaval

psi kal rô ſporórumov bös, où a riv

draûyaorua. Alea’and. Aler. Epist. ap.

Theod. lib. i. cap. iv. p. 13.

IIós 8é, et Ağyos kai oropta éori rod

Geoû 6 viðs, #v more &re očk ºv; torov

7&p éorriv atroës Aéyeuv d'Aoyov kai

ãoroqov troré rôv Geów. Id. apud Socr.

lib. i. cap. 6, p. II.
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truth, or life, the Son being deciphered and figured under

those names or characters, on purpose to express his near rela

tion to the Father, and his inseparable coeternity. This argu

ment of the primitive Catholic Fathers I am the more willing

to take notice of, because it has been strangely, though perhaps

undesignedly, misrepresented by some late writers". We are

told that to argue, as the ancients did, that the “Father con

“sidered without the Son would be without reason and without

“wisdom, is supposing the Son to be nothing but an attribute

“of the Father.” But this is grossly mistaking the sense of

those primitive writers, who were no less men than Athenagoras,

Tertullian, Origen, Hippolytus, Dionysius of Rome, with the

other Dionysius of Alexandria, and Alexander bishop of Alex

andria: men that had not quite lost their senses when they

wrote these things; most of them notoriously known to have

been strenuous opposers of the Noëtian or Sabellian principle,

which supposes the Son to be nothing more than an attribute of

the Father. The truth is, these primitive writers did suppose,

since the Son had the same names given him in Scripture that

God’s attributes have, (being called the wisdom, the reason, and

the power, &c. of God,) that there was some meaning and sig

nificancy in those names: and they took it to be this; that the

Son was near and dear unto the Father as his own attributes :

ânseparable from him, and coeternal with him. Some moderns

may indeed assign other reasons for the Son's having those

names : they may tell us that he is called the wisdom of God

and the power of God, because “God’s wisdom and power are

“manifested by himn.” But then let them own that this is but

conjecture at most, novel conjecture; and that the reason assigned

by the primitive Fathers may be true, for any thing that appears

to the contrary; nay, is much more likely to be true, consider

ing how near many of those writers lived to the apostolic time,

and how unanimous they were in those sentiments, and how

suitable those sentiments are to the other high things said in

Scripture of the Son of God : besides that these names and

characters are not common to other things; not given to pro

phets or apostles, nor to the very angels, (though God's wisdom,

&c. is manifested by them.) but are, in a manner, peculiar to the

m Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 255, Plea, §d. 308, %.

257, 2nd ed. Reply, p. 177. Modest, n See Clarke's Reply, p. 173.
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Son of God. We find the Catholics afterwards, following the

example of their predecessors, frequently insisting upon the same

way of reasoning in proof of the Son's eternity”; which I the

rather observe, because it is evident that those later writers

especially were very far from supposing the Son to be nothing

but an attribute: and indeed it is but misrepresentation, without

so much as any probable ground, to charge it upon the Ante

Nicene writers; though they may sometimes have expressed

themselves more briefly or obscurely on that head.

There is another argument of the Son's eternity insisted on by

some, even of the Ante-Nicene Catholics P, drawn from the con

sideration of the Son's being the eaſpress image of the Father’s

Person, according to Heb. i. 3. and consequently resembling him

in every perfection, and particularly in his eternity, the prime

perfection of all. But I proceed:

There is one passage more in the New Testament, which has

been usually brought in proof of Christ's eternity. The author

of the Epistle to the Hebrews, chap. vii. introduces Melchisedec

as a type of Christ. Of him he says, that he had “no beginning

“ of days, nor end of life:” that is, no beginning nor ending of

his priesthood is any where recorded. This is a typical repre

• Ot, yāp #v Óre àNoyos ºv, où8è ºv

&re oë #. où8é .. oix d’Améi)s,

ń dooqos, fidèivaros, ) (ons évôe)s, i.

Mapimpôrmros, # dyadórnros. Greg.

Nazianz. Orat. xxxv. p. 574.

diravydoparos ;—h trôs of uaiveral

TAéov, 6 kāv čv6upoğlevos ūAoyov kai

ãoroqāv trore rôv eeóv; rotaúra yap

trapačeiyuara, kal rotatras rās eikóvas

£6mkev i ypaqº), iv. &c. Athan. p. 5oo.

Compare p. 221, 416, 428. 6 &v Geos

#v tore àNoyos ; kal qós &v dºpeyy}s

#v. Compare p. 618. and p.683.

Noli ergo credere quod fuerit mo

mentum aliquod, quo fuerit sine sa

pientia Deus, aut sine splendore lur.

Ambros. de Fid. lib. i. cap. 13. p.

460.

Où yáp forw émwongal rô Adyg,

oùre intróorraoruv dyapakrūptorrow, otre

dMaputri, 86%av, oùre āoroqov esov otz

ãxeipa &nuoupyöv, oùk d\oyov dpx|v,

oùx drauða marépa. Gregor. Nyss.

contr. Eunom. Orat. vii. p. 634.

Comp. p. 633.

IIóre očv #v 6 marijp xopis roi i8tov

dravyáoparos ; IIóre oix ju èv Tarpi

Tô Đôs atroo; Cyrill. Alew. Thesaur.

lib. i. p. 21. Compare p. 23, 27, 28.

P Origen. apud Athanas... tom. i.

p: 233. Alexand. Alex. apud Theod.

Ideoº Dei appellatur, ut

munquam Pater sine Sapientia, hoc

est, sine Filio suo fuisse credatur.

Pseudo-Ambros. de Fide Orthod. cap.

ii. p. 349. Vid. Alexand. Ep. Encycl.

apud Athanas. tom. i. p. 339. Athan.

tom. i. p. 221, 416, 419, 423, 424,

428,470, 5oo, 619. Phaebad, contr.

Arian. p. 303. B. P. tom. iv. Greg.

Nyss. contr. Eunom. lib. vii. p. 633,

634. Cyrill. Alex. de Trinit. p. 6.

Op. tom. vi. Paris. Thesaur. lib. i.

P. §: 3*:... . -

.B. Their way of reasoning from

other names and characters of God

the Son, clearly shews their meaning

in the argument drawn from the ab

surdity of supposing the Father to

be āNoyos, doroqos, &c. A few ex

amples more will suffice, to leave with

the judicious.

IIóre yūp eiðé ris qās xopis rot. lib, i. cap. 4. p. 17.
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sentation of Christ; wherefore it seems that Christ must really

have what the type was no more than a faint resemblance of,

viz. an eternal existence without beginning and without end.

That he shall never have end of life, is uncontested. If therefore

to have no end of life imports a future eternity in the largest

sense, it seems most natural to understand that to have no

beginning of days must import eternity backwards in the largest

sense alsoq. Thus far I have proceeded in the Scripture-proofs"

of Christ's eternity, considered as distinct from the attribute of

immutability; though in sound reasoning one implies the other,

and to prove either is at the same time proving both. This being

premised, I pass on,

2. To the more particular proof of his immutability. I shall

not repeat the arguments from his being Jehovah, Alpha and

Omega; he which was, and which is, and which is to come, or the

like, equally proving both eternity, and independent eternity, that

is, immutability; because the force of those has been already

considered. But there are two or three texts, before omitted,

which I have reserved for this place, and shall now consider dis

tinctly.

The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, opposing the im

mutability of Christ to the fading and perishing nature of the

heavens and the earth, sets it forth thus in very expressive terms:

“Thou, Lord, in the beginning hast laid the foundation of the

“earth; and the heavens are the works of thine hands: they

“shall perish ; but THOU REMAINEST ; and they all shall wax old

“as doth a garment; and as a vesture shalt thou fold them up,

“ and they shall be changed : but THOU ART THE SAME, and thy

“years shall not fail.” Heb. i. 10, 11, 12. This is the very de

scription which the holy Psalmist gives us of the immutability,

or unchangeable nature, of the only true eternal God. And

d Quitypum gerens Domini, et sine

patre, et sine matre, et sine genera

tionis enarratione, et sine initio, et

sine fine describitur; ut ostenderet

sempiternum Filium Dei in hunc

mundum esse venturum, qui et sine

Patre secundum incarnationem natus

est, et sine matre secundum divinam

generationem, et sine enarratione gene

rationis; quia scriptum est, “Genera

“tionem autemº quis enarrabit?”

Ambros. de Fid. lib. iii. cap. 11.

P. 513.

r. As to the sense of the most early

Fathers in relation to Christ's eternity,

I have occasionally shewn it in part.

For the rest, I refer the ingenuous

and impartial reader to Bp. Bull's

Collections and Observations on that

head, in his Defensio Fid. Nic. which

are abundantly sufficient to satisfy

every ingenuous inquirer, that the

eternity of God the Son was the con

stant doctrine of the Christian Church

from the beginning, and that the con

trary was always accounted heresy.
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since it is here, without any restriction or limitation, applied by

the inspired writer to our Saviour Christ; we cannot reasonably

understand it to mean any thing less here than it does there.

There cannot be any words devised more express or emphatical

than these are: “They shall perish; but thou remainest: they

“shall be changed; but thou art the sames.” The force of

these expressions was well understood by the great Athanasius,

and triumphantly urged against the Arianst. There is another

passage out of the Epistle to the Hebrews of like import, de

claring in strong terms the immutability of Christ. “Jesus

“Christ the same yesterday, to-day, and for ever.” Heb. xiii. 8.

Here is the phrase 6 airós, the same, again applied to the person

of Christ, as before in chapter the first; and, besides, here is all

time, past, present, and to come, taken in, to make the description

still more full and complete. It may be best explained from a

parallel text in the Revelations, by the character of, “which is,

“ and which was, and which is to come:” words which con

fessedly and undeniably denote eternal, unchangeable existence.

What is there expressed by “is, was, and is to come,” is here

signified by “yesterday, to-day, and for ever.” Thus was the

text generally understood by Catholics of the fourth and fifth

centuries", and frequently cited against the Arians. How the

Arians replied to it then, we know not; unless we may make a

judgment of it from what is said now. It is now pretended that

the meaning of the text is only this; that “the doctrine of

“Christ, once taught by the Apostles, ought to be preserved

“unchanged’.” But, under favour, this is rather the practical

inference built upon the proposition of the text, than the propo

sition itself: for let us take in the whole context, which is as

follows: “Remember them which have the rule over you, who

“ have spoken unto you the word of God: whose faith follow,

“considering the end of their conversation. Jesus Christ (is)

* Origen quotes the words, or 8: 6 p. 440, 453, 685. Gregor. Nazianz'

airós el, several times, as a proof of Orat. xxxviii. p. 613. Ambros. de

the rô drpetrov kai dvaMAotorov, the Fid. lib. v. cap. 1. p. 555. De Incarn.

unconvertible and immutable nature cap. vi. p. 716. Cyrill, Hierosol.

of God. Orig. contr. Cels. p. 17, 169,

3.18.

* Athanas. p. 440, 462, 685. ed.

Bened. Vid. etiam Cyrill. Alexand.

contr. Jul. lib. viii. p. 266.

* Alexand. Alex. apud Athanas.

tom. 1. p. 399. Athanasius, tom. i.

Catech. xii. p. 156. Cyrill. Alex. de

Rect. Fid. p. 47. De Incarn. Dial.

. 7 Io.

x Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 117.

Reply, p. 169. odest Plea, &c.

p. 3O4.
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“ the same yesterday, to-day, and for ever. Be not carried

“about with divers and strange doctrines; for it is a good

“thing that the heart be established” &c. Now, whether the

words have reference to those going before, viz. “considering

“the end of their conversation:” or to the words immediately

following, viz. “Be not carried about with divers and strange

“ doctrines;” either way the sense is good, and the Apostle's

argument pertinent. For upon the former supposition the sense

will run thus: “Imitate your pastors, considering how great

“ and how divine a Person you thereby adhere to; one who is

“no created or mutable Being, capable of failing in his own

“ person, or of disappointing you in your just expectations;

“but one that is eternally and unchangeably the samey; whom

“ therefore you may infallibly depend on, in the final result of

“things.” In this view the Apostle's sense is both just and

pertinent, and is not much unlike to what is elsewhere said of

God, that he is the Lord, and “changes not,” Mal. iii. 6. and

that “with him there is no variableness, neither shadow of turn

“ing,” James i. 17. But if we understand this text with regard

to the words immediately following, “Be not carried about with

“divers and strange doctrines,” still the sense is just and to the

purpose: “Do not ye change, for Jesus Christ never changes,

“being immutably and essentially the same: endeavour to copy

“after him as far as your imperfect natures will permit.” Thus

the precept and the example hang together, much after the

same manner as in a text of St. Matthew : “Be ye therefore

“perfect, even as your Father which is in heaven is perfect:”

where an argument is drawn from the natural and necessary

perfections of God, to induce us to some faint resemblance and

imitation of them. Upon the whole, it appears that our inter

pretation of this text in the Hebrews is literal; which makes it

preferable to any figurative construction, unless there were a

necessity for it. It is also very agreeable to the scope and design

of the author in that place, and to what he had before taught

us, chap. i. ver. 12. ofthe same Epistle: it is further countenanced

by the Catholic Fathers, at least as high as the fourth century;

and not contradicted by those before them: in fine, it is opposed

only, or however chiefly, by those who, having an hypothesis to

serve, like not the doctrine it contains; which doctrine never

y See True Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity continued, p. 206.
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theless is set forth by other Scriptures, and confirmed by all an

tiquity”; and now let any man of common ingenuity be left to

judge, which of the two interpretations offered be the true one.

Having considered the Scripture-proofs of Christ's eternity and

immutability, I proceed next to another of his divine attributes.

3. Omniscience is another divine attribute, ascribed in Scrip

ture to our Saviour Christ. “Now we are sure that thou

“knowest all things,” said his disciples unto him, John xvi. 30.

And again; “Lord, thou knowest all things,” (John xxi. 17.)

said St. Peter, directing his discourse to Christ. The words in

both places are general, without any limitation or reserve

intimated in text or context: neither does the Evangelist, who

recorded these sayings, any where insert any caution to prevent

our understanding them in the highest and most unlimited

sense. Thus far the presumption lies in favour of our con

struction: and I shall endeavour further to shew from other

Scriptures, that those expressions ought to be understood in

their utmost latitude; and shall withal examine and confute the

Arian or Socinian pretences to the contrary.

That God the Son “knoweth all things,” in the strictest

sense, may be justly inferred from his being the “Searcher of

“the heart,” and his knowledge of the “deep things of God.”

To be kapāwyváorms, “Searcher of the heart,” is the peculiar

and distinguishing character of the one true God; as appears

from Jer. xvii. 1 o. “I the Lord search the heart, I try the

“reins.” And from 1 Kings viii. 39. “Thou, even thou only

“knowest the hearts of all the children of men.” And from Acts

xv. 8. “God which knoweth the hearts.” Yet this very per

fection our blessed Lord claims to himself: “I am he,” saith

he, “that searcheth the reins and the heart,” Rev. ii. 23. And

St. John testifies of him, that “he knew all men,” John ii. 24.

“knew what was in man,” John ii. 25. And the disciples

in their prayer to him (as seems most probable) say, “Thou,

“Lord, which knowest the hearts of all men,” Acts i. 24.

* The immutability of Christ is im

plicitly and consequentially asserted as

often as the primitive writers assert

the eternity, or consubstantiality, or

proper, emphatical existence (which we

now express by necessary existence)

of God the Son; or declare him to be

God in the strict sense, or no creature:

so that direct and express testimonies

of Christ’s immutability, if they occur

not so often, are less needful. But

some there are, full and particular to

that very point. Vid. Iren. lib. iii.

cap. 8. p. 183. Tertullian. contr.

Prax. cap. xxvii. Origen. contr. Cels.

p. 169, 17o,
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This is further confirmed from Heb. iv. 12, 13. “The WoRD

“of God is quick and powerful, and sharper than any two-edged

“sword, piercing even to the dividing asunder of soul and

“spirit, and of the joints and marrow, and is a discerner of the

“ thoughts and intents of the heart: neither is there any

“creature that is not manifest in his sight: but all things are

“naked and opened unto the eyes of him with whom we have to

“ do.” That this passage is to be understood of the Adyos, or Word,

that is, of Christ, I think need not be doubted: the characters

are plainly personal, and the name of Word is appropriated

to Christ by St. John, John i. 1. Rev. xix. 13 ; and the “sword,”

or “two-edged sword,” is a figure often mentioned in the

Revelations, where Christ is spoken of; Rev. i. 16. ii. 12, 16.

xix. 15. This passage was understood of Christ, both before

and after the Council of Nice, by Catholic writersa: and the

application of it to Christ is not, that I know of, scrupled by

our modern Arians, any more than it appears to have been

doubted of by their predecessors. Here then it is said of

Christ, that “all things are naked” before him; that every

creature is “manifest in his sight;" and that he is a “ discerner

“of the thoughts and intents of the heart:” strong and lively

expressions of his divine omniscience: I know not whether any

fuller or more significant can be produced out of the holy

Scripture, in proof of the omniscience even of God the Father.

To this may be added another celebrated text, Coloss. ii. 3.

“In whom are hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge.”

The author of “Scripture Doctrine' pretends, that it is ambi

guous whether this refers to the Father or to Christ. But if it

certainly refers to either, there can be no reasonable doubt but

it refers to Christ, immediately before mentioned. The words

run thus: “The acknowledgment of the mystery of God and

“ the Father, and of Christ, (ev (;,) in whom are hid all the

“treasures of wisdom and knowledge.” There may be some

question whether the words év (; may not refer to pivotmptov,

mystery, before spoken of; and so may not be properly rendered

in which, instead of in whom. But if they be rightly rendered

in whom, it is plain they must refer to the nearest antecedent,

* Origen in Joh. p. 34. Athanas. p. 189. Cyril. Alex. Thesaur. p. 169.

tom. i. p. 503, 539. Šiš. Maj. p. 6. See also Clarke's Script. Doctr.

Ambros. de Fid. lib. iv. cap. 7. p. p. 116. 2nd ed.

534. ed. Bened. Euseb. in Psalm.
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Christ; and in this interpreters are agreed. Origen, Hilary,

and the ancient author of the commentaries under the name

of St. Ambrose, refer the words to Christ. bThe two latter, as

also Cyril of Alexandria, draw an argument from them of the

absolute omniscience of Christ. Clemens of Alexandria twice

cites the text: but whether he understood the words in dispute

to relate to mystery going before, or to the person of Christ,

is uncertain. It is observable, that four of the authors now

mentioned read the words somewhat differently from the present

copiese. As to the sense of the words, and their reference to

Christ, we shall find but little reason to doubt, if we consider

the general scope and drift of the Apostle in this Epistle;

which was to set forth the excellency and dignity of Christ.

This appears particularly from verses 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19, of

the first chapter; and from the 9th verse of this very chapter,

where we are told, that “in him dwelleth all the fulness of the

“Godhead bodily.” Well might the Apostle say, that “all the

“treasures of wisdom and knowledge were in him, in whom

“all the fulness of the Godhead was also.” I know, our

adversaries, whether Socinians or Arians, will endeavour to

elude the force of this text, as well as of the other. But as the

Apostle ushered it in with a very solemn caution, to “beware

“lest any man spoil us through philosophy and vain deceit,

“after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the world,

“ and not after Christ:” so let all true Christians beware, lest

they be imposed upon by weak pretences, built upon false

philosophy and vain deceit, not upon sound and true reasoning.

The author of “Scripture Doctrine” refers usd to John xiv. 10.

“The Father that dwelleth in me, he doeth the works.” If he

means that the Father's nature and Godhead so dwells and

resides in Christ, as to make a full and entire communion

of substance and of all perfections, insomuch that the Son shall

therefore be totus ea toto, perfectus ea perfecto, very God of very

God; then indeed this construction would not be amiss, being the

same which Hilary and some other Catholics give of it. But, if

he understands the Father's in-dwelling in any lower sense,

b Origen. Comm. in Matt. p. 209. Clemens and Pseudo-Ambros. Mys

Hilar. p. 1025, 1oz8. Pseudo-Am- tery in Christ: Origen. Mystery of

bros. in loc. Clem. Alex. p. 683, 694. God even Christ; Dei Christi: Hilar.

Vid. et Cyril. Alex. adv.A: d Clarke's Scripture Doctr. p. 114.

morph. p. 382. 2nd edit.

c Mystery of God in Christ; so
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it would have come better from a Socinian, who would interpret

the fulness of the Godhead, of the Father dwelling in the man

Christ Jesus. It cannot easily be imagined that the Apostle,

who in the first chapter of this Epistle had said so many high

and great things of the inherent and personal dignity of the

Son of God, as existing before all things, creating, preserving,

and sustaining the whole universe, should now fall so low as to

tell us, that he meant it not of any inherent personal dignity

of the Son, but of the Father only: or if the Apostle had

so intended it, why should not he have said plainly that

the Father dwelt in him, a plain easy thing, instead of sur

prising us with so solemn and pompous an expression, (and

that too after the ceremony of a preface to introduce it,)

as that in him dwelt “all the fulness of the Godhead

“bodily "

The author of “Scripture Doctrine,” not confiding in his first

explication, invents another, inconsistent with it, though he lets

both stand together in the same page. “Fulness of Godhead”

he interprets fulness of divine power, dominion, and authority:

for so the word 9eórms, divinity, he says, signifies; and elsewheree,

always signifies. He is much mistaken in his remark upon the

sense of 6eórms, as might be shewn by a hundred instances out of

the best ecclesiastical writers; some of which I have referred to

in another placeſ, and upon another occasion. However, if 6eórms

always signifies power, dominion, and authority; then it never

signifies the Being or Person, whose that power, dominion, or

authority is: and therefore the text of St. John, xiv. Io. which

speaks of the Father’s (not the Father's power, dominion, &c.)

dwelling in Christ, is very inconsistently put together with this

other construction. But enough of this. As to the sense of the

text, Col. ii. 9. we need not have recourse to any remote and

farfetched explications, when the natural and obvious construc

tion of it is no near at hand. Whoever considers that the Logos,

or Word, was God, and was made flesh, or was “God manifest

“in the fleshg,” (as St. Paul expresses it,) will easily believe

* Reply, p. 283. the Creed, p. 128, and Mills in loc.

f Defence of some Queries, vol. i. Dr. Clarke's surmise, that all the

p. 323, 504. Fathers read Ös or ö, instead of Geós,

& 1 Tim. iii. 16. As to Geós in this till the beginning of the sixth century,

text, and the agreement of the Greek which he pretends to collect from the

copies in it, consult Bp. Pearson on tenor of their comments, is, without
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that that was the great mystery which St. Paul had in his

thoughts, when he told us that the fulness of the Godhead dwelt

in Christ bodily. He had the more reason to usher this in with

a prefatory caution against philosophy and vain deceit, because

the mystery of God incarnate was what the disputers of this

world were most of all offended at, and what none of the heretics

of the earliest times would come into". The Docetae, a very

early sect, denied the humanity of Christ, that they might still

retain the belief of his divinity; while Cerinthus and the Ebion

ites denied his divinity, that they might still acknowledge his

humanity; neither one nor other admitting the divinity and

humanity together, because such an union and mixture of God

and man appeared utterly repugnant to their philosophy. Both

those heresies probably had their rise in the Apostles' times,

and before St. Paul wrote this Epistle. And now we may under

stand what St. Paul meant by fulness of Godhead. The divine

nature, the Aéyos, full and perfect God, assumed a body, took

flesh upon him, or became incarnate. The “Word was made

“flesh, and dwelt among us,” (in our nature,) “and of his

“fulness have we all received.” John i. 14, 15, 16.

The construction which I have here given of this remarkable

passage is not mine, but that of the primitive Catholic writersi,

as well before as after the Council of Nice. Now to return to

the point which we were before upon : since it appears how high

and great things the Apostle has said of Christ, in the two first

chapters of this Epistle, we have the more reason to believe

any grounds. See Greg. Nyssen. Note, that the citation which Dr.

Orat. x. contr. Eunom. p. 693. where

Geós is read, and the tenor of the

comment requires that reading.

h See my Defence of some Queries,

vol. i. p. 470, 471.

Atómep kai Tô ex ris map6évov

orópia, xophoraw māv rô TAñpopua rºs

6eórnros oraparukós, rà 6eórm ri drpé

Tros iſvora, kai refleotrolmrat' of xápw

6 airós esos kai "Avôporos 'Imoroús

Xptorróstrpoepnredero èvvópºp, &c. Con

cil. Antioch. Epist. Labb. tom. i. p.848.

El yáp oëk forri kar’ oëortav, Guotos é

viðr row marpès, Aelreu ri ri, elkóvu, kal

oùx torri trºńpms eiköv, oë8é réAetov

draúyaopia. Trôs oëv dwaywóorkere rô,

év airó karoukei trav rô mºpopa rijs

6eórnros orouarukós; Athanas. de Sy

nod. p. 753. Comp. p. 556. ed. Bened.

Clarke (Script. Doctr. p. 114.) brings

out of Athanasius, as if it had been

his interpretation of this text, has no

reference at all to it; as any one may

see by looking into Athanasius, Epist.

ad Philadelph. tom. i. p. 916.

Tantus est Filius quantus videbitur

Pater: totus de toto, integer de in

tegro, perfectus de perfecto, consum

. virtute: sicut Apostolus dicit

ad Colossenses, in quo “omnis pleni

“tudo Divinitatis corporaliter habi

“tat.” Greg. Nazianz. Orat. xlviii.

ex versione Ruff. p. 733.

Wid. Hilar. p. 979,983, 988, 1362.

Epiphan. Ancorat. p. § contr.

Haeres. p. 889. Exposit. Fid. Justin.

Mart. ascript.
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that he meant to ascribe absolute omniscience to him, when he

said, that “in him are hid all the treasures of wisdom and

“knowledge.”

A further proof of his omniscience may be drawn from his

being indisputably equal in knowledge to the Holy Spirit of

God; that Spirit which “searcheth all things,” even the “deep

“things of God;” and who is as well acquainted with the mind

of God, as a man is with his own heart and mind. I mention

not other arguments of the Son's omniscience, deducible from his

creative powers, and his being Preserver and Sustainer.of the

universe, and from the names of Wisdom and Truthk given to

him in holy Scripture; and from his intimate union with, and

knowledge of, God the Father: these and the like considerations

may serve still more and more to confirm us in the belief of it,

and to render it less questionable with serious and considering

men. I shall only add, that the Ante-Nicene Catholics were no

strangers to this doctrine which I here maintain; but asserted

it, many of them!, as fully as I have done: none, so far as

appears, ever presuming to oppose or contradict it. But there

are some objections against the evidence I have produced, which

come next to be considered. I shall confine myself to such

pretences as have been lately revived, and artfully set off, by the

author of “Scripture Doctrine.”

1. As to our Lord's being “Searcher of the hearts,” he

thinksm it may be accounted for from a passage of Clemens of

Alexandrian; which he would gladly so interpret as to make

Clemens say, that Christ is, by the will of the Almighty, Inspector

of our hearts. But I have in another place” took notice how

widely he has mistaken the sense of his author.

A second pretencep to invalidate our proofs of the Son's

* Vid. Origen in Johan. pag. 28.

Didym. de Spir. Sanct. p. 515.

! See this madegood in my Defence,

&c. vol. i. p. 337, &c.

m Script. Doctr. p. 45, 118, 294.

* Töv Kūptov 'Imaoüv rá wavrokpa

Topix@ 6eXàuart éniorkonov ris Kapòias

juáv. Strom. iv. p. 611.

° Defence of some Queries, vol. i.

p.§ º -

. B. Havrosparopuré 6 Añuart, in

Clemens, does not signify by the will

of the Almighty, as the Doctor con

strues it; but by his sovereign all

containing will.

See parallel expressions in other

authors. Móvos & 6 eeós meptéxei Ti;

8ovXſjoret rô mav. Pseudo-Just. ad

Orthod. Qu. 11.

Immensus cum sit Deus, et mundi

opifex, atque omnipotens, immensa et

mundi opifice, atque omnipotenti vo

luntate, et effectu novo, potenter et

efficaciter fecitut omnis plenitudo, &c.

Fragm. Irenaei, p. 342. ed. Bened.

Comp. Clem. Alex. p. 674, 679.
p §: Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 45,

138.
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omniscience, is from John viii. 28. where our Lord says, “I do

“nothing of myself; but as my Father hath taught me, I speak

“ these things.” The full meaning of which is no more than

this, that God the Son is intimately united with the Father,

never separate from him; and therefore neither acts nor speaks

but in concert with him. Our blessed Saviour, speaking of his

Father and himself, is pleased to take up with such expressions

as are of common use with us: but they are to be soberly inter

preted, suitably to the dignity of the subject. This I observe,

lest the word taught, taken from what is customary amongst

men, should be apt to convey a low idea, when applied (though

in a more refined and elevated sense) to the Persons of the ever

blessed Trinity". It is very certain that the Son has his know

ledge, and every other perfection, from the Father, in the same

sense as he hath also his nature or substance from the Father:

but it should be considered, that after our blessed Lord had

said, “The Son can do nothing of himself,” (John v. 19.) he

immediately added, “For what things soever, he (the Father)

“doth, these also doth the Son likewise.” Let it then be ac

knowledged, that the Son can know nothing of himself, provided

only that we add this consideration to it, that “what things

“soever the Father knoweth, these also knoweth the Son like

“wise;” and then it will appear that those expressions, which

the objectors lay hold on, are so far from denoting any imper

fection in the Son's knowledge, that, on the contrary, they set

forth the great and unmeasurable perfection of it, as being in

separably linked with, and indeed one and the same in extent

and degree with, the Father's.

3. A third objection against what we assert is taken from

Rev. i. 1. “The revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave unto

“him.” But this has no difficulty with any who consider that

all the transactions of God the Father with mankind are in and

a Dicere autem et loqui, in Trini

tate, non secundum consuetudinem

nostram—accipiendum, sed juxta

formam incorporalium naturarum—

neque enim ignorante Filio (qui Sapi

entia et Veritas est) Pater suam nun

ciat voluntatem ; cum omne quod

loquitur sapiens verusque subsistens

in sapientia habeat, et in substantia.

Loqui ergo Patrem et audire Filium,

vel e contrario, Filio loquente, audire

WATERLAND, VOL. II.

Patrem, ejusdem naturae in Patre et

Filio, consensusque, significatio est.

Didym. de Spir. S. p. 515. ed. Bened.

“Filius nihil a semetipso possit

“facere, nisi viderit Patrem facien

“tem :” in sensu scilicet facientem.

Pater enim sensu agit: Filius vero,

ui in Patris sensu est, videns perficit.

ertull. contr. Prair. cap. 15.

r Clarke's Script. Doctr.

172.

P. 45,

M
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by Christ Jesus. Every revelation of God is through Christ his

Son, the Revealer and Interpreter of the otherwise unknown

Father, and his will, to men. This order and economy, observable

in the Persons of the sacred Trinity, is what we ought humbly

to adore and reverence, rather than pry too curiously into ;

lest, pretending to be “wise above what is written,” we fall

from our own steadfastness, and lose ourselves in inextricable

IllaZeS.

4. The last and most material objection against us is from

Mark xiii. 32: “But of that day, and that hour, knoweth no

“man, no, not the angels which are in heaven, neither the Son,

“but the Father.” Or “Father only,” as it is in Matt. xxiv. 36.

which the author of “Scripture Doctrine” particularly taketh

notice ofs. He does not, in terms, declare whether this text

be, in his opinion, a proof of God the Son's being ignorant of

anything; but is content to say", or insinuate, as from Irenaeus,

(though he mistranslates his author,) that the Father is superior

in knowledge, and that he only has perfect knowledge : very sus

picious and doubtful expressions, and left without guard or

caution. But to come to the point: I am to shew that these

texts of St. Mark and St. Matthew prove nothing at all against

the perfect knowledge, or strict omniscience, of the divine nature

of Christ. It is not said, the Son of God knew not the day of

judgment; but the Son, that is, the Son of man, as appears

from the context in both the Evangelists: Matt. xxiv. 37, 39.

Mark xiii. 26, 34. And it is well observed by Athanasius", that,

after our Lord had mentioned the angels as not knowing that

day, he did not add, neither the Holy Ghost ; that it might still

be considered, that if the Holy Ghost knew the day, well might

also God the Son know it; and that therefore what is here said

of the Son relates to the Son of man only. It is objected by

Crellius and others, that it could not with truth and sincerity

be said of Christ, that he was ignorant of the day, if he knew it

in any capacity; as it cannot be denied that man is immortal,

so long as he is immortal in any respect or capacity. But to

this I answer, that as it may be truly said of the body of man,

that it is not immortal, though the soul be : so it may be truly

said, that the Son of man was not knowing, though the Son of

* See Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 45, 132. * Ibid. p. 133, 134.

"Athanas. tom. i. p. 593.
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God knew every thing. Now, since Christ may speak of himself,

either as Son of God or as Son of man; it is not inconsistent

with truth and sincerity for him to deny that he knew what he

really did know in one capacity, while he was ignorant of it in

another. Our Lord says in one place, “Now I am no more in

“ the world,” John xvii. 1 1. and in another place, “Ye have the

“poor always with you, but me ye have not always,” Matt. xxvi.

1 I, denying that he was, or should be, any longer present with

his disciples: which can only be understood of his human nature

and bodily presence; for in another respect he elsewhere says,

“Lo, I am with you always,” Matt. xxviii. 2d. and, “If any

“man love me—my Father will love him, and we will come unto

“him, and make our abode with him,” John xiv. 23. From

hence we see that our blessed Lord might, without any breach

of sincerity, deny that of himself considered in one capacity,

which he could not have denied in another. He denies the

knowledge of the day of judgment, but in respect of his human

nature; in which respect also he is said to have “increased in

“wisdom,” Luke ii. 52. the divine Logos having with the human

nature assumed the ignorance and other infirmities proper to it”.

If it be objected that the Son is here placed after the angels, and

that the gradation requires that we should understand the text

of a nature superior to angels; it is easily answered, that the Son

of man's union with the Logos, and the particular concern the

Son of man has in the last judgment, are sufficient to account

for the supposed climaa or gradation y.

Upon the whole then it appears, that our Lord might very

sincerely and justly say, that he knew not the day or hour of

the final judgment, understanding it of himself considered in his

human capacity; though at the same time, in another respect,

he could not be ignorant of any thing”. If it be pretended

* See Mr. Boyse's very judicious

account of this text, in answer to the

pretences of Mr. Emlyn, who never

thought fit to make any reply to that

part.

y See Dr. Bennet on the Trinity,

p. 154, &c.

* A learned gentleman has lately

attempted a different solution of the

difficulty arising from these texts; for

which I heartily thank him. I do not

dislike the proposing of several ways

of coming to |. same point: only I

wish the author had been content

with recommending one, without con

demning another. He may please to

consider, that we are upon the defen

sive only with regard to these two

texts; that we prove the Son's omni

science from other texts; and that a

respondent, as such, can never beg the

question : not to mention that the dis

tinction of the two natures, divine and

human, is demonstrably plain from

other Scriptures; that therefore our

solution is very natural and obvious;

M 2.
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further, that the Son of God, as such, and every other person

whatever, is excluded, because of the words “Father only;”

I answer, that the exclusive term only is not to be so strictly

interpreted as to exclude what essentially belongs to the Father,

and may be reckoned to him, as included in him, his Word, or

SPIRIT. It is said, Rev. xix. 12, of God the Son, that “he had

“a name written, which no one (oëbels) knew but he himself.”

Now if it be reasonable and just to infer from thence, that the

Father was ignorant of that name; then let it also be reasonable

to infer from this place of St. Matthew, that the Son was ignorant

of the day of judgment: or, if such inference be manifestly false

and unjustifiable in one case, there must be something more

than the bare force of the exclusive term to make it true or

justifiable in the other.

From what hath been said it is manifest, that holy Scripture

has by necessary consequence, and also in eayress terms, ascribed

omniscience to the Son of God; and that the pretences against

it are of no weight; being founded only on misinterpretation of

texts, and misapplication of what relates to Christ in one capa

city, to him considered in another.

3. I proceed, thirdly, to another divine attribute ascribed to

Christ in holy Scripture, viz. omnipresence. The texts which

prove it are these that follow: “Where two or three are

“gathered together in my name, there am I in the midst of

“ them,” Matt. xviii. 20. “Lo, I am with you always, even

“unto the end of the world”,” Matt. xxviii. 20. “By him all

“things consist,” Col. i. 17. These texts demonstrate that our

blessed Lord is present on earth, at the same time that he is also

present in heaven; that his presence reaches to all the ends of

the earth, to all men living quite round the globe, to the whole

system of creatures; for “by him all things consist:” as much

as to say, “In him they live, and move, and have their being ;”

which is the most lively and emphatical description of the

omnipresence of God. Christ's omnipresence is likewise intimated

from the worship ordered to be paid him by men, by angels”, by

that it must be admitted with regard it will be more than sufficient to take

to Luke ii. 52. (and why not in the off all scruple with respect to so easy

other place ) and that if our Sa- and so unexceptionable a solution as

viour's dark and mystical way of ours is.

speaking be sufficient to justify even a Vid. Origen. contr. Cels. p. 239.

so hard a supposition as that seems In Joh. p. 122, 128,419.

to be which this gentleman goes upon, b Heb. i. 6.

-
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the whole creation c. The same thing may certainly be inferred

from his being Creator of the universe. Hence it is that

the ancients do, with one voice, declare for the omnipresence

of God the Son". Some of them indeed have been thought

to have given into contrary sentiments, in their disputes with the

Noëtians or Jews: but, upon careful inquiry, this appears to be

only a groundless surmise ; as is largely and solidly proved

by the judicious and learned Bp. Bull".

It may perhaps be objected, that the Son’s being present to

all men, or even to all creatures, does not prove his omnipresence

in the largest and fullest sense. To which it is sufficient

to reply, that though there is not any Scripture-proof of

an absolute omnipresence of the Son, extending beyond the limits

of the world into I know not what imaginary extramundane

spaces, yet there is full proof of his omnipresence through the

whole creation: which is, to all intents and purposes, the very

same thing to us with divine omnipresence ; and is as high as

Scripture has any where carried the omnipresence even of God

the Father. Thus far I have proceeded in the proof of the

divine attributes ascribed in Scripture to our Saviour Christ: the

titles I have recounted and vindicated in a former discourse.

Nothing now remains but

III. To sum up the force of the general argument, and to

obviate such general objections as are brought to weaken our

conclusion. I have left myself but little room for this: indeed,

much is not needful. If the premises stand, the conclusion

makes itself. Every single attribute that hath been mentioned,

every single title, almost, justifies the inference, that Christ is no

creature, but truly and strictly God: all together make so full,

so clear, so irrefragable a demonstration of it, that one might

justly wonder how any, who retain the least regard or reverence

towards the sacred Writ, can make any serious doubt of it.

It cannot be shewn that any one of those names, titles, attributes,

and essential properties of God, was ever given, in this manner,

c Rev. V. 8.

Si homo tantummodo Christus,

quomodo adest ubique invocatus, cum

haec hominis natura non sit, sed Dei,

ut adesse omni loco possit 2 Novat.

cap. I4.

d Just. Mart. Apol. ii. cap. 11. p.

27. ed. Ox. Irenaeus, p. 190, 231,

315. ed. Bened. Clem. Alex. p. 711,

831, 840. ed. Ox. Tertull. adv.

Prax. c. 23. Origen. contr. Cels.

p. 239, 164. Hippolyt. Fragm. p. 45.
vol. ii. Fabric.

e Bull. Defens. Fid. Nic. sect. iv.

cap. 3.
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and with those circumstances, to any creature. If one or two of

them (as the name God for instance) might be equivocal, yet

the rest are not so ; and the manner and circumstances, where

with they are ascribed to Christ, sufficiently determine the sense

of them. If titles alone are not of weight sufficient, attributes

come in to strengthen and confirm them ; and if any scruples

remain still, creation and adoration understood of, and attributed

to Christ, render the proof still more irrefragable. The strength

and number of the evidences concurring to establish Christ’s

dicinity, when fewer and less considerable might have been

sufficient, is very wonderful; as if Divine Wisdom had purposely

so ordered it, foreseeing what opposition would be made to it.

Were it possible, by any quirk or subtilty, to elude every

single evidence, yet the joint force of all together would be very

considerable ; because it is hardly to be imagined that, in an

affair of this moment, God would ever have suffered so many

plausible appearances, and specious presumptions, of a thing

that is not, to stand in Scripture, for the deception even of wise

and good and conscientious men. The Jewish Church were

trained up to a sense of the true God by those very characters

which are applied to Christ. Upon those they formed their

idea of the dicine Being: and would have thought it blasphemy

to have ascribed the same, though by way of figure only, (in so

serious a concern,) to any creature. And not they only, but all

mankind must allow, that none more expressive and significant

characters of God can be devised, than several of those are

which are applied to Christ. If we are mistaken in this matter,

it is a mistake which the Christian world, by plain force of

Scripture, has, in a manner, inevitably been led into. He must

be a very weak man who can imagine, that the doctrine of the

Trinity could ever have come in, or could have subsisted half a

century, were it not for the plain and irresistible reasons for it,

appearing in holy Scripture. How the matter now stands all the

Christian world over (except a few Reclaimants) is very well

known. If we run up fourteen hundred years higher, or there

about, we find the body of the Bishops and Clergy, summoned

from all parts to debate this very question, determining at length

as we have done, and as much deceived (if we are deceived) as

we are at this day. If we look sixty years higher, and may

judge of the principles of the Church at that time, from those

of the two celebrated Bishops of Alexandria and Rome, with
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their Clergy; we still find them lying under the same fatal

deception that prevails now. Go up a hundred years higher,

to the middle of the second century; still, all the way as

we pass, we meet with plain marks and characters of the same

delusion (if it be any) overspreading the Church of Christ, at a

time when miracles were not ceased, nor revelations uncommon.

In short, when we have carried our searches up to the very

apostolic age, we still observe manifest footsteps of the same

error (if it be one) prevailing: nor can we find so much as one

man of any considerable repute among Christians, whom we can

certainly prove to have been free from it. Surely God had soon

forsaken his heritage, and given up his Church to strong delusions,

(that Church against which the gates of hell shall never prevail.)

if we have been mistaken in these things. It appears however .

from hence, how powerful and forcible the Scripture evidences

of Christ's divinity have ever been upon the minds of men : not

the illiterate, unthinking, or injudicious; but the wisest, the

most considerate, the brightest ornaments and the most eminent

lights of the Christian Church. But our adversaries are men

that can look up against all these evidences, and can harden

their minds in opposition to them. Let us see what they have

to plead, in order to fence off conviction, and to keep their

wretched cause in any tolerable countenance, at this day.

1. To our argument, so far as respects the divine titles given to

God the Son in holy Scripture, it is objected, that the highest

titles of all, such as tºpiatos, the Most High, or Supreme ;

travrokpárop, the Almighty, or Supreme over all; eſs Oeos kai

trarip trávrov, the one God and Father of all; eſs Geós éé of rà

trávra, one God of whom are all things ; are never applied to the

Son in Scripture. To which I answer, first, that if God the Son

has not every divine title which is applied in Scripture to God

the Father, yet he has more than enough to prove that he is no

creature, but that he is truly, strictly, and essentially God: so

that if any other high titles be ascribed to the Father, (not as

Father, but as God;) those also, though not specially applied

to the Son in Scripture, are virtually contained and necessarily

included in those other that are empressly given him. I answer,

secondly, that the title of Tavrokpárop (Almighty) is expressly

applied to God the Son in Scripture, as hath been shewns: and

f Modest Plea. g Serm, vi. p. 141.
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the sense of Wurros (Most High, or Supreme over all) is plainly

ascribed to him, Rom. ix. 5. And very probably the title itself

in other Scriptures is applied to himb, were it worth the while

to insist upon a fruitless nicety, after so many and great proofs

of what we maintain. As to the titles of one God and Father of all,

and one God the Father of whom are all things, we should think

it very strange indeed to find them applied to God the Son;

because, taken all together, they are personal titles, peculiarly

belonging to God the Father. It must appear very much for the

advantage of our cause, that Scripture has so indifferently

applied every dicine title almost to Father and Son, as barely

to leave no more than were proper or necessary to keep up the

distinction of Persons: and it must appear as a standing

monument against our adversaries, to their shame and con

fusion, that after we have given them every proof that can be

requisite to shew that the Son is strictly God, yet none shall be

thought sufficient, unless it be a proof of what we pretend not,

of God the Son’s being the very same Person with God the

Father. This indeed is the secret meaning of all the opposition

made against us: here lies the mystery of their heresy in this

one false principle; that the Son cannot be the supreme God,

that is, not truly, strictly, and essentially God, unless he be the

very Person of the Father. Upon this bottom rest both

Sabellianism and Arianism ; and this is what the advocates of

both have, betwixt them, been labouring to prove now for

fifteen hundred years, and have met with nothing but disappoint

ment. To conclude this article: we readily allow that the title

of one God and Father of all is no where applied, either in

Scripture or antiquity, to God the Son; because the Son is not

the Father; but the title of the one God we prove to belong to

him, as often as we prove that he is Lord and God, Jehovah, over

all God blessed, and the like; for Scripture acknowledges no

more Gods than one. The title of one God the Father of whom

are all things, may also be peculiar to the Fatheri, because of the

* Psalm lxxxvii. 5. Vid. Tertull. &c. continued is so destitute of argu

contr. Prax. c. 27. Athanas. p. 889.

Ambros. de Fid. lib. iii. cap. 2. p.

498. Psalm lxxxii. 18. Wid. Athan.

R; 889. Ambros. p. 498. Luke i. 76.

id. Ambros. de Fid. lib. iii. cap. 2.

p. 498.

i N. B. The author of Modest Plea

ments from Scripture, that he is

forced to repeat this text of the

Corinthians (though nothing to his

purpose) perpetually; and it is to

serve for an answer almost to every

thing. The Son is not the one

God of whom are all things, says he,
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personal distinguishing characters, Father, and of whom, denoting

some particular manner of subsisting or operating. But if

the Son be God, by whom are all things, he is essentially, though

not personally, the same God with the Father; unless there

be more Gods than one. But,

2. Another objection to our general argument drawn from

the titles and attributes is, that they are ascribed to the Father

in a higher and more eminent manner than to the Son*. This

objection is so loosely and carelessly worded, that it is not

easy to fix any certain sense to it. Would but the objectors say,

in plain terms, that the titles of God, or Jehovah, or Almighty,

when applied to the Son, do not signify truly and strictly divine,

necessarily existing, supreme over all, as when applied to the

Father, we might readily know how to deal with them: or would

they but say, that the attributes of eternity, omniscience, omni

presence, &c. when ascribed to the Son, signify no more than a

limited duration, knowledge, presence, &c. we should thank them

for speaking plain, and for giving us an opportunity of confuting

what they have to plead for such rash and blasphemous assertions.

But since they are pleased only to express themselves indefinitely

and uncertainly, we can give them no certain answer more than

this; that, supposing those titles or attributes to be ascribed in

a more emphatical and eminent manner to the Father, as first

Person, yet they are ascribed also to the Son in their utmost

latitude and extent, and in the very same sense; (omniscience or

eternity signifying neither more nor less than omniscience or

eternity, whether applied to one or to the other;) and therefore

the objection from the more eminent manner, according as it is

understood, is either without truth or without weight. The sum

over and over. And what then He

is not that Person there styled the one

God, and particularized ; his cha

readers; but is easily seen through by

men of sense. There is no more in it

than this ; that the Son cannot be God

racter, of whom are all things: that is,

the Son is not the Father. Who pre

tends that he is 2 But he is the Lord

and God by whom are all things. The

Father singly is not the first cause of

all creatures, but Father and Son (in

cluding always the Holy Ghost) toge

ther; as appears from that very pas

sage. See my second Sermon, p. 31,

32, &c. The author's mixing and

lending personal and essential cha

racters together, with too artificial a

confusedness, may take with some

in the proper and strict sense, because

he is a Son whereas the contrary is

the truth; he is God because he is

God's proper Son, of the same nature

with him. This author will never

prove that unbeyotten, a relative cha

racter, is the proper notion of the

word God; but divine perfections,

wherever they really subsist, or in

whatever manner they subsist, un

begotten, begotten, or proceeding.

* Modest Plea, p. 148.
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of all is only this, that the Father is Father, and the Son is Son;

one first in order, the other second. Whatever consequences

necessarily follow this concession, we are very ready to admit:

and it would save us a great deal of trouble, if the objectors

would but try the strength of their philosophy, and put the cause

upon this single question, Whether it were possible for God to

have had a Son of the same nature, coequal and coeternal with him 2

We shall be very ready to join issue with them upon this very

point; and it seems to be both a fair and a short way of ending

the controversy. But if they still delight in obscurity and dark

ness, declining a fair open examination of their tenets, running

from the point in question, screening themselves under general

and ambiguous terms, insinuating what they will not say, and

saying what they cannot prove: if this be the method they

persist in, it will be easily seen that they seek not truth, but lie

in wait to deceive; and are afraid of coming to the light, lest

their errors should be made manifest.

Now to God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, be all glory for

ever. Amen.
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The eighth Sermon preached April 6, 17?o.

MATT. xxviii. 19.

Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name

of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.

THE text contains the solemn form of baptism prescribed by

our blessed Lord himself, as a perpetual standing law to his

Church. As soon as he had run through the great work of

redemption, having completed his conquests over death and hell

by his rising from the dead, he acquaints his disciples with the

commencing of his mediatorial kingdom. “All power was given

“ him both in heaven and earth.” Then was fulfilled the pro

phecy of the royal Psalmist, who, speaking in the person of God

the Father, says, “Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten

“ thee. Ask of me, and I will give thee the heathen for thine

“inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth for thy pos

“session,” Ps. ii. 8. Our Lord having redeemed mankind, and

thereby acquired a new and special claim to their homage and

service, entered, as it were, and took possession of his purchased

inheritance. The use he intended was, to bring all nations, now

made his own by right of redemption, to the knowledge and wor

ship of the true God. The honour of doing this was what no

prophet or ambassador, before him, was admitted to. It was

reserved to the fulness of time, for the more illustrious manifest

ation and more pompous reception of the Son of God. And

now, since Christ himself had undertaken to draw all men unto
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him, the first and principal thing which all the nations of the

world were to have notice of, was the obligation they lay under

to three Persons, of high character and distinction, and related

to each other, called by the names of Father, Son, and Holy

Ghost. In this consisted the sum of Christianity: on this foun

dation were the Apostles to erect a Church all the world over.

Here, if any where, a right understanding would be highly neces

sary; nor could any one err more dangerously or fundamentally,

than in an article of so great importance. The text informs us

of the commission given to the Apostles; and we need not doubt

but that it was every where faithfully and punctually executed,

both by them and their successors. We have sufficient proof

of the matter of fact from Church writersa all along, and as high

as Justin Martyr, who lived in or near the apostolic age, and

wrote within forty years of it. It was then the constant practice

of the Church to baptize in this form, pursuant to our Lord's

commission; (a certain argument that this text of St. Matthew

appeared in the copies then in use, as it is also now found in all

the copies, and all the ancient versions;) and there is no just

reason to suspect, but that baptism had been constantly admi

nistered in that very form from, and in, the times of the

Apostles.

There is indeed some ground of scruple, (which the heretics"

of former times laid hold on,) arising from the history of the

Acts, which no where tells us of the Apostles baptizing in the

name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; but mentions only

* 'Em' évéuaros yāp rot, marpès rêv

&\ov kai 8earárov esow, kai row orori

pos huôv 'Ingoi, Xploroi, kai IIveſpa

ros dytov, ". ró, úðari rére Aovrpov

motoivrau. Just. Apol. i. cap. 70. p.
116. Ox. ed. p p. 79. p

Potestatem Regenerationis in Deum

dans Discipulis, dicebat eis: Euntes

docete omnes gentes, baptizantes eos in

nomine Patris, et Filii, et Spiritus

Sancti. Iren. lib. iii. cap. 17. p. 208.

Novissime mandans ºut tinguerent

in Patrem, et Filium, et Spiritum

Sanctum, non in unum: nam nec

semel, sed ter, ad singula nomina, in

Personas singulastinguimur. Tertull.

adv. Prax. cap. 26. Vid. etiam De

Baptism. cap. 13.

ominus enim post resurrectionem

Discipulos suos mittens, quemadmo

dum baptizare deberent, instituit et

docuit, dicens; Data est mihi omnis

potestas in colo et in terra; ite ergo,

et docete gemtes omnes, baptizantes eos

in nomine Patris, et Filii, et Spiritus

Sancti; insinuat Trinitatem, cujus sa

cramento gentes baptizarentur. Cypr.

Ep. lxxiii. p. 200. ed. Ox.

Quomodo ergo quidam dicunt foris

extra ecclesiam, imo contra ecclesiam,

modo in nomine Jesu Christi, ubicun

ue et quomodocunque gentilem bap

tizatum remissionempeccatorum con

sequi posse; quando ipse Christus

gentes baptizari jubeat in plena et

adunata Trinitate 2 Cypr. Ep. lxxiii.

p. 206. -

b Vid. Cyprian. Epist. ad Jubaian.

p. 205, 206, ad Pompei.
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their baptizing “in the name of Jesus Christe,” or “in the name

“ of the Lord Jesusd,” or “in the name of the Lorde.” St.

Cyprian, in answer to this difficulty, seems to admit the matter

of fact so far, that the Apostles did baptize some in the name of

Christ Jesus; but Jews only; not Gentiles, whom, he thinks, the

commission peculiarly respected, and whose circumstances were

something different from those of the Jewsf. Nevertheless

it may be doubted, whether this was Cyprian’s solution of the

difficulty, or no; some passagesg of the same epistle seeming to

carry a contrary sense: and considering how unanimous most,

if not all the other early writers" of the Church have been in

denying the fact, that ever the Apostles baptized in any different

form from what our Lord prescribed, one may incline to think

that Cyprian was of the same judgment. The most probable

and most generally received account of this matter is, that the

Apostles baptized all, both Jews and Gentiles, in the same form;

“in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy

“Ghost;” and that when they are said to have baptized in the

name of Christ Jesus, the meaning only is, that they baptized

into the faith and religion of Christ Jesus; in that method, and

according to that form, which our Lord himself had prescribedi.

The Apostles administered Christ's, not John's baptism; that

baptism which Christ had appointed; St. Luke expresses it

briefly by baptizing “in the name of Christ;” not because it ran

in his name only, but because it was instituted by his authority.

Thus the practice of the Apostles is reconciled with the commis

sion given them. As to the practice of the Christian Church

after the Apostles, there can be no doubt of it, considering how

many and how early records we have of it. The main thing now

3. p. 607. See also Mr. Bingham's

Antiquities of the Christian Church,

b. xi. cap. 3.

| Tö ºvels Xpworrów "Imoroúv 8am ri

oróñval, ornuatvol &v rô Karā Tºv čvroMºv

rod Xptoroo’Imoroú 8am riorðval' rovr

* Acts ii. 38. Comp. iii. 27.

.* Acts viii. 16. xix. 5. Comp. Rom.

v1.3.

e Acts x. 48. xxii. 16.

f Alia enim fuit Judaeorum sub

Apostolis ratio, alia est Gentilium

conditio. Cypr. ad Jub. Ep. lxxiii.

p. 205.

& Jesu Christi mentionem fecit

Petrus, (Act. ii. 38.) non quasi Pater

.º,ut Patri* .."
jungeretur. ian, ibid. p. 206.

| Some ãº". been #: of

St. Ambrose as to this particular; of

which see the notes to the Benedictine

edition, Ambros. de Sp. S. lib. i. cap.

éo ruv, eis IIarépa kai Yióv kai äytov

IIveopa. Eulogius apud Phot. cod.

cclxxx. p. 1608.

In nomine Jesu Christi jussi sunt

baptizari, (Act. ii. 38.) et tamen intel

liguntur non baptizari nisi in nomine

Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti.

August. contr. Marim. lib. ii. cap. I7.

p. 715. See Bull, Op. Posth. p.

850, &c.
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to be inquired into is, the meaning, intent, or purport of that

solemn form, “in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and

“of the Holy Ghost.” Baptism had been an ancient custom of

the Jews, long before our Saviour's appearance in the fleshk.

It was by baptism that they admitted proselytes into their reli

gion, entering them thereby into covenant with the true God,

in opposition to all the gods of the nations. This very practice

our blessed Lord took up, adapting it to the like purposes; only

altering the form of it, now made to run in the name of the

Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Had it run in the name of Christ

only, one might have imagined that baptizing unto Christ had

been much of the same import with baptizing unto Moses; Christ

being considered as the minister and publisher of the Christian

religion, in like manner as Moses was of the Mosaic institution.

But since the Father himself is one of the Persons specified, into

whom the nations were to be baptized, baptizing into must here

bear a much higher sense; viz. entering into covenant with a

Person as God, professing faith in him as such, listing one's self

into his service, and vowing all obedience and submission to him.

This is the most natural and obvious import of this rite of initia

tion, this solemn form of baptizing “in the name of the Father,

“and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost:” i. e. into the faith,

service, and worship of the holy Trinity, the one true God. That

this is really the case I shall endeavour to shew further, both

from the reason and nature of the thing itself, and from the

testimonies of the ancients.

I. We may argue the point from the nature and reason of

the thing itself, which may suggest to us the following con

siderations:

1. That the nations were to be baptized in the name of three

Persons, in the same manner, and therefore very probably in the

same sense, as in the name of one. Whatever honour, reverence,

or regard is paid to the Father, in this solemn rite of initiation,

the same may reasonably be supposed to be paid to all three.

Is he recognised as the object of worship ! So are the other two

* See Mr. Wall's Introduction to in the name of the Father, and of the

his History of Infant Baptism. Son, and of the Holy Ghost, that they

| The Jews baptized proselytes into might be hereby instructed in the doc

the name of the Father; that is, into trine of the true God. Hear this, O

theº of God, whom they Arian and Socinian. Lightfoot. Op.

called by the name of Father.—It was volii. p. 275.

proper among the Gentiles (to baptize)
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Persons likewise. Is he God and Lord over us? So are they.

Are we his subjects, servants, soldiers listed under him? So are

we equally listed under all. Are we hereby regenerated and

made the temple of God the Father? So are we also regenerated

unto the other two Persons, and are likewise made the temple

of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. For what good reason can

be given why the same outward act, respecting all the three,

shall not carry with it the same import and significancy? Or if

there be any doubt or question of what it signifies, how can we

better resolve it than from what is clear and plain, so far as

respects the Father; inferring it of the other two Persons from

analogy and parity of circumstances?

2. To confirm which we may consider, secondly, that in the

very names of Father and Son, a near relation, alliance, and

unity between two of the Persons mentioned is intimated; and

parity of reason will infer the like for the third. It is not said,

in the name of God and his two faithful servants; nor, into God,

and Christ, and the Holy Ghost; which might have suggested

a thought that one only of the three was God: but it is in the

name of the Father, and of the Son, (how equal and how fami

liar!) without any note of distinction more than that of a per

sonal relation, carrying with it the idea of sameness of nature;

as every father and son, among men, are of the same human

nature with each other. It might therefore reasonably be pre

sumed, from the wording of the very form of baptism, that

the two first Persons named were equally divine: and the in

ference from thence would reach to the divinity of the third, to

make all suitable and consistent. Besides that the epithet of

Holy, and the name of Ghost, or Spirit, to which it is joined,

could not but favour and countenance such an apprehension

of him.

3. It may further be considered, that a new religion was to

be introduced and ushered in with this solemn form of words.

The Gentiles were to be taught to turn from their vanities to the

living God, to renounce their idols and false gods, and so to be

baptized “in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of

“the Holy Ghost.” What more natural or obvious thought

could occur to them on this occasion, than that, instead of all

their deities, whom they had before bowed down to, they were

now to serve, worship, and adore Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,

the only true and living God? What could they imagine from
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this pompous and solemn proclaiming of these three Persons,

in opposition to all other gods, but that these three had really

that dicinity which was presumed only with respect to the gods

of the nations; and had a natural right to all that homage and

service which men ought to pay to a dicine Being : I may add,

that the form running in the name, not names of those three,

might insinuate that the authority of all the three was the same,

their power equal, their Persons undivided, and their glory onem.

4. Give me leave to observe further, that nothing can appear

more unreasonable or unnatural than to suppose that God and

two creatures are here joined together in this so solemn rite of

initiation into a new religion, into the service of the living God,

in opposition to all creature-worship. Acts xiv. 15. Rom. i. 25.

For, as no rational account can be given of the Son and Holy

Ghost’s being so indifferently joined with the Father, in so public

an act, and of such high importance to the salvation of all men,

unless it be that all men are required to have faith in, and to

pay worship and service to them also, as well as to the Father:

so neither can it be reasonably imagined that they are recom

mended to us in any such capacity, as persons to be believed in,

served, and adored, if they be creatures only, or if they be any

thing else but the true and living God.

Thus far I have been arguing the point from the nature and

circumstances of the thing itself, without taking in what Scrip

ture has revealed of the nature, character, and offices of the three

Persons. That indeed would be the best comment upon the

form of baptism: but it must be waved here, my design being

to raise a distinct argument for the divinity of Christ from the

form of baptism, considered by itself; only taking in such con

m Ubi unum momen audis, unus est

Deus: sicut de semine Abrahae dictum

est, et exponit Paulus Apostolus : in

semine tuo benedicentur omnes gentes :

non dia.it, in seminibus, tanquam in

multis, sed tanquam in uno, et semine

tuo, quod est Christus. Sicut ergo

quia ubinon dicit in seminibus, docere

te voluit Apostolus, quia unus est

Christus: sic et hic cum dictum est

in nomine, non in nominibus, quomodo

ibi in semine, non in seminibus, pro

batur unus Deus Pater, et Filius, et

Spiritus Sanctus. August. in Johan.

tract. 6.

Wid. Petav. de Trin, lib. ii. cap. 12.

§. 8. cap. 14. §. 4, 5, 6.

Baptisma unum: eodem enim modo,

et in Patrem, et in Filium, et in Spi

ritum Sanctum baptizamur, et ter

mergimur, ut Trinitatis unum appa

reat sacramentum. Et non baptiza

mur in nominibus Patris, et Filii, et

Spiritus Sancti, sed in uno nomine

quod intelligitur Deus. Et miror qua

consequentia in uno vocabulo, eodem

opere, et eodem sacramento, naturae

diversitatem, Arius, Macedonius, et

Eunomius suspicentur. Hieronym.

Com. in Eph. cap. iv. p. 362. ed.

Bened.
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siderations as naturally arise from it, together with the sense of

antiquity upon it, which I come next to examine.

II. Whatever uncertainty there may be in our reasonings on

this head, (though the least that can in justice be said of them

is, that they are extremely probable,) if they appear to be coun

tenanced by the concurring sentiments of antiquity, they must

then be owned to be of much greater force, and will the more

readily be submitted to by all wise and considering men. The

author of “Scripture Doctrinen” is very right in referring us to

the sentiments of the primitive Church for the true meaning of

this text of St. Matthew, containing the form of baptism: though

he happens, as is usual with him, to give a very lame and crude

account of antiquity; interpreting the form of baptism by the

Apostles' Creed, (as he pretends,) and the Creed itself as he

pleases. As to the Apostles’ (that is, the Roman) Creed, and

whether it be a professed paraphrase upon the text of St. Mat

thew, I shall say more in the sequel: in the interim it will be

proper to inquire into the sentiments of the earliest writers, in

respect of the true and full import of the form of baptism.

Justin Martyr is the oldest writer we have, that mentions the

commission to baptize “in the name of the Father, and of the

“Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” How he and the Christians of

his time understood it, may be easily gathered from his writings.

In his first Apology, he takes upon him to answer the charge of

atheism, brought against the Christians by their heathen perse

cutors; and there he has these remarkable words: “We are

“called Atheists. And indeed we confess that in respect of

“such reputed gods, we are Atheists: but not in respect of the

“most true God, untainted with evil, the Father of righteous

“mess, and soberness, and of other virtues. Him, and his Son

“that came from him, (and who taught us and the host of other

“angels that are good, being his followers and likened to him,

“ these things",) and the Prophetic Spirit, we worship and

“adore, honouring them in spirit (in reason) and in truthP.”

n His words are: “How this text “ of Faith, which all Christians were

“was universally understood in the

“primitiveChurch cannot be doubted,

“there being still extant a professed

… paraphrase upon it, even the Apo

“stles' Creed; which, from the earliest

“times of Christianity, was, with little

“variation, in the several churches,

“the Baptismal Creed, or Profession

wATERLAND, vol. II.

“taught, on purpose that they might

“understand what it was they were

“ baptized into.” Clarke's Reply,

p. 204.

o See this passage justified, Bull.

D. F. p. 7o. Op. Posth. p. 962, Ho37.

P 'Ev6évôe kai đêeot kek\mueffa. Kal

ČuoMoyoſuev Tów rototrow voluçopiévow

N
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Here it is observable that Justin, in answer to the charge of

atheism, shews both what and whom the Christians worshipped:

not God the Father only, but the Son also, and the Holy Ghost.

The worship of these three he opposes to the worship of the

reputed gods of the Gentiles: a plain sign of his understanding

łaptism to be an entering into covenant with all the three; and

engaging in the service, faith, and worship of them as divine:

yet not as three Gods, (for all antiquity declare against it;)

neither yet as one God and two creatures, (for that is contrary

to the supposition of their being divine, besides that all antiquity,

and Justin in particular, is against creature-worship" : but as

one God, the Father, with his Son and Holy Spirit. Justin does

again, in the same Apology", assert the worship of all the three

Persons; mentioning a difference of order, not of nature, amongst

them. From the whole it appears that, in Justin's account,

the God of the Christians is Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; the

same whereunto they are baptized.

Athenagoras, almost contemporary with Justin, is our next

author; and he affords us still stronger and more express evi

dence of what I am contending for. In answer to the same

charge of atheism, he breaks forth into this expression: “Who

“would not be astonished to hear us called Atheists, who ac

“knowledge the Father as God, and the Son God, and the Holy

“Ghost; asserting their union of power (or power of union) and

“ distinction of orders.” Here again we may observe, that

Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are opposed to the heathen deities;

and are also represented as distinct in respect of order, but in

another respect one ; and consequently not as three Gods, but as

the one God of the Christians, instead of the heathen multiplicity.

He makes the like answer elsewhere to the same charge of

eeóvã6eot elvat, d\\' otºxi rod d\mée

orrárov, kal trarpós 8tkatoorºvns kai oro

ºpporávns, kai Tôv d'AAov dperóv, dve

Triplikrov re kaxias esoſ. dAA’ exeivóv

re, kai Tôv map' attoo viðv éA6óvra, (kai

818.4%avra juas raira, kal rôv rôv àA

Now touévov kai ééopotovuévov dya&ów

dyyáAov ortparóv) truedud re rô mpoqm

rukov geBéueda, Kai ºpogkvvoſue, Aéy?

kai d'Améeta ripávres. Just. Apol. i.

cap. 6. p. 11, 12. Ox.

* Töv Geów uávov 8el trpoorkuvelv.

Just. Apol. i. cap. 21. Beöv učv učvov

Tpoorkuvoſuev. Ibid. cap. 23. Since

Justin declares so plainly for the wor

ship of God alone, in the very same

Apology where he declares likewise for

the worship of the three Persons, it is

manifest that he includes all the three

in the alone God.

* Justin. Apol. i. cap. xvi. p. 24.

* Tis obv oëk &v drophoral, Aéyovras

Geóv trarépa, kal viðv Geov, kal tweilua

àytov, belxvávras airów kai rºv čv ri;

{vóore 65uapuv, kai Tºv čv rà rāšet 8t

aipeauv, drońoras d6&ovs kaxovuévows.

Athenag. Legat. cap. x. p. 40. Ox.
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atheism, mentioning Father and Son as the God (not Gods)

which the Christians worshipped'. From hence then we may

very justly infer that the Christians, in his time, did not under

stand the words of the form of baptism, of God and two creatures;

nor of one supreme God and two inferior Gods: but of three

dicine Persons, and all but one God.

About the same time with Athenagoras lived the author of a

profane dialogue, ascribed to Lucian. Whatever doubt there

may be about the author, there is little or none about the time

he lived in u ; which was the second century, towards the middle

of it. Whoever he was, he appears to have been well acquainted

with the Christian tenets, though a professed Pagan. He intro

duces, in a jeering manner, a Christian catechising an heathen;

and, among other things, instructing his catechumen in the

mystery of the Trinity. For to the question, Whom he should

swear by? he that personates the Christian returns this answer:

“By the God that reigns on high, the great, the immortal and

“heavenly, with the Son of the Father, and the Spirit proceed

“ing from the Father; one in three, and three in one: take

“ these for your Jupiter, imagine this to be your God’.” Here

we see what kind of instructions used to be given to catechumens,

preparatory to baptism: for it is to those that this author, while

he ridicules them, plainly alludes. Here we may observe what

baptizing into the three Persons meant at that time. It was

receiving those three as dicine, and as one supreme God. It is

not one supreme God, and two inferior Gods; but Father, Son,

and Holy Ghost are represented as being in the place of the one

supreme Jupiter, and being all together one God.

Pass we on, next, to other testimonies of the same thing, in

Christian writers of the same century. Irenaeus is our next in

order, about the year 173. He no where gives us any professed

paraphrase upon the form of baptism: but from the creedsy which

he hath left us, with his interpretation of them; and from what

he has occasionally said of the three Persons, it is very manifest

* Očk éopºv 46eot, €eov dyovres róv row, otpaviova, viðv warpès, mºvedua x

troºmtºv row8e roo travròs, kal rôv map' marpès ékirope vöplevov, Év čk rpiów, kal

airov A&yov. Athenag. cap. xxvi. p. 122. §§ {vös rpia' ratra vöuſe Zīva, röv 8é

Comp. cap. xi. p. 46. cap. xxii. yoë eeóv. Lucian. Philopatr. p. 770.

p. 96. Compare p. 774.

a Vid. Bull. Def. F. Nic. p. 73. y Vid. Iren. lib. i. cap. Io. p. 48.

Judic. p. 32. Fabric. Biblioth. Graec. lib. i. cap. 22. p. 98. lib. iii. cap. 3.

lib. iv. cap. 16. p. 504. p. 176.

* “Yºuéðovra €eów, uéyav, dugpo

N 2
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that he (with the Church in his time) believed the Son and Holy

Ghost to be inseparably united in the work of creation, and so

intimate with the Father as to make (in a manner) but one self

and one same with him”. Hence then it appears how he and the

Church in his time understood the form of baptism : not of one

God and two creatures joined together; (for he makes Father

and Son one God, and expressly denies the Son to be a creature",

implicitly denying it also of the Holy Ghost;) but of three

divine Persons inseparable from each other, the one God of the

Christians.

Clemens of Alexandria, another excellent writer, contemporary

with Irenaeus, is a further evidence of what we are pleading for.

He gives us a kind of short baptismal creed, as it seems, in

these words: “ONE Father of the whole universe, and one

“Word of the whole universe, and the Holy Ghost one,

“ the same every where".” Clemens in this passage attributes

the same divine omnipresence to every Person of the sacred

Trinity; which therefore he took to be really dicine, and

not made up of God and creature. And to shew you further

that he looked upon all the three as one God, we may cite

another passage from him as follows: “Let us give thanks

“to the only Father and Son, Son and Father, to the Son our

“Teacher and Master, together with the Holy Ghost, one in all

“respects; in whom are all things—to whom be glory both

* Fecit ea per semetipsum ; hoc est,

per Verbum et per Sapientiam suam.

Iren. lib. ii. cap. 30. p. 163.

Fecit ea per semetipsum ; hoc est,

per Verbum et Sapientiam suam. Ad

est enim ei semper Verbum et Sapi

entia, Filius et Spiritus, per quos, et

in quibus, omnia libere et sponte fecit.

Iren, lib. iv. cap. 20. p. 253.

Qui igitur a Prophetis adorabatur

Deus vivus, hic est vivorum Deus, et

Perhum ejus, qui et loquutus est

Moysi, &c.—Ipse igitur Christus cum

Patre vivorum est Deus, quiloquutus

est Moysi, &c. Iren. lib. iv. cap. 5.

P. 232.

Cum sit unus et idem Deus Pater,

et Verbum ejus, semper adsistens hu

mano generi, &c. Iren. lib. iv. cap. 28.

p.266.

Is quidem, qui omnia fecerit, cum

erbo suo juste dicatur Deus et Domi

nus solus. Iren. lib. iii. cap. 8. p. 183.

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 Verbum et ipse est caput Ec

clesiae: in omnibus autem nobis Spi

ritus, &c. Iren. lib. v. cap. 18. p. 315.

'o yºunt's kai Tºaguáros dºpe
mos kar' elkóva kai épotoorw dyevvitov

yiveral eeoo. row piev trarpès etőoxoov

ros kai kexedovros, row 8é viod ºrpāororov

ros kai &mutovpyoovros, toū 8é trueiſua

ros roëqovros kai ačovros. Iren. lib.

iv. cap.38, p. 285. See this last passage

explained in my Defence, &c. vol. i.

p. 539.

* Vid. Iren. p. 132, 153,217. ed.

Bened. See Defence of some Queries,

vol. i. p. 515, 529.

b Eis pièv ć rôv 6\ov marijp eis &

kal 6 rôv 6\ov A&yos' kai rô Twetpia rô
-- - w w x - -

äytov čv, kal rô airó travtaxoo. Clem.

lear. p. 123.
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“now and for evere.” When he says of the three Persons, that

they are in all respects (or entirely) one, he means that they are

one God; as is plain from another passage, where, speaking

of Father and Son as being one, he explains it by their being one

Godd. It is therefore exceeding clear that, according to this

writer, Christians were supposed to be baptized, not into God and

two creaturese, but into Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, three

divine Persons, one God. Thus far for testimonies of the second

century, all within less than one hundred years of the last of the

Apostles.

I pass on to Tertullian, at the head of the third century.

There can be no question made of his sentiments in the present

case. He tells us plainly, that the Father is God, and the Son

God, and the Holy Ghost God, and every one singly Godſ, and all

together make one Gods. He says further, that this doctrine is, in

a manner, the prime article in the Gospel, the very sum and sub

stance of Christianity.h. Undoubtedly he understood the solemn

form of baptism to contain that doctrine which he teaches; and

that being baptized in the name of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,

was receiving those three as one God, vowing all obedience,

adoration, and homage to them as such. Indeed this writer,

speaking of the three Persons, and the nature of Christian

baptism, makes every Person equally the object of our

faith and hope, the witness of our belief, and surety for our

salvationi.

Another celebrated writer, contemporary with Tertullian, is

Hippolytus. He cites the very form of baptism, in his dispute

against Noëtus, (as Tertullian also does against Praxeas,)

in proof of the distinct personality of Father, Son, and Holy

Ghost; but expresses withal his sentiments of the divinity

* Exaptorreſv Tó Hóvº warpi kai

viº, vić kai trarpi, Tauðayoyº kai 8w8a

orkäNº vić, giv kai rā āyiq trueiſuari'

trávra ré, évi čv (; rà itavra.-6 iſ 86éa

kai viv, kai eis roës aiovas. Clem.

Paed. lib. iii. p. 311.

**Ev yüp duºpo, ö eeós.

Paed. lib. i. cap. 8. p. 135.

• This is further manifest from

Clemens's declaring for the worship of

God only, protesting against all

creature-worship; (see p. 55, 59.809,

825.) and yet admitting the worship of

all the three Persons, p. 84, 311, 851.

Clem.

f Pater Deus, et Filius Deus, et

Spiritus Sanctus Deus, et Deus unus

quisque. Tert. contr. Praw, cap. 13.

g Pater et Filius et Spiritus, tres

crediti unum Deum sistunt. Ibid.

. 2 I.

ca, #id. cap. 31.

i Fides—obsignata in Patre, Filio,

et Spiritu Sancto—habemus per bene

dictionem eosdem arbitros fidei, quos

et sponsores salutis—subtribus et tes

tatio fidei, et sponsio salutis pigno

rentur, &c. ertull. de Baptism.

cap. 6.
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of each Person. The greatest part of the paragraph relating to

this head will be worth reciting. “If the WoRD was with

“God, and himself was God, some perhaps may object, What,

“ does the Apostle then make two Gods 2 No; I will not say

“two Gods, but one; yet two Persons.—The Father one, but the

“Persons two, because of the Son; and the third is the Holy

“Ghost.—Their harmony in operation (or administration) brings

“all up to one God, for God is one.—The Father above all, the

“Son through all, the Holy Ghost in all. We can no otherwise

“think of God as one, but as believing really in the Father, and

“ the Son, and the Holy Ghost.—The Word of the Father, con

“scious of the economy (of the three Persons), and that it was

“ the will of the Father to be thus (or under this conception)

“honoured, and not otherwise, gave his disciples orders, after

“his resurrection, to this purpose: “Go teach all nations,

“baptizing them in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy

“Ghost:” signifying, that whosoever should leave out any one of

“ the three, should come so far short of honouring God per

“fectly; for by this Trinity the Father is honoured. The

“Father gave orders (for the creation), the Son wrought (in it),

“ and the Holy Ghost manifestedk.” From this passage of

Hippolytus we learn these things: that Father, Son, and Holy

Ghost are three real Persons; that they are also divine Per

sons: and that they are not three Gods, but one God, by

an ineffable union of power, presence, and operation. We learn

also that this very doctrine, of such a Trinity in Unity, was

intended by our Saviour in the form of baptism, and given

in commission to his disciples, to be by them taught and

inculcated as a matter of the utmost importance.

Our next author is Origen, who, speaking of baptism, says,

“ that it is, by virtue of the invocations there made, the spring

* El 8é obv 6 Aóyos mpès rêv esov,

eeds &v, ri otºv pºgeuev du ris 800

Aéyew esot's ; 8wo pièv oëk på esot's

dAN # eva, trpóoroma 8& 8to—trarip

Hév yūp eis, trpóorora öe 800, 3rt kal 6

viðs, rö 86 rptrov rā āytov rvedua.

Oikovouta orvuqovias orvyāyeral els ēva

Oeóv. eis yúp forruyó eeós.—ó &v marip

émi Tävrov, 6 & viðs 8a trávrov, rö 8&

#ytov rveilla €v traoru. A\cos re eva

eeów voutoat u 8vváple6a, Čáv ui) āvros

Tarpi kai vić kai dyiq ºrvetuart tri

orreóorouev—ywóakov obv 6 trarpoos

Aóyos rºw oikovoutav kai rô 6é\mua row

Tarpès, 3rt oëx àNAos BoöNeral Sočá

{soróat 6 trarip h otros, dvaarás trapé

8okev roſs uaômrats Aéyov tropew8évres

Ha6mrečorare travra rà éðvn, Barričovres

airot's els rô 8voua toû trarpós, kai rod

viot, Kai row dyiov rveſ uaros, betkvěov

3rt was osáv čv tu rotºrov čkAirm, rexeios

eečv oëx é86éaorev. 8ta yüp Tpuíðos

raúrms marijp 8očáčeral. trarip wap

#6éAmorev, viðs étoimorev, trueipia èqavé

poorev. Hippolyt. contr. Noët, cap.

xiv. p. 16. Fabric.
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“ and fountain of spiritual graces, to every one that dedicates

“ himself to the divinity (or Godhead) of the adorable Trinity.”

All I have to observe upon this passage of Origen is, 1st, That

he supposes baptism to be a dedicating ourselves to the service

and worship of the whole Trinity, 0eórnri, or, as it is otherwise

read, 6etármru, to the Godhead, strictly; or, at least, to the

divine majesty, of the adorable Trinity. 2ndly, That he supposes

the spiritual graces or influences to descend from all the three

Persons, by virtue of our invocation of them; which perhaps may

mean only by virtue of their being solemnly named; or if

it means more, our argument is so much the stronger. The sum

is, that in baptism we recognise the divinity of every Person

mentioned, and acknowledge our obligations of duty, and thank

fulness, and adoration towards all: which cannot be made sense

of, if one only of the three be supposed to be God, and the

other two creatures.

I shall subjoin to these testimonies from the Ante-Nicene

Fathers, a remarkable passage of St. Cyprian, of the third

century. Arguing for the invalidity of heretical baptisms, he

asks, How any person, so baptized, can be supposed to obtain

remission of sins, and become the temple of God? For, says he,

“ of what God (of which of the divine Persons) is he made

“ the temple : Is it of (God) the Creator? He cannot be

“so without believing in him. Is it of Christ? Impossible that

“any one should be his temple that denies Christ to be God. Is

“it then of the Holy Ghost : But since those three are one, how

“is it possible he should be at peace with the Holy Ghost,

“while he is at enmity either with the Father or the Sonn º'

| Tº unrepéxovrt favrov ri, 6eórnri

rms trpoorkvynths roué80s 8wa rijs 8vvá

Heos rôv étruk\fforeov, Xaptoparov dp

}v #xel kai trnyńv. Origen. cit. apud

asil. de Spir. Sanct. cap. 29.

Thispassage is something differently

read in our present copies of Origen,

though the sense is much the same.

Tº €urepéxovrièavrov rá 6eudºrm ri riis

8vvápsos róv rms aſpoorkvunrns rpudôos

émix\fforeów forw j xaptoparov 6etov

dpx?) kai myſ). Orig. Comm. in Joh.

p. 124. ed. Huet.

Compare the following citations

from Pamphilus's Apology:

Ex quibus omnibus discimus tantae

et auctoritatis et dignitatissubstantiam

Spiritus Sancti, ut salutare baptismum

non aliter nisiexcellentissimae omnium

Trinitatis auctoritate, id est, Patris et

Filii et Spiritus Sancti cognominatione

compleatur.—Nunquam utique in uni

tate Trinitatis, id est, Dei Patris incon

vertibilis, et Filii ejus, etiam ipse Spi

ritus Sanctus haberetur; nisi quia et

ipse semper erat Spiritus Sanctus.

Pamph. Apolog. p. 232. ed. Bened.

m Si baptizari quis apud haereticos

potuit; utique et remissam pecca

torum consequi potuit. Si pecca

torum remissam consecutus est, et

sanctificatus est,et templum Dei factus
est; quaero cujus Dei? Si Creatoris,

non potuit qui in eum non credidit:
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From this passage of Cyprian we may remark the following

particulars:

1. That being baptized into Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, was

being baptized into three dicine Persons, or three Persons each

of which is God.

2. That whoever is validly and savingly baptized does thereby

become the temple of each dicine Person, and of consequence

the temple of God.

3. The reason why such person is not said to become the

temple of Gods, in the plural, but of God, in the singular, is

because the three are one, or one God; as Cyprian clearly

enough intimates, and his master Tertullian expressly asserts,

as before shewn.

4. That the denying Christ (and for the same reason any

other of the Persons) to be God, is, in Cyprian's account, making

the baptism of no effect: so nearly is the sacrament itself, and

the salvation of the recipient concerned in the faith of the

dicine and adorable Trinity. Upon the whole it is manifest, that

St. Cyprian understood the form of baptism, of three divine Per

sons, all one God: which is utterly repugnant to the faith of such

as understand it of God and two creatures. To Cyprian's, I shall

add the testimonies of two celebrated bishops of the same age,

about the year 259; one of Rome, and the other of Alexandria.

Dionysius, Bishop of Rome, in a letter, (wrote, very probably,

with the advice and consent of his clergy synodically convened,)

very particularly explains the doctrine of the Trinity, as pro

fessed at that time. He calls it the most august and renerable

doctrine of the Church; and the Trinity of Persons, the dicine

Trinity. He blames those who divide the sacred Unity into

three separate hypostases, thereby making, in a manner, three

Gods; being the opposite extreme to Sabellius, who made but

one Person. At the same time he blames those as much, that

presumed to make a creature of God the Son, and censures it

as blasphemy in a very high degree; understanding the word

creature according to the common acceptation, and as all men of

plain good sense have ever understood it. The sum of his

doctrine he gives us in these words: “The divine Logos must

si Christi, nec hujus fieri potest tem- esse ei potest, qui aut Patris, aut Filii

plun, qui negat Deum Christum: si inimicus est? Cypr. ad Jubai. Ep.

Spiritus Sancti, cum tres unum sint, lxxiii. p. 203. Comp. Concil. Carth.

quomodo Spiritus Sanctus placatus n. xxxix. p. 235.
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“of necessity be united to the God of the universe; and the

“Holy Ghost must abide and dwell in God; and the dicine

“Trinity must of necessity be conceived to be gathered

“ together, and collected, as it were, into one head, namely, into

“ the God of the universe, the Almighty".” From hence it is

clear, that the Catholics of that time apprehended that they

were baptized into the faith of three divine Persons, not of God

and two creatures; and yet that those three were not three Gods,

but by reason of their most intimate and ineffable relation

to each other, and their union in one head, were one God. The

other Dionysius briefly expresses the same thing thus: “We

“extend the Unity, without dividing it, into a Trinity; and

“again, we contract the Trinity, without taking from it,

“ into UnityP.” It may be rendered more briefly thus: “The

“undivided Monad we extend to a Triad; and again, the

“ undiminished Triad we collect into a Monad.” It is very

plain that those primitive Fathers did not answer the question,

how God is one, as some moderns do, by leaving out the Son and

the Holy Ghost, and placing the Unity in the Father only; but

their way was to take in all the three Persons, and so to make

up the Monad of the undivided Triad.

Having traced the sentiments of the earliest writers upon this

head, I may now venture to say, with somewhat better reason

than the author of “Scripture Doctrine,” that, “How this text (of

“St. Matthew) was universally understood in the primitive

“Church cannot be doubted;” there being still extant so many

writings of the ancients discovering their sentiments of it: which

therefore may serve as the best comment, or paraphrase, not only

upon that text, but upon the Creeds too, which ought to be in

terpreted by the same rule, as I shall shew presently. I shall

not add any testimonies of Post-Nicene Fathers, however many

and weighty, because their sentiments are well known, and our

adversaries will readily give them up to us in the present

question'. I shall only observe, that the sense which I have

• ‘Hvěgēat yüp dváykm ré eeó rôv

6Aov rôv 6etov A&yov. 'Epºq i\oxopeiv

8é Tó, eeó kai évôtarāoréau &ei rô dytov

Trvedpa' jôm kai Tºv 6etav rptaša eis ºva,

&ormep eis kopuqāv riva, röv eeów rôv

ôAov row travrokpáropa Aéya, ovyke‘pa

Xavodoróat re kai ovváyearðat maora

dvdykm. Dionys. Rom. apud Athanas.

vol. i. p. 231.

P ‘Huels eis re rºw rpuděa rºw uováða

TAaróvoptev d8waiperov, Kai rºw rpudóa

tráAuv duetorov eis rºw uováða ovyke

pa)\atočueða. Dionys. Aler. apud

Athanas. vol. i. p. 255.

q. The Council of Constantinople,

in the year 382, in their Synodical

Epistle, speaking of the Nicene faith,

do in the main express the sense of
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given of the form of baptism was, in the fourth century, so well

known and undisputed, that the Emperor Julian (called the

Apostate) made it an argument against Christ and his religion",

that whereas Moses and the Prophets had said, “Thou shalt

“fear the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve;” Christ

in contradiction thereto (for so the Apostate pretended) had

ordered his disciples to baptize “in the name of the Father, and

“of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” Though from what hath

been said I take the point I intended to have been sufficiently

proved, yet it may not be improper to throw in two or three

general remarks to confirm it still further.

1. The first may be taken from the known custom of the

primitive Church, in requiring the competentes, or candidates for

baptism, first to make a solemn renunciation of idolatry and false

worships, under the general title of the Decil and all his pomps,

&c., and then immediately t after to profess their faith in,

and adherence to, God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. A pro

fession of faith was, from the beginning, always required of

persons before baptism: we have plain examples of, and allu

sions to, something of that kind, even in Scripture itself".

Upon these instances the Christian Church proceeded. At first,

very probably, the profession of faith went no further than the

minutes given in the form of baptism: but in a little time

it came to be enlarged, as heresies or other incidents gave

occasion. Tertullian derives it from immemorial custom, that

the answers in baptism were somewhat enlarged beyond what

Christ himself had expressly determined º. It is not improbable

that he intended this of the enlarging of the baptismal profession,

all the Post-Nicene Catholics as fol

lows:

Taúrmv yöp kai Üuiv kai juiv kai

Traoru rois an 8waorrpéqovoru Töv Aéyov

rms d\méoùs trio reads, orvvapéakeuv Šeſ.

#v učAts trore trpeogvrármy re očorav,

kai dróAov6ov rá, Bamrtapart, kai 8töá

orkovoraviuas morečeuvels rô 8voua toû

Tarpås kai rod viot, kai row dytov trueà

paros. 8nMað) 6eórnrós re kai 8vvápleos

kai očaias bias roi.Tarpès, kai rot viot,

kai rov aytov truevaaros triotevoplevms,

&c. Theod. E. H. lib. v. cap. 9. p.

21 O.

Particular testimonies of Post-Ni

cene Fathers may be seen collected in

Petavius de Trin.

* Vid. Cyril. contr. Julian. lib.

ix. p. 291, 294.

* Quid erit summum atque prae

cipuum, in quo Diabolus et pompae et

angeli ejus censeantur, quam idolola

tria Tertull. de Spect. cap. iv. p. 74.

See Bingham, Christian Antiquities,

book xi. ch. 7.

t Vid. Cyril. Hieros Catech. Mys

tag. i. p. 283. Apostol. Const. lib. vii.

cap. 4 I.

u Acts viii. 12, 37. , 1 Pet. iii. 21.

× Amplius aliquid respondentes

quam Dominus in Evangelio determi

navit. Tertull. de Coron. cap. iii. p. 102.

See Wall's Hist. of Infant Baptism,

part ii. c. 9, p. 495.
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or creed, beyond that form of baptism which our Lord himself

had prescribed; and which probably was, at first, the occasion

and the subject-matter of the baptismal creed, as well as the rule

and measure of it. This I offer only as conjecture. Certain

however it is, that a profession of faith in, and adherence to,

God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, immediately followed upon

the abrenunciation of the Devil, &c. which is a confirmation to

us, that as, on one hand, they renounced all idolatry and false

gods; so their aggregation, (if I may so call it,) or joining

of themselves to these three Persons, was intentionally receiving

them as the true and only God.

2. I shall subjoin a second consideration, drawn from the

principles and practices of the ancient heretics. No sooner did

they alter (many of them) or corrupt the true faith in the

blessed Trinity, but they thought of altering the form of baptism

likewise; lest it should appear inconsistent with their novel and

pernicious tenets. This was remarkably seen in the Tritheistsy,

and Praxeansz, and Valentiniansa, who had all corrupted the

true original faith in the Trinity. To conceal their shame and

self-condemnation, and to propagate their erroneous principles,

they innovated in the form of baptism; which was one of the

best fences to the true faith, and a standing bar to most heresies.

The like was afterwards practised by Eunomius, who was a

thoroughpaced Arian, but a man of shrewd parts, and who

readily perceived that it might be an easier matter to bring the

very form of baptism into disuse, (though that was very shocking

too,) than to root out of men’s minds the Catholic and only true

sense of it. That form was as great an eyesore to him and his

followers, as a Nicene or an Athanasian Creed, or as Doro

logies and Liturgies, expressing the Catholic doctrine, are to

some now. They were forced at length to alter the instituted

and only regular form of baptism for others of their own

devising; which might be more consistent with, or favourable

to, their novel opinions. Sometimes they chose to baptize in the

name of the Father uncreate, the Son created by the Father, and

the Holy Ghost created by the Son b. At other times they were

content, more briefly and with less offence, to baptize into the

y Apostol. Can. 39. Bevereg.

* Vid.Tertull, contr. Prax. cap. 26. * Vid. Iren. lib. i. cap. 2. p. 94.

Pseudo-Ignat. Ep. and Philip. cap. 1. * Vid. Epiphan. Haeres. 76.

Apost. Can. 5o. cum Not. Cotel. et



188 Christ's Dicinity SERM. VIII.

death of Christe , or in the name of the Father, by the Son, in

the Holy Ghost. All the while, it is observable that the Catholics

never varied the form; nor so much as inserted or added any

thing by way of explication, or in favour of their principles.

Either it must be said that they had no need to do it, the form

itself being so plainly and clearly on their side; or else that

they were the more pious and modest men, and durst not attempt

any the least innovation in a sacred law and institution of Christ.

Our modern Ariansd have not yet attempted, that I know of, to

alter the form of baptism: but they hope to be able to disguise

or elude the ancient Catholic sense of it. I know not whether

it might provoke our pity or our indignation most, to find some

endeavouring to run down the truly primitive interpretation of

it, under the notion of new scholastic hypotheses • , and, at the

same time, vending their own novelties and heterodowies under the

venerable name of antiquity. The pretence is, that the Apostles'

Creed (as commonly called) is a professed paraphrase upon the

form of baptism. And what if it were, would it do those gentle

men any service? Or is the faith therein contained any thing

akin to theirs, or so much as consistent with it ! But I shall beg

leave to examine this pretence largely and distinctly once for all,

and then conclude. It will be necessary to premise some things,

first, of Creeds in general, and, secondly, of that Creed called the

Apostles' in particular.

1. Of Creeds in general. It is a mistake to imagine that

Creeds were, at first, intended to teach, in full and eaſplicit terms,

all that should be necessary to be believed by Christians. They

were designed rather for hints and minutes of the main credenda,

to be recited by catechumens before baptism : and they were

purposely contrived short, that they might be the more easily

retained in memory, and take up the less time in reciting.

Creeds, very probably, at first, were so far from being para

phrases or explications of the form of baptism, (or of Scripture

texts,) that they went no further, or very little further, than the

form itself, and wanted as much explaining and paraphrasing,

in order to be rightly and distinctly understood, as any other

e Socrat. E. H. lib. v. cap. 24. doing the business at once. (See his

Theod. Haer. Fab. lib. iv. cap. 3. Tracts, p. 429, &c.) But I know not

d Mr. Emlyn, indeed, is for laying whether I am to reckon him in the

baptism itself aside, among the poste- number of the Arians.

rity of baptized Christians; which is e See Dr. Clarke's Reply, p. 205.
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words or forms could do. Hence it was that the catechumens

were to be instructed in the Creed, previously to baptism, for

many days together. Jerome says, for forty daysf; and parti

cularly mentions the doctrine of the Trinity as the subject

matter of instruction for all that time. g. The author of the

Apostolical Constitutions gives us a summary of what the cate

chumens were generally taught, previously to baptism : and

among the heads of instruction there intimated, the first and

principal relates to the doctrine of the Trinity. Cyril of Jeru

salem has left us a whole course of Catechetical Lectures, which

he drew up for the use of those that stood candidates for

baptism: and there we find that he is very large and particular

in explaining those parts of the Creed, which concern the nature,

character, and offices of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Creeds

would have been of small use to catechumens, without this method

of preparatory instructions: and yet it seems to have been solely

for the use of such that Creeds were originally intended; being

first used only in the office of baptism, and but by degrees taken

in to make a part of the common and daily Liturgies of the

Church h. From hence we see the reason why Creeds were no

larger, nor more eaſolicit; being but a kind of recapitulation of

what the catechumens had been taught more at large, the main

heads whereof were committed to memory, and publicly recited,

and so became a Creed. A short summary of credenda might

then be sufficient, after the catechumens had been fully and

particularly instructed in the sense of every article. I shall

observe further, that as Creeds became gradually enlarged, it

was rather by the addition of new articles, (new I mean with

respect to the Creeds, and their insertion into them, though

believed by the faithful from the beginning,) than by a more

explicit opening of the older, except in some particular cases.

The reason of which seems to be, that explications of former

articles might ordinarily be left to the catechists to supply by

way of catechetical instruction. It was sufficient for Creeds to

have hinted what was most material, and to abound in matter,

rather than in words, to answer the use intended. As heresies

* Consuetudo autem apud nos xxxviii. p. 314.

istiusmodi est, ut his qui baptizandi & Apost. Const. lib. vii. cap. 39.

sunt, per quadraginta dies, publice p. 378. Cot.

tradamus sanctam et adorandam Tri- h See Mr. Bingham’s Christian

nitatem. Hieron. ad Pammach. Epist. Antiquities, book x, ch. 4, p. 117.
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gave occasion, new articles were inserted in, or added to, the

Creeds : not that they were originally of greater importance

than any other articles omitted, but the opposition made to

some doctrines rendered it the more necessary to insist upon an

explicit belief and profession of them. To instance in the Jeru

salem Creed, the oldest, it may be, of any that is extant". The

article of the Trinity was undoubtedly in it from the beginning,

and perhaps none other; and that expressed thus briefly, “I

“believe in God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost.”

Baptism of repentance, remission of sins, Catholic Church, resur

rection of the flesh, life everlasting, are so many new articles,

probably, added afterwards, as there was occasion. The rest

are insertions and explications, giving a more particular descrip

tion of the nature, character, and offices of the three Persons of

the ever blessed Trinity ; and probably these additions and

illustrations came in gradually, one after another, as occasion

served, in opposition to the attempts of those that endeavoured

to alter, mutilate, corrupt, or misrepresent the Catholic faith.

Other particulars there omitted may be as necessary points of

faith, as some there mentioned: but those were more particu

larly necessary to be insisted on, at that time and in those cir

cumstances. Which I the rather hint, that Creeds may not be

taken for complete catalogues of fundamentals, which they are

not : (for indeed we shall hardly find two that have exactly the

same articles, neither more nor less :) but for such short

summaries of the Christian faith, as were most proper to be

inculcated before baptism, as an introduction to the right under

standing and professing the whole of the Christian religion. I

have not room to explain myself so largely upon this head as

the thing deserves; but I shall give one example to illustrate

the truth of the observation. The article of life everlasting was,

very probably, wanting for some centuries in the Creeds of Rome

and Aquileiak. Yet who can pretend to say, that that was not

as necessary and fundamental an article of faith, as any is or can

be? But its being so easy, and obvious to every Christian, and

hardly at all disputed, might be the reason why, however neces

sary it was to believe it, it was not thought necessary to make

any explicit mention of it in those Creeds. Having premised

* See Bull. Judic. p. 48, 56, &c.

k Vid. Voss. de Trib. Symb. Dissert. 1. Thes. xliii. p. 29. Fell. Not. in

Epist. Cyprian. lxx. p. 190.
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those few things of Creeds in general, I proceed next to the

Apostles' Creed in particular.

2. It is well known to learned men, that the Creed, called

the Apostles', is no other than the Roman Creed. “It has ob

“tained the name of the Apostolic Creed,” as a learned and ac

curate author observes", “for no greater or other reason than

“ this: It was a custom to call those churches in which any

“Apostle had personally taught, especially if he had resided

“there any long time, or had died there, Apostolic Churches.

“Of these there were a great many in the eastern parts; Jeru

“ salem, Corinth, Ephesus, Antioch, &c. but in the western

“parts, none but Rome.—So that any one that in the western

“ parts of the world spoke of the Apostolic Church, was supposed

“to mean Rome—and so their Bishop came to be called the

“Apostolic Bishop; their see the Apostolic see, their faith the

“Apostolic faith, and, among the rest, the Creed that they

“used the Apostolic Creed, now called the Apostles’.” The

Creed then of the Apostles (as it is particularly called, though

other Creeds might as justly have, and really have had the name

of the Apostles' Creed) is certainly no other than the Creed of

one particular Church, the Church of Rome; and is neither so

old, (taken altogether,) nor of so great authority as the Nicene

Creed itself: it is but imposing on the unlearned reader to re

commend it as a professed paraphrase, and the most early of

any, upon the text of St. Matthew, when indeed it is no pro

fessed paraphrase at all; or if it be, there is still no reason to

prefer it to other, as valuable and as ancient, Creeds, which

have the articles of the divinity of the Son and Holy Spirit

more full and express; or to the continued testimonies of

Church writers, which, after all, make a better and a juster

paraphrase upon the text of St. Matthew, than either the

Roman, or any other Creed, or than all the Creeds put together.

For, indeed, the early Creeds being designedly brief and concise,

full of matter, contrived rather to take in many particulars, than

to dwell much upon any one, it is not to be wondered at, if they

be not so explicit in this or that article; especially considering

that some Churches, particularly the Roman, were less infested

with heresies than others, and therefore needed not so long a

Creed; and considering further, that whatever mistakes might

1 Mr.Wall's Hist. of Infant Baptism, part ii. ch. 9. p. 507.
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otherwise have happened to arise, through the brevity and con

ciseness of the Creeds themselves, they were effectually prevented

by previous catechetical instructions, explaining more distinctly

and fully what was but briefly hinted in the Creeds. To con

clude this head : as to the Roman Creed, there is no reason to

lay any more stress upon it than upon the Creeds of Irenaeus,

Tertullian, or Origen ; or the Creed of Jerusalem, &c. all of

them, probably, as old or older than the Roman: nor is it to

be expected that every Creed, or any Creed designed only for

the office of baptism, should teach, in eaſplicit terms, all that is

necessary to be believed by Christians. Yet, after all, even the

Roman (called the Apostles') Creed, short as it is, when rightly

understood, is diametrically opposite to the Arian principles;

and, if it must be called a paraphrase, is such a paraphrase on

the text of St. Matthew as sufficiently confirms the sense which

I have given of it. Our Saviour Christ is, in the Roman Creed,

characterised under the title of uovoyevils, or only-begotten of the

Father. The meaning of that title or character was well known

to the compilers of that Creed, and to the primitive catechists of

the Church, who would not fail to acquaint the catechumens with

it. The ancients are unanimous in understanding Christ's son

ship of his dicine nature. To call him the only-begotten, or the

Son, of God the Father, was, in their account, declaring him to

be of the same nature with God the Father; as truly God, as

the Son of man is truly mann. Hence therefore it is manifest

that the Roman Creed, though briefly, yet fully sets forth the

divinity of Christ, as has been shewn more at large by Bishop

Bulln. And the learned Stillingfleet, who well understood this

matter, had good reason to say, “That although the Apostles'

“Creed does not in express words declare the divinity of the

“three Persons in the unity of the divine essence; yet taking

m Unigenitus ut solus ex Deo

genitus proprie de vulva cordis ipsius.

Tertull, contr. Praw. cap. 7.

Hunc ex Deo prolatum didicinus,

et prolatione generatum, et idcirco Fi

lium Dei et Deum dictum, ex unitate

substantiae. Tertull. Apol. cap. 21.

IIporárokos &v rod eeoû kai Geós

iträpxes. Just. Mart. Apol. i. p. 123.

Comp. Dial. p. 183, 184,364, 371.

‘O 6eios Aóyos 6 paveparatos &vros

eeds, 6 tº Aeatrórm rôv 6\ov čtoro

6eis, Úrt fiv viðs attoo, kai 6 Aóyos ºv

év tº €eó. Clem. Aler. p. 86.

IIpórow yévvmua elva, tº tarpi, oùx

&s yewópevov évôs àvros toū Tarpès

kai too viod. Athenag. p. 38.

eeós obv &v 6 A6)os kai ékeeoº me

qukës, &c. Theoph. Antioch. p. 130.

Ut enim praescripsit ipsa natura

hominem credendum esse qui ex ho

mine sit: ita eadem natura praescribit

et Deum credendum esse qui ex Deo

sit. Novat. cap. 11.

n Bull. Judic. Eccles. p. 36, &c.
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“ the sense of those articles as the Christian Church understood

“ them from the Apostles' times, then we have as full and clear

“evidence of this doctrine, as we have that we received the Scrip

“tures from them".” If then we are to learn from the Apostles'

Creed how the words of the form of baptism were universally

understood in the primitive Church, we must understand the

words of that form in the same sense as those articles of the

Creed were universally understood in the primitive Church. For

to pretend that the form of baptism is to be interpreted from

the Creed, as understood by the primitive Church; and at the

same time to put a novel construction upon the Creed itself, is

such an affront to common sense, and such an abuse of the

readers, as one shall seldom meet with among men of letters.

Upon the whole, these things are evident; 1. That the sense of

the primitive Church, in the articles concerning Father, Son, and

Holy Ghost, may be certainly known otherwise than from

the Creeds. 2. That the Creeds themselves ought to be inter

preted according to that sense so known, having been so under

stood from the beginning, or from the time of their compilingP.

3. That by laying of ancient testimonies together, and comparing

of evidences, we have full and clear proof that the primitive

Church never imagined baptism to run in the name of the Father

only as God, and of the two other Persons as creatures; but in

the name of three Persons, every one God, and all together the

one God of Christians.

And now, my Christian brethren, what remains but to exhort

and warn you, as you tender your everlasting salvation, to abide

evermore in that faith whereunto you have been baptized,

and which alone can give you any reasonable confidence, or

hope of assurance towards God. Remember those who have

gone before you, the Apostles and primitive martyrs and con

fessors, “whose faith follow, considering the end of their conver

° Stillingfleet on the Trinity, ch. ix.

p. 229.

p &. B. A late writer (Modest Plea,

&c. continued, p. 54.) says, that Dr.

W. (speaking ºthe Creeds) is forced

to add, “as interpreted by those that

“recite them;” and the reason of it,

he says, is, “because the oldest Creeds

“mention nothing of those matters,”

i.e. the eternity and consubstantiality

of God the Son. To which I answer,

1. That I had good reason to refer to

WATERLAND, vol. II.

the primitive writings for the inter

pretation of Creeds; especially at this

distance, when unlearned readers may

the more easily be imposed upon by

a novel sense put upon them. 2. That

this writer betrays his ignorance of the

oldest Creeds; which, if they do not

explicitly declare those articles, yet

all, or most of them, do it implicitly:

Irenaeus’s, Tertullian’s, Origen’s, Je

rusalem Creed, Apostles’, &c.

O
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“sation. Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, to-day, and

“for ever. Be not carried about with divers and strange

“ doctrines, by the sleight of men, and cunning craftiness,

“ whereby they lie in wait to deceive.” What have they

done, by reviving antiquated heresies, but disturbed the minds of

the simple, raised confusion and distraction amongst many, and

given a handle to Libertines, Deists, and Atheists, to insult and

to blaspheme * What is there in Arianism, either of truth,

or even of probability, to make us amends for these things?

I mention not the daily inroads made upon Christian simplicity

and godly sincerity; the wiles and artifices, dissimulation and

disguises, by which it was at first promoted and propagated, and

without which it cannot any where subsist. To this very day

the patrons of it have no other way left, but to conceal and

cover its deformity as much as possible; stifling of evidences

that make against it, misrepresenting the truth of history,

taking advantage of ambiguous terms, keeping off in generals, not

daring so much as to own the certain and inevitable consequences

of their principles, hardly the principles themselves; not trusting

either to a fair, open, and regular examination, but shrinking

always from the very point in question; opposing, objecting,

cavilling perpetually against the orthodow scheme, but taking

little or no care, either to answer, or so much as to mention, the

main difficulties and inconsistencies visible in their own. For

the truth of this I appeal to all who have been anything curious

observers of the rise, and progress, and present state of this

heresy amongst us. They must not blame us for calling their

doctrine heresy, which it really is, when they have the face so

often to call ours new scholastic hypotheses, which it really is not.

Names of reproach might have been spared on both sides,

had not they began, and set us an example. Had they been

contented modestly to propose their doubts, with their reasons

for them; had they fairly and ingenuously set forth the argu

ments on our side of the question in their full strength, and then

brought their own to set against them, and balance them; had

they been willing to acknowledge, (what is undoubtedly true.)

that we have many and great reasons such as must weigh even

with wise and good men, for what we believe and profess; much

from Scripture, much from antiquity, and countenanced, now

many centuries, by the sober and thinking part of the Christian

world; had they freely owned this, giving at the same time
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their reasons on the other side, and leaving impartial men, after

a fair and full hearing, to judge which should outweigh: I say,

had they took this reasonable and ingenuous method, like

modest inquirers after truth, I know not whether any fair

and candid man would have condemned, or not have commended

them for it. But when nothing less will serve the turn but

misrepresenting us, as following only new scholastic hypotheses;

when antiquity is searched only to pick out such passages

as seem to make for one side, and much art used even to make

them seem so; when our main strength from Scripture and

from antiquity is, in a manner, totally concealed and disguised,

and the principal objections and difficulties of their own scheme

passed over in silence; the orthodor, all the while, being repre

sented as a parcel of men overrun with prejudice and bigotry,

preferring human and modern decisions, the words of men, before

the infallible word of God; full of contradiction and absurdity,

and bereft, in a manner, of common sense: I say, when this is

the method which some please to take to revive an old heresy,

such rude attacks upon our common faith, though we had less to

say for it, are never to be justified; nor indeed are they capable

of any kind excuse, when the men are so far from proving that

we have been mistaken in this matter, that they dare not trust

the merits of the cause to a fair, open, and calm hearing.

They dare not venture to set their scheme in its true colours

and naked simplicity against ours, fearing lest impartial men

should too plainly see what advantage we are sure to have upon

a just comparison. It is ungenerous and mean in any cause, (in

this it is impious,) not to suffer all that can justly be pleaded on

the opposite side to appear in its full light and strength. What

harm can there be in admitting what is truth and fact, suppose

it relate either to Scripture or antiquity ? Let the evidences

be produced, at least; the weight of them may be considered

afterwards. And what if Arianism should not happen to

prevail in this so fair and just a method : How can it be

remedied ? Must it be obtruded upon us, true or false, right or

wrong, with or without reason 2 If there really be not evidence

sufficient for it, or if it must be overpowered by contrary

evidence, then this we may certainly depend on, either that the

Arian doctrine is false, or, at the lowest, that no man can

be obliged to think it true: which consideration alone may

O 2
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be enough to satisfy any conscientious man in rejecting it, in its

- present circumstances.

To conclude all in a few words: one thing we may require

and demand in the present case; that before we venture to

dethrone our God and Saviour, by bringing him down to the

rank of creatures; before we presume to abridge him of those

honours, and that worship, which he has held in the Christian

Church by a prescription of fifteen, sixteen, or seventeen hundred

years; before we run upon what has hitherto been accounted

blasphemy, horrid blasphemy, by the wisest, the greatest, and

most eminent lights of the Christian Church, in former and

in latter ages; before we disclaim our solemn vows in baptism,

where we dedicated ourselves to the service and worship of

Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, one God blessed for ever; before

we go these lengths, let us, at least, have things fairly and

impartially examined, in sincerity and singleness of heart;

disguising nothing, nor smothering any evidences, but com

paring things with things, Scripture with Scripture, reason

with reason, and then balancing the whole account: let us

know, in some measure, what we do, that we run not blindfold

into our own certain damnation. In the mean while, it behoves

us to retain steadfastly, what we have hitherto piously believed

and professed, in the integrity of our hearts and minds. And

may the sacred Three, to whom we once have so solemnly

devoted all our services, accept of our sincere endeavours

to preserve and keep up that divine honour, which has been

hitherto (and we doubt not, justly) paid to each of them.

To the same most holy, undivided Trinity, God the Father, Son,

and Holy Ghost, be all honour and glory, adoration and worship,

in all churches of the saints, now and for evermore. Amen.
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SIR,

I HAVE read over your Reply, lately published. I perceive

you are much disturbed at the freedom I took with you, in

that part of my Defence which concerned you: and though you

have, for several years last past, been acting the part of a

censor, and a severe one too, (if we consider the intention rather

than the effect,) upon many great, good, and learned men, ancient

and modern; yet when it comes to be your own case to be ani

madverted upon, (however justly, and upon a necessary occasion,)

you are not able to bear it with due temper of mind. I am very

unwilling to give you any further disturbance: and, indeed,

were your Reply to be read only by men of letters, I should not

have a thought of returning any answer to it. But since the

controversy, about the ever blessed Trinity, is now spread among

all kinds of readers, I have judged it necessary, in so momentous

a cause, to take some notice of what you have done, for the sake

of some well-meaning men who might otherwise happen to be

imposed upon by it.

You divide your work into two parts, defensive and offensive:

the first, to take off (so far as you are able) what I had charged

you with ; the second, to retort the charge, and to raise objec

tions from antiquity, chiefly against the Catholic cause, which I

have the honour to espouse.

My Answer, accordingly, if it shall be thought needful to

carry it through, must consist of two parts: one to shew that

you have not been able to take off what I had charged you with:

the other to make it appear that your objections against us are

slight and trivial, not capable of doing our cause harm.
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PART THE FIRST.

Which is to shew that you have not been able to take off what I had

charged upon you.

The Charge was contained under two heads:

1. General fallacies, running through your whole book, en

titled Disquisitiones Modestae.

2. Particular defects, viz. misquotations, misconstructions,

misrepresentations, &c.

I do not add the epithets of gross, egregrious, or the like, as you

are pleased to do, (Reply, p. 100,) because, if I can prove the

facts, the reader may be left to judge how gross or how egregious

any misconstructions, misrepresentations, &c. are : and because

those and the like epithets or decorations, are then only useful,

when a writer lies under the unhappy necessity of endeavouring

to make up in words what he wants of proof. But to come

directly to the matter in hand, I must begin with the charge of

general fallacies, which were three, and which I shall take in

their order:

1. The first general fallacy charged upon you”, was, your

making essence and person to signify the same. One individual

or numerical essence you every where interpret to a Sabellian

sense; understanding by it one individual Hypostasis or real

Person. In your Reply, you admit (p. 5.) that the same nume

rical intellectual essence is, with you, equivalent to same person :

so that the fact charged upon you stands good, by your own

confession.

Now then, let us see whether you have dealt fairly and justly

with Bishop Bull. I observed what influence this one principle,

or postulatum, of yours must have upon the state of the general

question; and indeed upon your whole thread of reasoning quite

through your book. For, if it appears that you have set out

upon a false ground, you must of course blunder all the way,

running into a perpetual ignoratio elemchi, (as the Schools call

it,) that is, disputing besides the question: which, under pretence

and show of confuting Bishop Bull, is really nothing else but

confuting an imagination of your own. The question with Bishop

Bull was, whether the Ante-Nicene Fathers believed the Son to

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 507.
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be of an eternal, uncreated, and strictly dicine substance. But

with you it is, whether they believed him to be the same nume

rical intellectual essence (that is, as you interpret it, Person) with

the Father. Thus you have changed the very state of the

general question, and must of course argue all along wide of the

point. So, when you come to particular authors, you still pursue

the same mistake that you began with. You state the question

relating to Barnabas (Disquis. Mod. p. 7.) thus; Whether he

makes Father and Son one numerical essence : which is the same

with you, as to ask, whether he makes them the same Person.

The question is stated the same way, in respect of Hermas",

Clemens of Romee, Justin Martyrd, and others. With this

kind of grave impertinence you go on confuting Bishop Bull,

without so much as attacking him; while the main weight and

force of your reasonings (when they really have any) falls not

upon any thing which he has asserted, but upon quite another

thing, which you have been pleased to invent for him. It is

now time to hear what you have to say in defence of this

peculiar piece of management. Your excuses for it are reducible

to three heads. 1st, That you did not know what Bishop Bull

meant. 2dly, That you had interpreted numerical essence as all

the present orthodow do, whose cause Bishop Bull is supposed to

have espoused. 3dly, That numerical essence does and must

signify what you pretend, and nothing else. Though I have

not taken your own words, yet, I think, I have here given your

full sense ; and more distinctly and clearly than you have done.

I am next to examine your eacuses, one by one.

1. You did not know what Bishop Bull meant, or in what

sense he maintained the consubstantiality. So you pretend in

your booke, and repeat it in your Reply f, that you are “not

“ certain whether he" (the Bishop) “pleaded for a numerical

“ or specific unity of essence;” taking it for granted that every

numerical Unity is such as you have described ; and that there

is no medium between numerical, in your sense, and specific ;

that is, no medium between Sabellianism and Tritheism. This

indeed is the tipótov Wreſö0s, the prime falsehood which you set

out with, and proceed upon ; and which makes all your dis

courses on this head confused, and wide of the point. But of

this more presently. As to Bishop Bull, if you had not saga

b Disquisit. Modest. p. 9. • Ibid. p. 12. d Ibid. p. 25.
e Wºº. Disquis. p. 31. Praef. * Reply, p. 7.



202 AN ANSWER

city enough to perceive what he meant, you might however

easily and certainly have known, that he did not mean what you

are pleased to put upon him; because he has plainly, frequently,

and constantly denied numerical Unity, in the sense of personal

identity. His intent was not to prove that the Fathers were

Sabellians, (as your way of opposing him every where supposes,)

but that they were not Arians. This you could not but know,

if you know any thing: and therefore the method and way

which you pitched upon, of writing against his book, was, to

say the least of it, very unfair and disingenuous. You would

have your readers believe that you have confuted the Bishop,

when in reality, after granting you all that you have been able

to prove, it is not to the purpose, is no confutation of what the

Bishop has asserted, but of another proposition which the Bishop

himself had disowned, as much as you can do. The charge there

fore of mistaking the question stands good against you; and,

what is more, wilful mistaking, since you could not be ignorant

that Bishop Bull did not intend to assert numerical Unity in

that sense wherein you oppose it. This is sufficient for me in

defence of my charge. But for the clearer apprehension of Bishop

Bull's meaning in relation to this matter, I will next cite you

some of his own words:

“As concerning the specific Unity of Persons in the blessed

“Trinity, such as is the union of supposita, or persons, among things

“created, (for instance, of three men, Peter, Paul, and John,

“which are separate from one another, and do not any way de

“pend upon each other as to their essence,) this the Fathers of

“ the first ages never dreamed of. They acknowledged a very

“ different union of the divine Persons, such as there is no pat

“tern of, no resemblance perfectly answering to it, whereby to

“illustrate it, among created beings. They explain the matter

“ thus: that God the Father is, as I said, the Head and Foun

“tain of divinity, from whom the Son and Holy Ghost are de

“rived, but so derived as not to be divided from the Father's

“Person, but they are in the Father, and the Father in them,

“by a certain repºx6pmats, or inhabitation, so called, as I have

“shewn at large. Defens. Fid. Nic. sect. iv. lib. 4. Petavius

“ himself contends that from this repuxºpmats, inhabitation, a

“numerical Unity may be inferred, Petar. lib. iv. cap. 16. It

“is certainly manifest that this explication can no way consist

“ with the Arian hypothesis: and it is also manifest that Tri
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“ theism is excluded by it, and the unity of the Godhead made

“consistent with a real distinction of Persons.”

Thus far Bishop Bull, in his answer to Gilbert Clarkes. He

speaks much to the same purpose also in his Defence of the

Nicene Faithh. “As to numerical Unity of substance of Father

“ and Son, (which Huetius says was denied by Origen,) I can

“make it evident that Origen acknowledged that Unity as far

“as any of the earlier Fathers, and even Athanasius himself

“acknowledged it: that is, Origen believed the Father, Son,

“ and Holy Ghost, though really three Persons, yet to have no

“ divided or separate existence, (as three men have,) but to be

“intimately united and conjoined one with another, and to exist

“ in each other, and (as I may so speak) to pervade and per

“meate one another by an ineffable Teply&pmots, which the

“ Schoolmen call inhabitation : from which inhabitation, Peta

“vius asserts that a numerical Unity must necessarily be in

“ferred.”

From this account of Bishop Bull, it is evident that he nei

ther admitted specific Unity, nor numerical in your sense: and

therefore it was very artificial of you to say that you knew not

which of the two he intended, as if he must have meant one,

when it is so plain that he meant neither, but utterly denied

both. He did indeed assert, as you see, numerical Unity, but

not in your sense, not in the Sabellian sense of personal identity.

2. The second ewcuse you make for your impertinent manner

of opposing Bishop Bull without contradicting him is, that you

interpreted numerical essence as all the present orthodow do,

whose cause Bishop Bull is supposed to espouse. So you tell

us in the Preface to Modest Disquisitions i, that you dispute

against the consubstantiality, in no other than the numerical

sense, as asserted by all the orthodow. Now, supposing it. were

certainly true, (as it is certainly false,) that all, who at present

pass for orthodow, understood numerical essence in the same sense

as you oppose it in ; yet would it not be fair towards Bishop

Bull, to put that sense upon him which he so fully and so con

stantly disowns and disclaims. All that you should have done

in this case, should have been to have observed, that Bishop

Bull's book is nothing to the purpose of the present orthodow,

who are all Sabelliams, inasmuch as he has only shewn that the

5 Bull, Posth. Works, p. 1004. Whitby, Disq. Mod. p. 32. Praef.

* Bull. Def. Fid, Nic, p. 130. Reply, p. 4. -
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Fathers were not Arians, has not proved that they were Sabel

lians. And you might have took notice on this occasion, how

weak and inconsistent all the orthodow are, in receiving and

applauding Bishop Bull's book, a book which has proved nothing

which can serve their purpose; a book which is so far from

asserting Sabellianism, that is, orthodoxy, (as it is called,) that it

rather stands in direct opposition to it. Now this would have

been the fair open way, as well towards the present orthodor, as

towards Bishop Bull. Towards the latter, because it is a certain

truth that he has by no means served the cause of Sabellianism,

or of numerical Unity, in your sense: towards the former, be

cause it might have given them an opportunity of explaining

themselves upon this head; and they might take their choice,

either to give up Bishop Bull and all the Fathers at once, or

else (which is most likely) declare what you say of them to be

pure calumny and defamation. For my part, I make no doubt

but it is a slander upon them; and that you will be found at

length to understand as little of the moderns, as you do of the

ancients. I have good reason for what I say, from one particu

lar instance which I meet with in your Reply, p. 102. I am

there represented, as having “departed from the general re

“ ceived doctrine of the Church, from the fourth century to this

“ present age,” for no other reason but for saying, I mean “a

“real person and no mode.” Is it then really so, that all the

orthodor, from the fourth century down to the present, have

believed a person to be a mode, that is, in plain English, a man

ner; and three persons to be three manners 2 Believe it that

can : I have a much better opinion, nay, certain knowledge of

them. The Catholics indeed, down from the fourth (I may say

from the first) century, have believed that there is no disparity

of nature, no division of substance, no difference in any perfec

tion between Father and Son; but that they are equally wise,

equally infinite, equally perfect in all respects; differing only in

this, that one is a Father, and the other a Son, one unbegotten,

and the other begotten, as a third is proceeding ; and these three

different manners or modes of existence distinguish the persons

one from another, perfectly alike and equal in all other respects.

The phrase therefore of modes of ewisting, was not designed to

denote the persons themselves, but their distinguishing characters.

This is what Dr. South's authorities sufficiently prove, and all

that they prove; and, I presume, all that he meant. For,
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though you are pleased to quote him against me, he is expressly

for me, where he utterly denies “k that the three divine Persons

“are only three modes of the Deity.” However that be, I take

my accounts of the ancients from the ancients themselves. If you

can find any one, I do not say of the fourth, but even of the

sixth, or eighth century, to go no lower, laying it down for

Catholic doctrine that a person is a mode, it will be kind to

oblige us with the discovery. As to the ancients, I will be

bound to answer for them, that what you say of them from the

fourth century is pure invention and romance: and as to mo

derms, I am very inclinable to hope, I make no scruple to believe,

that you have misreported them as much as you have done the

other.

3. Your third and last excuse is, that numerical essence does

and must signify what you pretend, and nothing else: and there

fore it was right to fix it upon Bishop Bull, who must be sup

posed to maintain numerical Unity. This is your meaning,

(Reply, p. 4,) though you seldom take care to express yourself

clearly and distinctly. To this I answer, first, that admitting

that your sense of numerical Unity is the only true and proper

sense of it; yet does it not follow, that you have any right to fix

your sense upon Bishop Bull in contradiction to his declared

sentiments. If any man has a mind to use words in an improper

sense, provided he gives but sufficient notice of it, he should not

be rigorously dealt with for it, or have a sense imposed upon

him which he utterly disclaims. A fair and candid adversary, in

such a case, should make allowance for words, and attend to the

thing. To make the best of it, it is very unkind and unfair, in

dustriously to mistake an author's meaning, in such a case, and to

go about to confute what he certainly never intended to main

tain; nay, what he is known to have denied and disclaimed.

But to come a little closer to the point; How do you prove,

after all, that yours is the only proper sense of numerical ?

What if you should fail here, in the main point of all, wherein

your great confidence lies, and for the sake of which you have

raised all this dust upon Bishop Bull, and thrown scandal at

large both upon ancients and moderns : lt is very certain, that

numerical or individual Unity has been and is maintained by

Catholics, and Catholics that abhorred Sabellianism. Could you

* South, Animadv, c. viii. p. 290, 291.
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prove that your sense of numerical essence is the only proper sense,

yet you can never prove that it is the only sense it has been used

in: so that, at length, the dispute about it would be nothing more

than a dispute about words.

But I will give you a plain reason why you can never prove

your sense of the words to be the only proper sense: it is be

cause you can never fix any certain principle of individuation.

It is for want of this, that you can never assure me, that three

real Persons may not be, or are not, one numerical or individual

substance. In short, you know not, precisely, what it is that

makes one being, or one essence, or one substance. Here your

metaphysics are plainly defective; and this it is that renders

all your speculations upon that head vain and fruitless. Tell

me plainly, is the dicine substance present in every place, in

whole or in part 2 Is the substance which is present here upon

earth, that very individual numerical substance which is present

in heaven, or is it not? Your answer to these questions may

perhaps suggest something to you, which may help you out

of your difficulties relating to the Trinity; or else the sense of

your inability to answer either, may teach you to be less con

fident in matters so much above you, and to confess your igno

rance in things of this nature, as I freely do mine.

You tell us very solemnly, (p. 4,) repeating it several times,

that the same numerical essence neither doth nor can signify any

more than one essence in number. Which is only telling us, that

the same numerical essence is the same numerical essence; aye,

that it is: and who doubts it? or who is the wiser for these

weighty discoveries? How shall I ever know, from thence,

that three real Persons may not be, or are not, one numeri

cal substance, one being, one God? You will suppose, without

doubt, that one intellectual essence and one Person are equiva

lent and reciprocal. And I, on the other hand, will suppose the

contrary, and then we are just as we began. You have not

proved, nor ever can prove, that three real Persons may not be

properly called one numerical substance. If you have all along

gone upon the supposition that they cannot, you have shewn

that you can mistake, that you can beg the question, that you

can wander from the point in hand, can trifle much and prove

little, and that is all.

The sum then of what I have pleaded to make good my

charge of the first general fallacy is, that you have set out
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wrong, mistook the very point in question, pursued your mistake

all along, and followed your own wanderings, instead of opposing

Bishop Bull: that you have no excuse for understanding numerical

essence as you do, either from Bishop Bull’s book, who never so

understands it, or from the Catholic sense of it, ancient or

modern, which is different from yours, or from the propriety

of the phrase itself; which may, for any thing you know, admit

of another sense, and which you have no way of confuting

but by begging the question; which is not confuting, but rather

tacitly acknowledging that it is not capable of any confutation.

So much for the first article: only here I must be so just to you

as to observe, that you do not always wander from the point in

question. You do sometimes, indeed often, attempt to prove

that the Ante-Nicene Fathers were of those principles which

were afterwards called Arian. So far is pertinent, and is

directly opposing Bishop Bull. But then I must observe

further, that lest you should happen, at length, to fail in your

first point of proving the Fathers to have been Arians, you re

serve the other point, as what you can prove and can never fail

of namely, that they were not Sabellians: and this is what

the result of your arguments generally comes to, after you have

carried them on as far as they can go. The first point is what

you seem most desirous of proving, were it possible to do it: but

if you cannot do that, you are content however to prove the

latter, rather than seem to have done nothing. I should here

conclude this article, but that two or three incidental things

should be taken notice of, which must come in here, or no

where. I had observed several guards which you had put

in, in the general state of the question, as it were with design

to secure a handsome retreat. You say, all the Ante-Nicene

Fathers; when the most, or the generality might be sufficient.

I had reason to observe this, because Bishop Bull had, in a

manner, given up Lactantius: besides, that it is not necessary

to assert that every writer (suppose Clemens of Rome, or

Barnabas) has said enough in a short epistle, from whence

it might certainly be inferred that their principles were the

* Defence, vol. i. p. 508. The ge- “ledged the same numerical essence

neral question is thus stated: “of the Father to have been commu

“Whether all the Ante-Nicene Fa- “nicated to the Son and Holy Ghost,

“thers professed the very same doc- “and that therefore both are one God

“trine which we ascribe to the Nicene “in number with the Father.” Whitby,

“Council; that is, whether all acknow- Prooem. p. 2.
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same with those of the Nicene Fathers. It is sufficient, if

as many as speak plainly either way are on our side; and

that none of the earlier writers contradict it, but are in the

main favourable to us, and probably, if not demonstrably, ours.

Another guard inserted was, which we ascribe to the Niceme

Council, instead of, which was asserted by the Nicene Council.

The reason I had to take notice of this is apparent from

what hath been said. Numerical essence, rather than same

essence, was another guard; and what use you make of it is

visible enough. That this essence, the same numerical essence,

(or Person, as you understand it.) was communicated to two

other Persons, is what you demand to have proved: and you

have some pretence for cavil at the word communicated. This I

observed before: and your Reply m is, that what I “call a

“pretence to quarrel at the word communicated, is indeed

“arguments produced against it, as it is stated by the Bishop,

“and which I durst not meddle with nor pretend to answer.”

The reason of my not answering your cavils against the ex

pression was, because it was foreign to my purpose, and because

we were inquiring, whether Bishop Bull had truly and justly

represented the ancients, not whether his doctrine (the same

with the ancient doctrine) is liable to the charge of contradiction.

If you are able to prove any thing of that kind (as you are not)

against Bishop Bull, it will hold equally against the ancients and

him too; and is of distinct consideration from the point which

we are now upon. However, if our readers will pardon a small

digression, I shall here examine those weighty arguments, which

before, it seems, “I durst not meddle with.”

You object, (Praef. p. 21.) “that the communication of

“ the Father's essence to a Person is inconceivable, because

“ the Person must be supposed to have it, to be a Person.”

This is nothing but cavilling at a popular way of expres

sion. In strictness of speech, the Person of the Son is the

very thing which is derived, communicated, generated; and

the Father, in communicating his essence, generates the Person

of the Son.

You object further; “that if the same numerical essence of

“the Father be communicated, then it is the same numerical

“essence in both, only existing in a different manner.” To

m Reply, p. 5.
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which I answer, if you mean by numerical essence, the same

numerical Person, it is not communicated at all : for the Person

of the Father only communicates, the Person of the Son is

communicated: and these two Persons, or Hypostases, constitute

the same numerical essence; which consequently, as personalized

in the Son, is begotten, as personalized in the Father, unbegotten,

that is, exists in a different manner. The two Persons exist

after a different manner, which two Persons constitute one

numerical essence; and therefore I admit that the same nu

merical essence does exist in a different manner in the two

Persons.

You object alson, that “the essence of the Father is unbe

“gotten, the essence of the Son begotten, therefore both cannot

“be the same essence.” That both cannot be the same Hypo

stasis, or Person, is very certain, for the reason which you give.

But that two Hypostases, one unbegotten, the other begotten,

may not constitute one substance, or essence, you have not

shewn. All these objections of yours turn only upon your mis

taken sense of numerical essence, and amount to no more than a

petitio principii; while you take for granted the thing in ques

tion, that there cannot be two real Persons in one substance, or

essence. I can tell you of some, whose judgment you much rely

on, who must, upon their principles, allow, that the same nume

rical substance is both greater and less than the same numerical

substance; is remote and distant from the same numerical sub

stance ; is contained in and contains the same numerical sub

stance. (See my Defence, vol. i. p. 448.) They must likewise

admit of being and being, in the same numerical being; substance

and substance, in the same numerical substance: as also being

and being, where they cannot say beings, in the plural ; substance

and substance, where they cannot say substances; essence and

essence, where they cannot say essences. (See my Defence, vol. i.

p. 371, 372.) These things, perhaps, may appear new and

strange to you; but if you please to consider them, they may

be useful to convince you of your fundamental mistake in con

fining the phrase of numerical substance to one particular sense

of your own; and may help to satisfy you that there is nothing

absurd or contradictory in the supposition, that one and the

same numerical substance may be both begotten and unbegotten.

n Praef. p. 21.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. P
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You may also please to consider that though the Catholics

(especially after they came to express themselves accurately)

would never, or very seldom, say, two substances, two essences, two

spirits, two lights, two wisdoms, or two wills, any more than two

Gods or two Lords; yet they never scrupled to say substance of

substance, essence of essence, spirit of spirit, light of light, wisdom of

wisdom, will of will, in like manner, as God of God. All which

is to intimate that the union is not numerical, in the Sabellian,

that is, in your sense: and yet it is numerical in another; inso

much that you cannot here speak of substances, or essences, in the

plural, as you may of things specifically united, and no more.

You object furthero, “that the same substance cannot be

“subordinate to none in the Father, and yet subordinate in the

“Son or Holy Ghost.” Yes, it may, if three Persons can be

one and the same substance, because these Persons may be subor

dinate one to another. Here, again, you suppose that three

Persons cannot be one substance. And now, is not this shrewd

arguing, thus perpetually to beg the question ? You have one

turn of wit more, and it is against interior production, which you

pretend is such a “solid argument as I had the wit to leave un

“answered.” Reply, p. 6. This “interior production,” you sayP,

is “either the production of something or nothing.” Wonderful

solid Well, what if it be the production of something £ For un

doubtedly we do not mean it of a production of nothing, that is,

of no production. Then you say it must be the production of

something new, for a production is always of something new.

Solid again that an eternal production must be a production of

something new. But you cannot conceive, it may be, how any

production should be eternal. And what if you cannot conceive

how any thing should be eternal 2 I expect a proof of you that it

cannot be. Your supposing it cannot, will give me no satisfac

tion. I have now run through your little quirks and subtilties

upon this head, which yet are not yours, but as old almost as the

controversy; despised by men of sense all along, despised even

by yourself thirty years ago; when, with honour to yourself, and

to the satisfaction and benefit of others, you wrote in defence of

that ancient faith, which now you revile and blaspheme.

But to conclude this article, though I have, in civility towards

you, considered your arguments drawn from the nature and rea

• Disquisit. Mod. p. 23. Pref. P Ibid.
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son of the thing, yet I must repeat my observation, that we may

have nothing to do with them, in our present inquiry relating to

the ancients; because if they are of any weight, they are as much

against the faith of the ancients themselves, as against Bishop

Bull, who acknowledges no other numerical unity than the an

cients acknowledged. Having made good my first charge, I pro

ceed to a second.

II. A second general fallacy" was your arguing from the ex

pressions of Arians (famous for dissembling and equivocating) to

those of the Ante-Nicene writers; men of a very different stamp

and character, and who were not under the like temptation of

saying one thing and meaning another. I had observed that

you had recourse to this salvo, or fallacy, in order to elude the

force of some high expressions (in respect of the Son’s divinity)

which you met with in the Ante-Nicene writers. To this you

reply, (p. 9.)

1. That it “is not fairly suggested, that you do this when you

“find some expressions run pretty high and strong for the dicinity

“of Christ: for, in all the places referred to, there is no expres

“sion of that nature but in the last.” If you please to look

back to your Prooemium, (p. 4, 5,) you will there find that you

have made use of the fallacy which I charge you with, as a

general answer to invalidate the force of most, or all Bishop

Bull's testimonies. You observe that the acknowledging of

Christ to be “God of God,” or “God before the worlds,” was

common to many who were utter enemies to the Nicene faith.

You go on to prove this further by the author of the Opus Im

perfectum, which author you pronounce an Arian. You pro

ceed to observe from Bishop Bull himself, that the Arians

scrupled not any of the Catholic forms of speech, save only the

term consubstantial. They would say, for instance, that the Son

was “begotten out of the Father himself,” and was “true God;”

and they rejected with indignation the charge of making the

Son a creature. Now, what could be your meaning in these

remarks, but to insinuate to your reader, that let him meet with

ever so high expressions of the Son's divinity among the Ante

Nicene writers; yet, unless they have the very word consubstan

tial, they might possibly, or probably, mean no more than the

Arians did after by the same or the like expressions? This is

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 510.

P 2
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the fallacy which I complained of, and which you often occa

sionally recur to, both in your book and prefaces, to weaken the

force of Bishop Bull's authorities. "Some of the places where

you do this, I referred to in my Defence, which the reader that

has a mind to it may turn to ; and I do not yet see that I have

suggested any thing but what is both fair and true.

2. A second evasion you have in your Reply (p. 5.) is, that

you said sometimes Arians and Semiarians, whereas I have re

presented you, as if you had said Arians only. I do not see that

this is at all material. If either Arians or Semiarians used

Catholic expressions without a Catholic meaning, they come so

far under the same predicament of dissembling and equivocating:

and that both were notoriously guilty of so doing, is clear from

all history of those times. The Semiarians in particular were

often charged with it, both by Catholics and Anomaeans. You

say, further, that you likewise join mostly with them some of the

Ante-Nicene Fathers. But you will never be able to shew that

those Ante-Nicene Fathers were of different principles from the

Council of Nice: so that your joining them with the others was

either foreign to the point, or supposing the very thing in ques

tion.

3. You reply, thirdly, (p. 10,) that “sure it must be a very

“uncharitable censure to pronounce of near a thousand bishops

“ convened at Antioch, Seleucia, Sirmium, Ariminum, and else

“where, that they were a pack of hypocrites and equivocating

“ knaves.” To which I make answer, first, that I know not

how you will be able to make out near your number. If you

add the numbers of the several councils, you may probably

reckon many of the same men twice or thrice over. Neither

were the men that made up those councils all of them Arians.

There were but eighty of the whole four hundred at Ariminum

really Arians. So that probably three hundred and twenty

were imposed upon by the rest, and the charge of equivocating

lies upon the eighty only. And it is evident, not only from

Athanasius, but also from Sulpicius Severus, and St. Jerome,

and indeed from all the historians, and all the accounts we have

of that Council, that the Arians at Ariminum carried their point

by equivocation and wile; and that the Catholics, most of them,

were imposed upon by double entendres. They went upon those

* Praef. Disquisit. Mod. p. 8, 9, 40,90, Io9, 153, 157.
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charitable principles which you are pleased to recommend. They

could not imagine there was so much latent insincerity and guile,

under so many fine words and fair pretences from men of their

own order.

2. I answer, secondly, that there may be some difference be

tween charging men with equivocation and calling them knaves.

There is a reverend Doctor, whom I scruple not to charge with

equivocating. He says, in a prefaces, he has many things which

hinder him from receding from the belief of Christ's true divinity:

and it is well known what he once meant by Christ's true dicinity,

when he wrote a Tract t with that title in defence of it. Who

would not charitably believe, from hence, that he still retained

the same faith in the same true divinity? But see what he means

by Christ's true divinity, (Disq. Mod. p. 25.”) where he commends

Justin Martyr for maintaining Christ's true divinity, making this

an argument of it, that Justin's sentiments were clearly opposite

to the doctrine of the Nicene Council. Hence it is manifest

that the Doctor equivocates in the phrase true divinity. The

fact I maintain; but if from thence you will infer that he is an

equivocating knave, remember that the inference is yours, and

not mine.

4. You reply, fourthly, as from Sozomen, “that when the

“Arians first appeared, many bishops, a considerable number of

“the clergy, and no small part of the people favoured his

“party; and that two synods convened at Bithynia and Pa

“lestine, wrote to their brethren to communicate with those

“Arians, as being orthodow.” And here you ask, “Were all

“those holy men and able judges, those synods, bishops, clerks,

“ and laity, a pack of hypocritical dissemblers and equivocating

“knaves?” No; I charitably believe otherwise. The synods,

bishops, clerks, and laity, who received the Arians as orthodox,

were not, probably, the equivocating knaves, (as you choose to

express it,) but the Arians: who, by fair words and artful con

fessions, appeared to be what they were not, and so were re

* Utverum fatear, multa sunt quae

me impediunt quo minus a sententia

de rera Christi Deitate recederem, id

solum contendo &c. Whitby, Disq.

Mod. p. 3. Praef.
t Wiś, de vera Christi Deitate :

Tractutus, ann. 1691.

* Magnam admirationem mihi in

jecit iniqua eorum sententia, qui Jus

tinum M. Christianae fidei simplici

tatem, in doctrina de Christi prae

existentia, Veraque Deitate, adulte

rasse suspicati sunt ; quo Patrum

nemo, (leg. meminem,) meo quidem

judicio, vel plura vel clariora adver

sus Synodi Nicaene placita docuisse,

facile est demonstrare. Whitby, Disq.

Mod. p. 25.
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ceived as orthodor. You will remember that the principal of

those holy men and able judges that promoted Arius's interest in

the Synod of Bithynia, was Eusebius of Nicomedia; the same

man that afterwards professed “his assent and consent to the

Nicene Creed, as the true Catholic faith; and excused his not

consenting to the anathematizing of Arius upon this foot, that

he thought Arius had been much misrepresented, and that he

knew from Arius's own letters that he was not the man that

the Council took him to be. Now if Eusebius, the principal

man of the Synod of Bithynia, was thus imposed upon by

Arius's fair pretences, no doubt but he represented Arius's

case to the Synod, as favourably as he himself had conceived of

it : and then no wonder if a man was received as orthodow, who

was really believed to be orthodow. If you think that Eusebius,

all the while, knew that Arius was not orthodow, in my sense of

the word; admitting that, yet he might, for any thing I know,

represent him as such then, as well as he did after : if so, the

only equivocating knave might be Eusebius of Nicomedia ; the

rest might be imposed upon by his representations and colour

ings. Holy men and able judges can judge no otherwise of facts

but as they are reported: and how could it be remedied, if Arius

happened to get good testimonials, though himself an ill man?

But enough of this matter: as to the Arian custom of equivo

cating, and thereby imposing upon honest men, the fact being

plain, I shall insist no longer upon it, only referring to a few

authorsy who give a summary account of it.

III. A third general fallacy, just hinted in my Defence,

(p. 51 1.) was, your arguing against the faith of the Ante-Nicene

Fathers, in respect of Christ's real divinity, from this topic;

that they often distinguish God from Christ, and call the Father

God absolutely.

Here again you complain of me for unfair dealing. But how,

or wherein am I unfair towards you? You say (Reply, p. 11,)

“that your first instance of this nature is from the epistle of

“Clemens Romanus, where he constantly separates (distinguishes

“you mean) Jesus Christ from that God, whom he styles the

“true and only God, but never once calls him God.” If this

answer be any thing pertinent, I suppose your meaning is, that

* Sozom. E. H. lib. ii. cap. 16. Cave's Life of Athanasius. Cave,

p. 378. -- -- Epist. Apolog. p. 96. Clerc. Epist.

y Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. p. 293. Crit. ii. p. 52.
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your argument did not turn upon this, that Christ was distin

guished from God; but upon these further considerations, that

Christ is constantly so distinguished by Clemens, and never once

called God. You may, if you please, call all those considerations

put together, one argument: but they appeared to me to be

distinct and several. You observe of Clemens, that he perpe

tually distinguishes Christ from God, (Christum a Deo perpetuo

distinguit.) This was one consideration, or presumption in

favour of your principles. A second you add immediately after,

Deum vero ne semel nuncupat, But he never calls Christ God.

You proceed to illustrate your first observation by such in

stances as these following; that Clemens wishes grace and

peace to the Corinthians from Almighty God, by Jesus Christ;

that he introduces (chap. xx.) the great Creator and Lord of the

Universe distributing his blessings by Jesus Christ; that Christ

was sent of God, chap. xlii. and that the Apostles had their

commission by Christ from God, chap. xliii. Now to what

purpose were these several instances produced, except you

intended them as so many arguments against Clemens's be

lieving Christ to be consubstantial with him whom alone he

calls God, and from whom he distinguishes Christ £ But I insist

upon it, that there is no weight at all in this argument. Nothing

has been more common with writers, who have fully believed

the doctrine of a coeternal Trinity, than this manner of speak

ing; especially when they have been thinking on another subject,

and had no occasion to speak of Christ's divinity. And what if

Clemens, or Polycarp, or any other writer, in a short epistle, or

tract, has spoke of the Father only, under the title of God, and

of the Son as Lord, or Saviour, or High-Priest ? How often

might the same thing be observed in modern treatises, or

sermons of very orthodox men ' I see no consequence that can

be justly drawn against our principles from these premises.

And if Clemens called the Father the only God, or only true

God, though that be a distinct argument from the former; yet

neither does it prove any thing more than the other, as I have

shewn in another place”.

But you refer me to some collections of yours in another book"

from Origen: who, it seems, in his book against Celsus, distin

guishes and separates (so you say, p. 12.) Christ from him who is

* Disq. Mod. p. 16. a Sermon iv. p. 84, &c. of this volume.

Praef. de S. Script. Interpr. p. 34, 35.
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God above all; and declares, in the name of the generality of

Christians, that Christ is not the God above all. This is not

pertinent to the point in hand, having no relation to the fallacy

I charged you with, nor belonging to the book which I was

animadverting upon. But that I may not stand upon niceties

with you, I will give you an answer to this new pretence. It is

very certain that Origen never intended to deny that Christ is

God above all; because all Catholics", (I might say heretics too

for the most part,) both before and after Origen's time, as well

as Origen himself, understood Rom. ix. 5. of God the Son, there

styled étrº mávrov Oeos, or God above all. Yet there is a cer

tain sense in which the ancients have denied Christ to be the

God above all; namely, when so understood as to make Christ

the very Person of the Father, as the Sabellians understood it'd,

or to set him above the Fathere, or above the Creatorf of the

world, as some other heretics pretended. In this latter sense it

is, that Origen denies the Son to be God above all; as he had

reason to do, because it would have been denying his subordina

tion and sonship, and inverting the order of the Persons, to have

asserted that Christ was in any sense above the Father, or so

God above all, as to have the Creator, or Father, subordinate

to him.

Notwithstanding all this, Origen himself, in the very page

before that which you refer to, asserts and maintains the Catho

lic doctrine in full and express terms, the very same doctrine

that we contend for at this day. For, having objected to Cel

sus 5 the worship of many Gods, telling him that if he would be

consistent with his principles, he should not talk of the kingdom

of God, in the singular, but of Gods, in the plural ; he then

bethinks himself that the argument might be retorted upon

Christians, as worshipping two Gods, viz. the Father and Christ.

Here was the critical place ; here, if any where, we shall see of

what principles Origen was. Well, how does Origen get rid of

the objection? Not by saying that the Father only is God, in a

proper sense: not by saying that the Father is supreme God,

and the Son another God under him. No ; he was wiser than to

• See the testimonies in Mills; and • Origen contr. Cels. p. 387. Basil.

my Sermons, p. 142 of this volume. Epist. lxxviii. p. 892.

d Vid. Apost. Constit. lib.vi. cap.26. f Vid. Iren. p. 101, Ioff. edit. Bened.

Pseud-Ignat. Ep. ad Tars. cap. 5. Ad Origen in Matt. p. 476. Huet.

Philip. cap. 7. & Wid. Origen. p. 385, 386.
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make himself ridiculous to Jew and Gentile by such a weak

answer. But he solves the difficulty by asserting the Unity of

Father and Son: and, after he had guarded his assertion from

any Sabellian construction, he triumphantly closes up all in these

words; “We therefore, as I have shewn, worship one God, the

“Father and Sonh.” Thus he at once cleared the Christian

doctrine from Polytheism, and made good the charge against the

Pagans.

From what hath been said it may appear, that Origen has

denied no more than all Catholics deny, namely, that the Father

is subordinate to the Son; and has asserted as much as any

Catholic contends for. We do not say that Christ is that Per

son who is ordinarily and eminently styled God above all; nor

that he is in any sense or respect above the Creator, or above

God the Father, being subordinate to him; but we assert that

he is essentially one God with him who is the Father, and, as

such, is God above all; and this very doctrine is plainly Origen's,

as well as ours. You have forced me into this digression, by

making your objection in a wrong place; and therefore let that

be my excuse to the reader for it. Now I return.

I have run through the three general fallacies which I charged

you with. Your feeble endeavours to take them off prove inef

fectual: and they now return upon you with the greater force.

I am next to consider the particular defects. But, before I

proceed further, it will here be proper to remove a complaint of

yours, which you repeat more than once; it is a complaint of my

management and conduct relating to your book.

You tell me (p. 2.) that I “ have not defended any of the

“Bishop's arguments which you had produced and answered;

“nor made any reply to those numerous arguments which you

“produced from the Ante-Nicene Fathers against mine and the

“Bishop's sentiments.”—In another place you say thus, (p. 57,)

“He is obliged, if he would indeed defend the Bishop, to invali

“ date and refute the answers that I have given to all his argu

“ments, and to do this entirely, and not by culling out two or

“three instances, and leaving all the rest in their full strength;

“ that being in all the other cases, to leave the Bishop in the

“ lurch.”

By all this you seem to think that Bishop Bull's celebrated

h"Eva oëveev, &s diročeóókapev, röv marépa kai rôv viðv 6eparewopev. p. 386.
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performance is in some danger of sinking in its character, if

your Modest Disquisitions be not particularly answered, para

graph by paragraph; and that I ought to have paid so much

respect to your Work, as either not to have meddled at all with

it, or to have attended you all the way through it. Now, as to

this matter, I will here frankly declare to you my real thoughts,

in the following particulars:

1. In the first place, I am so far from apprehending any danger

to Bishop Bull, and his cause, from your book, that I should

never have given myself the trouble of remarking at all upon it,

had it not been given out to English readers (who must take

such things on trust) that Bishop Bull's famed piece would

receive an answer, such as should satisfy all learned and un

prejudiced persons. I knew that a Latin book could do no

harm, but among those that could read Latin: and such I

thought might, for the most part, be very safely trusted, having

Bishop Bull's book to compare with yours, which alone is suffi

cient to answer for itself, with men of any judgment. The dan

ger was not from the book itself, but from the reports made of it:

and it concerned me to take care that English readers might not

be imposed upon; which was one principal motive of my doing

what I did.

2. I considered further, that this controversy being of all others

the most nice and intricate, and in which it is the easiest for a

writer, that has a mind to it, to confound and puzzle such

readers as have not been conversant in it; I say, I considered

that it might be useful even to some Latin readers to point out

the principal flaws and fallacies in your performance, which when

done, your whole book is in a manner answered; or however

answered as far as is needful, to prevent any honest man's being

imposed upon by it.

3. You will give me leave to tell you, with all due respect,

(however frankly,) that a writer who begins, and proceeds as

you do, has no reason to expect an answer paragraph by para

graph ; because there is a shorter and much better way of deal

ing with authors that are not careful to write pertinently. Who,

do you imagine, would be at the trouble of telling you a hundred

times over, that this argument is good against the Sabellians,

and in such a sense of numerical essence as is not to the purpose;

but in Bishop Bull's sense, and in the true sense, the argument is

of no weight at all? One short general answer is sufficient in such
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a case; and is in reality as long as the objection, which is only

repetition of the same thing. Had you stated the question fairly,

kept close to the point in hand, arguing pertinently at least, if

not solidly, all along, directly opposing that, and that only, which

Bishop Bull undertook to prove; then indeed it might have

concerned us to attend upon you all the way through, and to

have defended the Bishop against your attacks. But when

instead of this, you set out upon a wrong foot, and wander wide

and far from the mark you should have aimed at: when, instead

of attacking Bishop Bull directly, you encounter for the most

part a phantom of your own, and fight with your shadow: in

such a case as this, we have no need to be solicitous about the

Bishop. Those formidable preparations, which might be other

wise apt to strike terror into us, are happily diverted another

way: all we have now left to do, is to stand by unconcerned,

look on, and smile. These are my reasons, why I hold myself

excused from making any more particular answer to your nume

rous arguments, as you are pleased to call them. You may give

us leave to judge how far our cause may be endangered by what

you have done: and if we who are friends to the Bishop and his

cause, are in no pain about either, nor at all afraid of leaving

them in the lurch, you may be very easy. Now I proceed to

make good the particulars of the charge upon you : misquota

tions, misconstructions, misrepresentations, reviving of old and trite

objections, concealing the answers, &c. These, I think, reach to

about twenty particulars, which shall all be considered in the

same order as laid down in my Defence.

I. I charge you' with a misquotation k of Polycarp's Doxo

logy, recorded in the Epistle of the Church of Smyrna. You

left out, as I said, the two most material words, obv airó, on

which the Bishop's argument chiefly depended. You acknow

ledge in your Reply (p. 13.) that you left those words out; and

the reason you give is, because “they are neither in the edition

“of Bishop Usher, nor of Cotelerius, from whom you cited the

“passage.” This answer, give me leave to say, is more unkind

to yourself than the charge I made. I had compared the dif

ferent readings of the Doxology in the two editions, Eusebius's

and Bishop Usher's. I considered, that if you should pretend

to follow Bishop Usher and Cotelerius, you had falsified in two

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 511. * Disquisit. Mod. p. 22.
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places, changing ué6’ of into 81' ot, and kal Tveiſuari into èv rveſ.

uart, which are very material alterations. But if you should

pretend to copy from Eusebius, there you had left out ov

airó. The latter being a sin of omission only, and more excus

able than putting words into the text, I chose to fix the charge

there where it might fall the lightest, and seem rather a slip

than any ill design. I had another reason, why I was willing

to charge it as an omission out of the text of Eusebius; and that

was because Bishop Bull had followed Eusebius's copy. Now if

you had a mind to take another reading from Usher and Cote

lerius, you should have given notice that Bishop Bull had made

use of a faulty copy, before you had triumphed over him; and

should have observed that Usher's and Cotelerius's reading was

the true one. But not a word do you say of this ; and the rea

son of your deep silence, in this respect, is very evident. Bishop

Bull's argument was strong and good, according to Eusebius's

reading: and according to Usher's and Cotelerius's, it would

have been still stronger and fuller. Since therefore neither of

the readings would serve your purpose, you lay aside both, and

invent a new one of your own!: and then you might securely

insult over the learned Prelate, having a teat and comment both

of your own contriving.

But, you say, the words, “as they lie in Eusebius thus, 8t’

“airoſ, obv airó, (you mean 6t' of ov airó,) want good sense,

“it being improper to say by the Son be glory to the Father

“with the Son.” Be it proper or improper, you ought to cite

passages of authors as you find them: besides that very wise

men, ancient and modern, have judged the expression very pro

per; and it will be thought that the compilers of our Commu

nion Office, who scrupled not to say by whom, and with whom,

&c. understood what good sense is, as well as the Modest

Inquirer.

II. A second misquotation m I charged" upon you was of a

passage in Athenagoras". You was pleased to change Tpós

airod into mp3s airów, for no reason that I could see, but to

1 The readings of the passage. Coteler.

At' of got giv. airó, iv rvečuart in Whitby, Disq. Mod. p. 62.

àytºp, Euseb. E. H. lib. iv. cap. 15. n Defence, vol. i. p. 511.

At' of orot, iv true part áyiº. Whit- o IIpos atroë yāp, kal 8, atroë

by, Disq. Mod. p. 22. wavra éyévero. Athen. p. 38. Ox.

Me6'où oroi kai mystuart áytºp. Usher,
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make a weak insinuation against the divinity of God the Son.

In your Reply (p. 13.) you say: “Now this, I confess, is casually

“ done, but (you mean and) without design.” But these casual

slips have an ill appearance, especially in so noted a place as this

of Athenagoras. You could not forget that this very trpès airoë,

in Athenagoras, is what we set a particular note and value upon,

as shewing that the ancients did not always say Öi'airoi; only, in

respect of the Son's part or office in the work of creation, but

sometimes trpès airoß, a phrase which may express the efficient

cause, and is not liable to the same exceptions as the phrase bi'

airoi. Now, to falsify a testimony of this kind, though casually,

betrays however great negligence or oscitancy. You observe

that ab eo tanquam evenplari, serves as well your turn, as ad

eum tanquam ea emplar. That is, if we will allow you your con

struction. But you cannot make the former so easily, or so pro

bably, out of trpès airoń, as the latter, out of Tpès airóv: besides

that by changing trpos airoč into trpès airów, you took from us

one sense of the words which we might think it proper to insist

upon, namely, that of an efficient cause. Ilpös airoö, if it may

be construed your way, may also be construed another way, and

perhaps more naturally : and therefore we take it not well to be

deprived of any advantage which the text gives us. I must how

ever observe, that whatever your design was from these words,

they will not answer your purpose, even though we should admit

your construction. For no consequence can be drawn against

our principles, from the consideration of the Son's being the ea

emplar, after which all things were made; unless you can imagine

that he was an exemplar to himself.

III. The third thing I charged you with P, was a misconstruc

tion " of a celebrated passage in Methodius r. The passage I

had produced in my Defence, to prove the eternal generation of

the Son, as Bishop Bull also had dones. You expressed your

self somewhat obscurely in answer to the Bishop. Only this

was plain from your words, (frustra praesule renitente,) that you

intended something opposite to the Bishop, and insinuated to

your reader that this quotation of Methodius proved the very

contrary to what the Bishop alleged it for. Now the Bishop

P Defence, vol. i. p. 511. my Defence, vol. i. p. 357.

q Disquisit. Mod. p. 75, 76. s Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. p. 164, 200.
rM. apud Phot. p. 960. See
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had cited it in proof of the consubstantiality and coeternity of the

Son: to which purposes it is indeed as full and clear as any can

be desired. You are pleased however in your Reply (p. 15.) to

object as follows:

1. That “to say that the Son of God was preexistent before

“the ages in the heavens, is to say no more than all the Arians

“ and Semiarians have asserted, &c.” But the force of the

Bishop's argument and mine did not lie in the words "pö alévov

(though they are not without their weightt, however the Arians

or Semiarians might equivocate,) but in those other words of

Methodius, that the Son was, did not become, a Son; that he

had no new filiation; that he is always the same; and in Metho

dius's guarding against the supposition of a temporal generation,

by his explaining it of a temporal manifestation only. Why do you

overlook and conceal the main points wherein our argument con

sisted, and make reply only to that which neither Bishop Bull

nor I laid any stress upon : But it was prudent, it may be, to pass

over what could not be answered.

2. You object to us some other passages of Methodius to

confront ours with. He calls the Father &vapxos 3px), a prin

cipium, that had no beginning. So you translate: might you not

as well have rendered it, a beginning that had no beginning? But

that would not have served your purpose; the true rendering is,

a principium or head, that has no principium or head. But you

had a mind to the words no beginning, to insinuate as if Metho

dius had said this of God the Father in contradistinction to God

the Son, who had a beginning; though Methodius says no such

thing. He says indeed that the Son is 3px), a principle or head,

after the Father: that is, the Son is the fountain of all things

after the Father; not in time, but in order; the Father being

always primarily considered as Head and Father of the Son.

The sum then of what Methodius has there said is, that the Son

has a Father, and that the Father has none. What Catholic

would ever scruple to assert the same thing? No one ever

doubted but that the Father alone was āvapxos, the Son not

&vapxos in this sense u.

3. You object, thirdly, the following words, (for I see not the

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 355, p. 563. Damascen. de Fid. lib. i.

&c. cap. II. p. 42.

u Vid. Gregor. Naz. Orat. xxxv.
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sense,) “Methodius adds that these words might be congruously

“applied to him, (the Son,) In the beginning God created the

“heaven and the earth; and those of Solomon, The Lord created

“me the beginning of his ways.” Now what can an English

reader make of these two passages, as you have represented

them and tacked them together ? From the last of them,

I suppose, he is to understand that the Son was created, ac

cording to Methodius. But then what will he make of the

text out of Genesis? Is he to understand that the Son was

created with the heavens and the earth, in the beginning? So

one might think, and you are very indifferent, I perceive, what

your English reader may apprehend, provided you may but

seem to have something to say, and something that may reflect

dishonour on the Son of God. As to the passage in Genesis,

Methodius interprets &v àpxfi, (which we render in the begin

ning,) in the Principle; understanding by Principle God the Son,

in whom all things were created, according to St. Paul, Coloss. i.

17. Now since, according to Methodius, all things whatever

were created in the 3px;, i.e. in God the Son, it is plain that he

exempts him from the number of creatures. As to the other

text, out of Solomon's Proverbs, you have, without any ground

or warrant from Methodius, rendered Kriore created, instead of

appointed or constituted. The meaning probably is, according to

Methodius, that the Father appointed, or constituted, God the

Son as the āpx?), the principium, foundation, or head over all

creatures. This kind of construction of that place of the Pro

verbs, appears to have been known and received in the Church

some time before Methodius; as is plain from Dionysius of

Romex, his comment upon the text: which was afterwards coun

tenanced by Eusebius y and other Catholic writers z. Athena

goras, much earlier than any of them, must have understood the

text nearly in the same sense. For after he had declared ex

pressly against the Son's being made or created, asserting his

* "Exriore yūp évraúða dkovarréov

divri roo iméarmore rols int' airod yeyo

v6oruv%. yeyováort & 8t’ atroë roſ,
- -

-

totou. onys. Rom. apud Athanas.

p. 232.

y "Apxeiv 8& rôv 5Aov into kvpiov rod

airoi; marpås kararerayuévos' rod fºrt
> - - - - - - - z

orev čvrauð’ duri rod karéračev, ) karé

ormorev sipmuévov. Euseb. Eccl. Theol.

lib. iii. p. 151.

* Non enim ita sapientiam suam

condidit, quasi aliquando sine sapi

entia fuerit Hoc initium habeat

sapientia Dei quod de Deo processit

ad creanda omnia tam caelestiaº

terrena; non quo coeperit esse in Deo

Creata est ergo sapientia, imo genita,

non sibi quae sempererat, sed his quae
ab ea fieri oportebat. Pseud-Ambros.

de Fid. Orth. cap. ii. p. 349.
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procession from the Father to be a kind of substratum or support

for the world of creatures to subsist in, receiving from thence

their proper forms, order, and perfection; he immediately cites

this text out of the Proverbs, as confirming his sentiments *.

To return to Methodius: he barely cites the text to prove that

Christ was prior to the creation, and that all creatures had their

subsistence in him. He is not so particular in explaining the

sense of Kruge, as Dionysius of Rome, or Eusebius: but it is

more than probable that he understood it much in the same

sense. Certain it is, that your construction of him is entirely

unwarranted; and not only so, but contradictory to the author's

known principles elsewhere. Upon the whole, you have not

been able to answer Bishop Bull's citations out of Methodius,

nor to make good your own pretences against Methodius's or

thodoxy. Instead of taking off one misconstruction which I had

charged you with, you have only added to it: and have been so

far from acquitting yourself of your first offence, that you have

more than doubled it.

IV. A fourth thing which I charged b upon you, was a mis

representation and misconstructione of a passage in Dr. Caved.

I blamed you for insinuating as if Dr. Cave had said or meant,

that many or most of the Ante-Nicene Fathers were against the

divinity and eternity of Christ. That you really intended to in

sinuate as much is confessed in your Reply, where you tell me

(p. 26.) that “the natural import of the words” (Dr. Cave's words)

“contains a full confutation of the whole design of my book,

“which is to prove that all the Ante-Nicene Fathers maintained

“ the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father, and the

“eternal generation of the Son.”

I have not mistaken then as to the matter of fact, that you

really did insinuate what I had charged you with. That you

was to blame for so doing, will easily be made appear as plainly

as the other. Two things I before observed ; 1st, That Dr.

Cave's words ought not, without a manifest necessity, to have

been interpreted to a sense directly opposite to his well known

and often declared sentiments: 2nd, That there was no such

manifest necessity in the case before us; but rather some pro

* Vid. Athenag. cap. x. p. 38, 39, Whitby, Disquis. Mod. p. 97.

40. d Cave, Histor. Liter. vol. i. p. 112,

b Defence of Queries, vol. i. p.512,



TO D R. W HITBY'S REP LY. 225

bable grounds, even from the passage itself, for interpreting

Dr. Cave's words otherwise than you have done. Now as to Dr.

Cave's real sentiments, relating to the faith of the Ante-Nieene

writers, I appeal to the passages appearing in the margine.

You may there see that Dr. Cave looked upon the eternity of

the Son as part of the Christian faith from the very infancy of

the Church ; that it had been constantly taught by the Catholic

Fathers ; and that none but mere strangers to antiquity could

make any question of it: that the most effectual way to confute

Arians, &c. is, after Scripture, to appeal to the constant universal

eonsent of the ancients ; with more to the same purpose. Is

this the man whom you quote on your side ? I may add that

his Apologetical Epistle runs much upon this topic, to vindicate

the primitive Fathers against such aspersions as you, among

others, are too apt to throw upon them : amd there needs

nothing more to shew that he was perfectly in my sentiments as

to that particular, and directly opposite to yours. You may

say, perhaps, that Dr. Cave was inconsistent with himself; and

at different times, upon different occasions, asserted repugnant

propositions. But, with submission, I think it a piece ofjustice

e Æternitatem Filii, ejusque orêvêpo

μον τῆ âpxì rò elvau (quemadmodum

non inscite loquitur Cyrillus Alexan

drinus) concurrentem cum paterno

principio eæistentiam, constanter do

cuisse Catholicos Patres, antiquitatis

ecclesiasticæ rudis plane sit oportet

qui nescire potest; nec pluribus jam

probare opus est quod cumulate præ

stiterunt alii. Hanc ecclesiæ fidem

ab ipsis Christianismi primordiis tra

ditam, et perpetuo conservatam, omni

quo potuerunt nisu totisque viribus

oppugnarunt Ariani. Cav. Diss. 3.

ad calc. Hist. Lit. p. 79.

Liquet, non essé éfficaciorem hae

reses refutandi rationem, quam si post

allegatam SS. Scripturæ auctoritatem,

constantem et universalem veterum

consensum ad patres nostras advoce

mus. Expertus est id Theodosius

Imperator an. 383. quando Catholicos

Episcopos cum Arianis, Macedonianis,

Eunomianis, coacta synodo, confligere

vellet ; suadebat potius Nectario et

Agellio, qui ipsum consuluerant, Si

sinnius, ut interrogarent hæreticos

istos num admitterent illos doctores

atque interpretes Scripturarum, qui

WATERLAND, VOI,. II.

ante ecclesiæ dissidium floruissent.

Cav. Ep. Apol. p. 22. Vid. etiam p. 17.

Monebo tantum, in Patrum Scriptis

Dogmata Philosophica a fidei articulis

robe esse distinguenda. In his, S.

?£, et Catholicæ traditioni strictius

se alligant, et in REI SUMMA oMNEs

goNvENiUNt : in illis majori utuntur

libertate, et opiniones sæpius adhibent

quæ in philosophorum scholis venti

lari solebant; quin et in explicandis

fidei mysteriis – quandoque voces e

schola Platonica petitas admovent, sed

ad Christianum sensum accommoda

tas. Ibid. p. 48.

Profiteatur (J. Clericus) se cum

Ecclesia Catholica *Ε. Deum

esse essentia unum, Personis trinum,

nempe Unitatem in Trinitate, et Tri

nitatem in Unitate se colere ac vene

rari ; credere se, Jesum Christum ve

rum esse et aeternum Dei Filium, Patri

vero όμοούσιον, et orvvaiòvov—tunc

demum intelligemus fidem ejus in

principibus his doctrinæ Christianæ

capitibus, rectam esse, orthodoxam,

et tam sacræ Scripturæ, quam primaeve

antiquitaticongruam, Cav. Ep.4polog.

p. io7.

Q.
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due to every author, especially one that has bore a character in

the learned world, to suppose otherwise of him, till it can be

evidently made appear, that he has contradicted in one place

what he had laid down in another. If there be any room left

for a favourable and candid interpretation, it ought to be

admitted. I before observed to you, that there was no manifest

necessity of interpreting that passage of Dr. Cave, as you do.

He recounted about seven errors of Lactantius, referring to

others unnamed : and in those, he says, many of the ancients

concurred with him. By in those, he might possibly mean in

some or other of them, not in every single particular. To make

it the more probable that he really meant no more, I observed

that de divinitate stood as a distinct article, and might be

construed of the Deity. Lactantius held very absurd notions of

the Deity, as great errors as any could be. Could Dr. Cave take

notice of many smaller slips, and never allude to those which

were the greatest of all? And yet you cannot pretend to say

that many, or indeed any of the primitive Fathers concurred

with Lactantius in those errors concerning the Deity. From

whence I justly concluded that the words in quibus, were not to

be strictly understood of all and singular the errors noted.

To this you reply, that Lactantius says of God, that he is

the Father of all things, “whose beginning cannot be compre

“hended ;” as if this were all that Lactantius had said. Does

he not plainly assert that God had a beginning, and that he

made himself? You observe further, that this is fully explained

by himself lib. ii. cap. 8. where he says, “God only who is not

“made, is from himself, as we shewed in the first book.” And

what if he speaks right here : Does it follow that he has not

said what he really has said in another place : Besides, if you

please to admit the same candour of interpreting one place by

another, I can shew you also where he has spoke very orthodoxly

of God the Sons; and can as easily acquit him of the charge of

heresy with respect to God the Son, as you can acquit him of

the like charge in respect of God the Father. In a word, his

errors and contradictions in both points are visible enough: and

give me leave to think that Dr. Cave might see them; and might

* Verum quia fieri non potest quin sit procreatus.-Deus ipse se fecit.

id quod sit, aliquando esse caperit: Lactant, lib. i. cap. 7. p. 32.

consequens est ut, quando nihil ante & Vid. Lactant. lib. iv. cap. 9.

eum fuerit, ipse ante omnia ex seipso
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allude to one in the article de divinitate, and to the other in the

words, de atterna Filii existentia. For, surely, otherwise he

would not have put de and de, but would rather have expressed

it as one article, thus; de divinitate atque atterna existentia Filii;

and then have proceeded with another de, to a new article.

Upon the whole, you can never make good your point from this

passage of Dr. Cave, which is not only capable of a different

construction from yours, but most naturally and most probably

requires it.

You would insinuate (Reply, p. 30.) from another passage of

Dr. Cave, where he is speaking of Origen, that Origen's supposed

errors relating to the Trinity were not, in Dr. Cave's judgment,

contrary to any “article of the Church, or Apostolical tradi

“tions:” which again is doing that good man a second injury,

instead of making satisfaction for the first. Dr. Cave does not

say that his supposed errors relating to the Trinity were not

contrary to “any article of the Church;” but only that many

of Origen's censured opinions were not: and what sort of opin

ions Dr. Cave meant, he himself tells us in the very place refer

red toh; namely, “intricate questions that had been canvassed

“only in the schools of the philosophers, and some notions of

“his own invention that were minus commodae, not so just or

“accurate as they should be.” Now what is this to our present

purpose : See the passages of Dr. Cave before cited, sufficiently

shewing that he thought the doctrine of the Trinity to be a fun

damental “article of the Church,” and an “apostolical tra

“dition.” But I am weary of attending you through so many

trifling pretences. To conclude this head: the most that can

be made out of Dr. Cave's expressions, here or elsewhere, is no

more than this, that some of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, in some

places of their works, expressed themselves sometimes improperly,

incautiously, or, it may be, now and then dangerously, in respect

of the doctrine of the Trinity, before the meaning of terms was

adjusted and settled; and those articles reduced to a more

certain and more accurate form of expression. In the sum of the

matter, in the main doctrine, the Ante-Nicene Fathers were

agreed. This was Dr. Cave's real judgment; as may be seen

by his own words before cited : and, I suppose, he may be

allowed to be his own best interpreter. He was not only in

h Histor. Liter. vol. i. p. 77.

Q 2.
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those sentiments, but zealous for them, being a true lover and

admirer of the primitive Fathers. How would the good man

have been filled with indignation to have found his name and

his authority made use of, to such purposes as you have done !

But enough.

V. I chargedi you further as reporting falsely, that the titles

of rod Tavros troumrijs, and Töv ŠMøv Šmulovpyös, (that is, Creator

or Framer of the universe,) were such as the writers of the

second century always distinguished the Father from the Son by.

I was indeed so tender in this point, as not absolutely to charge

this falsehood upon you: but I observed that either this must

have been your meaning, or else you had made a very trifling

observation. Those words of yours on which I grounded my

remark, I have now thrown into the margink, for every Latin

reader to judge of You defend yourself (Reply, p. 16.) with

these words: “The words of Athenagoras there cited are these;

“One unbegotten and eternal Maker of all things. By which epi

“ thets, &c. Now of these epithets thus joined, my words are

“ certainly true; nor had the Doctor any right to separate what

“I had thus joined.” One can hardly forbear smiling at this

invented answer. If what you now pretend was really your

meaning, how came you to say epithets, in the plural, rather

than epithet, in the singular : Why did you distinguish the

several epithets with commas? Again, why did you take such

particular notice of per quem, by whom, which you say was

attributed to the Son, to distinguish him from him that was

omnium opifew, Maker of all things 2 Does not your sense here,

and your sense in what went before, (as I have represented it.)

answer to each other, like two tallies, exactly : I defy any man

that reads your words in the Latin, to understand you other

wise. But if you will needs have it that you intended only to say

that the epithet of “one unbegotten and eternal Maker of all

“things” was peculiar to the Father, in the second century, you

shall have the honour of making a shrewd observation, when

you tell me in what century downwards to this day, that epithet

* Defence of Queries, vol. i. p. 513. Quibus epithetis istius saeculi Scrip

* Ex quibus omnibus, ex Athe- tores Deum Patrem a Filio semper

nagorae sententia, Deum illum unum distinguebant, Deumque Filium ab

quem Christiani praedicabant, non hoc omnium opifice ex ed distingui

alium fuisse quam Deum ingenitum, docuerunt, quod sit ille per quem, aut

aeternum, rod travròs troumrijv, Tów 6\ov cujus ministerio Pater fecit omnia.

&mpuoupyöv, omnium opificem, liquet. Whitby, Disq. Modest. p. 6o.

*
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has not been peculiar to the Father as much as then. I before

left you the alternative, either of being found trifling in a peculiar

manner, or making a false report ; and so I do still. One might

think, by what follows in your Reply to this article, that you

had a mind to own the report, and to vindicate it from the charge

of falsehood.

You say, Justin Martyr made a “ difference between the word

“Troumrūs and Ömutovpyós;” and a little after, that he always

“speaketh of the Son as being another, not from the Ömutovpyös,

“the Builder, Framer, or Artificer, but átó roß Toumrod Toč trav

“Tös, or rôv 6\ov, from the Maker of all things,” Reply, p. 17,

18. However that be, I shewed you plainly, from three express

testimonies', that Irenaeus, of the same century with Justin,

made no such difference. The Son is troumri)s rôv távrov, Maker

of all things, according to Irenaeus, over and over, in as full and

strong words as the Father himself can be: so that your remark,

as to the writers of the second century, has no truth in it. What

you observe of Justin, is not strictly true. He tells usm indeed,

that Plato made a difference between Toumri)s and Ömutovpyös,

understanding by the former one that makes a thing from nothing,

and by the latter one that frames any thing out of preewistent

matter. Justin takes notice of this, in order to shew that Plato's

inferior gods must be corruptible, upon Plato's own principles:

for the great God is styled by Plato, not troumrūs, but Ömutovpyös

of the other Gods. Consequently they were made of matter,

which is corruptible, and therefore are corruptible themselves.

What is this to the purpose we are upon? Or how does it ap

pear that Justin himself always observed Plato's distinction ?

Besides that if he did, it is certain that Justin Martyr supposes

God the Son to be troumri)s, or Maker of man, whom he calls the

Trotmua, creature of Christn, And there is no reason to doubt,

but that he supposed him to be as truly troumrås, Maker of all

other things, according to the constant doctrine of the Church

in that very century, as appears from Irenaeus, Clemens of Alex

andria, and others.

You go on, in pursuance of your first mistake, to observe,

that “6mutovpyös being of an inferior sense to that of Toumri)s

“ t&v 6Aov, it is no wonder that the Fathers sometimes give it

! See my Defence, vol. i. p. 383, ºn Just. Mart. Paraen. p. 91. Ox. ed.

384. * Just. Mart, Dial. p. 187. Jeb.
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“to the Son under one of these distinctions, where they say

“with Origen the Father is iſpáros Ómuovpyös, the first or chief

“Worker, the Son is so in a secondary sense.” This is writing

just as if you had never seen the Fathers. I repeat it, that

Irenaeus gives both those titles indifferently to God the Son, as

do other Fathers after him ; which you might have seen in my

Defence, vol. i. p. 384. Yet you are loath to admit even so

much as Ömuovpyös to have been applied to the Son, except

with a distinction; quoting, I would say misquoting, Origen, to

countenance your pretences. If you please to look again into

Origen", the word is tipóras, not ſpótos, signifying not that the

Father is the first Worker, as if there were two workers, but that

he is primarily Creator. And, what ruins all your fine airy spe

culations at once, Origen, in that very place, asserts the Son

Toufioral (not omutovpyeºv) tow kóopov, to make, not frame only, the

world: which is as much as if he had called him toč kóapov, or

töv 6Aov troumrijs.

You quote Eusebius as styling the Father &Távrov Šmutovpyös,

the Son airwos bettepos. You should have remembered that the

same Eusebius styles the Son 6 uéyas róv ŠAov ŠmutovpyósP.

Had this been applied to the Father instead of the Son, what

speculations might we not have expected upon the force of Ö

péyas, the great Creator? You forget also that Eusebius

scruples not to use the title of Toumri)s róv 6Aov, Maker of all

things, speaking of the Son; as I observed in my Defence.9.

This is directly against you : and if there be some expressions

in Eusebius which we neither approve nor vindicate; so there

are many others that you cannot approve, or make consistent

with your principles: quotations therefore from Eusebius will

signify little on either side. What you produce (Reply, p. 18.)

out of Methodius has been solidly answered by Bishop Bull".

You next cite Tatian as a true disciple of Justin Martyr,

saying, that “matter is produced ità toi, Távrov Šmutovpyoſ,

“from the Maker of all things, but the Son was avrò Tºv Čamv

“&muoupyijgas, Worker of this matter.” But sure the disciple

was strangely forgetful of his master's distinction between Toumrijs

and Ömutovpyós: otherwise, when he was talking of God'sproducing

matter, he should have styled him touris, not &mutovpyós. And

o Origen. contr. Cels. p. 317. * Defence of Queries, vol. i. p. 383.

P Euseb. Eccl. H. lib. x. cap. 4. r Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. p. 165.

p. 316.
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you are as forgetful of what you had said but the page before :

otherwise you should have made the Father no more than

'orker of the matter, as well as the Son; because of the word

ãmutovpyós. See how strangely you are bewildered in your ob

servations, confuting and contradicting yourself. Nothing

succeeds with you; and I will venture to predict that nothing

will, so long as you are espousing the cause of heresy, in oppo

sition to the faith of the Catholic Church.

VI. I charged you, sixthly, with three misrepresentations

together: one relating to Basil, the other two to Athanasius".

Basil you represented as declaring against Unity of essence,

where he intended nothing but against unity of Person. To

which you make answer, (p. 21,) that you “dived not into

“Basil's intentions, but cited his words fairly, viz. that the

“Sabellian doctrine was corrected by the word consubstantial.”

A pretty way this, to cite authors without considering whether

they intended any thing to the purpose they are cited for, or no.

You cited thasil, to prove that two things consubstantial make

two essences; whereas Basil meant no more than that they make

two Persons. This you call fairly citing his words. You mean,

I suppose, that you fairly transcribe his words, at the same

time very unfairly perverting his sense.

As to Athanasius, I observed that you understood what he

had said against the épowdowv, as if it had been said against

the Öuootſoudu, betwixt which two that accurate Father always

carefully distinguished. To this you reply, that you cited

Athanasius to confirm this proposition, that “they who say the

“essence of the Son is like or equal to that of the Father, do

“by that ascribe to him another numerical essence from that of

“the Father.” I perceive you do not yet understand a syllable

of what Athanasius was speaking about. See his meaning ex

plained in my Defence, vol. i. p. 513. Athanasius is so far from

supposing like and equal to be equivalent, or even consistent,

that he denies that essence to be equal, which is only like ; and

he is not observing that either an equal or a like essence must be

another numerical essence, but that an essence which is only

like to divine, must be an inferior essence. It is very strange,

that after a key had been given you to that passage in Atha

nasius, you should still go on, as before, to confound yourself

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 513. t Disquisit. Mod. p. 32. Praef.



232 AN ANSWER

and your readers. As to the other misrepresentation of Atha

nasius, whom you suppose an assertor of numerical identity,

(which is making him a Sabellian, according to your sense of

numerical,) as to this charge upon you, you are pleased to say

never a word. That therefore stands as it did.

VII. In the next place, I blamed you for representing

Barnabas's epistle, év vö0ots, interpreting it spurious, though

that be not the sense of év vöðots, as it lies in Eusebius. To

this you make answer, (p. 20,) that you “neither there nor

“elsewhere interpret those words at all.” This is another

instance wherein you appear to be more unkind to yourself,

than I had been to you. You declare, p. 19. of your Disquisi

tions, that Barnabas's epistle was by the ancients held for

spurious. This false assertion appeared to have some colour,

supposing that you interpret év vöðots in Eusebius, to mean

spurious : but without that, you have made a misreport of the

ancients, and have no pretence at all for it. Shew me what

ancients, or where they reckoned Barnabas's epistle spurious u.

If you choose rather to have it thought that you have told us

an untruth without any colour for it, than with any, be it so: I

was willing to put the most candid construction upon the thing;

and I shall do so still, if you will give me leave. For I observe,

that after you had said “that Eusebius ranked this epistle ºv

v60ois, you immediately subjoin these words, “Cotelerius con

“fesses that he inclines to the opinion of those who think it is

“not the Apostle’s.” Now, this is so very like commenting on

the phrase, év v600s, just going before, that hardly one reader

in a hundred could ever suspect that you understood by év vö

0ots any thing else but spurious ; that is, falsely ascribed to

Barnabas. In a word, it seems to me very much the same

thing, whether you interpret a passage thus, or whether you

lead your reader into such interpretation: the reader is equally

deceived either way. However, if you insist upon it, that you

neither interpreted the words at all, nor intended to lead your

reader into any such interpretation, I acquiesce; provided only

that you give us any tolerable account of your saying that this

epistle was looked upon as spurious by the ancients.

* Certe quicquid de hac epistola “stolam Barnabae non tribuerit; ne

dicant recentiores critici, eam Barnabae “que in ea quidquam apparet, quod

nostro constanter ascribunt veteres. “eam aetatem non ferat.” Cap. Histor.

“. Nemo certe fuit,” inquit 6 travö Literar. vol. i. p. 11.

Cestriensis noster, “qui hanc Epi- × Disq. Mod. p. 9.
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VIII. The next thing which I found fault withy was, your

partial account of the ancient dowologies”. To this you reply,

(p. 19,) that you “freely acknowledge your account of the pri

“mitive doxologies to be imperfect, as wanting the dorologies

“ of St. Paul and St. Jude, which are the best rule and standard

“ of doxologies.” What? better than St. John's or St. Peter's?

But this it is to aim at wit. You may please to remember that

we were not talking of the Scripture-dowologies, but of those

which are to be met with in the writings of the Fathers. You

had told us in your Disquisitions a notorious untruth, that the

Fathers of the first and second century never used that form of

dorology which has been especially called Catholic; but that the

Arian form had obtained among the early Fathers. This false

account I softly called a partial account; to be as tender of you

as possible. It is well known that perú or ov, in dowologies, is

the same as if the particle kal be used to connect the Persons:

and all such forms come under the name of Catholic, as opposed

to such forms as have only 8ta or év: because, though either of

those forms may indifferently be used, and have been used by

Catholics both in former and latter times: yet after the Arians

had perverted one to an ill sense, the Catholics chose, for the

most part, to make use of the other. Now of those called

Catholic forms, I referred to Polycarp’s”, the Church of

Smyrna'sb, and Clemens's of Alexandriae, all within the two first

centuries, and standing evidences of the falsehood of your report,

supposing you meant that neither perä, nor ov, nor kai, were

applied in doxologies to the Son or Holy Ghost. Indeed, if any

of them are applied to either of those two Persons, it is a

contradiction to the Arian pretence that neither of them should

be glorified with the Father, but the Father glorified in or by

them. You tell me, by way of Reply, (p. 20.) “that the words

“ of Polycarp, and the Church of Smyrna, comparing the varia

“tion of copies, are certainly against me.” How certainly 2

I know of no variation there is with respect to the Church of

* Defence of Queries, vol. i. p. 514. gºu kai tā āyiq, Tvetuart' travra rà évi

* Disq. Mod. p. 23. ev (; Tú màvra. 8t' 8v rà itévra ºv, Ši' by

* Me6' oi got kai Tveſpart áytº # rô det, où uéAm trăvres. of 36&a, alóves'

86éa, &c. Polycarp. Trávra rô dyadó, Távra rô KaNg, Trávra

* Me6' of 865a Tó ee; kal trarpi kai ré oroq à, rig 8ikatº Tà trávra º # 36%a

āyiq rvetuart. Eccles. Smyrn. kal vov kai eis rows alóvas. Clem. Aler.

* Tº Hºvq trarpi ka? vić, vić, Kai Pardag. lib. iii. p. 311. Ox. ed.

warpi, trauðayoyº kai 8tóagkúA® vić,
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Smyrna's: Eusebius's copy being but an abstract, wants the

latter part of the epistle. As to the variation of Polycarp's, it

cannot be pretended to make any thing certain against me,

unless it be certain that Eusebius's reading be the better of the

two; which is by no means probable. Besides, that at the

worst, giv is applied to the Son, even in Eusebius's copy: I

suppose you do not insist upon the variation of your own

contriving. Besides these, Clemens's dowology will still stand

good against you, and St. Basil's testimony concerning the

doxologies of the earlier centuries", though the doxologies pro

duced by him reach no higher up than the beginning of the

third. But the subject of dowologies having been accurately

handled of late by others, I shall content myself with referring

to their learned and useful tracts upon ite.

IX. I censured your account of Justin Martyr, as being one

continued misrepresentation f. I considered what I said; and

shall now justify my censure. You are pleased, indeed, to put

on a more than usual air of assurance upon this occasion. The

brightest evidence of truth is what you pretend to, (p. 31.) You

resolve to vindicate yourself from this false imputation, and to

make me sensible of my conduct; that I have very artificially,

very falsely represented Justin Martyr, (p. 31.) have been guilty

of pious frauds and notorious artifice, (p. 37.) such artifice and

fraud as you have seldom met with, (ibid.) A crowd of falehoods

and misrepresentations you charge upon me, (p. 40.) Yet, after

all these big words and fine flourishes, (the feeble vaunts of a

desperate cause that needs them,) I will venture to refer the

matter in dispute to any man of tolerable capacity and moderate

skill in the learned languages. I intimated in my Defence

(vol. i. p. 526.) the drift and design of Justin Martyr's Dialogue,

of that part which we are now principally concerned with. It

was to shew that there was a divine Person, one who was really

God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and was not the Father,

but was the Logos, or Christ. This account of Justin I will first

demonstrate to be true and right; and next shew how easy it

is to take off all your boasted reasons, or rather cavils, to the

contrary.

d Basil. de Sp. S. cap. xxix. p. 218, Second Review by the same hand.

222. Bishopof London's Letter defended.

e Seasonable Review of Mr.Whis- By a Believer.

ton's Account of primitive Doxologies. * Defence of Queries, vol. i. p. 514.
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1. Justin Martyr observes, in the beginning of his Dialogues,

that the Christians acknowledged no other God than the Jews

did. “There never will be, O Trypho, nor ever was since the

“world began, another God (áAAos Osós) besides the Maker and

“ Disposer of the universe: nor do we imagine that ours is one

“God and yours another; but it is one and the same, that

“brought your Fathers out of Egypt with a mighty hand and

“stretched out arm: nor do we rest our hopes in any other (for

“there is none other) but in him whom you hope in, the God

“ of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.” From hence may be seen

how far Justin is from asserting two Gods. There is not, ac

cording to him, nor ever was, nor will be, àAAos Oeds, another

God besides the God of the Jews, the God of Abraham, Isaac,

and Jacob. Thus far he and Trypho were agreed.

2. It was agreed likewise between Justin and Trypho, that

one certain Person, the same that created the world, and who

is often spoke of in the Old Testament, as Creator of the uni

verse; who was owned by the Jews under that title, and by

Christians more especially under the name of Father; I say, it

was agreed that that Person was God of Abraham, Isaac, and

Jacob.

3. Justin Martyr, over and above, asserts that that Person

had another Person with him, a real and proper Son; which

Son was also God and Lord, and God of Abraham, Isaac, and

Jacob. This was the chief matter in debate between Justin

and Trypho; and upon which Justin Martyr spends many pages

in his Dialogue, alluding to it also elsewhere. Now, the main

point in dispute between you and me is, whether this was really

Justin's meaning or no. I must prove every syllable of what I

here assert; and therefore must dwell the longer upon this

article. Justin, I say, asserts another Person, besides the Father,

to be really God, God of Abraham, &c. He maintains that

ãAAós éori Oeosh, or érepos Oeosi, another is God, which he else

where expresses by áAAos Tisi, another who is God, besides the

Father; which comes to the same as another Person besides the

Father. Instead of saying Father, he generally expresses it by

the title of Creator of all things; the reason of which I conceive

to be, that both he and Trypho received him under that notion :

but under the notion of Father, in Justin's sense, he was not

& Justin. Mart. Dial. p. 34. Jeb. i Ibid. p. 158, 161, 164.

* Ibid. p. 147, 163. j Ibid. p. 161,165.
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received by Trypho, the question betwixt them being chiefly

this; whether he was a Father in a proper sense, that is,

whether he had really a Son. Hence, I conceive, it is, that

Justin so often denotes the Father by the title of Maker of all

things, rather than by the title of Father. Yet he does some

times make use of the title of Father, instead of the other. He

says in one place, oix & Tarijp fivk, instead of saying, oix 6 Toumrås,

töv ŠAov ºv: which, though not so accurate while disputing

with a Jew, serves however to shew that those two titles were

only different expressions denoting the same Person. Justin, in

his first Apology, where he is again upon the same argument,

styles the Father, 6 trarip rôv ŠAov, Father of all things; in the

same place censuring the Jews for not acknowledging that he

had a Son', that is, not acknowledging him to be a Father, in a

peculiar and proper sense. This I take notice of to confirm

what I have already observed, that it was not proper for Justin,

in dispute with a Jew, to call the Father by a title which the

Jews did not own, but rather by another which was acknow

ledged on both sides; viz. Maker of all things, or however,

Father of all things, not Father simply. To proceed: Justin

asserts, and often inculcates, that this Maker, or Father of all

things, has a Sonm, an only-begotten Sonn, begotten before the

creation", begotten of himself”, (&x Oeod, and Čš Šavroſ,) without

abscission or division", strictly and properly" (tôtos and kvptos) a

Son, and really (not nominally) distinct from hims. He asserts

further, and proves at large, that this very Son is really God,

not called God only, but is Godt: and Justin never says that he

is God by coluntary appointment, or as representative of the

Father; but as Son of God, he is God. The same is God of

the Jews, God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, according to

Justin. This last particular is what you and I chiefly differ

k Justin. Mart. Dial. p. 261. * Justin. Dial. p. 373.

1 Just. Apol. i. p. 122. * "Eart kai Aéyeral esús kai kūptos

m Justin. Mart. Dial. p. 296, 371. repos inép rôv mountºv rôv 6\ov, 6s

n Ibid. p. 309. kai äyyeXos kaxeirai. Dial. p. 161.

o Ibid. p. 183, 187, 295, 296, 364, "AyyeXos kaxočuevos kaleeds inépxov,

375, 395. Comp. Apol. i. p. 69, 90, p. 187. eeós kaxeira, kai eeds art

iói, 123. Apol. ii. p. 13. kai éortal, p. 176. Beöv lorxvpèv kai

p Justin. Dial. p. 183. Apol. i. p. 44. Trpookvvmtöv Xptorröv čvra è? wore,

q Justin. Mart. Dial. p. 183,373. p. 231. Beöv pnow elva, p. 367.

Comp. Paraen. p. 127. " Just. Mart, Dial. p. 364, 366,

r Justin. Mart. Apol. i. p. 44, 46. 370, 371. Apol. i. p. 123.

Apol. ii. p. 13.
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upon ; and therefore I must be the more full and copious in the

proof of it.

It is a rule and maxim with Justin, that God the Father

never appeared; which, I suppose, I need not prove to you,

because you yourself contend for it, and in the title-page of your

Reply, recommend the determination of the Sirmian Synod in

anathematizing any that should say, the Father appeared to

Abraham. Please then to take notice, that Justin Martyr

quotes xBxod. iii. 16, where it is said, “The Lord God of your

“fathers, the God of Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob, appeared

“ unto me, &c.” These words Justin, upon his principles, must

have understood of Christ: he was the Lord God, the God

of Abraham, &c. who appeared. And indeed Justin quotes the

text for that very purpose, to prove that Christ is God. Soon

after he asks the company, whether they did not yet perceive

that he who appeared to Moses had declared himself to be the

God of Abrahamy, &c. This passage I before cited in my

Defence, (p. 296) to prove that, according to Justin, Christ

himself was God of Abraham. This you complain of, very

ridiculously, (Reply, p. 37,) calling it a piece of artifice, and

I know not what, as if I had stopped where I ought not;

whereas it is impossible that Justin's words should have any

other meaning than that which I have given: the following

words in Justin are so far from confronting this sense, that they

do nothing more than repeat and confirm the same thing. For

after Justin had thus plainly asserted that Christ was God of

Abraham, &c. proving it from the text in Exodus; Trypho

objects, that possibly it might be an angel only that appeared,

and God (that is, God the Father) might speak to Moses

by that angel. To which Justin replies; “Admit that both

“God and an angel were concerned in that appearance to Moses,

“ as has been proved from the text cited; yet, I insist upon it,

“that the Maker of all things was not the God (or that divine

“Person) who told Moses that he himself was God of Abraham,

“ and God of Isaac, and God of Jacob ; but it was he of whom I

“have proved to you, that he appeared to Abraham, and

“ to Jacob, administering to the will of the Maker of all

* Just. Mart. Dial. p. 178, 179, AeAa\mréval airó, otros airós eeds &v

Comp. Dial. p. 366. ormuaivet ré Mooreſ, āri atrás forw 6

y’d fivêpes vevoňkare, Aéyov, 3rt Öv eeds 'A8paap, kai 'Iolaak, kai 'Iakó3;

Aéyet Mooris àyyekov, Šv trupi pºoyās Just. Dial. p. 179.
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“things’.” Justin goes on to prove this from the absurdity of

supposing that God the Father should appear in that manner:

upon which Trypho is convinced that he that appeared to

Abraham, and was called God and Lord, and was God, was not

the Maker of all things; not God the Father, but another, who

was also an angel. Then Justin proceeds to give further proof,

that none appeared to Moses in the bush but he only, who

is called an angel, and is really God, namely, Christ the Son

of God. To these testimonies I shall subjoin one more out

of Justin's first Apology, which in English runs thus: “Now

“what was said to Moses out of the bush, I am the I AM, the

“God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of

“Jacob, and the God of thy fathers, denotes that they, though

“dead, are still in being, and are men of Christ himselfa.”

In this passage, Christ is plainly asserted to be the 6 &v, the I

am, or God of the Jews, God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.

By four express testimonies out of Justin, this momentous point

is established; and the whole tenor of this Father's writings

confirms it. The sum then of Justin’s doctrine is this: That

there is no other God besides the God of the Jews, the God of

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob : that God the Father is God of the

Jews, God of Abraham, &c. that there is another besides the

Father, who is also God of the Jews, God of Abraham, &c. and

this other is the Logos, or Christ, the proper and only Son of the

Father, undivided and inseparable from him, though begotten of

him. The conclusion from all is, that Christ is God, and yet

not another God from the Father, but áAAos ris another Person

onlyb. This is Justin's true, genuine, certain doctrine, which

being thus proved and fixed, all your pretences to the con

trary drop at once. However, that I may not seem to neglect

any thing you have to say, I shall briefly examine your objec

tions one by one.

1. One is, that Justin often speaks of Oeos érepos trapā rôv

woumrºv táv ÓAov, another God besides the Maker of all things.

* Oüx 6troumri)s róv 6\ov čorral eeds 6

rº, Moorstein &v airów elva, esov'A8pa

àº, kai eeóv 'Iolaak, kai esov 'Iakó8,

dAN’ódrobelx6eisūplivāq,6auré'A8paap,

kai Tô 'Iakó8, rà row Totnroi rāv 6\ov

6eXhost imperóv. Ibid. p. 180.

kal 6 eeós 'Ioraúk, kal 6 eeós 'Iakö8,

kal 6 eeós róv marépov orov, ornuavruków

rod kai droðavövras exeivovs fléveuv, kai

elval atroë rod Xptorrod dwépétrovs.

Just. Apol. i. p. 123. Ox.

a Tô 8: eipmuévov čk 8árov rá

Mooreſ, eyd, elus à èv ć esos 'A3paapi,

b See my §º. p. 141, &c. of

this volume.
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But I have shewn, from Justin’s own interpretation, (besides

that in strict propriety the words require no more,) that the

meaning is only this, that there is &AAos ris, another who is God;

besides him whom both sides acknowledged under the title

of Maker of all things; that is, besides him whom Christians

call the Father. Justin then meant only that there is another

Person besides the Father, who is also God. To this you

except", that the word Person, or Hypostasis, was not known to

Justin. And what if he uses not the word, might he not

without the word assert the thing 2 "AAAos ris really signifies,

and is rightly rendered, another Person. But you except further,

that Justin does not only say repos, another, but ápt016 €repos,

another in number; and how can Father and Son be numerically

the same God, if they be numerically differing 2 To which I

answer, that they are different Persons, numerically different :

and that this was really Justin's sense is manifest from his

opposing the word, épubu% érepov, another thing in number,

to that which dwópart pudvov ćpióueira, only differs nominally, not

reallyd. He did not intend to say that Father and Son were

two Gods, but only that they were more than two names of

the same thing; as some heretics taught, before Sabellius. In

this sense, none of the Post-Nicene writers ever denied that

the Son is àpiðu% €repos, or érépév ru, another, or another thing,

really distinct from the Fathere. The same way of speaking you

will find in the Church as low as Damascent. But you say,

(Mod. Disquis. p. 29,) that the Post-Nicene Fathers guarded

their expressions by the word hypostasis, which Justin does not.

And what if the disputes which happened after Justin's time

made it necessary to guard such expressions, as having been

used formerly without offence, came at length to be perverted

to an ill meaning? There is nothing strange in this. It is well

observed by the judicious and learned Du-Pin, speaking indeed

of Theognostus, but the remark is applicable to others of

the ancients, who may claim the like favour of interpretation.

“Photius,” says he, “has wrongfully accused Theognostus to

“have erred concerning the divinity of the Son, upon the score

* Disquis. Mod. p. 29. Ambr. de Fid. lib. iii. cap. 15. Greg.

* Vid. Justin. Dial. p. 373. Nyss. Cat. Orat. cap. 1. -

* Basil. Ep. 30.o. p. ioio. Athan. f Vid. Damascen, lib. i. cap. 6. lib.

Orat. iv. p. 619. Contr. Sabell. p. 41. iii. cap. 6.

Cyril. Alex. Thesaur. p. 60, 11o.
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“of a few expressions that did not agree with those of his own

“age; without taking notice that though the ancients have

“ spoken differently as to this point, yet the foundation of the

“ doctrine was always the same; and that it is an horrid injustice

“to require them to speak as nicely, and with as much pre

“caution, as those that lived after the birth and condemnation

“ of heresies.” In a word, though Justin has not used the like

guards with the Post-Nicene writers, since he had not the like

occasions; yet his sense, without any such guards, is plain

enough to any man that duly weighs and considers it.

2. You pretend from Justin, (Disq. Mod. p. 33.) that Christ

is not Maker of all things. But this you can never prove out of

Justin: for all that Justin meant, by distinguishing Christ from

the Maker of all things, was only this, that Christ is not that

Person, ordinarily and eminently styled Maker of all things; that

is, he is not the Father himself, as some heretics pretended, and

as the Jews in effect taught, by applying these texts to God the

Father, which Justin interprets of God the Som.

3. You object that Christ does nothing of his own power.

This is no where said by Justin of Christ, considered in his

highest capacity. Justin indeed admits that both the power and

substance of the Son is derived from the Father. But this is a

different thing from saying that Christ did nothing by his own

power. The Father's power is his power, Christ's own power.

4. You object (Disq. Mod. p. 30, 33.) that Christ is no more

than the chief power, (Tp(3rm biſvapus,) after the chief God, uera Tów

apótov Oedy. But Justin no where puts those words together

as you have done. He does indeed say, that the Son is the

principal Power after (that is, next in order to) the Father of all

thingsg: which is no more than to say, that he is the newt Person

to the Father, as all allow. What inference can you draw from

thence against our principles: As to the words tºpóros Osós,

chief God, it is Plato's expression, and, as such, cited by

Justinh.

5. You object that Christ “hath all that he hath from the

“Father.” This is true, and acknowledged by all Catholics,

before and after the Nicene Council, from Justini down to

Damascen".

& Justin. Mart. Apol. i. p. 66. kai kvpiº, kai Geó. Just. Dial. p.374.

h Justin. Apol. i. p. 114. * IIávra oëv Gora èxel 6 viðs kai rô

i Atrios airó roi, elval, Kai Suvarð, mºveſpa šk rod warpès #xei, kai airó ré
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6. You object that, according to Justin, (Disq. p. 33.)

“Christ could not be saved but by the help of God.” This is

spoke of Christ, in respect of his humanity; and brought in

among the proofs of Christ's being a man!. And it was suitable

to Christ's humble state on earth, for an example and lesson

to other men, to refer all to God.

7. You object that Christ is “manifestly distinguished from

“ the God of Abraham.” But this is manifestly false, in your

sense of it. Christ is plainly God of Abraham, according to

Justin; as hath been before shewn. You may say, if you please,

that the Father is distinguished from the God of Abraham;

which is true, as he is distinguished from the Son, who is God

of Abraham: in like manner, I presume, we may allow that the

Son is distinguished from the God of Abraham, and leave you to

make your utmost advantage of it. You observe, that when the

Son is distinguished from the God of Abraham, there is added,

“besides whom there is no other God.” From thence you may

learn, that though the Son be God of Abraham, as well as the

Father, yet there are not two Gods of Abraham : the Son is not

another God of Abraham, but another Person only.

8. You object further, (Disq. Mod. p. 27, 33,) that Christ

“would not suffer himself to be called good, but remitted that

“ title to the Father only".” You should have added, as Justin

does in the same place, that Christ was a “worm, and no man,

“the scorn of men, and the outcast of the people:” and then

the reader would have seen plainly what Justin was talking

about.

9. You object that Christ is not “called God by Justin, on

“account of his having the Father's essence communicated to

“ him, but because of his being begotten of him before the cre

“ation:” that is, Justin has not said it in terms, though he has

in sense. To be the proper Son of the Father, and to be begotten

of him inseparably, and without division, (which is Justin's doc

trine,) is the same thing as to have the nature or essence of the

Father communicated to him. This is clear from Justin's simi

litudes and illustrations". For, I suppose, one fire lighted of

another is of the same nature with that other: and thus it is,

sipat. Damasc. de Fid. Orth. lib. i. Comp. 303.
cap. IO. m Ibid. p. 298.

Wid. Just. Mart. Dial. p. 298. n Wid. Justin. Dial. p. 183,373.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. R
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that the Nicene Fathers supposed the Son to be, as it were,

Light of Light ; intending thereby to signify his consubstantiality.

Io. But you object, that the Son (according to Justin) “is

“God by the will of the Father.” This might be understood

in a good sense, had it been asserted by Justin. But the pas

sage which you build this upon does not say so much; as shall

be shewn in another place, and as I have before observed in my

Defence, vol. i. p. 35o.

II. But Christ, you say, is subservient to the will of the

Father. And what if it pleased the second Person of the blessed

Trinity to transact all matters between God the Father and

mankind? be thankful for it, and make not yourself a judge of

the divine and mysterious dispensations. I observed in my De

fence, (vol. i. p. 442.) that one Person may be delegate to an

other, without being of an inferior nature: otherwise one man

could not be delegate to another. This “thin piece of sophistry”

you undertake to answer (Reply, p. 73.) in these words: “One

“man may be delegate to another, because he is 'another indi

“viduum of the same species, but different in his particular

“essence from him; but dares the Doctor say the second or

“third Person thus differs from the first " To which I reply,

that, from your own confession, it is manifest that merely from

delegation no argument can be drawn to inferiority of nature;

which was the point I was upon, and which is sufficiently proved

by that instance. As to the Persons differing from each other,

as one man differs from another, I readily deny any such differ

ence among the divine Persons: and I leave you to prove at

leisure, that all delegation requires it. When you can do that,

I shall submit to the charge of sophistry: in the mean time,

please to suffer it to lie at your own door.

Having thus considered all, or however your most considerable

pretences from Justin Martyr, and shewn them to be weak and

frivolous; I hope I may have leave once more to say, that your

account of this Father is one continued misrepresentation. You

have, under this article, took a great deal of pains to weaken

the force of an argument which I had used in my Defence, vol. i.

p. 291, &c. It would break my method too much here to at

tend you in it; to shew how you have left my main arguments

and testimonies untouched, and have done little more than

endeavoured to confront them with other testimonies; which,

notwithstanding, when rightly understood, are nothing at all to
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the purpose. If the reader pleases but to consider and compare

what I have said in my Defence, I am not apprehensive that

your pretences can have much weight with him. However, if a

proper occasion offers, and if need be, or if I have not sufficiently

obviated them already, I may perhaps take some further notice

of them, either in a second part to this, or elsewhere, whenever

my adversaries shall favour me with a large and particular ex

amination of the whole piece. I shall now proceed, in my method,

to another article of the charge.

X. The tenth thing which I charged you with (Defence, vol. i.

p. 514.) was, that in your Disquisitions, (p. 61.) you took occa

sion from the Latin version to misrepresent Athenagoras, insi

nuating from it, that the Son is not like the Father. Here you

are so ingenuous as to plead guilty, and to give me leave to

triumph, (Reply, p. 14,) but with this sting in it, that it is “ the

“only argument I attempted to answer.” But whether that be

so or no, our readers, I suppose, may be the properest judges;

to whom I leave it, and proceed.

XI. I charged you further, (Defence, vol. i. p. 514, 515.) with

another misconstruction of a passage in Athenagoras; a very

famous one, and of singular use in this controversy. You ap

peared to me to construe the words oix &s yewóuevow", not as

eternally generated; which is a very new and peculiar construc

tion. You deny the fact, as indeed you may well be ashamed to

own it. But I shall literally translate that paragraph of your

book,and then the reader may the more easily judge of it. “Hence

“it appears that Athenagoras, with the Christians of the same

“age, believed the Father only to be Oeov ćyévvmtov kai číðtov,

“God unbegotten and eternal, and the Son of God the Father to

“be styled trpárov yévvmua, the first offspring, oix &s yevéuevov,

“not on the account of any eternal generation, properly so

“called, such as might constitute the Son (ávra kai Übearóra,

“living and subsisting by himself, in or out of the Father; but

“ because the Father, being himself an eternal mind, had from

“eternity A&yov, reason, in himself, Čičíos Aoyukös &v, being eter

“nally rational P.” The reader must here observe, that as you

intermix Greek with your sentences six times, in the same

° IIpótov yevvmua elva rö Tarpi, Adyov diótws Aoyukös &v. Athenag. cap.

oùx &s yewóuevov, Šć dpxis yúp 6 eeós, Io%
vows didios &v, elzev atros év šavré rév P. Whitby, Disquisit. Mod. p. 62,

R 2
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manner, so in five of them, the words immediately following the

Greek are plainly intended as the construction or interpretation

of it. I had therefore good reason, from parity of circum

stances, to take the words immediately following those Greek

words, oix &s yewóuevov, as your construction or interpretation of

them: especially since you begin with the negative particle, just as

the Greek does. You seem to be so sensible of this yourself, that

when in your Reply (p. 14.) you come to give your English reader

a different turn of the passage, you are forced to leave the Greek

words oëx Ös yewówevov quite out: for had they appeared here

in your Reply, as they do in your Disquisitions, the reader would

have seen at once that my censure was just. But let us, for

argument sake, admit your plea, that you did not intend those

words following Athenagoras's Greek as an interpretation of it;

do you consider how unaccountable a part you have acted in

citing the words at all? They are words which we greatly value,

and lay a stress upon, as being of irresistible force against the

Arians. Ought you not, while you were pleading the cause of

Arianism from this very passage, to have attempted some solu

tion of the difficulty arising from those words, which so plainly

stare you in the face? Sandius and Gilbert Clerke thought them

selves obliged to say something, however weak and unsatisfactory;

which was better than to attempt nothing at all. But what do

you, if we are to take your own last thoughts upon it? You

could not but know that these words, in their obvious natural

meaning, are directly repugnant to the conclusion which you are

aiming at ; you see the very words, you transcribe them, and

leave them as you find them, without any interpretation or solu

tion. Now what is this but to shew that you was aware of the

objection, and was not able to answer it, nor so much as willing

to endeavour it; and yet resolutely persist, even against convic

tion, to wrest and force the passage to your own meaning? I am

persuaded you might more prudently have submitted to the first

charge, than have took this way of getting rid of it. But it is

frequent with you, for want of considering, to double the fault

which you hoped to excuse; and for the avoiding of one diffi

culty, to run yourself into more and greater.

To conclude this article: if you intended an interpretation of

Athenagoras's words, as I conceive you did, then you have, in

the whole, misrepresented the author, but with something of

colour for it: if you did not, still you have, in the whole, mis
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represented him, and without any colour for it. Either way,

you have dealt unfairly with Athenagoras, and have endeavoured

to impose upon your readers.

XII. The next thing I laid to your chargeq was a ridiculous

representation of Tertullian; as if Tertullian believed two angels

to be as much one, as God the Father and God the Son are.

To this you reply, (p. 21,) that you “say nothing of what Ter

“tullian believed: but only from these words (the Son of God is

“called God from the Unity of substance, for God is a spirit) you

“think it evident, that Tertullian concludes hence the Unity of

“the Father and the Son, that they are both spirits; which two

“angels and two demons also are.” Is there then no regard to

be had to what an author is otherwise known to believe & Or is

it fair and just to construe an ambiguous sentence (supposing

this ambiguous, and not rather plain enough against you) in

direct opposition to his certain undoubted principles? But what

makes it the more unjust in this case is, that Tertullian, in that

very paragraph, within a line or two of the words which you

ground your remark upon, resolves the Unity of Father and

Son into this; that they are de Spiritu Spiritus, de Deo Deus,

de Lumine Lumen; Spirit of Spirit, God of God, Light of Lights.

Can this be said of two angels or two demons, that they are light

of light, or spirit of spirit £ Have they any such relation to, or

intimate conjunction with, each other, as is here plainly signified

of Father and Son? Well then, what is the result : You have

misunderstood Tertullian, or rather perverted his meaning. He

does not say that Father and Son are one, because they are both

spirits; any more than he says they are one, because they are

both Gods; nor would it be sufficient for one to be Spirit, and

the other to be Spirit, or one to be God, and the other God,

unless one were also of the other, inseparably united to him, and

included in him. Tertullian indeed observes that God the Father

is Spirit, as he had before observed of God the Son: and this

Dei et Deum dictum est unitate sub* Defence, vol. i. p. 515.

stantiae. Nam et Deus Spiritus: et* Disq. Mod. p. 108.

* Etnos etiamsermoni, atque rationi,

itemque virtuti per quae omnia moli

tum Deum ediximus, propriam sub

stantiam spiritum inscribimus, cui et

sermo insit praenuntianti, et ratio adsit

disponenti, et virtus praesit perficienti.

Hunc ex Deo prolatum didicinus, et

prolatione generatum,etidcirco Filium

cum radius ex sole porrigitur, portio

ex summa: sed sol erit in radio, quia

solis est radius, nec separatur sub

stantia sed extenditur. Ita de Spiritu

Spiritus et de Deo Deus, ut Lumen de

Lumine accensum. Tertull. Apol.

cap. xxi. p. 202, 203. Lugd.
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was right, that so he might come to his conclusion, that they

are Spirit of Spirit; which they could not be, unless each of

them were Spirit. This therefore is mentioned, not because it

makes them one, but because they could not be one without it.

They must be Spirit and Spirit, to be Spirit of Spirit; but the

latter contains more than the former; and it is into this that

Tertullian resolves the formal reason of the Unity; or rather,

both considerations are included in his notion of Unity of sub

stance. This will appear from a bare literal rendering of his

words. “We have learned that he (God the Son) is prolated,

“ and by his prolation generated, and upon that score he is styled

“Son of God, and God, from Unity of substance. For even God

“ (the Father) is Spirit: and when a ray is produced from the

“sun, a portion from the whole, the sun is in the ray, because

“it is the sun's ray; and the substance is not separated, but ex

“tended: in like manner, here is Spirit of Spirit, and God of

“God, as Light of Light.” You see how Tertullian makes it

necessary to Unity of substance, that the substance be not

separate : and thus Father and Son are one, not merely because

each of them is Spirit, but because both are undivided substance,

or Spirit; Spirit of Spirit. When I wrote my Defence, I

thought a hint might have been sufficient in things of this

nature; little imagining I should ever have the trouble of

explaining such matters as these, which appear by their own

light, upon a bare inspection into the author.

XIII. In the next place, I charged yout with a misconstruction

of a noted passage in Irenaeus. To this you make no reply at

all; wherefore it stands as before; and I have, I suppose, your

tacit allowance to triumph here, as, in a former place, your

eapress permission.

XIV. I found faultu with your representation *of Tertullian;

as if that writer believed God the Son to have been, in his

highest capacity, ignorant of the day of judgment. To this you

make answer, (Reply, p. 22,) that “you only cite his express

“words without any descant upon them.” It is very true that

you make no formal descant upon those very words; but both

before and after, you are arguing, with all your might, against

Tertullian's belief of the eternity and consubstantiality. I hope it

is no affront to suppose that you had some meaning in bringing

* Defence, vol. i. p. 515, 516. "Ibid. p. 516. * Disquis. Mod. p. 147.
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in the passages about the Son’s ignorance; and that you would

have your readers think them pertinent, at least, to the point in

hand. The whole design of your book, and what goes before

and after in the same section, sufficiently shew your intention in

citing those passages; and are, interpretatively, a descant upon

them. Your meaning and purport in it is so plain that no

reader can mistake it : wherefore your pretence now that you

have made no descant upon the words, after you find that you

are not able to defend your sense of them, is a very poor evasion.

There were two citations from Tertullian about the Son's igno

rance. I had shewn that one of them plainly relates to Christ's

human nature; and I might reasonably judge from thence the

same thing of the other also, since both are of the same author.

It is not therefore strictly true that I answer nothing, as you

pretend, to the first citation: for, by answering one, I have, in

effect, answered both. It was your business to prove that either

of the passages were to be understood of Christ, in his highest

capacity: but for want of proof, you are content to insinuate it

only to your reader; and so you leave it with him, trusting to

his weakness or partiality. However, instead of asking a proof

of you, I gave you a proof of the contrary; demonstrating from

the context, (especially from the words evclamans quod se Deus

reliquisset, which Tertullian in express words interprets of the

human nature,) that the supposed ignorance of Christ was under

stood by Tertullian of Christ's humanity only. Now you say

(p. 22.) that “the words, known only to the Father, exclude the

“Son in all capacities.” Very well then; I had the good

fortune to hit your meaning before, though you made no descant

upon the words. As to your pretence from the term only, there

is no ground for it. No man of any judgment, that is at all

acquainted with Tertullian's way and manner of explaining the

exclusive termsy relating to this subject, would ever draw any

such inference from them. But you have a further pretence,

that “all the words preceding speak not of the Son of man,

“but of the Son of God.” The reason is, because he was to

prove that the Son of God was really distinct from the Father;

and that the Father was not incarnate, as the Praxeans pretended.

He proves it unanswerably from this topic, among others; that

in regard to the Son’s ignorance of the day of judgment, Father

y Vid. Tertull. contr. Prax. cap. 2, 5, 18, 19.
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and Son are plainly spoken of, as of two Persons; one as knowing,

the other as not knowing, though in a certain respect only:

wherefore the Father himself was not the Person incarnate,

which was to be proved. In this view, Tertullian's argument is

just and conclusive; and the text relating to the Son's ignorance

pertinently alleged, though understood of Christ's humanity.

This I observed before, and explained more at large in my

Defence, vol. i. p. 517,518, &c. You resolve, notwithstanding,

to proceed in your own way, and to make a show of saying some

thing, though you find yourself already foreclosed, and every

objection obviated. You say thus: “From this mistake of

“Tertullian's citing texts relating only to Christ's human na

“ture, he saw this objection would arise, that the Fathers

“argued impertinently against the Sabellians.” I did indeed

foresee, that there might be some colour for such an objection,

among those that take things upon the first view, without look

ing any further. I proposed the objection fairly, and then fully

answered it; as the reader may please to see in my Defence.

And now, what have you to reply? I had said that Catholics

and Sabellians both allowed that God was incarnate, and that

the main question (that is, so far as concerns the incarnation,

whereof I was speaking) was, whether the Father himself made

one Person with Christ's human nature, or no. In answer hereto,

you make a show of contradicting me without opposing me at

all, except in one particular, wherein you are plainly mistaken.

You run off for near a page together, telling us only trite things

which every body knows, concerning the dispute between Ca

tholics and Sabellians. If by singular essence be meant the same

with Hypostasis, or Person, (as you understand it,) that indeed

was the main article of dispute between Catholics and Sabellians,

whether Father and Son were one and the same Hypostasis.

But when the principles of each side were brought down to the

particular case of the incarnation, then the main point in

question was, whether the Hypostasis of the Father was incar

nate or no. The Sabellians allowing but one divine Hypostasis,

and yet admitting God to be incarnate, were of course obliged

to assert it: and the Catholics, on the other hand, admitting

more dicine Hypostases than one, denied it. How the Catholics

proved their point, I shewed you distinctly; and you have no

thing of moment to reply to it. Only you are pleased to acquaint

us with an invention of your own, that the “Sabellians allowed
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“in Jesus only flesh; and by the Spirit of Jesus they understood

“the Godhead of the Father.” But who, before yourself, ever

reckoned it among the Sabellian tenets, that Christ had no

human soul? It is very peculiar of you to cite Tertullian in

proof of it, on account of these words; dicentes Filium carnem

esse, id est hominem, id est Jesum; Patrem autem. Spiritum, id est

Deum : when Tertullian, in the very passage, interprets flesh by

man, and Jesus; and interprets Spirit by divine Spirit, or God.

As to the belief of Christ's human soul, it was an established

article of faith in Tertullian's time, as appears from several

passages”; and before Tertullian, as is clear from Irenaeusa and

Justin Martyrb. How then comes it to pass, that none of the

Catholics ever took notice of this error of the Sabellians, their

denying a human soul? I mention not how the Sabellian hypo

thesis must have been very needlessly and stupidly clogged by

such a tenet; for they could never have given any tolerable

account of the Son's praying to the Father, of his increasing in

wisdom, of his being afflicted and sore troubled, and crying out

in his agonies and sufferings, without the supposition of a human

soul. What? Was it only walking flesh, or animated clay, that

did all this? Or was it the Hypostasis of the Father, the eternal

God, as such, that did these things? You allow only these two;

and not caring, it seems, how stupid and senseless you make all

the Sabellians, one of these you must, of course, father upon

them. It is true that they supposed the Father to have suffered,

and they were therefore called Patripassians: that is, they sup

posed the Father to suffer (as we believe of the Son) in the human

nature. But they were never so gross and wild in their imagin

ations as to suppose the Godhead, as such, to suffer, to be sore

troubled, to be in agonies, to cry out, &c. And yet it is ridiculous

to apply this to flesh only, without a soul: neither can it be

reasonably imagined of the Sabellians, unless they believed of

men in general, that they have no such thing as a soul distinct

from the body. In short, their retreating at length to this,

that there were two Hypostasese in Christ, a divine and human,

in order to solve the difficulties they were pressed with, suffi

ciently discovers their sentiments. For neither could that sub

* Tertull, contr. Prax. cap. 16, 30. * Justin. M. Apol. ii. p. 26. Ox.

de Carn. Christi, cap. Io. C Wid. Tertull. contr. Prax. cap. 27.

* Iren, lib. v. cap. 1. p. 292. ed. Comp. Athanas, contr. Sabell. Gregal.

Bened. p. 39, ed. Bened.
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terfuge do them any service, unless Jesus was supposed a distinct

Person; nor could they be so weak as to imagine a living carcase,

a body without a soul, to be a person. To conclude this article,

the Sabellians, when they retired at length to that salvo, taking

sanctuary in two Hypostases, understood one of them to be God

the Father, the other, the man Christ Jesusd: which was after

wards the doctrine of Paul of Samosata, and of Photinus, who

thus refined upon the Sabellian heresy. But I have been rather

too long in confuting a pretence which has nothing to counte

nance it in history; besides that it is plainly repugnant to good

Sense.

XV. The next thing I charged you withe was, your pre

tending, falsely, that Bp. Bull had not shewn that the Fathers

of the second century resolved the Unity into the same princi

ple with the Nicene Fathers. I observed that the Bishop had

shewn it, referring you to the place wheref. You now say in

your Reply, (p. 24,) “That which the Bishop has done in that

“section is fully answered and refuted, p. 197, 198.” I have

turned to those pages in your Disquisitions, and can see nothing

like it; except it be your fancy, or fiction, that the Ante-Nicene

Fathers, when they speak of the Logos as existing in the Father

before his coming forth, mean it of an attribute only, and nothing

real. This groundless surmise is at large confuted by Bishop

Bulls: and give me leave also to refer you to what I have

observed h on that head. What you add, relating to Clemens

Romanus, is only gratis dictum, and wants to be proved.

XVI. I blamed you; further for referringk to Basil, as an

evidence that Gregory Thaumaturgus believed God the Son

to be a creature. You tell me in your Reply, (p. 24,) that

you “say nothing of his (Gregory's) faith.” Please to look

back to your Modest Disquisitions, and revise your own for

mer thoughts, which run thus: “Lastly, it is to be noted that

“neither Gregory Thaumaturgus, who, as St. Basil witnesseth,

“ depressed Christ into the rank of creatures, (in creaturarum censum

“depressit,) nor Dionysius of Alexandria, who, as the same

“ (Basil) witnesseth, denied the consubstantiality, could have

* See this expressly asserted in & Bull. Def. Fid. sect. iii. cap. 5, 6,

Athanasius, tom. ii. p. 39. before 7, 8, 9, 1o.
referred to. h flººr, vol. i. p. 360, &c. Ser

e Defence, vol. i. p. 518. mons, p. 149, &c. of this volume.

f Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. sect. iv. i Ibid. vol. i. p. 518.

cap. 4. * Mod. Disq. p. 84.
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“ thought rightly (recte sentire potuisse) of the proper eternity of

“Christ.” Is this saying nothing of Gregory's faith? though

he depressed the Son into the rank of creatures, as you tell

us he did ; and though he could not think (i.e. believe) rightly

of Christ's proper eternity, as you also say; yet you have said

nothing of Gregory's faith. Ridiculous: you have said it, and

quoted Basil for it; notwithstanding that Bishop Bull had de

monstrated the contrary even from Basil himself; as I before

observed, and you do not gainsay. And now, to use your own

words relating to this article, “let the reader judge where the

“falsehood lies.” Your repeating some things from Petavius

and Huetius, upon this occasion, signifies little. Bp. Bull had

considered and answered what those two great men had said:

and you come up again with the same baffled objections; though

you are so sensible that they have been fully answered, that you

have not a word to reply, but are forced tacitly to allow that

Gregory's faith was right; however he happened to drop some

suspected words, which were made an ill use of.

XVII. I charged you! with the revival of an old objection,

which Bishop Bull had ingenuously set forth in its full force, and

as fully answered m.

To this you reply, (p. 25,) that you have fully confuted this

pretended answer of the Bishop's, in your Dissertation de

Scriptur. Interpret. p. 51, 52. and also in the place cited of your

Mod. Disquis. p. 87, 88. I have turned to your Dissertation,

and find what you point to in the Preface, p. 51, 52. There I

meet with two or three exceptions, mostly wide of the point, and

scarce deserving notice. We must suppose our readers ac

quainted with the argument we are upon, which it would

be tedious to give at length: and now I will shew you how

slight your objections are.

1. First, you say, that the “appearance of Christ's divine

“nature” (to the Patriarchs) “under human form, did not make

“the Logos another God from the Father.” No, certainly; nor

did any of the Ante-Nicene writers pretend it: but if the

Logos appeared in a certain manner and form; and the Father

never appeared in any manner or form; the Logos is not the

Father: which was the thing to be proved.

2. You object, that “certainly the divine nature of Christ

| Defence, vol. i. p. 518, &c. m Bull. Def. Fid. N. p. 267.
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“was in heaven, when it appeared on earth.” Undoubtedly:

and those very writers who represent the Father as being

in heaven, and the Son as being on earth, yet acknowledge

them both to be equally present every where: and they refer it

to the olkovopºta", that the two Persons are represented, as it

were, in different places; one here, the other there.

3. You object, that “those ancients who looked upon it

“as impious to ascribe to the Father such things as they made

“no scruple of applying to the Son, must have thought there

“was some difference between the Father and Son in those

“respects.” I answer, that they thought of no more difference

than this, that one was a Father, and the other a Son; and

that one was to be incarnate, and the other not. It would have

been impious to ascribe to the Person of the Father what

was proper to the Person of the Son; not only because the

Father was never to be sent, nor to act a ministerial part,

any more than he was to be incarnate; but also because the

tendency of such pretences was to make Father and Son

one Hypostasis, or Person, and was in reality to deny that there

was any Son at all. Your citations from Tertullian and Justin

Martyr are not pertinent, unless you supposed yourself to be

arguing against Sabellians. Having done with your Disserta

tion, let us next come to Disquis. Modest. p. 87. There, I

must observe, you have hardly one word to the purpose. All

that you prove is, that Father and Son are not one numerical

essence, in your sense; that is, they are not one numerical

Person, which is readily allowed: as also that they have not one

numerical will, power, &c. in your sense, though they have

in another. Voluntas de coluntate, potentia de potentia is the

Catholic doctrine, as much as substantia de substantia, or Deus

de Deo. In short, if you would do any thing towards confuting

Bishop Bull, you should answer the authorities which he

brought, to prove that those very Ante-Nicene writers (who

argued that it could not be the Father that appeared, and

descended, and was found in a place) acknowledged, notwith

standing, that the Son was, in his own nature, invisible and

n Habes Filium in terris, habes tate: Filium quoque ut individuum

Patrem in caelis: non est separatio cum ipso ubique. Tamen in ipsa

ista, sed dispositio divina. Caeterum oixovopuig Pater voluit Filium in terris

scias Deum etiam intra abyssos esse, haberi, severo in caelis. Tertull. adv.

et ubique consistere, sed vi et potes- Praw. cap. 2.
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omnipresent, as well as the Father; and that the same writers

(some of them) expressly interpreted those appearances, &c. of the

olkovopia, economy or dispensation, which it pleased God the

Son to run through; transacting all matters between God

the Father and the world of creatures. As to the oikovopºſa,

and what Bishop Bull intends by it, the reader may see in his

Defence of the Nicene Faith, (p. 10.) What you mean by denying

it is very hard to conjecture, unless you have some weak evasion

(Reply, p. 26.) in the words, “beginning from the fall of Adam:”

for you say, and seem to lay some stress upon it, that “it began

“from the beginning of the creation.” Does Bishop Bull deny

that ? See his own words in the margin". But, it seems, you

are to construe Bishop Bull's saying, that it was as “high as

“the fall of Adam,” (in opposition to such as supposed it

to commence at the incarnation, and no sooner,) as if he had

said, it began from the fall of Adam : and this you are to

do, only to find some pretence for contradicting Bishop Bull,

and diverting the reader from the point in hand. I referred

you (Defence, vol. i. p. 518.) to authorsP, ancient and modern,

who asserted the oikovouſa in Bishop Bull's sense. To which

you have nothing of any moment to oppose; only you discover

a great dissatisfaction that Bishop Bull had so well guarded his

point, and vindicated his doctrine, that all your most pompous

and plausible pretences fall before him.

XVIII. I charged youq with setting Clemens of Rome and

St. Paul at variance; and yet giving the preference to Clemens,

as “laying Christianity before us in its naked simplicity.” To

this article you are pleased to say never a word.

XIX. I took notice also, in another place', of your sophistical

way of reasoning against the belief of mysteries, or matters above

comprehension. I called upon you (vol. i. p. 459, 460.) to

explain your meaning, and to let us know distinctly what there

is in the doctrine of the ever blessed Trinity to give you such

offence, and to raise your zeal against it; whether it be that the

doctrine is, in your judgment, contradictory to reason, or only

° Deus Pater, quemadmodum per Clem. Alex. p. %. 95%. Ox. Ta

Filium suum mundum primitus con- tian. cap. 8. ed. Ox. ippol. contr.

didit creavitgue; ita per eundem Fi- Noët. p. 12, 15. Fabric. Wales. Not. in

lium se deinceps mundo patefecit. Euseb. p. 5, 6, 9o, 253.

Bull. Def. F. N. p. 10. a Defence, vol. i. p. 519.

P Tertull. contr. Prax. cap. 2, 3. * Ibid. p. 453.
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above reason ; or that it is unscriptural only, and no more : but

to this also you vouchsafe no reply.

XX. I charged you further (vol. i. p. 35o.) with using a bad

art, to serve a bad cause: which was the severest thing I had

said of you, and which you had given me just occasion for; as

I shewed plainly in the place referred to. In apology for your

self, (Reply, p. 56.) you cite a passage of my Defence, (vol. i. p.

527.) where I say, “A writer is not to be blamed, in some cases,

“for taking what is to his purpose, and omitting the rest.” To

which give me leave to answer in my own words, as they follow

in the same page; “But, as the case is here, the best, and in

“deed only, light, to direct the reader to the true meaning of

“what is cited, is left out.” You say, your “design being only

“to prove from the words of Justins, that Christ was God

“kara BovXīv airoč, according to the will of his Father, what rea

“son could you have to add that he was also styled an angel?”

But, do you not yet perceive that the question is, whether Christ

be said to be God karū BovXīv airoč, according to the will of the

Father, in that place of Justin, or no 2 The words, literally ren

dered, run thus: “Who, according to his (the Father's) will, is

“both God, being his Son, and an angel, as ministering to his

“Father's will.” The meaning of the passage is not, as you

represent it, that Christ is “God by the will of the Father,”

(though even that might bear a good sense,) but that it pleased

God that his Son, who was God already, as God's Son, should be

an angel also. That he was God, was a necessary thing; but

that he should be both, was not so. This I took to be the true

sense of the passage. For Justin gives the reason why he

was God; it was because he was God's Son. He resolves his

divinity into Sonship here, as indeed every where ; and Sonship

into communication of substance, as I have observed above. Now

let us consider what you had done with this passage. The

Latin version runs thus: Qui juata voluntatem ejus, et Deus est,

Filius quippe ipsius, et angelus ea eo quod sententia illius est ad

minister. Instead whereof you give us this: Qui ex voluntate

ipsius, et Deus est et Filius ipsiust. Here, by putting in the par

ticle et before Filius, and leaving out et angelus, you determine

* Töv karū 8ovXºv rºv čketvov kai Personae autem Christi convenit, ut

esov Švra, viðv auroi, kai äyyeXov éx et Deus sit, quia Dei Filius; et ange

toū intmperely ri yuápm atroń. Dial. lus sit, quoniam paternae dispositionis

p. 370. adnuntiator est. Novat. cap. 26.

&mpare the words of Novatian: * Whitby, Disquisit. Mod. p. 32.
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the words to your own sense, though capable of another sense

as they lie in the author. This is what I had just reason to

complain of, that you should take upon you to leave out and

put in what you please, to tie the words down to your own

meaning; when the words otherwise may, or rather must, bear

a different construction, if you please to let them appear entire,

and without any interpolation.

You say, (Reply, p. 56,) that you “ had authority from

“Justin's own words to do this.” What! Had you authority

from Justin's own words to change both his words and his sense?

He does not say that Christ was God and a Son too by the will

of the Father; but that he was, according to the will of the

Father, both God, as being his Son, and an angel. I insist

upon it that the meaning may be no more than this, that it

pleased God that he who was already God should not only be

God, but an angel also ; and that though it was owing to God's

good pleasure that he was both, yet it was necessary for him to

be one, as he was partaker of the divine substance, being God's

Son. You cite other passages of Justin, declaring that Christ

was Qeos ék rot, elva, Tékuov trporárokov rôv 6Aov Kruopºdrov, God

as being born (or begotten) before all creatures: and that he was

Osos, Oeoû viðs intápxov, God, as being the Son of God. Now

these and the like passages make against you, as shewing that

Justin resolved Christ's divinity into his Sonship, that is, commu

nion of essence, or substance u, not into voluntary appointment.

If it be objected that he was a Son karū 8ovXīv according to

Justin, and that therefore he must be God kara BovX\v, if he be

God as God's Son; I answer, that the consequence is not just.

For while Justin understands the Sonship of a temporal and co

luntary tºpoéAevous, or coming forth, he supposes the Logos not to

have been ºf oik Övrov, but from the very substance of the

Father; and therefore he was God, as having ever existed before

his coming forth, in and with the Father. In a word, he came

forth, was not created, and therefore he is God. Had he been

produced from nothing, as creatures are, he could not be God :

but since he came forth as a Son, of the same divine substance

with the Father, therefore he is God. This I take to be the

true account of Justin's principles relating to this head; as also

" Wid. Justin. Dial. p. 183,373. Comp. Apol. i. p. 44, 46. Apol. ii. p. 13.
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of all the other Fathers that speak of a voluntary generation.

See my Defence, vol. i. Qu. viii. You see then, how wide a

difference there is between your account of Justin and mine.

I desire only to have Justin’s text fairly represented as it is. To

put in or leave out any thing here, and thereby to determine the

sense against us, in so critical a place as this, is very unfair and

unjust; and deserves the hardest names that I could give it.

Let us have no tampering with texts. You may argue and

reason for your sense of the passage, if you please; as I do also

for mine. Only let our readers see plainly what the words of the

author are. To do otherwise is corrupting the evidence, per

verting judgment, and giving sentence before the cause comes to

a fair hearing. This kind of management, especially in so

weighty a cause, wherein the honour of our God and Saviour is

so nearly concerned, is what I cannot account for: and if upon

this occasion I expressed some wonder and astonishment, that

any should be so “resolutely eager to ungod their Saviour, as

“not to permit the cause to have a fair hearing;” I suppose

it might become me much better in defence of my Saviour's

honour, than those intemperate words of yours, “impudently

“false assertion,” become you, in your blind zeal for your own.

I have now finished what I intended by way of answer to your

defensive part. Upon the whole, it does not appear to me, that,

of all the things laid to your charge, whether general fallacies or

particular mistakes, you have been able to take off so much as

one. What you have done, or shall do, in the offensive way, may

perhaps be considered hereafter. I think it best to postpone

my second part, because you are still going on to supply me with

new matter for it: and you have promised the public great things,

to appear in due time. I am now pretty well acquainted with

you; and may therefore presume to exhibit to the reader, or to

yourself, a brief account of your chief materials, with which you

are to work in this controversy, and upon which your cause is to

subsist.

1. In the first place, you have a strong presumption, that

“two or more persons cannot constitute one individual or nume

“rical being, substance, or essence.” You produce testimonies

of Fathers in great numbers, proving nothing but a real distinc

tion; and by virtue of the presumption laid down, (which stands

only upon courtesy,) you persuade yourself, that those testimonies



TO DR. W H ITBY'S REPLY. 257

are of some weight, and pertinently alleged, even against those

who admit a real distinction, as much as the Fathers do.

2. In the second place, you have another strong presumption,

that no kind of “subordination is or can be consistent with such

“equality, or such union as we maintain.” Hereupon you pro

duce a further cloud of testimonies from the ancients, proving

nothing but a subordination: which testimonies, by virtue of this

your second presumption, (standing only upon courtesy, as the

former,) are conceived to be of weight, and to be pertinently

cited, even against those who readily admit of a subordination,

in conformity with the ancient Fathers. From what I have

observed here, and under the former article, you may perceive

that, at least, nine parts in ten of your quotations are entirely

wide of the point; and it may save you some trouble for the

future to be duly apprized of it.

3. Besides this, you have some expressions of Origen, chiefly

from those pieces which are either not certainly genuine, or not

free from interpolation *, or wrote in a problematical way y, or

not containing Origen's mature and riper thoughts; published

perhaps without his consent, and such as he himself afterwards

disapproved and repented of 7. And those you urge against us,

notwithstanding that we appeal chiefly to his book against Cel

sus, which is certainly Origen's, and which contains his most

mature sentiments; and from whence it is demonstrable that

Origen was no Arian, but plainly Anti-Ariana.

4. You lay a very great stress upon Eusebius, as if he were

to speak for all the Ante-Nicene writers: though we might more

justly produce Athanasius (with respect to his two first tracts) as

an Ante-Nicene writer; and his authority is, at least, as good as

the other's. Eusebius must be of little weight with us, wherever

he is found to vary either from himself, or from the Catholics

which lived in or before his time. Nothing can be more unfair

than to represent antiquity through the glass of Eusebius, who

has been so much suspected; besides that we can more certainly

determine what the sentiments of the earlier writers were, (from

their own works still extant,) than we can what Eusebius's were;

whose writings are more doubtful and ambiguous; insomuch that

* Vid. Ruffin. de Adulter. Libro- vol. i. p. 233.

rum Origen. p. 240. ed. Bened. Huet. * Vid. Hieron. de Error. Orig. ad

Origenian. p. 233. Pammach. Ep. xli. p.347, ed. Bened.

y Vid. Pamph.* p. 221. ed. a Vid. Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. sect, ii.

Bened. Phot. Cod. 117. Athanas. cap. 9.

WATERLAND, vol. II. S
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the learned world have been more divided about him and his

opinions than about any other writer whatsoever.

5. Lastly, you bring up again, frequently, some concessions of

Petavius and Huetius; such as they incautiously fell into before

this matter had been thoroughly canvassed, as it hath been since

by Bishop Bull, and other great men. From that time, most of

the learned men in Europe, Romanists b as well as Protestants,

appear to have the same sentiments of the Ante-Nicene faith

which Bishop Bull had. It is therefore now much out of time,

and very disingenuous, to lay any great weight upon the judgment

of Petavius or Huetius, however valuable and learned, since this

matter has been much more accurately inquired into than it had

been at that time. Huetius has lived to see Bishop Bull's works,

(as we may reasonably presume,) and cannot be ignorant how

highly they have been valued abroad: yet we do not find that

he has ever complained of any injury done him by the Bishop, or

that he ever thought fit to vindicate himself, or his great oracle

Petavius; to whose judgment (as he himself laments) he had once

dearly paid too great a deference c.

It may suffice, for the present, to have left these few general

hints; by means of which an intelligent reader, without further

assistance from me, may readily discover the fallacy of your

reasonings, and answer the most plausible objections you have

to urge against the received doctrine of the blessed Trinity. If

any thing more particular be necessary hereafter, I shall (with

God's assistance) endeavour to do justice to the cause which I

have taken in hand; and, as opportunity serves, shall proceed

in detecting sophistry, laying open disguises, exposing misreports,

misquotations, misconstructions, or any other engines of deceit,

as long as there appears to me any probable danger from thence

arising to honest well-meaning men, less acquainted with this

momentous controversy. In the interim, I am with all due

respect,

SIR,

Your most humble Servant.

* See Nelson's Life of Bishop Bull, p. 345, &c. 388.

* Vid. Huetii Comment. de Rebus ad illum pertinent. p. 70.
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CHAP. I.

The occasion and design of these papers.

REMARKS have been lately published against a clause con

tained in a bill which had been brought into the House of Lords,

for the more effectual suppressing of blasphemy and profaneness.

It has been observed, among other things, that the clause, being

intended as a test against Arianism, would be of little use or

significancy as to the end designed by it; because those who

are now understood to be Arians are ready to subscribe any

test of that kind, containing nothing more than is already con

tained in the XXXIX Articles. The Remarker takes notice,

that those gentlemen make no scruple of subscribing to our

Church's forms: it is their avowed principle that they may law

fully do it in their own sense, agreeably to what they call Scrip

ture. This he proves from their declared sentiments, not only

in common conversation, but in print; and from their constant

practice of late years, since the year 1712.

If this be matter of fact, (as I am afraid it is,) it may be

high time to inquire, somewhat more particularly than hath
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been yet done, into the case of subscription. If instead of ex

cusing a fraudulent subscription on the foot of human infirmity,

(which yet is much too soft a name for it,) endeavours be used

to defend it upon principle, and to support it by rules of art, it

concerns every honest man to look about him. For what is

there so vile or shameful, but may be set off with false colours,

and have a plausible turn given it, by the help of quirks and

subtilties? Many, without doubt, have been guilty of precari

cating with state-oaths; but nobody has been yet found sanguine

enough to undertake the defence of it in print. Only Church

subscriptions, though of much the same sacred nature with the

other, may be securely played with : and the plainest breach of

sincerity and trust, in this case, shall find its advocates and

defenders. It must indeed be owned, that the pretences for it

have not been particularly confuted or examined. The reason

is, because they looked more like a wanton exercise of wit and

fancy, (though it is dangerous playing with sacred things,) than

any serious design to convince the world of the justice of it.

Besides that the foundations of moral honesty were thought so

deeply rooted in the hearts of men, that every attempt against

them must soon fall, and die of itself. However, because the

pretences for what I call a fraudulent subscription had been

recommended by a person of some character in the learned

world; and might possibly gain ground among such as take

things implicitly, upon the credit of any great name; I had once

prepared a formal Answer to what had been advanced on that

head: and I designed to publish it by way of introduction to

my Defence. But, before my papers were quite wrought off,

there appeared a second edition of “Scripture Doctrine,” &c.

upon perusal whereof I observed that the most offensive passage

of the Introduction, relating to subscription, was left out: and

besides that, all those strange and unaccountable interpretations

of the Athanasian Creed, &c. (which had appeared in the first

edition,) were also prudently omitted; though those were all the

author had to depend on for the justifying his subscription.

Upon this, I was willing to hope that the learned Doctor had

given, or was giving up his former principles, relating to sub

scription: and I thought it would be ungenerous now to attack

him in his weakest hold, after he had himself betrayed a sus

picion, at least, that he could no longer maintain it. Wherefore

I contented myself with a short remark in my Preface, entering
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a caveat only, against any one's abusing the Doctor's name here

after, or mispleading his authority, in the case of subscription.

It was not long before a nameless writer of the party took me

up for the charitable suggestion I had made in favour of the

learned Doctor. That writer persisting in the Doctor's first

sentiments, and being very unwilling to part with so valuable an

authority, was pleased to oppose the conjecture I had made

upon the Doctor’s leaving out the passage in his Introduction.

“I know not,” says he, “for what reason Dr. Clarke omitted

“ those words ; but, I believe I may say, it was not for the

“reason Dr. Waterland insinuates, viz. that such subscription is

“not justifiable ; because the same thing is still asserted five or

“six times, at least, in the Introduction as corrected in the new

“ editiona.” I am not of that gentleman's mind in this par

ticular. Nay, if it might not look vain, I would presume, after

a competent acquaintance with the Doctor's books, to have seen

a little further into the turn of his thoughts than perhaps that

writer has done: and, with his good leave, I will still retain the

same opinion of the Doctor's good sense and integrity so far,

which I had when I wrote my Preface. I think I could give a

tolerable account of the Doctor's not striking out every passage

in his Introduction that looked that way: and likewise of his

great reserve and caution, in not telling the world plainly that

he had changed his mind. However, if I mistake, I am sure it

is on the candid and charitable side; and on that which must

appear much more for the Doctor's honour, (with all men of

sense,) than persisting in an error ever can be. That it is an

error, and a very great one, I mean to shew in these papers:

and though I must, in appearance, carry on a dispute against

the learned Doctor, because the objections, for the most part,

must be produced in his words; yet I would be understood, in

reality, to be rather disputing this point with the Doctor's dis

ciples, who lay a greater stress upon what he has said than

himself now seems to do ; thereby making his first thoughts

theirs, after they have (as I charitably conceive) ceased to be his.

I shall have no occasion to say any thing in defence of our

excellent Church, as to her requiring subscription; and requiring

it according to her own sense of holy Scripture. This part of

the controversy has been judiciously cleared and settled by two

* Account of Pamphlets, &c. p. 17.
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very ingenious writers; Mr. Stebbing in his Rational Enquiry,

and Mr. Rogers in his Discourse and Review. My business is

only to begin where they end, and to shew that, as the Church

requires subscription to her own interpretation of Scripture, so

the subscriber is bound, in virtue of his subscription, to that,

and that only ; and if he knowingly subscribes in any sense

contrary to, or different from, the sense of the imposers; he

prevaricates, and commits a fraud in so doing. This is a cause

of some moment: it is the cause of plainness and sincerity, in

opposition to wiles and subtilties. It is in defence, not so much

of revealed, as of natural religion; not of the fundamentals of

faith, but of the principles of moral honesty: and every heresy

in morality is of more pernicious consequence than heresies in

points of positive religion. The security and honour of our

Church are deeply concerned in this question. As to its security,

every body sees what I mean: and as to the honour or reputation

of our Church abroad, whenever we have been charged with

Socinianism or Popery, or any other monstrous doctrines, we had

no defence so ready at hand, or so just and satisfactory, as this;

that our subscriptions were sufficient to wipe off all slander and

calumny. The good of the State, as well as of the Church, is

likewise concerned in this question: because there can be no

security against men's putting their own private senses upon the

public laws, oaths, injunctions, &c. in contradiction to the sense

of the imposers, if these principles about Church subscription

should ever prevail amongst us. But of this more will be said

in the sequel. I designed only, at present, briefly to intimate

the importance of the cause I am inquiring into; to invite the

readers to the more careful examination of it. And I shall

enter into the merits of it, as soon as I have laid down the

principles of the men I am now concerned with, in order to let

us into the true state of the question.

CHAP. II.

The general principles or sentiments of the modern Arians (some of

them at least) concerning subscription to our public forms.

THE author of the Remarks observes, that “it is an avowed

“principle among them, that these Articles” (the XXXIX

Articles) “may lawfully and conscientiously be subscribed in any

“sense in which they themselves, by their own interpretation,
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“can reconcile them to Scripture,” (i. e. what they call Scrip

ture; or their own sense of Scripture,) “without regard to the

“meaning and intention, either of the persons who first com

“piled them, or who now impose them.” He says further, that

“this latitude was expressly asserted in the year 1712, by

“a learned Doctor of divinity, in a book entitled, “The Scripture

“Doctrine of the Trinity;’ and was advanced on purpose to

“justify their subscribing.” It is very well that the doctrine

can be dated no higher than the year 1712; as indeed it

cannot ; being entirely new : never heard of among sober

casuists, at least, before that time. Now, the principal words

of the author of Scripture Doctrine (as they stand in the

Introduction to the first edition) are these: “It is plain that

“every person may reasonably agree to such forms,” (our

Church's forms, or of any other Protestant Church,) “whenever

“he can in any sense at all reconcile them with Scripture :”

i.e. his own sense of Scripture. It is observable that these

words are general; and somewhat ambiguous. For the Doctor

does not say, in any sense whereof the words are capable, and

withal consistent with Scripture, but consistent with Scripture

only ; and if he speaks there of the forms in general, as he seems

to do, he might possibly mean, that any man may agree to such

forms when he can any way reconcile them : whether by giving

no assent to passages irreconcilable, or whether by substituting

something else in their room ; and this would amount to sub

scribing so far as is agreeable to Scripture. I know, the Doctor

has took pains to reconcile the particular passages in the public

Jorms to his own hypothesis; from whence one might imagine

that he takes every particular expression to be capable of a

sense consistent with his scheme. But I know also, and shall

shew it in due time, that he has often given a sense of which

the words he is there commenting upon are really not capable:

which is substituting something else in the room of what he finds

in our forms, to reconcile them to his hypothesis. And I do not

remember that the Doctor has ever expressly said, that every

single expression of the public forms is capable of a sense

agreeable to what he calls Scripture. Wherefore I have

thought that the Doctor's real meaning was to subscribe

with this reservation, viz. so far as is agreeable to Scripture;

though he chose to word it something differently, and less

offensively, by saying, in that sense wherein they are agreeable.
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What confirms me in this suspicion is, that several of the Doc

tor's arguments for subscribing serve equally for one or other;

and will either justify both those kinds of reservation, or

neither. However this matter be, as to the Doctor himself, it

is certain that others of the party have expressed themselves

clearly and distinctly on this head; and have condemned the

way of subscribing with the reserve of, so far as is agreeable

to the Scripture ; resting their cause entirely upon the other,

viz. in such sense wherein they are agreeable.

The anonymous author of the Essay on imposing and sub

scribing Articles, after declaring his judgment (so far judging

right) that they are not articles of peace only, but of opinion;

proceeds to condemn the notion of subscribing so far as is

agreeable to Scripture ; insisting upon it, that the articles are

capable of a sense in which they are agreeable to what he

calls Scripture: and he pretends no more than this, that a man

may honestly subscribe in any sense of which the words are

capable", and withal agreeable to Scripture.

We are told in another tract, containing an account of

pamphlets relating to the Trinitarian controversy, that sub

scribing the Articles so far as they are agreeable to Scripture,

is very different from subscribing the same in any sense agreeable

to Scripture ; and that they defend only the latter, having

“explicitlyc condemned the former.” The sum then of what is

pretended is this: It is first supposed that the Articles, &c.

are capable of a sense agreeable to what they call Scripture:

and then, and not till then, it is supposed they may be sub

scribed. Their defence of subscription then rests upon two

suppositions :

1. That every expression in our public forms is capable of a

sense consistent with the new scheme.

2. That their being capable of such a sense is enough ; with

out regard had to the more plain, obvious, and natural signifi

cation of the words themselves, or to the intention of those who

first compiled the forms, or who now impose them.

If either of these suppositions (much more if both) proves false

or groundless, their whole defence of Arian subscription drops

of course. I shall shew,

1. That the sense of the compilers and imposers (where

* Page 41. * Page 20.
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certainly known) must be religiously observed; even though the

words were capable of another sense.

2. That, whatever has been pretended, there are several

expressions in the public forms which are really not capable

of any sense consistent with the Arian hypothesis, or new

scheme.

CHAP. III.

That the sense of the compilers and imposers, when certainly known,

(as in the present case it is,) is to be religiously observed by

every subscriber, even though the words were capable of another

86/2S63.

BY compilers, I mean those that composed the Creeds, Articles,

or other forms received by our Church. By imposers, I under

stand the governors in Church and State for the time being.

The sense of the compilers, barely considered, is not always to be

observed; but so far only as the natural and proper signification

of words, or the intention of the imposers, binds it upon us. The

sense of the compilers and imposers may generally be presumed

the same, (except in some very rare and particular cases,) and

therefore I mention both, one giving light to the other. The

rules and measures proper for understanding what that sense is,

are and can be no other than the same which are proper

for understanding of oaths, laws, covenants, or any forms or

writings whatever: namely, the usual acceptation of words; the

custom of speech at the time of their being written; the scope

and intention of the writers, discoverable from the occasion,

from the controversies then on foot, or from any other circum

stances affording light into it. This is the true and only way to

interpret rightly any forms, books, or writings whatever.

The pretences to the contrary shall be considered in their

proper place: I shall now hasten to the proof of my first

position, and shall be very brief in it; there being little occa

sion for proving so clear a point: what is most necessary is,

to wipe off the dust that has been thrown upon it; and that

shall be done in due time and place.

1. I argue, first, from the case of oaths. It is a settled rule

with casuists, that oaths are always to be taken in the sense

of the imposers : the same is the case of solemn leagues or

covenants. Without this principle, no faith, trust, or mutual
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confidence could be kept up amongst men. Now, subscription is

much of the same nature with those ; and must be conceived to

carry much of the same obligation with it. It is a solemn and

sacred covenant with the Church or government; to be capable

of such or such trusts upon certain conditions: which conditions

are an unfeigned belief of those propositions which come re

commended in the public forms. To change these propositions

for others, while we are plighting our faith to these only, (as is

supposed in the very acceptance of trusts,) is manifestly a

breach of covenant, and prevaricating with God and man. It is

pretending one thing and meaning another; it is professing

agreement with the Church, and at the same time disagreeing

with it: it is coming into trusts or privileges upon quite

different terms from what the Church intended; and is, as one

expresses it, not “entering in by the door of the sheepfold,” but

getting over it, as thieves and robbers.

2. To make it still plainer that such subscription is fraudulent;

let it be considered what the ends and purposes intended by the

ruling powers, in requiring subscription, are. They are expressed

in our public laws and canons to this effect; that pastors may be

sound in the faith; that no doctrines be publicly or privately

taught but what the Church and State approve of; that all

diversity of opinions, in respect of points determined, be avoided;

that one uniform scheme of religion, one harmonious form of wor

ship, (consonant to Scripture and primitive Christianity,) be

constantly preserved among clergy and people. These are the

main ends designed by subscription. But if subscribers may

take the liberty of affixing their own sense to the public forms,

in contradiction to the known sense of the imposers, all these

ends are liable to be miserably defeated and frustrated. Pastors,

instead of being sound in the faith, (which is but one,) may have

as many different faiths as they happen to have different wits

or inventions. Multiplicity of doctrines, opposite to each other,

may be publicly taught and propagated: and, instead of any

wniform scheme of religion, or form of worship, there may happen

to be as many different and dissonant religions in the same

church or kingdom, as there are pastors or parishes. These

being the natural consequences of that latitude of subscription

now pleaded for, it is evident that such a latitude is a contradic

tion to the very end and design of all subscription; and is there

fore unrighteous and full of deceit.
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3. I shall mention but one consideration more; and that is,

the great scandal and pernicious influence of such a fraudulent

practice. I cannot better express it than in the words of the late

pious and excellent Mr. Nelson.

“I could heartily now have wished,” says he, in a letter to

Dr. Clarke, “that we of the laity had no such handle ever given

“us, as this your last book hath afforded, as it is to be feared,

“but to too many who think themselves able to overturn any

“foundations whatever, if such a method as you there propose

“be allowable with respect to the most solemn acts and deeds

“of that Church and community whereof we are members, and

“to substitute what they please in their roome.” He observes

further, (p. 19,) that “from a method of this nature, we are

“threatened with the overturning of foundations both sacred

“ and civil.” And (p. 21.) that “if the judges, and others learned

“in the law, shall follow the same method of interpreting the

“laws of the land, and accommodating the civil oaths and en

“gagements, as Dr. Clarke has taken in interpreting and accom

“modating the sense of the Church, in her most authentic forms

“ and declarations before God and man, and of the venerable

“Fathers of the Catholic Church; there are many of opinion,

“that every thing might easily be leaped over, and that no esta

“blishment could be so strong as to last long :” and “who knows

“whereabouts his religion, liberty, or property may be, if such

“a latitude of interpretation be defensible as is avouched in

“Dr. Clarke's third part openly; and is therefore suspected in

“his first and second 2* Thus far Mr. Nelson. And there is

so much strength of reason and plain good sense shewn in what

he says, that all the little distinctions, evasions, and subtilties

pleaded on the other side can never shake it. These and the

like considerations have ever deterred wise and good men from

such a method. No conscientious Protestant would subscribe the

Romish Catechism, or Pope Pius's Creed; no serious Papist would

subscribe our Articles; no pious Dissenter would give his assent

and consent to such parts of our public forms as he does not

heartily approve of, in the plain and intended sense. Thousands

have died martyrs to the maxims which I am now asserting;

whose great and only misfortune it was not to have been ac

quainted with those erasire arts and subtle distinctions, which, it

• Page 15.
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seems, might have preserved them. I come next to examine

what those pretences and evasions are: and that they may lose

nothing in the recital, they shall appear in the very words of

their authors; and to every particular plea I shall return a par

ticular answer.

CHAP. IV.

The several pleas and pretences for subscribing, after the new

method, examined and confuted.

PLEA. I.

“The Protestant Churches require men to comply with their

“forms merely on account of their being agreeable to Scripture,

“ and consequently in such sense only wherein they are agreeable

“to Scripture.” Clarke's Introd. p. 20.

“That this is not highly reasonable among Protestants, and

“particularly in the Church of England; or that this hath been

“ever contradicted or censured by any judgment of the Church,

“I leave him (Bishop Potter) to prove.” Bishop of Bangor's Post

script, p. 251.

ANswer.

1. Before ever Popery was known, subscription to creeds, or

other forms, has been required: and always in the sense of the

imposers.

2. It is allowed that no man is by the Church required to

subscribe against his conscience; or, what comes to the same, in

a sense which he thinks not agreeable to Scripture. If that be

any man’s opinion with respect to the sense of our public forms,

he ought not to subscribe at all.

3. The Church indeed requires men to comply with her forms,

merely on account of their being agreeable to Scripture: and, for

that very reason, must require subscription in her own sense;

because that only sense is (according to her) agreeable to Scrip

ture. It is a contradiction to suppose that any church requiring

subscription to her own eaglanations, (as every church does,)

should at the same time permit the subscriber to run counter to

those eaſplanations. For, since she looks upon her own explana

tions as the only true sense of Scripture, and requires subscription

to the true sense of Scripture; she can never be presumed to

allow other eaglications which are (in her judgment) not agreeable

to Scripture; it being her principle to admit nothing but what
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is agreeable to Scripture. Whoever therefore does violence to the

public forms, must be supposed (by that church whose forms

those are) to do as much violence to Scripture itself; and con

sequently, such a church cannot admit of it. This plea then

overthrows itself.

4. That it is reasonable for any Protestant church to require

subscription in her own sense, is as certain as that it is reasonable

to require subscription at all. For whatever church requires sub

scription, must require it in such a sense as that church believes

to be the true sense of Scripture; and not in a sense which that

church believes to be false. The sense therefore of the imposers,

and none other, must be the sense which is required of the sub

scriber. The reason of the thing speaks it; and there is no more

occasion for any declaration of the Church, in this case, than there

is for a declaration of the State in the case of civil oaths. For

who knows not that men ought to be sincere; and not to subscribe

or supear one thing and mean another ?

5. It is neither fair nor just to require any express censure or

judgment of the ruling powers against a practice never begun till

the year 1712; and which is too absurd in itself to need any

formal prohibition. It was always presumed, and taken for

granted, that the public forms should be understood as intended

by the Church, and not strained or wrested to a foreign sense.

King James the First, in his proclamation for the authorizing an

Uniformity of the Book of Common-Prayer, hath these words;

“Concerning the service of God we were nice, or rather jealous,

“ that the public form thereof should be free, not only from

“blame but from suspicion; so as neither the common adver

“sary should have occasion to wrest ought therein contained to

“other sense than the Church of England intendeth; nor any trou

“blesome or ignorant person of this Church be able to take the

“least occasion of cacil against it.”

King Charles the First, in his Declaration prefixed to the

Articles, prohibits the least difference from the said Articles, and

expressly forbids the affiring any new sense to any Article. And

it was the resolution of all the judges of England, d that Smith's

subscription to the XXXIX Articles, with this addition, (so far

forth as the same were agreeable to the cord of God,) was not ac

cording to the statute of 13 Elizabeth. And one of the reasons

given is, because the “act was made for avoiding of diversity

* Coke Institut. iv. cap. 74. p. 324.
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“ of opinions, &c. and by this addition the party might, by

“his own private opinion, take some of them to be against the

“word of God; and by this means diversity of opinions should

“not be avoided, (which was the scope of the statute,) and the

“very act itself made touching subscription hereby of none

“effect.” Now this reason, on which the resolution of the judges

was chiefly founded, equally affects the subscription here pleaded

for, and is equally strong against it. Wherefore it must be

allowed that such subscription has been sufficiently censured and

condemned by our laws: and that all wresting or straining of the

public forms to any new or foreign sense, different from what the

Church intended, is not only against the very end and design of

all laws made for the establishing consent and uniformity of doc

trine and worship, but has also been expressly prohibited by the

ruling powers.

PLEA II.

“If tradition or custom, if carelessness or mistake, either in

“ the compiler or receiver, happen at any time to put a sense

“upon any human forms, different from that of the Scripture,

“which those very forms were intended to explain, and which

“is at the same time declared to be the only rule of truth; it

“is evident no man can be bound to understand those forms in

“such sense; nay, on the contrary, he is indispensably bound

“not to understand or receive them in such a sense.” Clarke's

Introd. p. 21.

ANswer.

This plea confounds two very distinct things; the rule for

understanding, and the rule for receiving any forms. It should

be proved that an Arian may not be obliged to understand the

public forms in a sense contrary to what he calls Scripture, (or,

what comes to the same, contrary to his own hypothesis:) but

all that is really proved is this only; that he is not obliged to

receive them in that sense, but obliged to the contrary; that is,

to reject them, and not subscribe at all. The argument, reduced

to a syllogistical form, would stand thus:

No man ought to receive any human forms in a sense repugnant

to what he thinks Scripture.

But the obvious and intended sense of our public forms is a

sense repugnant to what some think Scripture.
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Therefore such persons ought not to receive them in their

obvious, intended sense: neither indeed so to understand them.

Any young logician will readily perceive that here is more in

the conclusion than there is in the premises; and that so much

of the conclusion as is really just is entirely besides the question:

containing nothing but what nobody doubts of; viz. that no man

ought to subscribe against his conscience.

PLEA III.

“The sense in which any human forms appear to a man's self

“to be consistent with Scripture, and not the presumed mean

“ing of the compilers, (add, or imposers,) is to be the rule and

“measure of his understanding them. This is both evident in

“reason, (because otherwise every human government makes a

“new rule of faith,) and is moreover, by all Protestants, agreed

“upon without controversy in practice.” Clarke's Reply, p. 34.

ANswer.

The Doctor appears to have been in confusion here, as much

as in the preceding; not distinguishing between the rule for

understanding human forms, and the rule for receiving. We are

first to consider what the true meaning and intent of the forms

are: and this we are to judge of from the natural force of the

words, and from the scope, drift, and design of the compilers or

imposers. After this, we are to consider, by the rule of Scripture,

whether we can receive them or no. If, upon such examination,

it appears to us that the forms, according to the sense of the

imposers, are agreeable to Scripture, we may safely subscribe;

if otherwise, we must not do it for the world. What can be

plainer?

As to the suggestion that, in this way, every human government

makes a new rule of faith; it is mere fancy and fiction. Public

determinations (at least generally speaking) are more likely to

keep close to the rule of faith, than private conceits. Scripture

is still the same rule of faith, only under the prudent guard of

public eaglanations, to obviate the wild uncertainty of private

expositions. This is not paying more regard to human forms than

to Scripture; but more regard to some human explications than

to other human eaglications; more regard to a select number of

wise men than to conceited opiniators: in a word, more regard

to the most prudent and most effectual (though not infallible)

WATERLAND, VOL. II. T
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method of preserving the sacred truths, than to another, which

is so far from being infallible for the preserving of the true faith,

that it is rather the surest means to destroy it. All Protestant

churches have took into this approved way of securing, as far as

possible, the true sense of Scripture, by public and authorized ex

positions. And this is paying the tenderest and most religious

regard to the rule of faith; there being no safer or better way

than this is to preserve it. But enough in answer to a weak

suggestion; which, if it proves any thing, proves the unlawfulness

of imposing any forms; not the lawfulness of subscribing in a

sense different from that of the imposers.

PLEA IV.

“With respect to civil matters—there is lodged in every

“ government a legislative power neither can there in this

“case be any other rule by which to interpret the law, but

“only by discovering, from the obvious signification of words,

“what was in the whole the real sense and intent of the legis

“lators. But now in ecclesiastical matters the case is very

“different. The Church in matters of doctrine has no legislative

“ power,” &c. Clarke's Reply, p. 32.

ANSWER.

1. This is only amusement. What has legislative power to do

in this question? If an equal, if an inferior proposes me any

articles to subscribe, I may indeed refuse subscription, (and so

I may when proposed by superiors;) but if I submit to subscribe,

I must do it in the sense of him that articles or covenants with

me; and according to the plain, usual, and literal sense of the

words.

Besides, what shall we think of oaths imposed by an usurper ?

May I swear to any thing, only because he has no legislative

power over me? Here will be a fair way opened for any prevari

cation in state oaths, as often as any one questions the legality of

the powers that impose them.

2. To answer a little more directly; subscription is required

by the legislative powers: and there is just the same reason for

attending to the sense of the imposers, in the matter of subscrip

tion, as in any civil oaths, tests, laws, or the like: and every ob

jection against the one is equally strong against the other also.

The legislative powers in a Christian state are under the law of
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right reason, and also under the law of Christianity. Now, what

if the civil oaths, laws, tests, &c. be thought contrary either to

the dictates of reason, or to the law of Christ, which the lawgivers

pretend to follow and to conform to as their rule : Then, upon

the principles of the subscribing Arians, any man may force and

strain the civil oaths, laws, tests, &c. to his own private sense,

contrary to the meaning of the ruling powers, in order to recon

cile them to what he thinks reason or Scripture; that is, to his

own principles, fancies, or conceits, whatever they be. The case

is parallel in all circumstances affecting the present question;

and the plea that is here used for the justifying a fraudulent sub

scription, with a very little change, will serve as well to justify

a fraudulent taking of the civil oaths or tests; and so there will

be an end of all trust or mutual confidence, so long as words

are capable of being wrested or tortured into more senses than

One.

PLEA V.

“Every man that (for the sake of peace and order) assents to,

“ or makes use of, any such forms of human appointment, is

“obliged to reconcile them with what appears to him to be the

“ doctrine of Scripture, and take care to understand them in

“such a sense only as is consistent with that doctrine: otherwise

“he parts with his Christianity for the sake of a civil and

“ political religion.” Clarke's Reply, p. 33.

ANswer.

1. The same plea may serve for Papists, and persons disaf

fected to the government, whenever (for the sake of peace and

order) they may be disposed fraudulently to take the oaths of

allegiance and supremacy and abjuration. Those oaths, indeed,

in their literal and intended sense, are directly repugnant to their

sense of Scripture. But they are to take care to understand

them in such a sense only as is consistent with their doctrines;

otherwise, they part with their Christianity for the sake of a

civil and political religion. -

2. More directly I answer, secondly, that if any human forms,

in their obvious and intended sense, appear not consistent with

what some call Scripture; such persons ought not, for the sake

of peace and order, neither yet for the sake of a benefice or dignity,

nor for any consideration whatever, to assent to such forms.

T 2.
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Nay, they are indispensably bound to refuse assent or subscrip

tion to such forms; otherwise they part with their Christianity

for the sake of the mammon of this world; or, at best, for the

sake of peace and order; which is “doing evil that good may

“come,” and is an abominable practice in the sight of God and

Illan.

PLEA VI.

“Bishop Pearson saith, “that whatever is delivered in the

“Creed, we therefore believe, because it is contained in the

“Scriptures; and consequently must so believe it as it is con

“tained there: whence all this Exposition of the whole is nothing

“else but an illustration and proof of every particular part of

“the Creed by such Scriptures as deliver the same, according

“to the true interpretation of them.’” Erposition on the Creed,

p. 227.

“And the whole Church of England has made the like

“declaration, in the sixth, the twentieth, and twenty-first of the

“XXXIX Articles, before cited; and in the eighth Article,

“which declares that the Creeds ought to be received and

“believed, because (and consequently only in such sense wherein)

“they may be proved by most certain warrants of holy Scripture.”

Clarke's Introduct.

ANswer.

1. What Bishop Pearson has there said relates to the article

of Christ's descent into hell; the sense of which is left indefinite

and undetermined by our Church; and therefore this is not

pertinent to the point in hand. To let us see how far that good

and great Bishop was from countenancing any thing like what

the Doctor pleads for, I may transcribe one paragraph from the

preceding page, p. 226. “Wherefore being our Church hath

“not now imposed that interpretation of St. Peter's words,

“which before it intimated, being it hath not declared that as

“ the only place of Scripture to found the descent into hell upon;

“being it hath alleged no other place to ground it, and

“delivered no other explication to expound it; we may with

“ the greater liberty pass on, find out the true meaning

“ of this article, and to give our particular judgment in it.”

Had the Bishop foreseen what ill use might possibly be made of

his other words, he could not have guarded more particularly
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against it than he has here done. Wherefore it was very

peculiar to cite him in favour of such a subscription, or such

a latitude, as he would have utterly abhorred and detested.

2. As to the doctrine of the Church of England in her 6th,

8th, 20th, and 21st Articles, it is no more than this; that

nothing is to be received but what is agreeable to Scripture. And

for this very reason she requires subscription in her own sense,

because she judges no other sense to be agreeable to Scripture,

If any judge otherwise, let them not subscribe. It is but

shallow artifice of the pleaders for a fraudulent subscription,

constantly to call their interpretations of Scripture, Scripture;

and from thence to infer that the Church requires or permits

subscription in their sense. The Church surely has as good

a right to call her interpretations by the name of Scripture; and

then her requiring subscription to that only which is agreeable to

Scripture, is requiring subscription in her own sense of Scripture,

and none else. Let the Arian sense of Scripture be Scripture to

Arians; but then let them subscribe only to Arian capositions;

which are nothing akin to those of our Church.

PLEA VII.

“When in the public forms there be (as there generally are)

“expressions which, at first sight, look different ways; it

“cannot be but men must be allowed to interpret what is

“obscure by that which seems to them more plain and scrip

“tural.” Clarke's Reply, p. 33.

ANSWER.

What a fanciful representation is here of our public forms;

as if they, either at first sight, or at all, looked towards Arian

ism; when the very strongest words which the wit of man can

devise to exclude it occur every where in our public forms.

And it is so far from being obscure whether the compilers and

imposers intended to exclude it, and to profess the Catholic

doctrine up to the height, that it is demonstration they did

intend it. This plea therefore has nothing to rest upon but a

misrepresentation of fact.

If the meaning be, that the doctrines taught by our Church

are obscure, that is, mysterious, and therefore they may claim a

liberty of explaining them away into what appears to them

more plain and scriptural; I say, if that be the meaning of the
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plea, then it comes to this ; that whenever any church imposes

the belief of mysteries, a subscriber may honestly substitute what

he pleases instead of the mystery; or may make no mystery of

it, by reducing it (contrary to the intention and meaning of the

imposers) to something appearing to himself more plain and

scriptural. Upon this foot it will be impossible for any church ever

to secure the profession of any mysterious doctrine against secret

meanings and subtle evasions: but men may subscribe to

as many mysteries as they please, and still believe none of

them.

PLEA VIII.

“In the doctrine of the Trinity, I have no way certainly

“to inform myself what is the sense of the Church. The words

“of the first Article are capable of at least four senses; and

“each of these senses is defended by learned divines of the

“Church.-The four senses I mean are these:

“1. That which makes the three Persons to be only three

“ modes of one mind; which I call Sabellianism.

“2. That which makes the three Persons to be something more

“ than three modes of one mind, and yet not three minds : i. e.

“makes them to be media between entia, and non-entia, some

“thing and nothing; which I call nonsense.

“3. That which makes the three Persons to be three equal

“minds : which I call Tritheism.

“4. That which makes them to be unequal minds, one inde

“pendent and existing of itself, the other two deriving their

“existence from the first:” (which the author should have

called Arianism.) Essay on Imposit. p. 42, 43.

ANswer.

This writer goes roundly to work; and gives us a specimen

both of his profound sense and his modesty. He first throws dust

upon the Article, and then complains that it is dark and

confused. The Article is really capable of but one sense; and

that sense none of the four, as he has represented them.

It is not capable of the first pretended sense. There is not

a word of three modes either in the Article, or any where else in

our public forms. The notion is neither eayressed nor implied in

the Article; and therefore cannot be the sense of it: nay,

the notion is a contradiction to the very words of the Article.
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Mode, mode, and mode, will never amount to substance: but the

Article plainly makes every Person to be substance, as invested

with power and eternity, and as being of one substance with the

other two Persons, and making therewith one living and true

God.

The second sense, when rightly understood, is the true sense of

the Article; but not as it lies under the ridiculous representation

which this writer has made of it. The sense in it is the Article's,

the nonsense is his own. The Article says not a word of a

medium between something and nothing: but that the three

Persons are neither three modes nor three minds, is indeed plain

enough from the Article. Neither is there any nonsense, but a

great deal both of sense and truth, in saying, that every Person

is substance, and yet they are not three substances; every Person

mind, and yet not three minds; every Person God, and yet not

three Gods. The union is too close and intimate to admit of

the plural expressions of minds, substances, Gods; which can

belong only to separate Persons: three Persons so united as

these are supposed to be are one substance, one mind, one being,

one God; and that in a very just and proper sense.

As to the third and fourth senses of three minds equal

and unequal, which would imply three substances, the Article

excludes them both ; by making the three Persons one substance

and one God. Upon the whole, it appears that the first Article

is not capable of more senses than one : and yet if it were

capable of many senses, unless the Arian sense were one of

those many, this gentleman and his brethren could not, honestly

and fairly, subscribe.

PLEA IX.

“ Unless this liberty be allowed, nobody can subscribe the

“Articles, Creeds, and Liturgy of the Church of England at

“all. There are several things in these forms which, if taken in

“ the most obvious sense, contradict one another: and therefore

“some of them must be understood in a sense which is not the

“ obvious one. In the doctrine of the Trinity, it is plain from

“Dr. Clarke's Collection, chap. i. of the third part of his Scrip

“ture Doctrine, that there are a great number of passages in

“the Liturgy which in the obvious sense make for his opinion :

“ and therefore must by those who are of a different opinion be
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“understood in a sense which is not the obvious one.” Essay on

Impos. p. 43.

“I am sure it is no more a putting of violence upon the ex

“pressions cited in chap. ii. of the third part, to make them

“consistent with Scripture, and with the expressions of the

“Liturgy cited in chap. i. than it is, on the contrary, a putting

“of violence upon the Scripture and upon the expressions cited

“in chap. i. to make them consistent with the expressions cited

“in chap. ii.” Clarke's Introduct.

ANswer.

We here meet with the utmost confidence in affirming a

matter of fact, which every man's eyes and common sense may

immediately discover to be false. The sum of the plea is, that

there are many expressions in our public forms, which in their

obvious sense contradict the received doctrine of the Trinity: and

that those called orthodow must put as much violence upon one

kind of expressions to reconcile them to their scheme, as the

Arians must put upon others to reconcile them to theirs. The

expressions which are supposed in their obvious sense to thwart

the received doctrine are such wherein the Father is eminently

styled God, and sometimes only God, or such as intimate a

subordination of two Persons to one.

Now the question will be, what sense of those passages has

the best right and title to be called the obvious sense : Is it not

that sense which has been in use and approved, in this mystery,

for sixteen hundred years? Is it not that sense which was

anciently taught and inculcated before baptism; that which all

the churches in Christendom receive and approve; that which

the compilers and imposers of our forms certainly intended; that

which is so well known and has so long passed current, that

nobody almost can mistake it; that which the words will not

only bear, (as may be shewn from innumerable instances in

approved authors,) but which they really require, when con

sidered together with what goes before or after them, or with

other passages in our public forms ? Is not that to be looked

upon as the obvious sense of those passages, rather than another

of yesterday, never before owned by our clergy or people, never

suspected to be contained in our forms, never subscribed to till

very lately ; a new, strange, unheard of sense, (so far as concerns
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our public forms.) and such as, if admitted, must make our forms

nothing else but a confused heap and jumble of the most irre

concilable contradictions? These things considered, I must

insist upon it, that the only obvious sense of those passages is

the received prevailing sense of them: it being obvious to every

man of common understanding, that that, and that only, was ever

intended by our Church, or received by our clergy; or understood

to be their true sense by Papist or Protestant, Dissenter or Church

man, native or foreigner, from the year 1552 to the year 1712.

Our public forms have been well known to all the churches

abroad, to all the learned in Europe. What man ever suspected,

till now, that they were tainted with Arianism, or but looked

that way? There is no need of putting violence upon any one

passage to reconcile it to the received doctrine: all is easy and

consistent throughout, formed entirely upon Catholic principles.

Sometimes. the Father is styled only God, oftener all three:

sometimes two of the Persons are introduced in a subordination

of order to the first ; at other times their perfect equality of

nature is as fully and clearly professed. No one that has been

tolerably instructed can be at a loss for the meaning of these

things. But as to the violence used by the Arian party in tor

turing our Creeds and Liturgy; it is such, I believe, as was

never before practised with any words whatever. The old

Arians would have detested such practices: the “Ouootſavov alone

was such a stumblingblock to them, that very few could get

over it; and they would never insert it in their Creeds. And

yet they were artists in their way; and had carried the mystery

of equivocation and chicane far beyond any thing that had been

known in the Church in the ages before them. As to the violence

which those gentlemen are forced to use with our Church's forms,

it will appear more fully in the sequel. At present, I shall

content myself with two observations, which may help to give

the reader a just idea of the difference between the orthodox and

them in this particular.

1. The first is, that what the orthodor subscribe to, in respect

of the Trinity, is no more than what all Catholics, even the most

zealous opposers of the Arians, were ever ready to profess, and

in the same terms as we do. But (as I have already hinted)

what our modern Arians subscribe, is what the ancient Arians

would never have admitted. They abhorred the very name and
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thing of consubstantiality, coequality, coeternity; one Godhead in

three Persons, or the like, which are all plainly laid down in our

public forms. From hence it is manifest that the violence we

are charged with would never have been thought any by our

predecessors on the Catholic side: but the violence which we

charge the Arians with is such as their predecessors would have

allowed to be such.

2. Another observation is, that what the orthodox clergy sub

scribe to, they are ready also to profess from the press, or the

pulpit, or in common discourse, which are all of a piece with

their subscription ; at least, generally speaking. They scruple

not in sermons, in writings, in discourse, to give the title of God

eminently, or of only God, to the Father: nor to admit of such

expressions as imply a subordination of order in the sacred

Trinity. But the Arians, on the contrary, never use any ex

pressions like to some which they subscribe to. They will never

say from the press, or from the pulpit, or in common conver

sation that Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are one God; that

they are coequal, coeternal, &c. They allow of these expressions

as often as they subscribe ; but never else. They understand

what such words mean in any other place but in our public

forms; and they do not think they can conscientiously make use

of them at other times, however conscientiously they may sub

scribe to them. Should any man of them, in a treatise or

sermon, throw out any such shocking assertions, (shocking, I

mean, to them,) he would be looked upon as a deserter by the

party; and a betrayer of the cause which he had undertaken to

defend. But if he subscribes to them, and solemnly gives his un

feigned assent and consent thereto; this, it seems, and this only,

is harmless and inoffensive.

I shall confirm what I have said by a remarkable instance.

Dr. Clarke did but once declare, in a paper laid before the

Bishops, that “ the Son of God was eternally begotten by the

“eternal incomprehensible power and will of the Father;” (an

expression nothing near so strong for a coeternity as forty others

which he has subscribed to,) and his Arian friends could not

bear ite. It occasioned a real and sensible grief amongst them.

They looked upon it as giving up the cause, in a manner, and

made broad hints of his being led by corrupt nature into a very

e See Apology for Dr. Clarke, p. 49, &c.
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culpable prevarication. See how easily those gentlemen can

understand the force of words any where else but in our forms;

and how carefully they guard against the use of such expressions,

as they scruple not however to subscribe to. Let any man

compare this conduct of the Arians with that of the orthodow;

and he will plainly see that the former are themselves con

scious of the violence they put upon the Church's forms; while

the latter are not conscious of any violence, on their side, at all.

PLEA X.

“By an induction of particular passages there are 186

“ places wherein our public forms are clearly on his (Dr. Clarke's)

“side; and 27 only which seem to differ from him. Must not

“then the smaller number be reconciled to the greater? Or,

“on the contrary, must the lesser number, and the more modern

“ phrases, be the standard of doctrine, and the rule of inter

“preting the more ancient phrases, and the larger number "

Modest Plea, p. 12o.

ANsweh.

This is pleasant and pretty. Of the 186 pretended places, there

is not one either clearly or at all on the Doctor's side, as to the

points of difference between him and us. They are passages

which may indeed be used by Arians (and so may they by

Catholics) consistently with their principles. They are capable

of different views, according to what they happen to be joined

with. But as they stand in our forms, in company with other

passages eayress and full for the Catholic doctrine, they can

reasonably bear no other but the Catholic meaning. I think it

not material to inquire into the truth and justice of this writer's

calculation, founded only upon Dr. Clarke's arbitrary disposition

of his sections or paragraphs ; sometimes making one sentence a

distinct passage, sometimes crowding many into one ; and some

times only referring to passages omitted. Let the number be as

186 to 27 ; those 27 do not only seem, but are directly opposite

to the Doctor's principles, according to the plain, literal, and

natural force of words, as well as the known sense of the

imposers. The question then justly stated lies thus: Whether

186 passages which might (if the compilers and imposers had not

intended them in a Catholic sense) have been indifferently claimed

by either Catholic or Arian, should yield to 27, which are
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utterly repugnant to Arianism, or the 27 to them. That

is, whether those that can bear but one of the senses should

yield to those that may fairly admit of either; or the contrary.

Imagine 186 men to be indifferent, or but nearly indifferent, in

any point of dispute; and 27 resolute on one side. Which is the

way to reconcile them, and unite them all in one verdict 2 Is it

to drag over the 27 by force of arms to what they are irrecon

cilably averse to ? Or is it not rather to bring over the

186 to the 27, to whom they have little or no aversion, and

to whose side they are no way disinclined: This latter, I think,

is the proper and only method to promote harmony and concord

in the whole. The application I trust with the ingenious;

and here take my leave of this fanciful reasoning of the Modest

Pleader.

PLEA XI.

“The Article in the Apostles' Creed concerning Christ's

“ descent into hell, is now universally understood in a sense

“probably different from what the composers of the Creed

“intended.” Clark's Reply, p. 34.

ANswer.

How Christ's descent into hell was understood by the com

posers of the Creed is uncertain: neither is it certain that it is

universally understood in any one sense. However that be, one

thing is certain, that our Church has left that Article at large,

intending a latitude; and indulging a liberty to subscribers

to abound in their own sense. This is not the case of the

Articles relating to the Trinity. Their sense is fived, and

bound upon the conscience of every subscriber by the plain,

natural signification of the words: and by the known intent

of the compilers and imposers. If it be asked from whence

we are to learn what was the intent of the imposers, or how

it may be known; I answer, first, from plain words; and

next, from history and observation, in the like manner as

the intent and scope of any writer is to be known.

PLEA XII.

“The damnatory clauses in the Athanasian Creed are now by

“very few understood in that sense which, in all probability,
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“the compiler of it in that very dark and ignorant age designed

“to express.” Clarke's Reply, p. 34.

ANSWER.

1. That the Athanasian Creed (so called) was composed in a

“very dark and ignorant age,” is more than the Doctor knows;

and therefore should not be so positively affirmed by him. The

Creed, however, has no signs or tokens of darkness or ignorance;

but of great accuracy and solid judgment: and is the best exposi

tion (for its compass) of the doctrines of the Trinity and incarna

tion, that we shall any where meet with.

2. Another thing which the Doctor affirms without knowing

is, that “few understand the damnatory clauses in the sense of

“the compiler.” Let any man shew what sense it is most rea

sonable to understand them in; and the same reasons (if good)

shall serve to shew that that was the sense of the compiler. I

know many have strained the damnatory clauses to an unreason

able rigour, on purpose to disparage the Creed: but they have

not been able to prove that the compiler so intended it.

3. The compiler's sense being doubtful, and the imposers having

left those clauses without any exposition; the subscriber is at

liberty to understand them in such sense as the words will bear;

and such as best answers the main intent and design of that

Creed; and is most agreeable to Scripture and reason. This

instance is nothing parallel to the case of the Articles concerning

the Trinity; whose sense is fived and certain, as before said. Fix,

in like manner, the sense of the damnatory clauses; and it shall

soon be proved that every subscriber ought to acquiesce in it.

PLEA XIII.

“The procession of the Holy Ghost set forth in the Nicene and

“Athanasian Creeds, in one sense, is by Mr. (now Dr.) Bennet,

“in his explication of his own sense concerning that point, shewn

“to be now understood by many (without any suspicion of insin

“cerity) in a different sense.” Clarke's Reply, p. 34.

ANSWER.

1. This is only argumentum ad hominem, (to make the most of

it,) and therefore is not sufficient.

2. The argument comes not up to the point in hand. Dr.



286 THE CASE OF

Bennet was of opinion that our Church had determined nothing

in this matter; otherwise he would not presume to interpret

the procession in his own way. His words are; “If our Church

“had any where determined this matter, and declared in what

“sense she understood the procession in the Athanasian Creed,

“ the case would be alteredf.” And again: “Our Church never

“once adds the epithet eternal to the word procession; nor has

“she any one passage, that I know of, which may not be as

“well understood of the temporal as of the eternal procession,

“either in her Liturgy, her Articles, or her Homilies g.” I am

not of Dr. Bennet's mind in this particular; believing that the

Church has determined the meaning of the procession in those

Creeds; or rather, that the meaning is so plain, all things con

sidered, as not to need any further determining. However, it

appears to be Dr. Bennet's principle, relating to subscription,

that where the Church's sense may be known, that sense must

be received ; and that there is, in such a case, no latitude or

liberty left to the subscriber. Upon this principle, he both does

and must condemn Arian subscription ; since both the plain

meaning of words and the intent of compilers and imposers ex

clude Arianism. And it is well known with what zeal and

earnestness Dr. Bennet remonstratesh against that collusion

which he takes Dr. Clarke and his partizans to be guilty of in

the matter of subscription.

PLEA XIV.

“The doctrines of predestination and original sin are at this

“ day, by all eminent divines, (after the example of Archbishop

“Laud, and of the learned Bishop Bull,) understood in a sense

“which there is no appearance the composers of the XXXIX

“Articles meant to teach; and which there is all appearance

“the composers of the Homilies intended should not be taught.”

Clarke's Reply, p. 34.

“I cannot condemn Archbishop Laud, Bishop Bull, and

“others, who departed manifestly from the received sense, not

“of one, but of several Articles; nor that Declaration of King

“James I. (read Charles I.) by which he openly patronized the

“subscribing the same Articles in several, not only different, but

“contradictory senses: and in effect declared it for the honour

f Page 292. & Page 293. h Bennet on the Trinity, p. 226.
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“of the Articles that this should be so; and that all should

“acquiesce in it without mutual reproaches.” Lord Bishop of

Bangor, Postscript, p. 259.

ANswer.

1. It hath often been pretended by the Calvinists that the

compilers and imposers of the Articles &c. intended a sense

different (with respect to predestination and original sin) from

that which now generally prevails. But this pretence has been

often and abundantly confuted by great men; and particularly

by the learned Bishop Bull, in his Apology against Dr. Tully:

where he has unanswerably vindicated the present doctrines

from the Articles, Liturgy, Catechism, and Homilies of the Church

of Englandi.

2. A distinction should be made between such Articles as,

being formed in general terms, leave a latitude for private

opinions; and such as, being otherwise formed, leave no such

latitude. It is ridiculous to pretend that, because some articles

are general or indefinite, and may admit of different explications,

therefore all may, allowing that either Calvinist or Arminian

may subscribe to the Articles, (the Articles being general, and

the main points in dispute left undetermined,) would it not be

weak to argue from thence, that both Papists and Protestants

may likewise subscribe to the Articles of the Church of England?

Now it is no less absurd to pretend that both Catholics and

Arians may subscribe to our forms; some articles being as

full and strong tests against Arianism, as others are against

Popery.

3. It is not fairly, because not truly, suggested, that when

men of different sentiments, as to particular explications, sub

scribe to the same general words, that they subscribe in contra

dictory, or even in different senses. Both subscribe to the same

general proposition, and both in the same sense; only they differ

in the particulars relating to it: which is not differing (at least,

it need not be) about the sense of the Article, but about parti

culars not contained in the Article. For instance: let two per

sons assent to a general proposition, This figure is a triangle; one

believing the triangle to be equilateral, the other believing its

sides to be unequal: they are directly opposite in their senti

I See also Dr. Bennet on the 17th Article. Directions for studying, &c.

p. 93, &c.
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ments, as to what kind of triangle it is : but in the general

proposition, that the figure is a triangle, both agree, and in the

Sø/726 S672S63.

In like manner, imagine the article of Predestination (and the

same may be said of any other in like circumstances) to be left

in general terms. Both sides may subscribe to the same general

proposition, and both in the same sense: which sense reaches

not to the particulars in dispute. And if one believes predesti

nation to be absolute, and the other conditionate; this is not (on

the present supposition) differing about the sense of the Article,

but in their respective additions to it.

4. It is very uncautiously and unaccurately said, that King

Charles I. patronized the subscribing the same Articles either

in contradictory or different senses. His order is, that every

subscriber submit to the Article in the “plain and full meaning

“thereof,” in the “literal and grammatical sense.” What is

the plain and full meaning more than one meaning? or is the

one plain and full meaning two contradictory meanings? Could

it be for the honour of the Article (or of the King) to say this?

No : but the royal Declaration, by “plain and full meaning,”

understands the general meaning, which is but one; and to which

all might reasonably subscribe. And he forbids any one’s “put

“ting his own sense or comment to be the meaning of the

“Article,” or to “affix any new sense” to it: that is, he forbids

the changing a general proposition into a particular; he stands

up for the general proposition, or for the Article itself; and pro

hibits particular meanings, as not belonging to the Article; nor

being properly explications of it, but additions to it. This is the

plain import of the royal Declaration: and it is both wise and

just; free from any of those strange consequences or inferences

which some would draw from it.

5. I must further remark, that the present instance has no

relation to the point in hand. The propositions concerning the

holy Trinity, contained in our public forms, are not general or

indefinite, but special and determinate, in the very points of

difference between Catholics and Arians, (consubstantiality, co

equality, coeternity, &c.) and that in as clear and strong words

as any can be devised. This is the reason why the subscriber

has no latitude left in this case; and why an Arian can claim

no benefit from any latitude allowable in other Articles where

circumstances are plainly different. And it must be thought a
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very peculiar way of reasoning to argue that, because a man

may take a liberty where the Church and State have allowed it,

therefore he may take the same liberty where they have not

allowed it: which is all that this plea amounts to.

I cannot but observe from the disputes and clamours that

have been raised about the 17th Article of our Church, what a

tender regard has all along been paid to the point of the sub

scription ; and how jealous men have been of any the least

appearance, or umbrage of precarication, in so serious and sacred

a thing. What then must be said of those who plead for a

plain, open prevarication, in a case which can admit of no

dispute with any considering man, and has hardly so much as a

colour left for it :

PLEA XV.

“That Article in the Nicene Creed (of one substance with the

“Father) is now (through the ambiguity of the Latin and

“English translation) by most men taken much otherwise than

“ the Council intended it. For the greater part of modern

“Christians (if we may judge by the writings of eminent divines)

“understand it (as if it had been ravrootſorios) to signify of one

“individual substance with the Father, whereas all learned men

“know that the Greek word (épooúatos) never had any such

“signification, and that the Council meant no such thing.”

Clarke's Reply, p. 35.

ANSWER.

Here is little more in this plea than a cavil upon the double

meaning of the word indiridual; which has been sufficiently

exposed in another place. It has also been shewn that the

doctrine of the Nicene Council is rightly enough understood by

modern Christians; and that while the Doctor so magisterially

censures the whole Christian world, in a manner, yet no one

ever understood this matter less, or talked more crudely of it

than the Doctor himself hath done, in this very page of his

Reply. See my Defence, vol. i. p. 544. and Reply to Dr.

Whitby, p. 203, &c. of this volume.

PLEA XVI.

“It becomes a sincere man (especially if he varies from

“ notions commonly received) to declare plainly in what sense

WATERLAND, VOL. II. U.
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“he understands any words of human institution ; that his

“inferiors and equals may not be imposed upon by him, and

“ that his superiors may judge of such declaration.” Clarke's

Reply, p. 33.

“Dr. Clarke, of all men, could least be charged with collusion,

“ because he has declared publicly his opinions in this matter.”

Modest Plea, p. 221.

ANSWER.

I have reserved this plea to the last, as being of a very

different kind from the rest, and withal carrying a more

plausible show of frankness and sincerity in it. Nevertheless,

this, though it has an appearance of fairness, will by no means

serve the purpose for which it is brought.

Suppose any disaffected persons in this kingdom should invent

some strange, forced, unheard of interpretation of the civil

oaths, to elude and frustrate the intent of them; and declare

in print, that they themselves take the oaths in this new sense,

advising their brethren to do the same; would such declaration

be sufficient to salve their honesty, or to make them righteous in

the sight of God or man 2 would they not be rather thought

the more notoriously wicked, as not only venturing upon perjury

themselves, but instructing and seducing others into the same

crime !

Their giving notice of the precarication would not be acquit

ting themselves of the guilt, but proclaiming it; and, in some

respects, increasing it : as it would not only be doing an ill

thing, but, what is worse, boasting of it, and teaching others

to do the like. One dishonest act, or more, are not so dan

gerous or pernicious, as the laying down principles, and con

triving subtilties and artificial evasions, whereby to undermine.

the very foundations of moral honesty.

I am not sensible that there is difference enough between

this and the other case, to make one innocent and the other

highly criminal. Nothing can be pleaded for it but the presumed

consent of the superiors, after declaration made. But that no

such presumed consent can have any place in the matter of sub

scription, may appear from the reasons following:

1. Because superiors may often connive at, or tolerate offences:

which are never the less offences for such connivance.

2. Because so long as our superiors continue the same forms,
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which clearly express such a sense, they must be presumed

to intend the same sense, till they declare otherwise. And

their permitting the same forms to stand is a much surer

argument of their still intending the same thing, than their

suffering an offender to escape, with impunity, can be of the

contrary.

3. The expressions of our Articles, Liturgies, Creeds, and Laws,

are all so plain and full for the received doctrine of the Trinity,

and against the new scheme, that a man must have a very mean

opinion either of the understanding or integrity of his superiors,

to suppose that they can ever allow him to trifle at such a rate

in so serious a matter as subscription. And it must be observed

that our superiors speak by the public forms, as much as

the legislature speaks by the public laws ; and no sense can

be their sense but the plain, usual, literal meaning of those

public forms; till some as public and as authentic declaration

alters the case.

If the subscription contended for be in itself fraudulent,

as elusive of the law, a man's declaring, or giving notice of it,

does not alter its nature, or make it legal. Suppose a man

should declare that he subscribes only so far as is agreeable

to Scripture; (a method disallowed by our laws, according to the

unanimous resolution of all the judges, as before observed :) such

declaration would never alter the nature of the subscription; but

it would be as much against law as ever, notwithstanding: and,

for that very reason, it would be unrighteous and dishonest.

But I have also observed, that subscribing in any sense contrary

to the plain force of words, and known meaning of the imposers,

is equally illegal with the other: and therefore neither can this

be justified any more than the other. And since whatever is

illegal is of course condemned by our superiors, who speak by

the public laws, it is evident that our superiors condemn this

kind of subscription; and consequently there is no pretence left

for a presumed consent, unless our superiors can be presumed

both to allow and condemn the very same thing at the same

time.

4. I must add, that our superiors have, from time to time, (as

there has been occasion,) sufficiently, testified their disallowance

of any attempts tending to undermine the Catholic received

doctrine of the ever blessed Trinity. His present Majesty's

Directions, at this very juncture, are yet fresh in our minds:

U 2
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where (to the general joy and satisfaction of the kingdom)

he has signified his just resentments against those “impious

“tenets and doctrines which have been of late advanced and

“maintained with much boldness and openness, contrary to the

“great and fundamental truths of the Christian religion, and

“particularly to the doctrine of the holy and ever blessed

“TRINITY.” And his royal command is, that “no preacher

“presume to deliver any other doctrine concerning the

“blessed TRINITY, than what is contained in the holy Scriptures,

“ and is agreeable to the three Creeds, and the XXXIX

“Articles of religion.” Now the 8th Article of our Church

expressly affirms that the “three Creeds may be proved by most

“ certain warrants of holy Scripture.” Whosoever therefore

gives it out for Scripture doctrine, that “the one God always

“signifies the Father;” or that “more Persons than one cannot

“be, or are not, one God;” or that “God with any high epithet

“always signifies the Father;” or that “the Son or Holy

“Ghost is not God, Lord, Almighty, eternal, uncreated, and

“incomprehensible, as much as the Father;” I say, whoever

pretends Scripture for these, or the like positions, (positions

plainly repugnant to the Athanasian Creed, which Creed may

be proved from Scripture, according to Article the 8th,)

does at the same time act in opposition to his superiors, who

have enjoined the observance of the Creeds and Articles. If it

be said that such general orders or directions of superiors reach

not to this particular case, as not containing any formal pro

hibition of those newly-decised senses put upon the Creeds

and Articles; I answer, that there is no more occasion for

a formal prohibition against perverting the plain sense of the

Creeds or Articles, than there is for the like prohibition against

perverting the sense of the civil oaths. All that have common

understanding are supposed to know, that directing us to

adhere to the Creeds and Articles, is directing us to adhere to

their true sense, that being always implied. To pervert their

true and certain sense, is not adhering to our Church's forms,

but contradicting them : which, though it be done in an insidious

way, and under the false name of explaining them; yet, in

reality, means the same thing as the most direct and formal

opposition to them. And however the disguise may be serviceable

in the eyes of men, yet conscience is not a thing to be played

with in that manner; neither will such vain pretences avail any
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thing in the sight of God. Subscribing in this method is really

nothing else but eluding the whole design of the laws, and im

posing upon the ruling powers: but it must be doubly rude and

absurd, at the same time, to presume, that any man can have

their consent for it. So much for this.

I have now run through all the pleas, pretences, or eacuses

(arguments I will not call them) that I could any where meet

with for the new method of subscribing. The reader is not

to wonder at the number of them, which is an argument only of

a bad cause. Had there been any good reason whereon to found

it, there had been no need of running out into such multiplicity.

But when men have once left the plain and true way to follow

their own wanderings, invention is fruitful; and it is very easy

always to have a great deal to say, after a man is gone beyond

the rule of speaking to the purpose. I believe, I may now venture

to affirm that the cause which those gentlemen have taken in

hand is one of the weakest that was ever undertaken by wise

men. False facts, groundless surmises, and inconclusive rea

sonings, are all that it has to subsist upon. And yet I have

hitherto allowed them, for argument sake, one supposition ;

namely, that the expressions in our forms are capable of a sense

consistent with their principles: and I have shewn, notwith

standing, that their subscription is fraudulent; because repug

nant to the more plain and obvious sense of the words, and the

known intention of the imposers. But I must now examine

the truth of that supposition which has been thus far allowed

them: and if that also proves weak and groundless; there will

then be nothing of colour or pretence left for that subscription;

but the very men themselves who either use it or plead for it,

must be self-condemned. I shall therefore next examine how that

case stands; not that I need put the issue of the cause upon it,

(for it is a clear point that the subscription pleaded for is un

justifiable, though I allowed them the present supposition,) but

ea abundanti, and to shew how miserably weak, and destitute of

all support, the opposite persuasion is, I may inquire whether

even this their last refuge may not be taken from them.
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CHAP. V.

That seceral expressions in our public forms are really not capable

of a sense consistent with the Arian hypothesis, or new scheme.

IT must be owned that words are arbitrary signs of things;

and so, in some sense, it may be said that the word white is

capable of signifying black, and the word light might signify

darkness, if the custom of speech had not otherwise determined.

I suppose, those gentlemen will not extend their notion, of words

being capable of their sense, thus far. They must have regard

to custom of speech, to use of language, to common rules of gram

mar and criticism, in determining whether words be capable of

such a sense or no. And whatever forms are capable of that

sense which is contended for, must be conceived capable of being

paraphrased into that same sense, by putting other equivalent

words into their place. By these rules and measures I shall

proceed in the inquiry, whether the expressions of our public

forms are capable of an Arian sense or no. Dr. Clarke has re

duced the number of those which we chiefly insist on to 27.

I shall single out some of them, following the order wherein

they lie, in the first edition of “Scripture Doctrine,” together

with Dr. Clarke's interpretation of them. I shall begin with the

Athanasian Creed:

“Whosoever will be saved; before all things it is necessary

“ that he hold the Catholic faith.

“Which faith except every one do keep whole and undefiled;

“without doubt he shall perish everlastingly.

“And the Catholic faith is this, &c.

“He therefore that will be saved must thus think of the

“Trinity.

“This is the Catholic faith; which except a man believe

“faithfully, he cannot be saved.”

These are what they call damnatory clauses: and it ought to

be matter of serious inquiry, in what sense the gentlemen of the

Arian persuasion can subscribe them, without subscribing their

own damnation. The very lowest sense and import of those

damnatory clauses has ever been conceived to intend thus much,

that the main doctrine of the Trinity and incarnation, the doc

trine of worshipping one God in three Persons, and three Persons
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in one God; and the doctrine of perfect God and perfect man,

united in one God-man, are necessarily to be believed (or how

ever not disbelieved) by all persons of years and discretion, (who

have had the opportunity of being duly instructed,) under peril

of eternal damnation. As the author of the Creed could not

intend less than this, so neither can the words themselves import

less. And yet there is just reason to question whether the ad

vocates for the new scheme think it necessary to worship God the

Son or God the Holy Ghost at all; it being a principle much

contended for amongst them, to direct their prayers uniformly to

God the Father; k meaning, I suppose, to him, and to him only:

and it is certain that they neither believe three Persons to be one

God; nor perfect God (in the sense of the Creed) to be united

personally with perfect man to make one God-man. Dr. Clarke,

in his Comments, takes a great deal of pains to prove that par

ticular eaglications of all or any part of the doctrine of the

Trinity cannot be necessary to salvation. This proceeding of

his would be right, if he had been teaching his followers to sub

scribe with this reserve, viz. so far as is agreeable to what they

think Scripture: but since they are to subscribe in some sense

whereof the words are capable, as well as agreeably to Scripture,

his pains would have been better employed in shewing how the

damnatory clauses can be capable of a lower sense than that

which has been given.

“We worship one God in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity.”

Here it is to be noted, that Dr. Clarke and his adherents always

by one God understand God the Father only: and will never

allow two Persons in one God, though the words of the Creed

plainly include three. Let us see then how these words must be

paraphrased, to make them consistent with their principles. It

is thus:

“We worship one God (the Father) in Father, Son, and

“Holy Ghost: and we worship Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,

“in one God the Father. That is, by referring all the worship

“to the Father ultimately, as to the one supreme Head.” Let

us consider what can be made of this construction. It may be

turned two ways: either thus, We worship one Person in three

Persons, and three Persons in one Person, (which is flat enough,

and scarce sense;) or else thus, We worship one God, the

k See Modest Plea, p. 177. Brief Answer to Dr. W. p. 64.

º
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Father, principally, worshipping three Persons; and we worship

three Persons, worshipping one God, the Father, principally. This

indeed is sense; but such as no one ever did or ever would

express in the words of the Creed. It is not said, Unum Deum

Patrem praecipue venerantes, Trinitatem ceneremur ; et Trinita

tem cenerantes unum Patrem praecipue veneremur : but it is,

Onum Deum in Trinitate, et Trinitatem in Unitate veneremur.

Éva Oeov čv Tpuéðt, kai Tpuáða èv pováðt oré8øuev. Plainly sig

nifying, that the one God to be worshipped is the Trinity, and

the Trinity to be worshipped is the one God. We may proceed

to what follows:

“Neither confounding the Persons, nor dividing the substance.

“For there is one Person of the Father, another of the Son,

“ and another of the Holy Ghost. But the Godhead of the

“Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost is all one, &c.”

Here the meaning of the words is very plain, that the Persons

must not be confounded, because Father, Son, and Holy Ghost

are distinct Persons: nor the substance of the three Persons be

dicided, because the Godhead of the three is all one. To para

phrase the words, upon the Doctor's principles, they must run

thus:

“Neither confounding the Persons, nor dividing the Father's

“substance : for the three Persons are distinct, but the divinity

“ of the Son and Holy Ghost is no other than what is communi

“cated from the Father.” By this paraphrase, the whole force

of the sentence is broken and confused. Understanding sub

stance of the three Persons, the whole is well connected : for

here is a reason given why their substance is not divided; viz.

because their Godhead is one. But what sense or connection is

there in saying that the Father's substance is not divided; for,

or because, the divinity of the Son, &c. is no other than what is

communicated from him : No one would ever have expressed

the Doctor's sense in those words of the Creed, or in that man

mer. Besides, the words Godhead all one, (una divinitas, uſa

0eórms,) applied here to three Persons, are of known, certain sig

nification; denoting that the substance of the three is one, and

that all are one God. So that if either the coherence of the sen

tence, or the grammatical sense of words, or their constant and

customary use in Church writers, be of any weight; the passage

now before us is not capable of that sense which the Doctor

would wrest it to ; but must be construed in another: which
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other is likewise confirmed by the words following; “the glory

“equal, the majesty coeternal.”

As to glory equal, the Doctor takes care to tell us, it must not

be understood in the same sense as coordinate beings are equal to

one another. Well, that we know: but what sense must the

subscriber understand it in : The Doctor says, in “such a sense

“ as he who derives his essence or being from another, can be

“equal, &c.” Well, but what if the subscriber, according to his

Arian sense of deriving being, &c. thinks that the glory of the

second and third Persons can be in no sense equal to that of the

first; any more than the glory of a creature can be equal to the

glory of the Creator; how then can he subscribe to these words,

which are express for equality of glory, in some sense or other?

The Doctor's last shift is, that it may be understood in such a

sense as Christ is said to be toros Oeg, (or to a Geó,) as God, or

equal with God. But the Doctor's construction of tra Oe?,

(Phil. ii. 6,) is no more than to be honoured as Lord of all things,

that is, with honour equal, or suitable to such a God, or Lord, so

exalted; not with honour equal to that which belongs to God

the Father. But the Creed plainly makes the glory of each

Person equal to the glory of any other Person: wherefore the

words are not capable of such a sense as the Doctor has put

upon toa Geº, but the subscriber is left to seek out for some

other; or else to subscribe the words in no sense at all. The

next words of the Creed are,

“Majesty coeternal.” The word coeternal is of a fired and

Known sense in ecclesiastical writers: never used to signify any

thing less than absolute eternity, without beginning and without

end. How contradictory this sense is to the principles of the

party, may be seen from the author of the Apology for Dr.

Clarke, who says thus: “Though the generation of the Son, and

“ procession of the Holy Ghost may, in a sense, be said to be

“eternal, as they were trpo Távrov and Tpo alévov, yet what is

“this to the absolute eternity of a self-existent Being " We

see what the Apologist thought of the great, the infinite dis

parity between the eternity of the Father and the eternity of

either of the other two Persons: nor did the Doctor in his

answer to him disapprove of his sentiments; but rather (tacitly

at least) acquiesced in them. How then can these gentlemen

| Page 50, 51, 438.
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subscribe to the coeternity of the three Persons? The Doctor

in his comments admits that the second and third Persons have

always been with the first, which he explains by before all ages,

and before time. If this comes up to a coeternity, it is well: if

not, he does but deceive himself and his followers; for coeternal

can bear but one sense, and can admit of no degrees, no differ

ence in point of duration.

The reader should here observe the artful method of explain

in away the sense of a creed, or of any other writing: not for

the sake of learning it, (for it is not worth it,) but to be armed

against it, and to prevent being imposed upon by it. When a

word occurs, of a fived sense, and which is not liked; the way is

first to look out for another word that is ambiguous, which may

bear the same sense, but may also bear another. Draw but a

reader thus far to let slip the first word, and to take this other

instead of it, and then the work is half done. Having a word

with two senses, drop by degrees the sense you have no mind to,

and take the other, still substituting other words which may

come nearer and nearer to the sense you aim at ; till at length,

by several removes, you get quite off from the sense of the word

you began with.

Thus in the present instance; from coeternal, a word of fived

sense, and rather too high for the Arian hypothesis, the learned

Doctor puts “always with the Father;” which might indeed

signify the same thing, but is however capable of a lower sense:

and to bring the sense gradually down, the Doctor next sub

stitutes the phrase “before all ages,” which again is equivocal,

and does not sound quite so high as the former: then, to lower

the sense still further, he has another phrase, viz. “before time:”

and time, in a restrained sense, may be said to have commenced

with the world. So now he is got low enough, and the reader

may be supposed, by these several steps, to have lost the sight

of coeternal. But to pass on.

“Such as the Father is, such is the Son, and such is the Holy

“Ghost.” The Doctor's interpretation of it is; “such in all

“senses wherein he that derives his essence or being from

“ another, can be such as is he from whom he derives it.” Here

again he leaves his subscriber in the dark. For what if he had

said, such in all senses wherein a creature can be such as his

Creator? which I am afraid is the true meaning of most of his

disciples. This would come to the same as saying such in
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no sense: so that by this limitation, he takes away the plain force

of the words; and teaches his followers to subscribe, not “in

“such sense as the words are capable of:” but “so far as is

“agreeable to what they call Scripture.” The Creed is positive

that the second and third Persons are such as the first , and

immediately after specifies the respects in which they are

such. Such in respect of their being eternal; such in respect of

their being uncreated; such in respect of their being incom

prehensible, Almighty, God, and Lord. That is, all the three

Persons are equally, and in the same sense, uncreated, eternal,

incomprehensible, Almighty, God, and Lord. This is plainly

the doctrine of the Creed; the literal and grammatical sense of

the words. Now, to qualify absolute propositions with reserves

and limitations, in the manner the Doctor does, is not explaining

their sense, but contradicting it. Neither can this be called

subscribing in a sense in which the words are capable, but only

“so far as is agreeable to what some call Scripture:” which rule

of subscribing is condemned by those gentlemen.

“The Father uncreate, the Son uncreate, and the Holy

“Ghost uncreate And yet not three uncreated, but one

“ uncreated.” The Doctor here teaches the subscriber to

acknowledge every Person to be uncreated, (äkriotos,) and

yet, to say that there are not three uncreated (ákrug rot)

Persons, but one uncreated Person; which is a staring con

tradiction: besides, it is owning two of the Persons to be

creatures, in some sense, which the Doctor at other times

studiously avoids. But he was here in great straits; and

was to venture upon any thing, rather than admit what he

has the utmost aversion to, three Persons to be one uncreated

Being, or God.

He has no possible way of reconciling the seeming contra

diction contained in his comment, but by making a distinction

between derived uncreatedness and underived uncreatedness :

which would have appeared so odd and fanciful, that he chose

not to mention it in terms, but only to hint it in generals.

What precludes this, and every other pretence of that kind, is,

that the Creed plainly makes the uncreatedness of the second and

third Persons to be such as the Father's is, that is, of the same

Kind, and to be understood in the same sense, there being no

difference or distinction in that respect.

“The Father incomprehensible, the Son incomprehensible,
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“ and the Holy Ghost incomprehensible And yet there are

“not three incomprehensibles, but one incomprehensible.” The

Doctor takes the same way with this as with the former

passage; and runs into the like contradiction to avoid the

admitting so shocking a thing to him, as the notion of three

Persons being one incomprehensible; which is the certain meaning

of the Creed. I shall say no more to this, but refer the reader

to what I have observed upon the passage preceding.

“The Father eternal, the Son eternal, and the Holy Ghost

“eternal. And yet they are not three eternals, but one

“eternal.” Here the words are so eayress for three Persons

being one eternal, (which the Doctor can by no means bear,) that

he had no way left but to change they are not into there are not :

without considering that the subscriber must give his unfeigned

assent and consent to they are not; and must so read in the public

congregation. Besides this inconvenience, which the Doctor

seemed to be unapprised of; there is another which he was

forced to run upon, (contrary to his usual caution,) and that

was to say, “there are not three eternal Persons,” hereby denying

the eternity of two of them. And yet the Creed, more than once,

expressly asserts the coeternity of all three; and besides plainly

teaches that the eternity of the second and third Persons is such

as the Father's is. Nor will the Doctor's distinction of a

derived and underived eternity help him in this matter: for the

sense of the word eternity has nothing to do with that dis

tinction, being but one, and importing neither more nor less

than beginningless and endless duration.

“The Father is Almighty, the Son Almighty, and the Holy

“Ghost Almighty. And yet they are not three Almighties,

“but one Almighty.” Here the Doctor again changes they are

not into there are not : thereby signifying that the subscriber

cannot honestly assent to, or make use of they are not; though

he does not tell him how to avoid the doing of it, solemnly, and

in the face of the public congregation.

I take no notice of the Doctor's choosing Tpe's travroëövapot,

rather than Tpets Tavrokpáropes, because he will claim the

privilege of taking which he likes best: otherwise the Greek

copies favour the latter as much as the former; and the Latin

original is indifferent to either.

“The Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is

“God. And yet they are not three Gods, but one God.” We
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have the same collusion again practised, in changing they are not

into there are not, only for the sake of avoiding what the Creed

mainly intends to teach, that the “three Persons are one God.”

I shall not here repeat what I have before said; but shall only

observe an omission which the Doctor is guilty of, in not

teaching the subscriber how to reconcile the contradiction of

every Person being a God, (for so it must be on his principles,)

and yet not three Gods. For though there be but one supreme

God, (upon the Doctor's hypothesis,) yet one supreme God, and

two inferior Gods, are three Gods, in such a sense as neither

Scripture nor antiquity can ever allow. The like might be said

of the next paragraph, respecting one Lord and three Lords. I

shall just take notice of a slight inconsistency of the Doctor, in

explaining this paragraph. To account for the Holy Ghost's

being here called God, he is forced to admit that he is repre

sented in Scripture as “exercising divine power and authority,”

p. 435. But if we turn back to Prop. xxv. p. 296. we are there

told that the Holy Ghost, in the New Testament, is never

expressly styled God, “because he is no where represented as

“sitting upon a throne, or exercising supreme dominion, &c.”

So that it seems the Doctor can make it out either way; that

the Scripture has, or has not, given ground enough for

styling the Holy Ghost God, just as occasion serves. But to

pass on.

“In this Trinity, none is afore, or after other” (Nihil prius

aut posterius— or, Nemo primus aut postremus, oièëv Tpótov iſ

to repov—aliter, où6eis tipótos º axaros) “ but the whole three

“Persons are coeternal.” The coeternity could not be expressed

in stronger words than is here done, both positively and ne

gatively.

If the Doctor and his friends believe it, it is well: if not, it is

very certain that they cannot honestly subscribe, even upon their

own principles; for the words are not capable of any lower

meaning.

“None is greater or less than another; but the whole three

“ Persons are coequal.”

The Doctor's comment upon the words none is greater, &c. is,

that the second and third Persons are every where with the first,

as they are always. I doubt not but the sole reason which led

the Doctor into this remote and strained construction, was

his apprehension that the phrase every where, like the word
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always, might help him to a double entendre, for the uses above

mentioned.

But if every where be capable of two meanings, the words of

the Creed are not so; “none greater or less;” and if they must

be understood of presence, they can signify nothing lower than

this; that all the three Persons are equally omnipresent.

I am content with this meaning; and if it be consistent with

the Doctor's hypothesis, am very glad of it: or if it be not, then

he must be conceived to advise the subscriber to subscribe in a

sense of which the words are not capable.

After I had proceeded thus far, and had looked a little

forwards, I was much surprised to find the Doctor interpreting

coequal very differently from the words, “none is greater, &c.”

as if they did not both mean the same thing, first negatively,

and then positively expressed. But the Doctor, it seems, stands

by no rules of interpreting. They are “coequal” (says he now)

“in such a sense as one or more Persons can be equal to

“another (from whom they derive their being) by a plenary

“communication of power, knowledge, dignity, &c.” He has

the like come-off for the words “equal to the Father as touch

“ing his Godhead;” that is, says he, equal “in such a sense

“ as a dericed being can be.” I have before observed something

of this general salvo, for some other passages: and indeed it is

such a sovereign salvo for every difficulty, that he need not have

made use of any other. In reality, it comes to no more than

this, that he admits the words, and the sense of them, so far as

consistent with his own hypothesis, or his own sense of dericing

being. In the same way, a man might subscribe to the decrees

of the Council of Trent, or to every article of Pope Pius's Creed.

For instance: I believe saints may be worshipped, but in such a

sense as worship can be due to saints. I admit transubstantiation,

but in such a sense as it can be consistent with Scripture and

reason. I admit prayers in an unknown tongue, but in such a

sense as can be reconciled with the I Cor. xiv. And thus we

need not scruple any thing. Apply the same salvo to the civil

oaths, and it may serve as well there, to elude and frustrate

them: and a man may swear to any king, without acknow

ledging his just right or title. It is but saying thus; I believe

such a person to be the only rightful and lawful king of these

realms, in such a sense as he can be rightful and lawful, upon my

principles, &c. And what may not a man swear, or subscribe to
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in this loose method: Now in truth, though this kind of collusion

is disguised by the words such a sense, as if there were a certain

sense, in which the subscriber might fairly understand the words,

consistent with his own hypothesis ; yet it really amounts to no

more than this, the subscribing so far as is consistent with his

own opinions. For a man may make use of the same salvo,

whether the words be capable of any such sense, or whether they

be not. If they be capable, he is indeed bound up to such sense :

if not, he is free, having subscribed to them no further than they

can be so understood; which perhaps may not be at all. I

cannot but from hence observe, how unfairly and unjustly the

very worthy and learned Bishop of Oxford has been treated for

confounding (as is pretended) these two things: subscribing so

far as is agreeable to Scripture; and subscribing in such sense as

is agreeable to Scripture. For however distinct these two things

may be in the general, they are really confounded by Dr. Clarke

himself in this particular case, as I have often observed. Neither

will he ever be able to defend the point of subscription upon the

latter only, without taking in the former also. His talking of

such sense seems only to be a cover, or plausible disguise, for so

far as, (which has deceived his unwary followers who have not

seen so deep into this matter as he ;) and hence I conceive it is,

that he has never explicitly condemned the subscribing with the

reserve of so far as is agreeable; though others of the party,

being ashamed to stand up for so unaccountable a latitude,

have indeed plainly rejected it; not being aware of the need

they should have of it. But to return to the Creed.

“God, of the substance of the Father, begotten before the

“worlds; and man, of the substance of his mother perfect

“God, and perfect man.”

The Doctor did not think proper to take any notice of this

passage. I know not how any words can be stronger for the

Son's having the same divine nature with the Father, as much

as he has the same human nature with his mother: perfect God,

and perfect man, having all that belongs to the nature of both.

This is utterly repugnant to the Arian hypothesis ; and can no

more be reconciled with it than light with darkness.

We may now take leave of the Creed, (called Athanasian,)

and proceed to the Litany.

“O holy, blessed, and glorious Trinity, three Persons, and

“one God, have mercy &c.”
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Here the three Persons are all together invoked, and under

the style and title of one God, directly opposite to the Doctor's

principles. The Doctor has no way to evade their force, but by

understanding the title of one God to belong to the Father only.

His sense is this:

“O holy, blessed, and glorious Trinity, three Persons, and

“one God, viz. the Father, have mercy &c.” This collusion

the subscriber is to practise in his most solemn devotions:

excluding two of the Persons from the one Godhead here,

though he had addressed them both under the title of God in

the two preceding petitions; and though the epithets, holy,

blessed, and glorious, are equally attributed to all three, in the

very same petition. If this be to “pray with the understanding,”

(as the Doctor pretends it is,) let it rather be the wish of every

honest man to have less understanding, and more grace than to

trifle in this manner with the tremendous Deity.

In the Collect for the third Sunday in Advent, we thus ad

dress our blessed Saviour:

“O Lord Jesu Christ who livest and reignest with the

“Father and the Holy Spirit, ever one God, world without

“end.” Any one, at first sight, may here see that the title of

one God is not attributed to the Father only, but to all the

three Persons: contrary to the Doctor's principles. The Doctor

does not attempt to shew that the words are capable of any

other meaning. Only he draws up another form suitable to his

own hypothesis, and little akin to the words in the Collect ; sub

stituting that in the room of the other. If the subscriber can

content himself with such shuffling in his solemn prayers, let him

look to it.

There is just such another passage in the conclusion of the

Collect for Christmas-day, (which the Doctor has omitted,) and

there is another in the Collect for the sixth Sunday after Epi

phany, (which he has also omitted,) running thus:

“With thee, O Father, and thee, O Holy Ghost, he (Christ)

“liveth and reigneth, ever one God, world without end.” Here,

whether Christ alone, or all the three Persons, (and one of these

it must be,) be called one God; it is equally repugnant to the

Doctor's principles. And he cannot subscribe to this, “in such

“a sense as the words will bear,” (for they cannot bear his

sense,) but only “so far as is consistent with his principles:”

which is not assenting to the words of the prayer, but to some
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thing else of his own inventing. The like may be said of the

Collects for Septuagesima, and the first Sunday in Lent, and

Good Friday, twice, and Easter-day, and Ascension-day, and

the Sunday after; all which the Doctor has omitted out of his

collection: an omission indeed not worth the mentioning, were

it not that the Modest Pleader has been pleased to object the

smallness of the number 27, which, we see, might have been

enlarged; and were it not an aggravation of the great sin of

prevaricating with God and man, to consider how often it must

be repeated in the yearly course of the prayers. -

The Doctor takes notice of the Collect for Whitsunday, and

shifts it off in a loose manner: and so passes on to Trinity

Sunday, dealing much the same way with that also. He omits

the Collect for St. Matthew's day; which is more express and

full against his principles than either of the two former. I shall

pass over all the other places in our Liturgy or Articles, except

one, with which I shall shut up this chapter. It is the proper

preface for Trinity-Sunday, in the Communion-Office, running

thus:

“O Lord, Almighty, everlasting God; who art one God, one

“Lord, not one only Person, but three Persons in one substance.

“For that which we believe of the glory of the Father, the

“same we believe of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, without

“any difference or inequality.”

The Doctor here pleasantly says, that “there is no passage

“in the whole Service so apt to be understood in a wrong sense

“as this;” meaning, I suppose, so apt to be understood in the

sense the Church intended, and so hard to be perverted to any

other. And it must indeed be thought a very clear and full passage

on the orthodow side, when a person of the Doctor's abilities, in this

kind, and after he had worked his way through the Nicene and

Athanasian Creeds, (besides a great part of the Liturgy,) began

at length to feel himself nonplused by it, and almost at the point

of confessing it. His first endeavour was to perplex and puzzle

the Church's sense; and next to introduce his own.

He pretends that the words “Lord, Almighty, everlasting

“God,” are personal, and must be understood of one Person only,

though he cannot but know that every one of those words are

used in the Athanasian Creed (to say nothing of the Liturgy) of

all the three Persons taken together; and they are here ex

pressly declared to belong, not to “one Person only,” but to

WATERLAND, vol. II. X
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“three Persons in one substance.” The words, who art, he

, thinks, cannot be properly applied to more Persons than one.

But that they are so applied here is manifest, and by those who

were competent judges of propriety: and if he likes it not, why

should he subscribe? When he comes to give us his own mean

ing, he never attempts to shew (good reason why) in what sense,

consistent with his principles, a subscriber may believe “three

“Persons in one substance,” and that the same glory belongs to

all, “without any difference or inequality.” It would be trifling

to take notice of what he endeavours to put upon a subscriber,

in order to satisfy his conscience in one of the most serious and

solemn things in the world. I can never give myself leave to

think that he could at all satisfy himself in it, upon second and

cooler thoughts. Indeed, I should ask the Doctor's pardon for

dwelling so long upon those extravagant explications; which,

I doubt not, he now heartily despises, as well as I. Neither

ought they to be any longer imputed to him, who has expunged

them, and cast them off, from the time his second edition has

appeared. But since his disciples and followers are still proud

of his refuse, and set a value upon his trifles, which he has too

much sense to do himself; since they insist upon it that all the

expressions of our public forms are, at least, capable of a sense

consistent with their principles; and appeal, for proof of it,

(having indeed nothing else to appeal to,) to the Doctor's per

formances on that head; in a word, since they have been pleased

to rest the whole cause of subscription upon the Doctor's expli

cations, it was necessary for me to take under examination those

things upon which such a stress was laid; unless the Doctor

himself would have been so kind (for which I should have heart

ily thanked him) as to speak more plainly in this matter than

he has thought proper to do. One half-sheet, one small adver

tisement from his hand, to discountenance this kind of subscrip

tion, would have done the business at once, and have saved me

the labour of doing any thing. The credit of his name was, in

a manner, all it had to stand upon: and had he but pleased to

take off the countenance of his authority, his reasons should have

been left to stand or fall by themselves. But as the case now

is, (and as the author of the Remarks observes,) that the whole

party are gone after him, and still persist in the Doctor's first

thoughts relating to subscription; neither has the Doctor took

any sufficient care to reclaim them, or to bring them back; the
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cause is too important to wait his slow motions, or to be left

any longer in suspense. The glory of God, the honour of our

most holy religion, and the security of Church and State, call

for our best endeavours to root out, if possible, those false and

pernicious principles, and to reestablish the matter of subscription

upon its true and solid foundations. How far I have been able

to contribute to so good an end, must be left to the reader's

judgment. My design however was well aimed: and this is my

apology for disturbing the learned Doctor, late, and unwillingly,

on this head.

I shall now briefly sum up the particulars of what has been

advanced above, for the reader's clearer apprehending of it, as

well as the better retaining it.

1. The Church of England requires subscription, not to words,

but things; to propositions contained in her public forms.

2. Subscribers are obliged, not to silence or peace only, but to

a serious belief of what they subscribe to. -

3. Subscribers must believe it true in that particular sense

which the Church intended, (so far as that sense may be known,)

for the Church can expect no less; the design being to preserve

“one uniform tenor” of faith, to preclude “diversity of opinions,”

to have her own explications, and none other, (as to points de

termined,) taught and inculcated; and to tie men up from

spreading or receiving doctrines contrary to the public deter

minations. These and the like ends cannot be at all answered

by subscription, unless the subscriber give his assent to the

Church's forms in the Church's sense; that is, in the sense of

the compilers and imposers.

4. The sense of the compilers and imposers is to be judged of

from the plain, usual, and literal signification of words; and

from their intention, purpose, or design, however known: the

rule for understanding the public forms being the same as for

understanding oaths, laws, injunctions, or any other forms or

writings whatever.

5. Where either the words themselves, or the intention (much

more where both) is plain and evident; there the sense of the

imposers is fully known; and there is no room left for a sub

scriber (as such) to put any contrary, or different sense upon the

public forms.

6. If words be capable of several meanings, but yet certainly

exclude this or that particular meaning; a subscriber cannot

x 2
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honestly take the forms in that meaning which is specially ex

cluded. For this would be subscribing against the sense of

the Church at the same time that he professes his agreement

with it.

7. It may be certainly known that any Arian sense of our

public forms is such a sense as our Church intended to exclude,

and has excluded, in as full and strong positive terms as the wit

of man is able to devise. And all men of sense must allow, that

when compilers and imposers have done the utmost they could,

and as far as any words can reach, to express the Catholic

doctrine of the Trinity; they may and must be supposed to

mean that very doctrine which they have industriously laboured

to express, and none other.

8. And that it may not be pretended by our modern Arians,

that their sense is not Arian, (which nevertheless it certainly

is,) it is further evident, and hath been shewn, that the main

particulars of their scheme (call it what they please) is specially

excluded, both by the plain words and undoubted intention of

our public forms.

9. Therefore none of the advocates for the new scheme can

fairly or honestly subscribe to our Church's forms, though they

could invent a sense for them consistent with their own princi

ples; it being evident that any such sense is contrary to our

Church's sense, and to the intention of the imposers.

Io. The pleas and excuses devised to justify the subscribing

in a sense contrary to, or different from, the known sense of the

imposers, being founded either on false presumptions or weak

reasonings, are of no weight or significancy; but the Arian sub

scriber must be blamable for going counter to the known sense

of the Church, even though the words were capable of another

meaning.

II. Yet, upon examination, it appears that many expressions

of our public forms are really not capable of any sense consistent

with the new scheme. And therefore, if the patrons of it subscribe

to their own sense, (as they must be conceived to do,) they sub

scribe to a sense which is no sense of our public forms at all, on

any supposition.

12. The subscription therefore of those gentlemen, however

glossed over with the pretence of subscribing “in such sense as

“isagreeable to (what they call) Scripture,” really amounts to

no more than subscribing “so far as is in their opinion agreeable



ARIAN SUBSCRIPTION CONSIDERED. 309

“to Scripture.” Which way of subscribing not only defeats

every end of subscription, and stands condemned by our laws,

and by the eayress resolution of our judges, but is also absurd in

itself; as leaving room for any prevarication whatever, in the

matter of oaths or tests; and for subscribing the Romish Confes

sion, or even the Alcoran, or any thing; and is moreover ea

plicitly condemned, even by the generality of those who plead

for Arian subscription.
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A SU P P L E M E N T

THE CASE OF ARIAN SUBSCRIPTION

CONSIDERED.

WHEN I drew up the “Case of Arian Subscription,” &c. I

was apprehensive that so plain a charge, and so home pressed,

might exasperate the persons concerned; though I took care to

treat them with all the mildness and tenderness that the subject

would bear: confining myself to the reasoning part, naming no

particular men but such as I was obliged to quote, and candidly

exempting the principal man of them, that the charge might be

as general and inoffensive as possible; falling rather upon the

thing itself, than upon this or that particular person. If the

argument be provoking, I cannot help it: the same objection

lies against the detecting or reproving any vice or immorality

whatever. It is the proper business of a divine to state cases of

conscience, and to remonstrate against any growing corruptions

in practice, and especially in principles. If Arian subscription

be really fraudulent and immoral, (which no considering man

can doubt of) it may concern those gentlemen rather to testify

their sincere repentance, than to acquaint the world with their

causeless resentments. I shall here say nothing to the abusive

flirts of the nameless author, who has been pleased still to

persist in the defence of Arian subscription; except it be to

remind him, that those assuming strains very ill become either

so weak a cause or such a guilty practice. I was once inclinable
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to take no notice of so mean a pamphlet; concluding that I had

said enough, when I had said enough for men of sense and com

mon ingenuity; and it is often not advisable to press things to

the utmost. But since this is a cause of very great moment,

wherein the very foundations of moral honesty, as well as of

Christian sincerity, are deeply concerned; I think it incumbent

upon me to proceed somewhat further in it: and if those gen

tlemen resolve to go on in maintaining an open fraud as long as

it is possible to amuse or deceive, though only the weakest and

most ignorant readers; I also must resolve (by God's assistance,

and for God's glory) to go on in the defence of sincerity and

probity, till the very meanest readers may sufficiently understand

it. To come to the business.

The pamphlet lately published, is entitled, “The Case of Sub

scription to the XXXIX Articles considered; occasioned by

Dr. Waterland's Case of Arian Subscription.” The author is

but just, as well as modest, in not calling it an answer to mine :

for indeed he has left the most material points untouched, with

out so much as attempting any thing like an answer. If you

will take his bare word for it, the Articles of our Church, so far

as concerns the Trinity, are general, indefinite, undeterminate;

not particular, special, or determinate. He takes this for

granted, and reasons all the way upon that supposition; which

is very unaccountable: unless it were because I had demon

strated the contrary, beyond all reasonable reply; and so there

was no other way left but to stifle the evidence, to protest against

fact, and to bear the reader down with a false presumption.

Such a management as this is, in effect, little else but a more

untoward way of giving up the cause; where a man does the

thing, but loses all the grace and credit of it by his manner of

doing it. But let us see how he goes on to give some colour,

at least, to his pretences. I had pressed the Arian subscribers

with the Athanasian Creed, the Liturgy, and the Articles, to

prove that our Church was particular and determinate in the

points disputed. Not a single word has this writer to shew,

either that the Athanasian Creed or Liturgy is not determinate,

as I represented: and as to the Articles, he seems to make no

account of any but the first: of which he often intimates, that

he has some way of evading it, but he does not care to tell us

what, for fear he should be found faultering even there, and lie

open to rebuke for it. The first Article alone, is, I am very
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certain, more than he can fairly deal with: but I must remind

him further, that the 2nd and 5th Articles do also require his

consideration; and then there is the eighth, which, unfortunately

for him, carries all the three Creeds in the bowels of it : creeds

which, as the Article says, (and as this writer says, if he sub

scribes to it,) “ought thoroughly to be received and believed;

“for they may be proved by most certain warrants of holy

“Scripture.”

Well then, we have the Creeds wrapped up in the Articles;

and the subscriber must be content to take in all or none: let

us next see to the Liturgy. This gentleman thinks he has a

fetch for that: he subscribes not to the truth of every particular,

but to the use only, and that “it contains nothing contrary to

“the word of God.” Now, says he, “I must freely own that I

“see no contradiction, no necessary absurdity, in the use of what

“a man may wish to have in some things correcteda.” I would

be as favourable to this writer as possible. I do allow of his dis

tinction, and that it may be proper and pertinent in some cases;

but I can never allow that a man may use a solemn formal lie,

in his prayers, and often repeat it, under pretence that we may

admit the use of some things which might be corrected. This is

arguing from gnats to camels, and widening the rule beyond all

measure and proportion. This will best be understood in the

sequel, when the reader comes to see what kind of things those

are which this gentleman desires to use, without believing a syl

lable of them. I must observe further, that the subscriber is

tied up to believe that the Liturgy “contains nothing contrary

“to the word of God.” Does not this pinch a little closer than

this writer might wish : Has he nothing to object against any

expressions in the Liturgy, but that they contain things seem

ingly contrary to natural reason 2 Have they nothing contrary

to Scripture, to what he calls Scripture ? I should be thankful

to him for so obliging a concession. After all, I would advise

this writer not to pretend to be wiser than Dr. Clarke. The

Doctor had considered these matters much and long; and I

have not yet found any disciple of his that has endeavoured to

refine upon him, but what has exposed himself in doing it. The

wary Doctor was sensible that Articles, Creeds, and Liturgy,

must all come into account, and all be reconciled (if possible) to

his own hypothesis. He made no distinction between admitting

a Case of Subscription, &c. p. 46.
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the truth of this, and the use only of that; well knowing, that

truth and use are coincident in a case of this high moment; and

that he could not submit to the use of those prayers but in such

a sense as he thought true. He took the only way of settling

that matter for his purpose, had there really been any: but as

his failed, the flaw in the architecture is never to be made up by

common hands.

Having shewn that Creeds, Articles, and Liturgy must all

come in, to determine in our present question; I would now

proceed to cite passages from our public forms, and confront

them with select sentences drawn from the writings of the new

sect, that every common reader (for to such I now write) may

have ocular demonstration of the truth of what I affirm, that

the expressions of our public forms are special, precise, and deter

minate against the new scheme; not general, or indefinite, as this

writer wishes, I can hardly say, believes. But I must first take

notice of a remark which he has page the 8th, that we are

obliged to subscribe only the English Articles, not the Latin.

I know not what uses he intends by it; though he intimates

there may be some; keeping upon the reserve, as usual, when

he suspects an advantage may be taken. Dr. Clarke, to do him

justice, openly declared what evasions or salvos he had to justify

his subscribing. He considered, I suppose, that without this,

it would be subscribing with mental reservations; which is per

fect Jesuitism. But this writer, perhaps, thinks there is no harm

in it, that it is an innocent practice; and that so long as he

can but invent some secret evasion to himself, he need have no

concern about satisfying the world. To return to the matter in

hand. As to the Articles, English and Latin, I may just observe,

for the sake of such readers as are less acquainted with these

things, first, that the Articles were passed, recorded, and ratified

in the year 1562, and in Latin only. Secondly, that those Latin

Articles were revised and corrected by the Convocation of 1571.

Thirdly, that an authentic English translation was then made

of the Latin Articles by the same Convocation, and the Latin

and English adjusted as nearly as possible. Fourthly, that the

Articles thus perfected in both languages were published the same

year, and by the royal authority. Fifthly, subscription was re

quired the same year to the English Articles, called the Articles

of 1562, by the famous act of the 13th of Elizabethb.

b. See the particulars proved at large in Dr. Bennet's Essay on the XXXIX

Articles.
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These things considered, I might justly say, with Bishop

Burnet", that the Latin and English are both equally authentical.

Thus much however I may certainly infer, that if in any places

the English version be ambiguous, where the Latin original is

clear and determinate; the Latin ought to fix the more doubt

ful sense of the other, (as also vice versa,) it being evident that

the Convocation, Queen, and Parliament intended the same sense

in both. For instance, in Article the first, the three Persons are

declared to be of one substance ; in the Latin, ejusdem essentiae,

that is, of the same essence: from hence it is manifest, that one

substance is equivalent to same substance, or essence. Again, in

Article the second, the English version runs thus: “The Son,

“which is the Word of the Father, begotten from everlasting of

“the Father, the very and eternal God, of one substance with the

“Father, &c.” Now in the English, the words, “the very and

“eternal God,” may possibly be referred to the Father just

before mentioned: but the Latin Articled plainly shews that the

words are to be referred to God the Son, and could not have

been intended of God the Father, in that place. From hence

we see how useful it may be to compare the English and Latin

together, in any doubtful cases: for there cannot be a more

demonstrative proof than this is, (where it can be had,) of the

true sense and meaning of compilers and imposers. And let this

writer pretend what he pleases, when once the true and full sense

of the imposers is fived and certain, that very sense, and that

only, is bound upon the conscience of every subscriber. This I

have abundantly proved in my former papers: to which I shall

only now add this plain reason; that, since words are designed

to convey some meaning, if we take the liberty of playing upon

words after the meaning is fixed and certain, there can be no

security against equivocation and wile, in any laws, oaths, con

tracts, covenants, or any engagements whatever: all the ends and

uses of speech will hereby be perverted; and there can be no

such thing as faith, trust, or mutual confidence among men.

I proceed now to set before the reader the tenets of our new

guides, in one column, with the tenets of our Church in another,

opposite column; that from thence we may form a judgment of

their agreement or disagreement. I shall take my citations of

* Burnet, Preface to the Articles, aeterno a Patre genitus, verus et aeter

p. Io:... - nus Deus, ac Patri consubstantialis,

d Filius, qui est Verbum Patris, ab &c. Art. II.
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the first column from Dr. Clarke and his professed disciples; not

from Mr. Whiston and his, who are known to be less reserved,

and who abhor this kind of fraudulent subscription as much

as I do. I shall not scruple citing some passages out of the

first edition of “Scripture Doctrine,” which are left out in the

second; because, though the Doctor does not own them, yet his

disciples must, till they either give better, or yield up the cause

of subscription.

The Scripture doctrine of the

Trinity, according to Dr.

Clarke and his followers.

Dr. Clarke's scheme makes

the Unity of the Son and

Spirit with the Fatherto be only

figurative, not (necessarilye) an

wnity of essence, or individual

substance, but of authority and

consent. Modest Plea, p. 7.

The Father alone is, abso

lutely speaking, the God of the

universe. Clarke, Prop. 8.

The Scripture, when it men

tions the one God, or the only

The Scripture doctrine of the

Trinity, according to the

Church of England in her

public forms.

In the Unity of this God

head there be three Persons of

one substance. Art. 1.

The Son of one substance

with the Father. Art. 2.

The Holy Ghost of one sub

stance with the Father and the

Son. Art. 5.

It may be proved by most

certain warrants of holy Scrip

ture, (Art. 8.) that the Son is

of one substance with the Father,

(Nic. Creed,) and that he is

God of the substance of the

Father; and that we ought

not to confound the Persons,

nor divide the substance. Athan.

Creed.

In the Unity of this God

head there be three Persons.

Art. I.

It may be proved by most

certain warrants of holy Scrip

e Note, that the two words, neces

sarily and individual, here stand for

nothing but to soften the expression.

Necessarily is of no moment, because

the subscriber is to acknowledge that

the doctrine of one substance is war

ranted by Scripture, and therefore

necessarily to be believed. And as to

individual, it signifies nothing here;

the Doctor, it seems, denying all unity

of substance, and admitting only unity

of authority and consent.
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God, always means the supreme

Person of the Father. Clarke,

Prop. 9.

The Apostle says, God is the

Father, which is the direct con

tradictory to your notion, whose

definition of God is, that he

is the three Persons. Modest

Plea, p. 150.

Demonstration that one God

is one Person only—otherwise

impossible for one Person to

be God. Collect. of Queries,

p. 108.

There are not three uncreated

Persons. Clarke, Script. Doct.

p. 429, edit. I.

The Father (or first Person)

alone is self-existent, underived,

unoriginated,independent,made

of noneſ, begotten of none, pro

ceeding from none. Mod. Plea,

P. 5.

If any thing, it is most na

tural to infer that he (the Son)

is not the very God, because he

is here so expressly contradis

tinguished from him.

ture, (Art. 8.) that the Godhead

of the Father, of the Son, and

of the Holy Ghost, is all one,

that they are not three Gods,

but one God. Ath. Creed.

O holy, blessed, and glorious

Trinity, three Persons and one

God. Lit.

Nothing contrary to the word

of God contained in this form.

O Lord, Almighty, everlast

ing God; who art one God,

one Lord, not one only Person,

but three Persons in one sub

stance, &c. Comm. Off.

Ever one God world with

out end, frequently applied to

all the three Persons in our

Church’s Collects.

It may be proved by most

certain warrants, &c. (Art. 8.)

that the Son is uncreate, and

the Holy Ghost uncreate : the

Son not made, nor created: the

Holy Ghost neither made, nor

created. Athan. Creed.

One Lord Jesus Christ

begotten, not made. Nic. Creed.

The Son the very and

eternal God. Art. 2.

Very God of very God.

Niceme Creed.

f Note, that the Father alone is here

said to be made of none ; which is

directly saying that the other two

Persons are made. I had observed

the same of Dr. Clarke's fifth Pro

position, but had it intimated to me,

that the Doctor had put a semicolon

at independent; to shew that alone

reached no further, the rest being to

be understood of Father without the

restriction of alone. But, it seems,

the Modest Pleader was not aware of

the significancy of the semicolon, but

puts a comma only: wherefore I may

justly charge him with making two of

the Persons creatures.
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The Word, when he ap

peared in the form of God, and

as God, was no more than the

minister and angel of God.

Mod. Plea, p. 30.

It is without any colour from

Scripture, that you affirm each

of the three Persons to have

the same right of dominion.
Mod. Plea, p. 159. t

When Dr. Clarke excepted

supremacy and independency, he

plainly, in reason and conse

quence, excepted absolute 5 in

finite powers, so that the ob

jector might well have spared

asking in the sixth Query,

whether infinite perfection can

be communicated to a finite

being. Collect. of Queries, p. 57.

The divine attributes of the

Son are not individually the

same with those of the Father

As to their differing as

finite and infinite, there can be

but one intelligent Beinghab

solutely infinite in all respects.

Collect. of Queries, p. 54, 55.

God, when he is styled Fa

ther, must always be under

stood to be (alría) a true and

The whole three Persons are

coeternal together and coequal

equal to the Father as

touching his Godhead. Ath.

Creed.

It may be proved by most

certain warrants of holy Scrip

ture, (Art. 8.) that such as the

Father is, such is the Son, and

such is the Holy Ghost the

Father is Lord, the Son Lord,

and the Holy Ghost Lord; and

yet not three Lords, but one

Lord. Ath. Creed.

There is but one living and

true God, everlasting—of in

Jinite power, wisdom, and good

ness—and in Unity of this

Godhead there be three Per

sons of one substance, power,

and eternity. Art. 1.

That which we believe of the

glory of the Father, the same

we believe of the Son and of

the Holy Ghost, without any

difference or inequality. Comm.

Office.

It may be proved by most

certain warrants of holy Scrip

ture, (Art. 8.) that the Son is

g Note, the word absolute is only to

soften the expression. The author, in

reason and consequence, plainly inti

mates that the powers of the Son and

h Note, that intelligent Being is with

this writer, and the whole party,

equivalent to person; so that here
two of the Persons are declared to be

Holy Ghost are not infinite, and that finite beings.

they are finite beings.
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proper Causei, really and effi

ciently giving life: which con

sideration clearly removes the

argument usually drawn from

the equality between a Father

and Son upon earth. Clarke,

Script. Doctr. p. 239, 273. ed.

2nd.

The Father alone perfect in

himself. Script. Doctr. p. 273.

Necessary easistence is as in

consistent with being begotten,

as to have no cause of existence,

and to have a cause. Mod. Plea,

p. I7.

Self-evistent, unoriginate, or

underived, properly expressed

by necessary easistence. Mod.

Plea, p. 216, 217.

The Son is not self-awistent.

Clarke, Prop. 12. Comp. Reply,

162, 230, 231.

—avowedly maintain, that

the Son is not necessarily exist

ingk. Philoleuth. 2nd Letter to

Mangey, p. 27.

An angel might strengthen

him!, who was now in that

state of humiliation, made a

little lower than the angels.

Modest Plea, p. 93.

Dr. Clarke’s notion of a true and

proper cause is of a person acting

upon choice, or rather, acting : (for

acting, with him, implies choice :) so

that his meaning here is that the Fa

ther might choose whether the Son

should erist or no. The latter part of

the citation insinuates, that the Son

is not as truly equal in nature to the

Father, as one man is to another.

* N. B. To deny the Son's neces

WATERLAND, VOL. II.

God of the substance of the Fa

ther, and man of the sub

stance of his mother ; perfect

God and perfect man.—Equal

to the Father as touching his

Godhead. Ath. Creed.

The Son begotten, not made,

of one substance with the Fa

ther. Nic. Creed.

The Son—not made, nor cre

ated, but begotten. Ath. Creed.

The Son the very and

eternal God. Art. 2.

Very God of very God. Nic.

Creed.

It may be proved by most

certain warrants of holy Scrip

ture, (Art. 8.) that the Son is

Almighty, perfect God, -equal

to the Father, as touching his

Godhead.

sary existence is the same as to assert

him to be a precarious being, depend

ing as much on the will of the Father,

for his existence, as any creature what

ever, and therefore a creature.

1 Note, this is said of the Son of

God, even in his divine nature, and

whole Person, nor does this author

ever allow the distinction of divine and

human nature, but rejects it, as im

plying a division of person. See p. 97.

Y
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The grand principle (of Dr.

Bennet) was, that the Word is

the very God. When this was

once established, it was rightly

thence inferred, that the Word

cannot be evalted nay, this

supposition will indeed justify

those questions, Was the very

God exalted thereby 2 Is it not

blasphemy to suppose it?

Our Saviour was highly exalted

as the reward of his sufferings

From the Doctor's prin

ciple, it is a just inference that

the Word never was ea'alted.

But on the other hand the

Scriptures are clear, that he

who was the instrument of his

Father in the work of creation,

yet had not a kingdom, and

judgment, and dominion, then

committed to him—but after

his sufferings and death, &c.

Mod. Plea, p. 97, 98.

This power and dominion to

which Christ is advanced at the

right hand of God, is not only

the highest character and pre

rogative of his Sonship, spoken

of in Scripture, but is the foun

dation of his personal Godhead

and adoration. Collect, of Que.

ries, p. 75.

The Son hath a relative om

miscience communicated to him

from the Father; I mean that

he knoweth all things relating

The Son—the very and

eternal God. Art, 2.

Very God of very God. Nic.

Creed.

The Son, which is the Word

of the Father, begotten from

everlasting of the Father, the

very and eternal God, of one sub

stance with the Father. Art. 2.

God, of the substance of the

Father, begotten before the

worlds. Ath. Creed.

Only-begotten Son of God,

begotten of his Father before all

worlds, God of God, very God

of very God. Nic. Creed.

One living and true God, of

infinite power and wisdom: in

the Unity of this Godhead there

be three Persons, &c. Art. I.
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to the creation and government

of the universe: but yet he

himself confesseth, Matt. xxiv.

36, of that day and hour, &c.

By which all the ancient Ante

Nicene writers in understand

that our Lord, as the Adyos, or

Son of God, did not then know

the day of judgment. Collect. of

Queries, p. 48, 49. See also

Unity of God not inconsist. p. 8.

There are not three eternal

Persons. Clarke, Script. Doctr.

p. 433. 1st ed.

The eternity of God the

Father is revealed in the Old

Testament—in the New Testa

ment it is emphatically ex

pressed, Rom. i. 20. But in

neither is there any mention

of the Son's. Coll. of Queries,

p. 5o.

The Word incarnate passible

according to the express de

claration of St. John and St.

Paul. —Whether they who—

make only the human nature

passible, do not shew too little

regard to the plain evidence

of Scripture? Coll. of Queries,

P. I43.

If Dr. Clarke's scheme be

right, it seems to follow

that all worship ought to be

directed to the Father through

Christ : excepting only that

such worship may be paid to

Christ as Mediator, for which

m Note, that this writer everywhere

professes his agreement with the Ante

Nicene writers: and though he is en

That which we believe of the

glory of the Father, the same

we believe of the Son, and of

the Holy Ghost, without any

difference, or inequality. Com.

Off.

It may be proved by most

certain warrants of holy Scrip

ture (Art. 8.) that the Son is

eternal, and that the whole

three Persons are coeternal to

gether, and their majesty co

eternal, and that they are one

eternal. Ath. Creed.

One living and true God

without body, parts, and pas

sions (impassibilis) in the

Unity of this Godhead there be

three Persons, &c. Art. 1.

The Son—the very and eter

nal God—very God and very

man. Art. 2.

It may be proved by most

certain warrants, &c. (Art. 8.)

that the Unity in Trinity, and

the Trinity in Unity is to be

worshipped. Ath. Creed.

tirely false in reporting their senti

ments, yet it cannot be doubted but

he here gives us his own.

Y 2
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we have express warrants from

examples in Scripture.

Absolutely supreme honour

due to the Person of the Father

singly, as being alone the su

preme original author of all

being and power. Clarke, Prop.

43.

O holy, blessed, and glorious

Trinity, &c. Lit.

O Lord, Almighty, everlast

ing God, who art one God, one

Lord, not one only Person, but

three Persons in one substance,

&c. Com. Off.

From this view of the doctrine of our Church, compared with

that of our new teachers, it appears that they are entirely oppo

site to each other, and are no more to be reconciled than light

and darkness. And yet I have not took the advantage of

pursuing the doctrine of those gentlemen through its direct,

immediate, and inevitable consequences, in order to make the

contradiction between that and our Church's forms still more

glaring and palpable. Nobody can doubt of their believing the

Son and Holy Ghost to be creatures, if either Arius, or Eu

nomius, or even Mr. Whiston, ever believed it. They unde

niably believe them to be what every body means by creature,

in common speech and language. This is demonstrable, many

ways, from their writings, and from those very passages which

I have here selected.

1. If the Father alone be made of none; then it follows that

the other two Persons are made, that is, are creatures. The

premises are theirs, the conclusion makes itself.

2. If the Father alone be necessarily existing, (as those gentle

men expressly teach,) then is the Son a precarious being, which

is only another name for creature. The same will follow of the

Holy Ghost. -

3. If the Son, even as Son of God, wanted an angel to

strengthen him, he must of course be a weak, frail being, that

is, a creature.

4. If the Son, as the Adyos, or Word, was properly evalted,

and in such a sense as cannot without blasphemy be asserted of

the very God, (as these men teach,) then it is evident that the

Son is an imperfect and mutable being, that is, a creature.

5. If God the Son was once ignorant, in his highest nature,

(as these men teach,) and ignorance can belong to nothing but

creatures, he must of consequence be a creature.

6. If neither the Son nor Holy Ghost is the one true God, but
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excluded from the one true Godhead, (as these men assert,) they

must of course be creatures only.

7. If neither the Son nor Holy Ghost be the one infinite

Being, nor have infinite powers, (as these men pretend,) they

can be only finite beings; and every finite being is, of course,

a creature.

8. If Christ’s exaltation, after his resurrection, be the sole

foundation of his personal Godhead, (as these men say,) then he

was not God before that exaltation; nor since, in any just and

proper sense, but a creature only.

9. If Christ be passible, in his highest nature, (as those men

teach,) and nothing is passible but a creature; it evidently follows

that he is a creature.

Thus may it be demonstrated, nine several ways, (and more

might be added,) from their own writings, that the abettors of

the new scheme make God the Son, (and so the Holy Ghost of

course,) as very a creature as ever did Arius, or Eunomius, or

any Arian whatever.

They must not here pretend to run into general declamations

against charging men with consequences which they do not own.

I allow such a plea to be reasonable in some cases, but not in

this. For instance, when a Calvinist is charged with the dis

belief of God's holiness, justice, or goodness; or an Arminian

with the disbelief of God's prescience, sovereignty, &c. both sides

charging each other with consequences respectively, as if they

were truly their tenets; such conduct on either side is justly

condemned. But why justly condemned : Because it is certain

that those consequences, which they draw for each other, are

really not their tenets; since they, respectively, disavow and

abhor any such tenets; and because they are, respectively, ready,

upon every occasion, to declare their full and entire belief of

those attributes, which they are said to deny ; and would rather

give up their main hypothesis, than be really guilty of any such

impiety against God's perfections. But now as to the consequences

which I charge upon our modern revivers of Arianism, let it be

observed,

1. That they are many of them so direct, plain, and immediate

from their tenets, that they are hardly so properly consequences, as

the very tenets themselves, differently expressed.

2. Those gentlemen, when pressed with those consequences,

give but too plain suspicion, that they both see and own them,
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and only verbally disclaim them. For they express no abhor

rence or detestation of the supposition of the Son and Holy

Ghost being finite, being precarious in their existence, being

dependent on the will of another. Nor do they ever declare

(except when they subscribe) that either of those two Persons

is infinitely perfect, is strictly omniscient, is all-sufficient, or in

dependent, as to eatistence, on the will of another. Instead of

taking off the suspicious consequences, they do all they can to

insinuate them into their readers; avoiding nothing but the

name of creature; all the while inculcating the thing. And if

they are further pressed, they must at length allow, that they

do admit the Son and Holy Ghost to be creatures, in our mean

ing, in the common meaning of creature; only in some particular

meaning of their own, they think they may deny it, of the Son,

hardly of the Holy Ghost. For the Holy Ghost must be a crea

ture with them, even upon their own definition of a creature; as

being one of those beings brought into existence by the power of

the Son of God, in subordination to the will and power of the

Father n. I say then, since the consequences, wherewith we

charge those gentlemen, are plain, certain, and irrefragable;

since they are not able to shew where they fail, or that they

are no consequences; since they are not solicitous to ward them

off by expressing any abhorrence of them, or by any acknow

ledgment of the divine perfections of the Son or Holy Ghost, in

their full extent, as understood of the Father; since they ap

pear only to avoid offensive names, in the mean while insinuating

and inculcating, in other words, the very things with which we

charge them : such being the case, it is just to charge them

with those consequences, as being really their tenets: I say, just,

in the way of disputation; as to legal censure, I concern not

myself with it.

Having shewn how opposite the new scheme is to our Church's

doctrine, it may now be proper to represent, in its true colours,

the case of Arian subscription; that every such person, when

he presumes to subscribe, may understand how mean and vile

a part he is therein acting. Let his own real sentiments be

here specified, together with his professions, in the words of our

Church, and his evasions to satisfy his conscience, in this sacred

engagement.

“My faith is, that the three Persons are three Beings, and

n See Collection of Queries, p. 6o.
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“three substances; two of them differing from the first, as finite

“ and infinite: yet I profess with Article the 1st, that they are

“ of one substance, (ejusdem essentiae,) because the words of one

“substance may either signify I know not what, (see the Case,

“p. 40,) or may be interpreted as Eusebius did the Öuootoriov, to

“signify that the Son and Holy Ghost have no likeness at all to the

“things which are made, (therefore not made,) but are like the Father

“ in every respect, (see the Case, p. 17,) therefore not differing in

“finitely, or as finite from infinite.

“My faith is, that the Father only, in opposition to all other

“Persons whatever, is the very and eternal God; and conse

“quently, that the Son is not the cery and eternal God; yet I

“make no scruple to profess, with Article the 2nd, that the Son is

“ the very and eternal God: not the same God, but another God;

“two very and eternal Gods, the dicinity of the latter being

“ derived from the former.

“I believe that the Holy Ghost is no where set forth in Scrip

“ture as God, and that he is not included in the one infinite

“substance, but finite of course: yet I readily profess with Article

“the 5th, that the Holy Ghost is of one substance, majesty, and

“glory, with the Father and the Son, very and eternal God: not

“the same God, but another; in all, three very and eternal Gods",

“by ineffable communication of divine powers and dignity from

“one to the other two.

“My faith is, that to say, God is three Persons, is the direct

“contradictory to the doctrine of St. Paul. Nevertheless, it

“may be proved by most certain warrants of holy Scripture, that

“the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost is

“all one, and that they are not three Gods, but one God. This I

“scruple not to profess, because I ean understand there are not,

“when I read they are not.

“My faith is, that the Creed called Athanasian, composed in

“a very dark and ignorant age, has affirmed more than is neces

“sary, and more than is truep, according to the compiler's sense:

“yet I willingly subscribe to Article the 8th, asserting that it

“ought thoroughly to be received and believed, and may be proved

“ by most certain warrants of holy Scripture; because I hope,

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 469, p. 418. 1st edit. and my Case of Arian.

470, 476, 477. ubscription, page 294, &c. of th i

P See Clarke's Scripture Doctrine, volume.
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“some way or other, to wrest it to a meaning suitable to my

“own hypothesis.

“I do not believe it at all necessary to salvation, to worship

“one God in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity; or to profess perfect

“God and perfect manº united in one Person: yet I readily ac

“knowledge, with Article the 8th, that it may be proved by most

“ certain warrants of holy Scripture, that whosoever does not keep

“this faith whole and undefiled, shall, without doubt, perish ever

“lastingly.

“My faith is, that there is but one Godhead supreme, viz. the

“Godhead of the Father; and that the Godhead of the Son is

“not the same Godhead, but inferior, and the Godhead of the

“Holy Ghost still more inferior: yet I willingly allow, with

“Article the 8th, that it may be proved by most certain warrants,

“&c. that the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy

“Ghost is all one, the divinity of the two latter being derived

“from the former.

“My faith is, that there are not three eternal Persons, and that

“ particularly as to the eternity of the Son, there is no mention at

“all of it in Scripture: yet it may be proved by most certain

“warrants of holy Scripture, that the whole three Persons are co

“eternal together; that is, so far as an existence before times, or

“ages, necessarily implies coeternal".

“I do by no means allow that the three Persons are, or can

“be, one eternal: yet I readily profess it may be proved, &c. that

“ they are not three eternals, but one eternal, because I can put there

“for they, tacitly supposing one, when I read the other.

“My faith is, that God the Son is precarious in his existence,

“that he has no foundation of his personal Godhead, but his

“ewaltation, that he is no more than an angel of God, that an

“angel might strengthen him, that he was once ignorant in his

“highest nature, and was properly earalted, (all which it would

“be blasphemy to ascribe to the very God, or to any thing but a

“creature, according to the common acceptation of creature,)

“yet I scruple not to assert that he is very God of very God,

“ and that he is the very and eternal God, neither made, nor

“created; that is to say, neither made nor created by himself",

“but by the Father only.

* See my Case of Arian Subscrip- tion, p. 297, &c. of this volume.

tion, p. 295, &c. of this volume. * See Collection of Queries, p. 6o.

* See my Case of Arian Subscrip
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“My belief is, that to say, three Persons are one God, is con

“trary to Scripture: yet I scruple not to declare that the Book

“of Common Prayer, which frequently asserts and inculcates that

“very thing, contains nothing contrary to the word of God.

“I do not believe that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are

“one God; it is contradictory to St. Paul: yet I am content to

“say, O holy, blessed, and glorious Trinity, three Persons and

“one God, &c. And frequently, in my yearly course of prayers,

“I call upon all the three, under the style and title of one God:

“for, though it be delivering a formal lie, before God and man,

“and in a point of the highest consequence; yet I make no

“scruple of it, because I must freely own, that I see no con

“tradiction, no necessary absurdity, in the use of what a man may

“wish to have in some things corrected.

“To conclude, I do not believe that the glory of the Son, or

“of the Holy Ghost, is any way comparable to the glory of the

“Father: yet I scruple not to be the mouth of the congre

“gation, in saying, t That which we believe of the glory of the

“Father, the same we believe of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,

“without any difference or inequality. This solemn mockery,

“in the face of God and man, may lawfully be used; because,

“again, I see no absurdity in the use of what a man may wish

“to have in some things corrected.”

This representation of the import of Arian subscription,

I take to be fully supported by what hath been above cited;

though I have not every where used their very words; thinking

it sufficient to give their certain sense. I might easily have

drawn it out into a much greater length, but that I am un

willing to be tedious, and incline to think that the very meanest

readers may now fully apprehend what a grimace and banter

our Arian reconcilers make of their solemn subscription. Yet

they stand up for it, even in printed books; as if the first

elements of sincerity were almost lost; or common sense were

extinct among us. This it is that has obliged me to be so

particular, and to lay these things plain and open before the

eyes of the readers, that they may even see how the case stands,

almost without the pain of any thought or reflection.

I might here take leave of this writer, having abundantly

confuted his confident assertion about the generality, or lati

t See Case of Subscription to the XXXIX Articles, p. 46.
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tude of expression, supposed in our Church's doctrine of the

Trinity. It is, now at least, clear and manifest, that the

expressions of our public forms (so far as concerns the points

in dispute) are fived, special, and determinate as possible: nor

could the wit of man invent any more particular or stronger ex

pressions against the new scheme, than are already in our Creeds,

Liturgy, and Articles.

This writer’s main pretence being thus taken off, other oc

casional or incidental passages may deserve the less notice.

But since I have begun, I shall now go through with him, and

answer every little cavil, which may either seem to require it,

or may give me an opportunity of further illustrating any part

of our present argument.

Object. “If the meaning of the Articles be in such a sense one

“meaning, that they can be subscribed honestly only by such as

“ agree in that one meaning; all, or all but one, of those great

“men, Bp. Bull, Dr. Wallis, South, Sherlock, Bennet, &c. must

“ have been guilty, &c.” p. 5.

Answer. If this writer can shew that any of those great

men contradicted any point of doctrine plainly determined

by our Church, as I have shewn of him and his party;

then I condemn those men, be they ever so considerable,

as well as the Arian subscribers : but if they differed in ever

so many questions relating to the Trinity, (as there may

be a great many,) and none of those questions decided either

way by our Church; their differing in such undetermined

points does not affect their subscription, any more than their

differing about the inhabitants of the moon. Let this gen

tleman shew what positions of those great men plainly con

front the positions of our Church ; that so they may be

condemned, as they ought to be, and their subscription with

them. Or if this cannot be shewn, how impertinent is the

objection

Object. “When any Church requires subscription to its own

“sense of particular passages of Scripture, which do not contain

“the terms of salvation, and refuses communion with those who

“cannot conform to that, it is confessed that such a Church does

“that which it ought not to do,” p. 5.

Answer. This is entirely foreign. Subscription is not a term

of lay-communion, but of ministerial conformity, or acceptance

of trusts and privileges : so that this gentleman here seems
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to have forgot what he was upon. Besides that, had the

dispute really been about the terms of communion, his pretence

is not pertinent; because the Doctrine of a coeternal Trinity is

really a fundamental Article, and such as our Church declares to

be necessary to salvation.

Object. “The Articles are so composed, that some of them

“are on all hands allowed to be left at large, the composers

“intending a latitude, &c.” p. 8.

Answer. I admitted this, in my papers before, and suffici

ently shewed how impertinent the plea is to the point in hand.

Undoubtedly, it never was the intent of our Church to de

termine all questions relating to every subject whereof it

treats. Yet she intended to determine, and has determined,

many questions; particularly the main questions between Pro

testants and Papists, between Catholics and Arians. When

Franciscus a Sancta Clarau took upon him to reconcile our

Articles to Popery; what did he else but play the Jesuit, and

render himself ridiculous? The like has been since done by our

Arian reconcilers, with as much wresting and straining, and with

as little success. It might be diverting enough, (were not the

thing too serious, and full of sad reflections,) to compare the

Papist and the Arian together, and to observe which of them

has been the greater master in this exercise of wit, and has

found out the most ingenious and surprising comment upon an

Article. Our Articles however will stand, in their own native

light, in defiance to both ; so long as gravity, sobriety, and

manly thought shall be esteemed and valued above the little arts

of equivocating, and playing upon words. The Articles are not

general, so far as concerns our present debate; and we need not

inquire further. There is a medium, I suppose, between deter

mining all questions, and determining none : one might justly

wonder how this writer could be insensible of it, and fall into so

unaccountable a way of reasoning.

Object. “We must have some criteria by which we may judge

“which these particular Articles are, &c.”

Answer. The criteria, in the present case, are plain words,

not capable of an Arian meaning. In other cases, any certain

indication of the imposer's meaning is a criterion to fix the sense

u The title is, Expositio paraphrastica Articulorum Confessionis Anglicae.

Published A. D. 1634.
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of a proposition. When there are neither plain words, nor any

other certain indication of the imposer’s meaning; the Article, so

far, is left at large, and the point left undetermined.

Object. “One man subscribes to the truth of this general pro

“ position, in the Unity of this Godhead—there be three Persons:

“meaning by this, that each divine Person is an individual

“intelligent Agent, but as subsisting in one undivided substance,

“they are altogether, in that respect, but one undivided intelligent

“Agent. Another man, who does not understand this notion,

“nay, that sees a contradiction in it, is convinced that each of the

“three Persons is an intelligent Agent, whereof the Son and

“Holy Ghost is subordinate to the Father: what hinders that

“he cannot subscribe honestly and fairly to the general propo

“sition?” p. 12.

Answer. Here are several mistakes. In the first place, that

proposition of the first Article is not general, but special, in respect

of the Arian controversy. This Godhead plainly denotes the

one divine nature, “the one living and true God,” before de

scribed in that Article. “In the Unity of this Godhead there

“be three Persons;” therefore the three Persons are the “one

“living and true God;” directly contrary to the Arian doctrine,

and to the new scheme; which is nothing else but old Arianism

revived. As to the explication which this gentleman carps at, it

is not properly an eaylication of the Article, (which meddles not

at all with the question of intelligent Agents,) but it is deter

mining a point relating to the subject, more particularly than the

Article hath done; and this in answer to an objection raised out

of men's over curiosity in those matters. I know no reason this

writer has to find fault with that solution, more than this, that it

fully answers an objection which the party are apt most to

triumph in. Intelligent Agent is understood either of Person or

Being. Unus intelligens Agens, or unum intelligens Agens, may

be equally rendered one intelligent Agent: the former signifying

intelligent Person, the latter intelligent Being. In the former

sense, every Person is an intelligent Agent; in the latter, all the

three are one intelligent Agent: therefore intelligent Agent and

Person are not reciprocal. He that teaches this doctrine sub

scribes honestly, because he believes all that the Article teaches;

and besides, guards it from objections. But he that interprets

the Article to mean no more than that there are three Persons,

two of which are subordinate to one, is worthy of censure: first,
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for giving us, at least, a lame interpretation, short of the true

and full meaning of the Article: or, secondly, for doubling upon

the word subordinate, understanding by it inferior; excluding

the two Persons from the one supreme Godhead, and thereby

running directly counter to the true sense of the Article, which

supposes all the three to be the “one living and true God,” and

expressly asserts that they are “ of one substance, power, and

“eternity.” This writer may now be able to distinguish

between an honest and a fraudulent subscriber; if he does but

know the difference between one who fully believes the whole of

what he professes, and one who either believes it but in part, or

really disbelieves the greatest part of it.

Object. “Should any one arise, and declare those men to be

“precaricators who differ from the doctrine he lays down as

“ the meaning of the Article; I ask, whether this be not to put

“his own sense or comment to be the meaning of the Article 2

“The fault which is condemned by the King's Declaration, and

“which King Charles threatened with displeasure, was, the

“drawing the Article aside any way or either way,” p. 13, 14.

Answer. I perceive, this author knows little either of the

history, design, or meaning of King Charles's Declaration. The

design was to put a stop to the quinquarticular controversy,

then warmly agitated. The King, to prevent or quiet those

disputes, thought it the most prudent way to forbid either

party's being more particular than the Articles themselves had

been. And we find that, in fact, both sides were censured when

they launched out beyond the general meaning of the Articles

in that controversy; the King looking upon any meaning

beyond the general one, to be a man's own meaning or sense,

not the meaning or sense of the Article. What is this to the

point we are upon, where the meaning was never thought to be

general only, either by that King, or any other, or by any

considering man else? He that declares and demonstrates the

sense to be special and determinate, against ancient or modern

Arians, does not put his own sense upon the Articles, neither

does he “draw the Articles aside any way;” but he secures to

the Articles their own true and certain meaning, and rescues

them from the fraudulent comments of those who really “draw

“them aside,” and most notoriously pervert them. The royal

Declaration orders every man to submit to the Article “in the

“plain and full meaning thereof,” which if it be understood to
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reach to our present case, (though the King seems to have had

an eye chiefly, or solely, to quite another thing,) is a clear con

demnation of this gentleman, and of every Arian subscriber.

Object. “When Mr. Rogers published his Comment upon the

“Articles, his book, says Dr. Fuller, gave very great offence,

“ because he confined the Articles to too narrow a meaning,”

p. 17.

Answer. Very right; and I take Mr. Rogers to have been

blamable in so doing. But it is not said that Mr. Rogers

confined all the Articles, or the Articles concerning the Trinity,

to “too narrow a meaning;” nor can this writer shew that we

do it, in condemning the Arians as fraudulent subscribers.

Object. “Such a latitude of subscription was allowed by the

“Council of Nice,” p. 16.

Answer. The fact cannot be proved; but the contrary may,

if there be a proper occasion. However, I have no need to insist

upon it, at present, because our Liturgy, Articles, and Athanasian

Creed are more particular and determinate than the Council of

Nice: so that, now at least, the sense of the époočartov is fixed

and determined, to every subscriber, beyond all cavil or ex

ception.

Object. “Had the compilers or imposers intended to have

“ been more determinate upon any point, they ought to have

“been more eaſplicit and particular,” p. 17, 18.

Answer. I defy the wit of man to invent any expressions

more particular and eaſplicit, than many of those are, which

appear in our public forms; so far as concerns the true faith in

the Trinity in opposition to the Arian doctrines. They have

guarded against every thing but equivocation, mental reservation,

and a violent perverting of their certain meaning. This is

enough among men of sense and probity, which is always sup

posed. No laws, oaths, covenants, or contracts, can ever stand

upon any other foot than this, that when they are plainly

enough worded for every man to understand that will be honest,

it is sufficient; though it were still possible for men of guile to

invent some sinister meaning. I desire no other favour than to

have our public forms, in this case, tried by the same rule.

I may observe, by the way, how unwarily this writer has

furnished us with an argument (which his party perhaps may

give him no thanks for) in behalf of our forefathers, for their

enlarging of Creeds. He would have told them, even after the
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compiling of the Athanasian Creed, that “they ought still to

“have been more explicit and particular,” if they would secure

the point they aimed at. I do not altogether differ from him,

provided the thing could be done; and upon the supposition that

we have been gradually departing, further and further, from the

primitive plainness and sincerity. Nevertheless, I can hardly

think of any additional security to what is already, except it

were such as we have seen added to the abjuration oath; a caveat

against any equivocation, evasion, or mental reservation whatso

ever: which yet would not bind up those that can leap over any

thing; (and honest men are the same, without it or with it;)

only it might make them ashamed of ever appearing after, in

defence of any equivocating practices.

Object. “Where a man does all that he is commanded to do,

“and does it openly, and with all the circumstances enjoined,

“he cannot be taxed with any defect in, or breach of, regard to

“his superiors,” p. 18.

Answer. For the purpose; if a man takes the abjuration oath,

openly, with all the circumstances enjoined, only not believing a

syllable of it; he is, no doubt, very faithful to, very observant of

his superiors. There is only this circumstance wanting, (which if

it be not enjoined, is always supposed necessary, and to need no

enjoining,) that the man be sincere: and this one defect turns all

his pretended regard to his superiors into a direct affront, rude

ness, and iniquity towards them.

Object. “He that thinks the general words, Swear not at all,

“to be exclusive of all oaths, and he that thinks it lawful to

“swear in some cases, can subscribe to, or give an unfeigned

“assent to, St. Matthew's Gospel,” p. 21.

Answer. But if either of them as certainly knows that his

pretended sense of “Swear not at all,” is not the true sense of

Christ, as our Arian subscribers know that their sense of the

Articles is not the true sense of our Church; such a Person in

professing an unfeigned assent to St. Matthew's Gospel, would

give himself the lie, and be guilty of a vile hypocrisy and pre

varication. This author is forced to allow, in the next page,

(p. 22,) that he and his party “take the propositions” (of our

Church “in a sense which they know was not the sense of the

“ compilers and imposers,” p. 22.

Object. “If they” (the compilers and imposers) “happen so

“to have expressed themselves that their words are consistent
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“with Scripture, their propositions may be assented to, though

“in a sense different from what they were originally intended

“ by the compilers.”

Answer. They have not happened so to express themselves as

that their words may be consistent with what this writer calls

Scripture; any otherwise than as a man may happen, after using

the plainest and strongest words that can be thought on to

express his sense, to fall into ill hands that will industriously

pervert it. This indeed may happen, in any laws, oaths, contracts,

or engagements whatever, however cautiously worded: nor is

there any security against it (as before said) but the common

sense and probity of mankind; nor any rule to go by in such

cases, if a liberty be once taken of running against the known,

certain meaning of the imposers. Get loose from this, and the

rest is wild confusion, endless playing upon words, and making

a jest and banter of all speech and language.

Object. “If their words are fairly capable of a Scripture

“meaning, then a man may subscribe to those words: if they

“are not, it is not lawful to subscribe,” p. 23.

Answer. By Scripture meaning, this writer understands his

own Arian meaning. I readily rest the issue of the whole cause

upon this very point. If the words of our Church's forms be

fairty capable of such a meaning, it is lawful to subscribe. But

it is evident as the light, that they are many of them neither

fairly, nor at all capable of such a meaning as the new scheme

requires; and therefore, by this gentleman's own confession,

it is not lawful for him or his party to subscribe. Indeed, words

are not fairly capable of a false sense, if we are any way certain

of the true one; that is, of the sense intended by the speaker or

writer. We cannot fairly misconstrue any words, if we are fully

conscious of the true construction; though the words themselves

might otherwise bear it. This I lay down as a rule of truth,

which I think will hold in most, perhaps in all cases. But I have

no occasion for it in the present dispute, because the words

themselves are by no means capable of an Arian construction,

consistent with grammar, or custom of speech. This I have abun

dantly proved in my former papers, (chapter the 5th,) and now

again in these: and this writer himself appears to be sensible of

it, with respect to the Liturgy and Athanasian Creed, at least, by

his profound silence on that head; never attempting to confute

that part, though the most material in our present controversy.
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When therefore this gentleman says, that he pleads not for

subscription with such reserves as, “so far as is agreeable to

“Scripture,” he only betrays his want of reach. Dr. Clarke

never yet discarded that principle, so far as I know, though his

disciples have; and perhaps he is the wiser in not doing it.

However, I never directly charged the Doctor with holding that

principle, as this writer falsely pretends, page the 24th; but I

shewed that the Doctor must have that, or nothing, to retreat

to at length, and that he had expressed himself in such a man

ner as to create just suspicion that he really gave into it; having

never expressly condemned it, and having used such arguments

for subscribing, as will either justify both kinds of reservation, or

neither.

Object. “It is a shallow artifice indeed, in controverted points,

“to assume that a man’s interpretations of Scripture are Scrip

“ture, and that his adversary's are not so : but it is the artifice,

“shallow as it is, that runs through the Doctor's book, and

“makes him treat his adversaries with so much insolence,” p. 25.

Answer. This writer appears here to have been much out of

humour: the reason is, I had unravelled a piece of sophistry

whereon a mighty stress was laid; which is very provoking. The

sophistry was this:

“The Church of England permits the subscriber to receive and ,

“believe whatever is agreeable to Scripture.

“We of the new scheme are ready to receive whatever is agree

“able to Scripture, as by us interpreted.

“Therefore the Church of England permits us to subscribe in

“our own sense of Scripture.”

The fallacy, I observed, lay here, that the Church of England,

by Scripture, must mean her own sense of Scripture, as to points

by her determined: and therefore the argument really concluded

for the Church's sense, which they made to conclude for the Arian

sense, though not the Church's. “The Church surely,” said I,

“has as good a right to call her interpretations by the name of

“Scripture, as the Arians have to call theirs so; and then her

“requiring subscription to ‘that only which is agreeable to Scrip

“ture,” is requiring subscription in her own sense of Scripture,

“ and none else. Let the Arian sense of Scripture be Scripture

“to Arians; but then let them subscribe only to Arian exposi

“tions; which are nothing akin to those of our Church”.”

* See my Case of Arian Subscription, p. 276, 277, of this volume.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. z
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Now, this angry gentleman, either not understanding (for

what is so blind as passion ?) what I was talking about, or in

dustriously dissembling it, represents me as not allowing the

Arians to call their own sense of Scripture Scripture: notwith

standing that I had allowed it, in full and express words. But

I suffer them not to think that they subscribe according to the

true intent and meaning of our Church, by subscribing to their

own sense of Scripture, which is not the Church's, but repugnant

to it. I suppose only that the compilers of our forms, and imposers,

were not bereft of common sense, were not downright idiots;

intending a subscription to bind men up, and at the same time

leaving every man as much at liberty as if there were no sub

scription. They that can suppose the governors of Church and

State so weak and silly as this comes to, must not take it amiss,

if we remove the undeserved reproach from wise, great, and good

men, and return it to the proper owners.

Object. “It is an unaccountable method of arguing, in Dr.

“Waterland, that because state oaths, which are contrived and

“penned without ambiguity, and on purpose to guard against

“some particular things or persons, ought not to be taken in

“any sense but that of the imposers that therefore sub

“scriptions in cases which are not parallel, are fraudulent.

“Such arguments are only arguments of calumny and slander;

“and only prove that he that urges such, wants nothing but

“ power to persecute,” p. 19.

Answer. This gentleman is again pressed somewhere very hard,

to make him forget his temper. I have told the world nothing

but the plain truth, that the case of oaths and subscriptions is

parallel. I now appeal to the passages above cited: and, let

every reader judge whether they be not as directly opposite to

the new scheme, as the abjuration oath itself is against a Popish

successor; saving only the caveat in the close, against equivoca

tions. Which proviso, however, is always to be understood

(though not particularly expressed) in all subscriptions, contracts,

covenants, oaths, &c. Our courts of justice have not judged it

necessary to add the like caveat upon the taking of every oath,

because the age is not, at present, thought wicked enough to

want it : what it may be in a while, if such loose principles as 1

am here confuting, prevail, I do not say. But to proceed: it will

not be a harder matter to elude and pervert any oath whatever,

than it is to evade the many strong expressions of our Church
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in favour of a coequal and coeternal Trinity. This is what the

gentleman is so angry at, that he has no way to avoid the force

of the argument but by a confident avowal of a false fact; as if

our public forms, as well as state oaths, were not penned, in this

case, without ambiguity, and on purpose to guard against some

particular things or persons. He that calls this plain argument

calumny and slander, commits the very fault which he condemns,

in calling good, evil; and as to the mean insinuation about per

secuting, I suppose it needs no answer.

Object. “If the Archbishops and Bishops, or even the Legis

“lature itself, cannot determine what shall be judged agreeable

“ or disagreeable to the Articles, the insolence of a private man

“must be intolerable, who shall presume to dictate to others,

“and to charge men with precarication and fraudulent subscrip

“tion, &c.” p. 32.

Answer. Softer words might have served as well, and have

never hurt the argument, if it be any: the world will easily see

the difference between reasoning and railing. I take not upon

me to determine what the Bishops or Legislature may do: nor is

it my province to make authentic interpretations valid in the

courts of law. But, I humbly conceive, it lies within my compass

to state a plain case of conscience, to detect loose casuistry, and to

remonstrate against it. I know of no insolence there is in deter

mining, that coequal signifies coequal, or coeternal coeternal;

that one God does not signify three Gods, nor one substance three

substances; or that the word they is something more than a

different spelling for there. These and the like plain things

common sense had determined long ago; I only repeat: deciding

for the court of conscience, not the courts of justice, as this gentle

man, by mistake, seems to apprehend.

Object. “Dr. Waterland indeed refers us to the writers of

“the time when the Articles were compiled To send a man

“to the writers of that time to know the meaning of the

“Articles, when no man wrote by authority, is to make those

“writers the standard of the Church of England, and not its

“own words or declarations,” p. 34, 35.

Answer. It is pleasant to observe how this author strains to

make me say something which he thinks he may tolerably

answer, diverting the reader from the main point. I referred

to the scope and intention of the writersy, in order to know the

y See my Case of Subscription, p. 267 of this volume.

Z 2
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meaning of their writings; which I hope is no unreasonable

method: and I was there speaking of writings in general.

But as to the particular case, now in hand, I no where send a

man to the writers of that time; nor does so plain a matter

require it. The words themselves are sufficient, and carry their

own interpretation with them. I desire no further postulatum

than this, that our language has not been quite reversed; that

light does not now signify darkness, or a triangle a square. I

can wave abundance of niceties which might occur on the subject

of subscription, and might be properly brought in, upon more

doubtful cases. In the mean while, I may observe, that this

author's argument is ridiculous enough, that the writers of the

time may not be useful to discover the scope and intention,

(suppose of a law or an article,) because those writers were not

law-makers, or men in authority. It is well for the historians,

that they do not often meet with such hard measure.

Object. “Let Dr. Waterland vindicate the Arminians from

“the charge of unrighteousness and deceit, and I will venture

“ then to acquit even his adversaries from the same charge, by

“the same arguments. All the world must own (our Articles)

“to be formed upon Calvinistical principles; and to have been

“deemed Calvinistical Articles by our own Archbishops, and by

“whole Convocations in England and Ireland. Has that

“learned Bishop (Bull) proved unanswerably, that the sense of

“ the compilers of our Articles was not Calvinistical ? It is one

“thing to say, that the Articles are so expressed, as not neces

“sarily to oblige men to profess Calvinism : but it is another to

“say, that the sense of the compilers was not Calvinistical.

“Did Archbishop Whitgift know the sense of the compilers of our

“Articles P Did Archbishop Usher? Did our Universities in

“Whitgift's times? Did the Irish Convocations which settled

“ theirArticles? Did our Divinity Professors in Queen Elizabeth's

“ days?”

Answer. Before I come directly to the matter, I must observe

that this writer here seriously delivers his persuasion, that our

Articles are Calvinistical, and formed upon Calvinistical prin

ciples; at the same time, as I conceive, acknowledging himself

an Arminian; which I suppose may be true of the rest of the

party. If this be really the case, I must come upon them with

a double charge of prevaricating in their subscription. The

Calvinists, agreeably to their principles, have indeed often pre
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tended that the Articles are Calvinistical: the Anti-Calvinists,

on the other hand, have as constantly pleaded that the Articles

are not Calvinistical, but rather Anti-Calvinistical; that they

are not against them, but rather on their side. And thus the

contending parties have gone on, endeavouring to justify their

subscriptions, respectively, by their different persuasions. But

here, it seems, is a new set of men, believing the Articles to be

Calvinistical, and subscribing in Arminianism: and they are the

first that ever boasted of so unaccountable a conduct. To ex

cuse one fault they commit another, heaping sin upon sin, and

proclaiming their own condemnation. Let them get off from

the charge as they can : as to others, who understand the nature

of our Articles too well to think them Calvinistical, they are

very excusable in their avowal of Arminianism; so far as our

divines do really avow it: for I know not that they have ever

adopted the whole Arminian system. The historical hints given

by this writer carry so little of argument in them, that if he has

not a great deal more to urge, he will never be able to prove

that our Articles are Calvinistical. When he speaks of all the

world's owning it, he betrays nothing but his unacquaintedness

with books and men. Has he never seen Dr. Bennet's Di

rections, or Bishop Bull's Apologia, or Heylin's Quinquarticular

History, or Plaifere's Appello Evangelium, or Mountague's

Appello Caesarem, to name no more? Does all the world own

that these great men were mistaken; or that they have not

sufficiently shewn that the pretence of the Calvinists is entirely

groundless?

For my own part, I think it has been abundantly proved,

that our Articles, Liturgy, &c. are not Calvinistical; but I have

no need to insist upon the negative : let this writer, or any man

else, prove the affirmative, that they are Calvinistical, as is

pretended. What he means by whole Convocations in England,

determining the Articles to be Calvinistical, I do not at all

understand. When he tells me what Concocations, and when,

the thing may be considered: in the mean while, let it pass for

a slip of his pen. His other historical hints may be thrown into

order of time, and in such order I shall here briefly consider

them. His vouchers are,

1. Archbishop Whitgift.

2. Our Divinity Professors in Queen Elizabeth's days.

3. Our Universities in Whitgift's time.
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4. The Irish Convocations.

5. Archbishop Usher.

These are the particulars of the evidence, hinted rather than

produced, to prove that our Articles are Calvinistical, or formed

upon Calvin's principles.

As to Archbishop Whitgift, the Universities, and their pro

fessors, they all fall within the same compass of time; and their

judgment in this matter was discovered chiefly in the year 1595:

in the two famous cases of Mr. Barret and Dr. Baro. At that

time Calvinism appears to have prevailed at Cambridge beyond

what it had formerly donez. The seeds had been sown by

Cartwright some time before, while he was Margaret Professor

there; and the learned Whitaker, who was made Regius Pro

fessor in 1580, very much promoted and furthered their growth.

Yet Dr. Baro, of Anti-Calvinistical principles, was Professor

(Margaret Professor) before Whitaker, about 1571; and had

for many years gone on in his Lectures, without any censure or

disturbance. Calvinism however by degrees prevailing, and

especially under the influence and authority of Whitaker, the

opposite opinion, of course, lost ground. But there were several

considerable men, notwithstanding, who approved not the

Calvinian tenets; and among the rest, Mr. Barret, then Fellow

of Caius College. In the year 1595, he took the freedom, in a

Sermon ad clerum, to censure the Calvinian tenets, and even

Calvin himself, very smartly. This gave offence to the Vice

Chancellor (or deputy Vice-Chancellor) and Heads, who pro

ceeded against him, and forced him at length to sign a feigned

retractation, which they had drawn up for him. It appears

from the form of retractation, that the Heads who drew it up,

or enjoined it, thought our 17th Article to favour them.

Within a while, this matter was laid before Archbishop Whit

gift, who, in a letter to the Lord Burghley, expresses his great

dislike of the proceedings against Barret, for that some of the

points which the Heads had caused him to recant, were “such

“as the best learned Protestants, then living, varied in judgment

“upon; and that the most ancient and best divines in the land

“were in the chiefest points in opinion, against their reso

“lutions”,” the resolutions of the Heads, in Barret's case.

Hitherto then we have little reason to believe that our Articles

* See Mr. Strype's Life of Whitgift, p. 435. * Ibid. p. 450.
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favoured Calvinism, if Archbishop Whitgift was any judge of it.

But besides this, the Archbishop had sent a letter to the Heads",

wherein he tells them that in some points of Barret's Retrac

tation, they had made him to affirm “that which was contrary

“to the doctrine holden and expressed by many sound and

“learned divines in the Church of England, and in other

“churches likewise, men of best account; and that which, for

“his own part, he thought to be false, and contrary to the

“Scriptures. For the Scriptures were plain, that God by his

“absolute will did not hate and reject any man. There might

“be impiety in believing the one ; there could be none in

“believing the other. Neither was it contrary to any Article of

“religion, established by authority in this Church of England,

“but rather agreeable thereto.”

He goes on to ask, upon this and that point maintained by

Barret, against “what Article of religion established in this

“Church was it?” and some opinions of Barret which the Arch

bishop thought untrue, yet, he said, had no “article directly

“against them.” Thus far the Archbishop. Next it is ob

servable that Whitaker, in his Answer to the Archbishop",

specified no Article of the Church to justify the proceedings

against Barret. “For the points of doctrine,” saith he, “we

“are fully persuaded that Mr. Barret hath taught untruth, if

“not against the Articles, yet against the religion of our Church,

“publicly received; and always held in her Majesty's reign, and

“maintained in all sermons, disputations, and lectures.” This

plea of Whitaker's is false in fact, though he might not be aware

of it. For, to say nothing of Harsnet's Sermon at St. Paul's

Cross, in 1584, and of Hooker's at the Temple, in the year 1585,

both condemning absolute reprobation; Dr. Baro, at Cambridge,

had held lectures, preached sermons, and determined in the schools

against the Calvinian tenets, for the space of fourteen or fifteen

years before: as may be inferred from a letter of the Heads to

the Lord Burghley, their Chancellor, extant in Heylind, bearing

date March 8, 1595. But, however this matter be, it is ob

servable, that though the Heads in Barret's case had appealed to

Article the 17th, and the Archbishop had particularly demanded

of them to make good their proceedings by any Articles of

the Church; yet Dr. Whitaker then thought it the wisest

* See Strype, p. 440. * See Strype's Appendix, p. 199. d Heylin's

Quinquarticular Hist. p. 624.
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and safest way to drop further appeals to the Articles, and to

rest his cause rather upon the current doctrine of divines. Now,

though it were ever so true that Calvinism had obtained many

years in the pulpits, and professors' chairs, it no more follows

from thence that Calvinism was the doctrine laid down in

our Articles, than that the Cartesian philosophy was there, for

the time it prevailed. All that can be justly inferred from it,

is, that the generality of our divines thought the Calvinian tenets

to be consistent with our Articles; and they might mistake even

in that also. But to proceed in the story of Barret.

The Heads of the University, afterwards, make their humble

suit to the Archbishop, to favour and countenance their pro

ceedings against Barret. eThey allege that several positions of

Barret were contrary to the Articles, Catechisms, and Common

Prayer; but they neither specify those positions, nor at that

time point to any Article, or particular passage of the Catechisms

or Common Prayer; so that this general charge is of little or no

moment. Some time after, Dr. Whitaker charged Barret upon

the Articles of the Church, and particularly on the 11th, of Justi

fication. But the Archbishop still declared that he did not yet

perceiveſ how such a certain position of Barret's, which he had

been charged with as impugning the Articles, did really differ

from any Article of our Church. And as Dr.Whitaker had

particularly charged him upon the Article of Justification, the

Archbishop was not satisfied with it; but desired that further

inquiry might be made of those points “wherein they thought he

“varied from the book of Articles.” gAt last a favourable re

tractation was by the Archbishop appointed for Barret; and so

this matter ended. From the whole proceedings nothing certain

can be gathered as to any Calvinism being taught by our Ar

ticles. The Calvinists were willing to claim them, and made

some pretences that way; but, at length, rather dropped than

pursued it; not being able to make that point good, though

often insisted on by the Archbishop.

It may be said, that the Archbishop however, upon this

occasion, countenanced and authorized the Lambeth Articles,

drawn up by Whitaker on the foot of Calvinism. This is very

true, though it is not so certain that the Archbishop understood

them in so strict a sense as Whitaker did : for that they were

* See Strype, p. 450. f Ibid. p. 456. & Ibid. p. 455.



CASE OF ARIAN SUBSCRIPTION. 345

thought capable of a milder and softer construction, appears by

Baro's orthodox explanation.h of them, which he sent to the

Archbishop, vindicating his own sentiments to be consonant to

the doctrine of the Church of England, in her avowed Articles,

and urging that the Lambeth Articles were not to be understood

so as to thwart the old Articles of the Church i. However,

admitting that the Archbishop was so far a Calvinist, at last, as

really to countenance the Lambeth Articles in their most rigid

sense; yet this does not prove that he thought the same doc

trine to be taught in the Articles of our Church. For had that

been the case, what occasion was there for drawing up nine new

Articles? Might not the old ones have served for quieting all

differences ! It is plain from hence, that the old Articles were not

thought sufficient to end the dispute, or to condemn the Anti-Cal

vinists; but new ones were devised to supply that defect: which

new ones might indeed be thought, by some, consistent with the

old ones; and that is all. We see however, that the Lambeth

Articles, in their strictest sense, appeared to others not very

consistent with the doctrine of our Church. And it is well

known that the Queen and Court disliked them k, that they

thought them destructive of piety and government; and the Arch

bishop, for countenancing them, narrowly escaped a praenunire.

I have but just touched upon Baro's prosecution, not thinking

it necessary to relate that whole affair, which may be seen at

large in our historians. He was an Anti-Calvinist, and had

been so for many years in his sermons and lectures; was never

called to account for it before the year 1595, then defended him

self handsomely, and had the favour and countenance of Lord

Burghley, who reprimanded the warm proceedings of the Heads

against him, and told them that “as good and as ancient were

“of another judgment,” and that “they might punish him, but

“it would be for well-doing!.” This discountenance from Court

stopped the prosecution; and Baro enjoyed his professorship

some time longer, till his resignation of it.

Mr. Strypem mentions four considerable men of that Univer

sity, that favoured Baro and his cause: Mr. Overal, Dr. Clayton,

h Strype's Append. p. 201. Vid. p. 131. and Collier's Eccl. Hist. vol.

etiam Hist. Attic. Lamb. ii. p. 734.

Strype's Life of Whitg. p. 466. Strype's Life of Whitgift, p. 473.

* See the Letter to the Duke of m Ibid. p. 473.

Buckingham in Heylin's Life of Laud,
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Mr. Harsnet, and Dr. Andrews. Overal succeeded Whitaker in

the Regius Professorship soon after : so that I think the writer

of the pamphlet had no occasion to boast of the Divinity Pro

fessors of that time. Baro, an Anti-Calvinist, was Margaret

Professor before Whitaker was Regius: and the immediate suc

cessor to Whitaker was of the same sentiments, in the main,

with Baro. Here I may take leave of Whitgift and the Uni

versity in Queen Elizabeth's time. Nothing yet appears to make

our Articles Calvinistical.

The next thing pretended is the Irish Convocations. The

fact is this: Calvinism had got footing in Ireland before the

year 1615. In that year they drew up a confession of their own,

(not approving of the English Articles,) and they inserted the

Lambeth Articles into their confession. Dr. Usher, then a pro

fessed Calvinist, drew up the confession. I see nothing in this

matter to prove our Articles Calvinistical ; unless their being

rejected by the Calvinists can amount to a proof of their being

Calvinistical. In the year 1634, the Irish Convocation, with

Usher, now Lord Primate, received the XXXIX Articles,

without formally laying aside the Lambeth Articles. This

shews that Archbishop Usher and the Convocation thought those

two kinds of Articles consistent : which they might be, though

there were not a syllable of Calvinism in ours, if they were not

plainly Anti-Calvinistical. So that here is nothing like a proof

of the pretended Calvinism in our Articles, either in the judg

ment of Usher, or of the Irish Convocations. Usher, some

years after, renounced his Calvinian principles, as is well attested

by three good hands: but I do not find that he therewith re

nounced our Articles.

Having thus answered every pretence of this writer for his

imaginary Calvinism ; I may now, ea abundanti, throw in a few

brief remarks which seem to me to plead strongly on the op

posite side.

It has been often pleaded by learned men, and I think well

proved, that our Articles (in the year 1552) were not drawn up

by Calvin’s scheme, but, next to Scripture and antiquity, upon

the platform of the moderate Lutherans, the Augustan Confes

sion, Melancthon's Doctrine, and the Necessary Doctrine and

Erudition of a Christian Man, compiled about nine years before

the passing of our Articles, and by many of the same hands n

* See Heylin's Quinqu. part ii. chap. 13. sect. 3.
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that concurred with these in 1552. Our Articles therefore, in

their original composition, were not Calvinistical : how they

could come to be so afterwards, being still the same Articles, I

cannot devise. I do not find that the Calvinian rigours had

obtained here in king Edward's time, except among the Gospel

lers, (as they were then called,) “who were a scandal to the

“doctrine they professed,” as Bishop Burnet” says of them;

and who were often smartly reflected on by Hooper, and other

the most judicious Reformers. There were some disputes upon

those heads, among the confessors in prison, in Queen Mary's

time P. But none of them yet appear to have run the lengths

of Calvinism in all the five points. The refugees from Geneva,

in Queen Elizabeth's days, began to propagate Calvinism pretty

early ; but it does not appear that they then claimed any coun

tenance for it from our Articles; which still continued the same

in those points after the revisal in 1562, and again in 1571. In

the year 1572, the Calvinists themselves complain of some of

our Bishops as also of the Articles. The authors of the Second

Admonition, as Plaifereq observes, do accuse some Bishops as

suspected of the heresy of Pelagius, and say, “for free-will, not

“only they are suspected, but others also: and indeed the book

“ of Articles of Christian religion speaketh very dangerously of

“falling from grace, which is to be reformed, because it too

“much inclineth to their error.” We have the like complaint

of theirs, not long after, taken notice of by Dean Bridges', in

the year 1587, whereby it appears that the Calvinists then made

no difference between the justified falling away finally, and the

elected: though the doctrine of our Church is plain that the

regenerate, or justified, may so fall. But as to the elect, if that

be strictly understood, it is a contradiction to say, they shall

finally perish. The Calvinists, at that time, were very far from

boasting of our Articles being clear on their side : they suspected

the very contrary, being sensible how the doctrines of universal

redemption, and of departing from grace, bore hard upon their

scheme.

In the years 1584 and 1585, we find Mr. Harsnet, and the

judicious Hooker, both of them condemning the Calvinistical

• Burnet, Hist. of the Reform. vol. 1 Plaifere, Appello Evang. part iii.

ii. p. IoT. ch. Io.

P Heylin, Quinqu. Hist, part viii. 1 Bridges, Defence of the Govern

ch. 17. ment established, &c. p. 1308.
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doctrine of irrespective reprobation; and both of them received

and countenanced by Archbishop Whitgift.

In the year 1603, was the famous Hampton-court Conference.

The Calvinists then moved that the book of Articles might be

“explained in places obscure, and enlarged where some things

“were defective;” that the Lambeth Articles might be taken

in, and that in the sixteenth Article, after the words, “depart

“from grace,” might be added, “but not totally, nor finally;”

which would have defeated the whole intent and meaning of the

Articles. It seems, the Calvinists were not yet confident of our

Articles being plainly, or at all on their side; as indeed they had

no reason. Yet nothing was done to satisfy their scruples, or to

relieve their uneasiness on that account.

In the year 1618, our divines, at the Synod of Dort, had com

mission to insist upon the doctrine of universal redemption, as the

doctrine of the Church of England, (though they were out-voted

in it,) which one doctrine, pursued in its just consequences, is

sufficient to overthrow the whole Calvinian system of the five

points. -

In the year 1624, Mr. Mountague (then Prebendary of Wind

sor) openly disclaimed the Calvinistical tenets, as being the

positions of private doctors only, not of the Church in her public

forms. His “ Appello Caesarem,” wrote in vindication thereof, was

approved by King James; and Dr. White ordered to license it

with this approbation; “that there was nothing contained in it

“but what was agreeable to the public faith, doctrine, and dis

“cipline established in the Church of England.” This is a very

considerable testimony that our Articles are not Calvinistical.

And it is very observable, that when the Commons, the year

after, drew up their charge against Mountaguet, they could find

no Article of the Church to ground their complaint upon (so far

as concerned the five points) but the seventeenth; which yet they

so understood as to make it, in sense, directly repugnant to

Article the sixteenth. For they charge him with maintaining

and affirming, in opposition to Article the seventeenth, “that

“men justified may fall away and depart from the state which

“once they had,” and that “they may rise again, and become

“new men possibly, but not certainly, nor necessarily :” which

* See Plaifere, Appello Evang. part ... t See it in Collier's Eccl. Hist, vol.

iii. chap. 16. ii. p. 736, &c.
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is the plain and manifest doctrine of Article the sixteenth,

which does not say shall, or must rise again, but may only;

intimating plainly enough, that it is neither certain nor neces

sary.

Such as desire to see more of Mountague's case may consult

the historians of that time. I concern myself no further than

to relate such particulars as give light to the present question,

about the sense of our Articles in the five points. And I would

have it observed, that I am not inquiring whether Calvinism

was the more prevailing doctrine of those times, but whether

it was generally thought to be contained in and professed by

our Articles, or other public authorized forms of our Church.

Many ran in with Calvinism, who did not pretend to find the

whole of their doctrine in our public forms; nay, who suspected

that our Articles were not only defective in those points, but

even contradictory, in some measure, to them. This, I think,

sufficiently appears from the complaints of the earlier Calvinists

in Queen Elizabeth's time; from Whitaker's confession to

Whitgift; from the conduct of the Heads, in Barret's case; and

from the story of Baro; from Whitgift's procedure in the Lam

beth Articles, and his frank confessions in favour of Barret;

from Dr. Reynolds' proceedings at the Hampton Conference, and

the resolutions taken thereupon; and lastly, from the Irish

Convocation of 1615, and from the case of Mountague.

I shall proceed a little further into Charles the First's reign,

and then conclude this article.

In the year 1626, the King put out a Proclamation to quiet

the disputes on the five points; forbidding new opinions, and all

innovation in the doctrine or discipline of the Church ; com

manding all to keep close to the doctrine and discipline established.

This Proclamation seems to have been chiefly levelled against the

Calvinists, who were then labouring to introduce innovations in

doctrine and discipline.

In the year 1628, the King prefixed his famous Declaration

to a new edition of the Articles: which Declaration was designed

chiefly to bridle the Calvinists, but indeed to silence the Predes

tinarian controversy on both sides. The Calvinists made loud

complaints against it: the King had confined them to the general

meaning of the Articles, the plain and full meaning; had pro

hibited any new sense, and the drawing the Article aside. This

they interpreted to be laying a restraint upon them from preaching
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the saving doctrines of God’s free grace, in election and predestina

tion. (See Collier, p. 747.) But why so, if Calvinism had been

before incorporated into our Articles; or if it were not a new

sense, and beside their plain and full meaning? This complaint,

from that quarter, looks like a confession that our Articles were

not, in themselves, Calvinistical; and that Calvinism could not

be taught without introducing a new sense, and drawing the

Articles aside; or however, not without being more particular

than the Articles had been.

Soon after the King's Declaration, the Commons drew up a kind

of Anti-declaration, “avowing” (as they say) “that sense of the

“Articles—which by the public acts of the Church of England,

“ and the general and current eaſposition of the writers of our

“Church, had been delivered to us; rejecting the sense of the

“Jesuits and Arminians.”

For an answer to which, I refer the reader to Archbishop

Laud's short Notes, or Scholia, upon this Anti-declaration,

recorded by Heylin in his Life. I may observe that the Com

mons laid no claim to the literal or grammatical meaning, in

favour of Calvinism; and that they appealed only to eatrinsic

evidence: first, to the public acts of the Church, when there

were really none such, properly so called ; next to the current

exposition of writers, wherein they appear not to have dis

tinguished between the current doctrine of writers, and the

current eaposition of the Articles; as if it were necessary that the

whole body of the current divinity should have been contained in

our Articles. Besides that even the current doctrine was not

entirely on the side of Calvinism. Absolute reprobation had been

generally condemned all along by our most judicious divines:

and the doctrines of universal redemption, and of departing from

grace, as generally approved: which doctrines, if pursued in their

consequences, (though many might not be aware of it,) tend to

overthrow the Calvinian doctrines in the five points.

I may further hint, that even the Article of Predestination has

been vainly enough urged in favour of the Calvinistical tenets.

For, not to mention the saving clause in the conclusion, or

its saying nothing at all of reprobation, and nothing in favour of

absolute predestination to life; there seems to be a plain distinc

tion (as Plaifereu has well observed) in the Article itself, of two

kinds of predestination; one of which is recommended to us, the

u Plaifere's Analysis of the 17th Article, p. 387, alias 198.
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other condemned. See that part of the Article in the marginx.

Predestination rightly and piously considered, that is, considered

(not irrespectively, not absolutely, but) with respect to faith in

Christ, faith working by love, and persevering; such a predesti

nation is a sweet and comfortable doctrine. But the sentence of

God's predestination, (it is not here said in Christ, as before,)

that sentence, simply or absolutely considered, (as curious and

carnal persons are apt to consider it,) is a most dangerous down

fall, leading either to security or desperation; as having no

respect to foreseen faith and a good life, nor depending upon it, but

antecedent in order to it. The Article then seems to speak of

two subjects; first, of predestination soberly understood with

respect to faith in Christ, which is wholesome doctrine; se

condly, of predestination simply considered, which is a dangerous

doctrine. And the latter part seems to be intended against

those Gospellers whereof Bishop Burnety speaks. Nor is it

imaginable that any true and sound doctrine of the Gospel should,

of itself, have any aptness to become a downfall even to carnal

persons; but carnal persons are apt to corrupt a sound doctrine,

and suit it to their own lusts and passions, thereby falsifying the

truth. This doctrine, so depraved and mistaken, our Church con

* As the godly consideration of

predestination, and our election in

Christ, is full of sweet, pleasant, and

unspeakable comfort to godly persons,

and such as feel in #. ves the

working of the Spirit of Christ, mor

tifying the works of the flesh, and

their earthly members, and drawing

up their mind to high and heavenly

things; as well because it doth greatly

establish and confirm their faith of

eternalsalvation, to beenjoyed through

Christ, as because it doth ſervently

kindle their love towards God.

So, for curious and carnal persons,

lacking the Spirit of Christ, to have

continually before their eyes the sen

tence of God's predestination, is a most

dangerous downfall, whereby the devil

doth thrust them either into despe

ration, or into wretchlessness of most

unclean living, (impurissimae vitae secu

ritatem,) no less perilous than despe

ration.

y The doctrine of predestination

having been generally taught by the

Reformers, many of this sect (the

Gospellers) began to make strange in

ferences from it; reckoning, that since

every thing was decreed, and the de

crees of God could not be frustrated,

therefore men were to leave themselves

to be carried by these decrees. This

drew some into great impiety of life,

and others into desperation. The

Germans soon saw the ill effects of this

doctrine. Luther changed his mind

about it, and Melancthon openly writ

against it. And since that time, the

whole stream of the Lutheran churches

has run the other way. But both

Calvin and Bucer were still for main

taining the doctrine of these decrees;

only they warned the people not to

think much of them, since they were

secrets which men could not penetrate

into. But they did not so clearly

shew how these consequences did not

flow from such opinions. Hooper and

many other good writers did often

dehort the people from entering into
these curiosities; and a caveat to the

same purpose was put afterwards into

the Article of the Church about Pre

destination. Burnet, Hist. of the Ref.

vol. ii. p. 107.
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demns: that is, she condemns absolute, irrespective predestination,

not the other. This appears to be the most probable construc

tion of the seventeenth Article; for vindication whereof I shall

refer to the margin”, and to Plaifere before cited; who accord

ingly, in the close of his Analysis, appeals to this very Article of

our Church, in favour of conditionate predestination. Neverthe

less, it is sufficient to my purpose, if neither absolute nor con

ditionate be affirmed or denied in the Article; as hath been the

opinion of many, and as I have been before (to prevent needless

disputes) willing to allow. Let it be supposed that Calvinism is

not directly contrary to the Articles; which is civil enough in all

Irea,SOn.

Now, to return to our writer. To justify Arminian subscrip

tion, I plead first, that the words themselves, of our public forms,

do not determine on the side of Calvinism: nor secondly, any

known intention of compilers or imposers: nor thirdly, any

authentic interpretation of our superiors. On the other hand,

the presumption rather lies against Calvinism, from express

words in some Articles, (as particularly the 16th and 31st,

besides several other things in the Catechism and Liturgy,) from

the probable construction of other Articles, from the original

* 1. Deaeterna praedestinatione rec

te erudiri ecclesiam summopere ne

cessarium est: nam ut nulla doctrina

uberiorem consolationem piis consci

entiis afferre solet, quam doctrina prae

destinationis recte earplicita, ita nihil

periculosius est quam recta praedesti

nationis ratione aberrare.

2. Nam quia vera deflectit, in prae

cipitium fertur, unde se recipere non

potest.

3. Sunt quidam, qui cum audiunt

nostram salutem in Dei electione et

§. sitam esse, et modum verum

aud observant, somnia stoica, et fa

bulas Parcarum fingunt.

4. Modus autem praedestinationis

verissimus est, quem Paulus nobis

commonstrat, cum ad Ephes. scribit,

Elegit nos in Christo. In hoc modo,

conditio fidei includitur, nam cum fide

inserimur Christo, ejus membra effi

cimur, et ideo electiouia Christi mem

bra sumus. Hemmingius apud Plaif.

Judicamus haud dubie electos esse

eos, qui misericordiam propter Chris

tumpromissam fide apprehendunt, nec

abjiciunt eam fiduciam ad extremum.

Melancth. loc. Theol. de Praedest.

Here you see how you shall avoid

the scrupulous and most dangerous

º of the predestination of God:

or, if thou wilt inquire into his coun

cils, thy wit will deceive thee But

if thou begin with Christ, &c. this

simple question will not hurt thee—

Christ is the Book of Life, and all

that believe in him are of the same

Book, and so are chosen to everlastin

life; for only those are ordaine

that believe. Latimer, Sermon on

Septuages. É. 2I4.

Bishop Bancroft, at the Hampton

Conference, observes, that many grew

libertines by relying too much on

predestination; that this proposition,

If I shall be saved, I shall be saved, is

a desperate doctrine, a contradiction

to orthodox belief; and that men

ought not to rest their happiness on

any absolute, irrespective decree;

citing the latter part of the 17th Article

relating to God’s general promises.

All which shews that he thought that

Article rather to condemn than favour

absolute predestination.
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composition and design of the Articles, and from some con

siderable testimonies of our most judicious divines; besides the

confessions of the more early Calvinists themselves. This writer

has promised me to defend Arian subscription by the same argu

ments, p. 38. If it might not look too like insulting, I would now

call upon him to make his words good.

The reader, I hope, will excuse the length of this part, which

could not easily have been crowded into a shorter compass. I

have omitted a great deal purely for the sake of brevity; and be

cause I would not enter further into a distinct controversy, than

the objection necessarily required. I may now pass on.

Object. “Would an Arminian have expressed himself in the

“language of the Articles, about predestination and original

“sin 9”

Answer. Would a Calvinist have expressed himself in the

language of the Articles, about the five points 2 Compare the

Lambeth Articles, or the decrees of the Synod of Dort, or the

Assembly’s Confession; and see whether they, or any of them,

speak the moderate language of our Articles. As to original sin,

I know not whether any of our considerable Divines go the

lengths of the Arminians in that Article. As to predestination,

Dr. Bennet" and Mr. Plaifereb have both appealed to Arminius

himself, as teaching the very same doctrine with our 17th

Article: which may well deserve this author's special notice.

But it is enough for me, if the Article has but been expressed

in the middle or moderate way, in such general terms as come

not up either to Calvinism or Arminianism: which is a sup

position I have been willing to admit, for the waving of all

needless controversy; though I am rather of opinion that the

Article leans to the Anti-Calvinian persuasion.

I have heard it objected to the supposition of the Article's

being general, and indifferent to either side, that it would make

the Article useless, as deciding and determining nothing. But

I beg leave to observe that the Article may be exceeding useful,

notwithstanding such a supposition.

1. To prevent the suspicion of our Church's running in with

the Gospellers on one hand, or the Pelagians on the other; and

so the Article is a fence against slander and calumny.

2. Supposing the Article to be general and indefinite, in respect

* Bennet's Directions for studying, b Plaiſere, Appello Evang, p. 38.

&c. p. 95, &c. alias p. 27.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. A &



354. A SUPPLEMENT TO THE

of the controversy between Calvinists and Arminians; it is yet

special and determinate against the opinion of Samuel Huber,

who taught an universal election, (which in reality is no election,)

and that all men by the death of Christ were brought into the

state of grace and salvation. The Article confines the election

to those that believe in Christ, and live up to that belief, perse

vering to the end.

The Article is also special and determinate against the opinion

fathered upon Origen, that all men, even wicked men, and devils,

shall at last be received to mercy. The Article is further special

and determinate against the Socinians, who deny God's prescience

of future contingents, and admit no special predestination from

all eternity. There may be other false opinions particularly

condemned by this Article: but these now specified are enough

to shew the use of the Article; though we should suppose the

main points, between Calvinists and Arminians, to be left in

medio, undetermined.

Object. “I know of no obligation upon any one to subscribe

“to this, that the ideas which the compilers of the 11th Article

“had of justification and faith, &c. were consonant to the true

“ideas which were expressed by these words in Scripture,”

p. 42.

Answer. The subscriber must assent to the propositions laid

down by the compilers and imposers; which propositions are made

up of ideas: and therefore, in subscribing to their propositions,

we subscribe so far to their ideas. I do not say that we subscribe

to any of their private sentiments or ideas, such as they have

not expressed, or intended not to express, in the public forms.

But their declared public sentiments contained in our forms,

those, so far as we are certain of them, we subscribe to.

As to the meaning of the 11th Article, our Church refers us

not to Scripture, (for such as disbelieve the Article might pre

tend Scripture,) but to the Homily delivering the Church's sense

of Scripture, in regard to that Article.

Object. “There are a great many passages of Scripture inter

“preted in the Homilies; but yet our Church no where supposes,

“that whoever differs from its explications offers violence to

“Scripture itself,” p. 44.

Answer. Neither do I suppose it, however this writer may love

to mistake or misrepresent plain things. But wherever our

Church has tied us up to the profession of any doctrine, the
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subscriber, as such, must interpret Scripture conformably to that

doctrine, and not in opposition thereto. He must not, for

instance, interpret Scripture in favour of purgatory, infallibility,

worship of saints, or the like: at the same time condemning

those Popish tenets by his subscription: neither must he inter

pret Scripture in favour of the Son's or Holy Ghost's inferiority,

inequality, &c. while he subscribes to their coequality and coeter

nity. He is tied up to the Church's sense of Scripture in all

points determined by the Church, so far as to believe that her

eaplications are, in the general, just and true; that whatever she

proposes as Scripture doctrine is Scripture doctrine; and that no

sense of Scripture which runs counter to her decisions is the true

sense of Scripture, but a violence offered to Scripture. This is all

I ever meant, or now mean, by our being bound up to the Church's

explications.

Object. “No law requires any man to explain the Articles by

“the Liturgy, or to subscribe the Articles in the sense of the

“Liturgic expressions,” p. 45.

Answer. The law of common sense obliges us to make the

Articles and Liturgy consistent, at least, if we admit both; and

to believe that both, in reality, mean the same thing, being esta

blished by the same authority.

Object. “The Articles may be general

“special and determinate,” p. 45.

Answer. This might have been the case; but in fact it is not ;

for the Athanasian Creed, contained in Article the 8th, to say

nothing of other Articles, is as special and determinate as the

Liturgy itself. The same evasions will not, it may be, indifferently

serve for every expression to be met with in both : but a man

that takes into that loose way, may, when his hand is in, find

some evasion or other for any thing whatever. It seems to be

purely accidental, that the Doctor appeared to be more con

founded and nonplused in the Liturgy, than in the Creeds and

Articles: invention will sometimes flag, and even the keenest wit

cannot bear to be always kept upon the stretch.

Object. “What advantage, real advantage, would it be to the

“Church of England to eject out of its communion such men as

“Dr.W. plainly points at 2" p. 46.

Answer. It is unfortunate for the men who are to new model

our divinity, and to reform our faith, that they should betray,

at every turn, a strange confusion of thought even in clear and

the Liturgy more

A & 2.
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plain things. This writer cannot distinguish between ejecting

and not admitting; nor between Church-communion and Church

trusts. I said not a word about ejecting any man out of commu

nion: I pleaded only against admitting any into Church-trusts,

that must come in by iniquity, or not at all; and I am not sen

sible that I was either deceived in my reasoning, or out in my

politics. However high an opinion this gentleman (or I) may

have of the valuable abilities of the Arian subscribers; whatever

advantage or credit we might propose, by having so considerable

men amongst us; yet our misfortune is, that we cannot have

them but by sinful means, and at the expense of sincerity; and

we dare not promise ourselves any real or lasting benefit from so

notorious a breach of God’s commandments. On the other hand,

since I am here publicly called upon to declare what advantage

it may be to us, to have a stop put to this unrighteous practice

of subscribing, I shall briefly hint it in a few particulars:

1. It will be much for the honour of God, and of our most

holy religion, to have no more such offences seen, or once named

amongst us.

2. It will be taking away one great reproach from our country,

heretofore famed for its gravity and good sense; and for breeding

up divines and casuists, as judicious, solid, and accurate as any

upon the face of the earth.

3. It may be much for the advantage of the common people,

not to be under such guides as are themselves remarkably

deficient in the first principles of morality and Christian sim

plicity; and who may be presumed the less qualified to direct

the consciences of others, while so manifestly faulty in the conduct

of their own.

4. It may be a further advantage, for Christian people, to be

under the care and guidance of none but orthodow teachers;

such as will instruct them in the fundamentals of Christianity,

and lead them in the way everlasting.

These are some of the advantages we may reasonably propose,

along with God’s blessing; which must be had in God's own

way, and in the doing of what is just, honest, and upright.

If there be any greater advantages on the other side, let this

gentleman name them, and they shall be considered.

Object. “They disclaim Arianism; yet notwithstanding that,

“they are injuriously and unchristianly called Arians,” p. 46.

Answer. God forbid that we should ever demean ourselves
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injuriously or unchristianly towards any man. Here is a mistake

somewhere ; and it is no hard matter to perceive where it lies.

This gentleman should have said, that they disclaim the name of

Arianism: they do indeed disclaim the name, but not the thing.

We think ourselves as proper and as competent judges of what

Arianism is, as others may be: and we cannot help judging, as

long as we can read. When we have found the thing, being

plain and sincere men, we immediately give the name. For the

purpose; if we meet with any man teaching the doctrines of

purgatory, transubstantiation, and other distinguishing badges of

Popery; we never stay for his leave; but we have, upon such

evidence, a very clear and undoubted right to call such a man a

Papist, till he has purged himself of those positions. By the

very same rule, we pretend to give the name of Arians to as

many as we find the Arian tenets upon : and their denial of it

signifies nothing, being only protesting against fact; which, in all

parallel cases, is highly ridiculous. If they are Arians, and do

not know it, they are indeed the more pitiable: but as their

ignorance is no rule to those that know better; so we hope

there is nothing injurious or unchristian in calling either men or

things by their right names.

Object. “They are charged with fraud and precarication, be

“cause they subscribe: which is the severest reflection on their

“characters possible,” p. 46.

Answer. All the severity lies in the truth and evidence of the

charge. If the charge cannot be fully proved, the man that

makes it is in reality the sufferer, by exposing himself. But I

have took care to proceed upon none but the clearest and most

evident grounds: and now I may lay claim to those gentlemen's

thanks, for kindly shewing them both their sin and their danger.

Principles are valuable and precious, and must not be parted

with, in compliment to any man's character. Besides, it is to

be hoped that men of their education and abilities do not want

to be told, that there are some things which they ought to be

infinitely more tender of than of a shortlived character, (built

upon self-flattery and delusive shows,) and those are, the honour

of God, the simplicity of the Gospel, and the salvation of men.

One way still there is left, and indeed but one, whereby to re

trieve their characters; which is to repent, and amend. If they

will accept of this plain and frank admonition, it may not perhaps

be altogether unserviceable to them : if not, let it stand as a



358 A SUPPLEMENT TO THE

testimony against them, for the benefit of others, lest they also

fall into the same condemnation.

Object. “Men who have never wrote a word in the Trinitarian

“controversy, who have had no occasion, no design to write on

“that subject, yet are represented to the world under the same

“incidious name. Is this the conduct of a Christian and a

“Dicine?—What must every man conclude when he sees the

“running title—The Case of Arian Subscription, &c. and Pleas

“for such Subscription eramined; and yet the very first of these

“pleas is partly taken out of the book of one who has never

“written any thing about Arian subscription Is this becoming

“a Protestant Divine?” p. 47.

Answer. The reader, I hope, will excuse it, if for want of

arguments to reply to, I am forced sometimes to condescend to

take notice of mere declamation. This gentleman has before

shewn his over officiousness in defending Dr. Clarke against a

supposed injury done him; though I dare be confident, the Dr.

himself knows that I have not injured him at all. Now he is

offering a helping hand to a person of an higher character and

station in the Church; who, I doubt not, is too wise a man to

think that I have any where failed in point of strict justice, or

even of decency and respect towards him. My business was to

examine every the most plausible plea that had been brought

for that subscription which I condemn, under the name of Arian

subscription. I never represented that person under the in

vidious name of an Arian; nor was it ever in my thoughts to

do it. But it was my professed design, not to dissemble any

thing that might look favourable to the cause of Arian sub

scription; not to conceal either the strongest pleas or the greatest

names that might appear to countenance it. And to me it seems

that this writer, had it been his manner ever to weigh things

with candour or judgment, might have thanked me for so fair

and so uneaceptionable a conduct; in allowing his cause all the

advantage or credit that could possibly be given it. But enough:

this gentleman should be advised, the next time he is disposed

to stand up an advocate for greater men than himself, either to

do it more pertinently, or to stay for their commission: otherwise

he may happen, by his officious zeal and indiscreet conduct, to do

them a real injury, while he is labouring to take off such as are

purely imaginary.

Object. “The principles which the ingenious Dr. Bennet
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“contends for, are the same with those I have laid down,”

P. 49.

Answer. I am very glad to hear so much from this gentleman.

To complete the character of a careless writer, he shall now be

condemned out of his own mouth. Dr. Bennet's principle, re

lating to subscription, is to allow no liberty but where the words

themselves do allow it, where they are fairly capable of such a

sense as we take them in, “without doing violence to the words,

“ or contradicting what our Church has elsewhere taught.” I

desire no more than this, in our present question. If this be

our writer’s principle, he has effectually condemned himself and

every Arian subscriber.

Let the reader only turn back, and review the passages above

cited from our public forms; and then try whether it be possible

to reconcile them fairly, and without violence, or indeed at all, to

the new scheme. Now, since this gentleman has here bound

himself to stand or fall by the same rule of subscription which

Dr. Bennet contends for; I leave him to apply it at leisure :

and as he has thereby entangled himself sufficiently and beyond

all recovery; it would be unmerciful, and even cruel, to press

him closer.

It may not be here improper to cite Dr. Bennet's application

of his own rule, to this particular case; addressing himself to

Dr. Clarke, in these words:

“As I am firmly persuaded, you are a person of so great

“integrity, that you will not venture (notwithstanding your at

“tempt for explaining) to repeat your subscription, &c. till you

“have altered your sentiments touching these points, (which

“I pray God may be speedily effected,) so I hope, none of those

“ persons who espouse your present sentiments will be influenced

“by what you have written, to think your sense of those passages

“tolerable. I really tremble at the apprehension of that guilt,

“which such a collusion must pollute them with: and I cannot

“but earnestly entreat you to do what lies in your power, in the

“most public manner, for preventing such an interpretation of

“our Liturgy, as must (I fear) necessarily lay waste the consciences

“of the compliers, and pave the way for a man's subscribing and

“using such forms of devotion as thwart the sense of his own

“mind.” Bennet on the Trin. p. 265.

Thus far the ingenious Dr. Bennet, who, I suppose, well under

stands both his own principle and the application of it. Whether
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his rule and mine differ, is a question which concerns not our

present debate: either of them effectually condemns Arian sub

scription. My rule appears to be rather the stricter of the

two : it is this, that wherever we are certain of the imposer's

meaning, that meaning we are bound up to, by our subscription.

Perhaps, Dr. Bennet may think that we are never certain but

where the words themselves necessarily require such a meaning.

I think, there are some possible cases where we may be certain,

though the words themselves might otherwise admit of two senses;

and that the imposers in such cases have sufficiently done their

parts, though there may be some ambiguity remaining in the

expressions, so long as there is but any certain way left for

a reasonable man to come at their real and true meaning. But

I shall not dwell longer on this nicety, since our present debate

about Arian subscription is in a great measure unconcerned in

it; and we need not go further than the words themselves to con

fute and condemn it.

I shall conclude with the honest sentiments of Mr. Whiston,

which are really and truly the same with my own: and his tes

timony, in this case, is the more considerable, because it comes

from one, who lay under the same temptation with others, to pre

varicate in this sacred engagement. His words in the first

Appendia to his fifth volume are these :

“The great latitude Dr. Clarke allows, that every person may

“reasonably agree to modern forms, under a Protestant settle

“ment, which owns the Scripture as the rule of faith, whenever

“he can in any sense at all reconcile them with Scripture, if it be

“with a declaration how he reconciles them; even though it be

“in a sense which is owned to be plainly forced, and unnatural;

“seems to me not justifiable, but contradictory to the direct mean

“ing and design of those forms; and of the most pernicious con

“sequence in all parallel cases. Nor do I see, at this rate, that

“the same liberty can be wholly denied to a Protestant, as to the

“Popish doctrine and practices; since there also, it is supposed

“ that those forms are intended to oblige men to nothing but

“what is agreeable to Christianity.

“If to this observation the Doctor should reply, that com

“plying with the Church of Rome, and joining with a Pro

“ testant Church, in the manner and with the declarations he

“does, are quite different things on these two accounts, (1.)

“Because the Church of Rome will not permit any of her
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“members to make such declaration concerning her doctrines,

“but positively insists upon every one’s implicit submission to

“ them, in the sense that Church and her Councils receive them,

“without examining them by the rule of Scripture; and (2.)

“Because many of the doctrines of the Church of Rome, such

“as the invocation of the Virgin Mary, and of saints, &c. with

“ the worship of images, can in no sense be reconciled, but are

“directly contrary to it, as setting up other mediators instead

“of Christ, and teaching men to apply to such beings as have

“no power or dominion over them; whereas the invocation of

“the Holy Ghost, and so of the whole Trinity, as used in the

“Church of England, (some of the most suspicious of all the

“things allowed by him,) may be understood, and declared, to

“be only a desiring him to bestow those gifts upon us, in subor

“dination to the Father and the Son, which we are sure from

“Scripture it is his proper office, and in his power, to distribute:

“if, I say, the Doctor shall make this reply, I must answer;

“ 1. That I doubt, our Church does not properly allow her

“members to make any such declarations, as is here intimated,

“but expects their submission in that sense she and her synods

“have imposed her doctrines and devotions: and though it be

“not under the notion of implicit faith, and without eaamination,

“yet as acquiescing in her judgment, interpreting the Scripture

“according to the Articles and Creeds, and submitting to her

“authority in controversies of faith.

“ 2. That there are even in the Church of Rome few or no

“such doctrines or practices, but persons well disposed to it can,

“in some sense or other, reconcile them with Scripture; or at

“least think they can, which is here almost the same case, with

“out dreaming of setting up other mediators instead of Christ, or

“doubting of some degree of power and authority in the beings

“so invocated. So that if we, without all sacred or primitive

“ command or example, may follow our Church in the invoca

“tion of the Holy Spirit, and so of the whole Trinity, from

“some uncertain reasonings of our own, I do not see how we

“can condemn the Papists for following their own Church in

“the invocation of angels, nay, hardly in that of saints also, and

“of the Virgin Mary herself.

“Nor can any explications of forms directly against the known

“sense of words, and of the imposers, be other than protestatio

“contra factum; and so wholly unjustifiable.
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“Nor indeed, if this were somewhat tolerable in some par

“ticular cases of small moment, can it be at all so in the most

“sacred Articles and Offices of religion.

“If this way be allowable, then is the offence of the cross

“ceased; then the martyrs have commonly lost their lives with

“ out sufficient cause ; and those Jews who would die rather

“ than eat swine's flesh, and those Christians that would suffer

“ the like punishment, rather than cast a little incense on the

“heathen altars, were very unfortunate, as having suffered with

“out necessity.

“What will become of all oaths, promises, and securities among

“men, if the plain real truth and meaning of words be no

“longer the measure of what we are to profess, assert, or

“practise; but every one may, if he do but openly declare it,

“put his own strained interpretation, as he pleases, upon them?

“Especially if this be to be allowed in the most sacred matters of

“all, the signing Articles of faith, the making solemn confessions

“of the same, and the offering up public prayers, praises, and

“ dowologies to the great God, in the solemn assemblies of his

“worship. This, I own, I dare not do, at the peril of my salva

“tion: and if I can no way be permitted to enjoy the benefit

“of Christ's holy ordinances in public, without what I own

“would be in myself gross insincerity and prevarication, I shall,

“I believe, think it my duty to aim to enjoy that benefit some

“other way, whatever odium or sufferings I may bring upon

“myself thereby.”

I have transcribed this whole passage from Mr. Whiston,

being full and clear to my purpose, unanswered, and unanswer

able : and it may appear from hence that the hardest names

which I have given to Arian subseription are in reality no

severer than had been before given, by a known friend to the

Arian cause: so that this writer may, with equal justice, charge

Mr. Whiston also with slander, calumny, and persecuting prin

ciples, for his declaring such subscription to be gross insincerity

and prevarication. The pious and candid Mr. Nelson and the

very judicious and learned Bishop of Oxford had both expressed

their abhorrence of it, before I wrote; as the anonymous author

of the Case of Addressing, &c. has also done since. And in

deed, who is there of any tolerable measure of good sense, or

breathing any thing of the true spirit of piety, that does not

utterly detest it?
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I have now done with this writer, and, I hope, with this cause

too: it is high time for those gentlemen, at length, to see their

error, and correct it. They may succeed tolerably, for a while,

in the Trinitarian controversy, which few, in comparison, under

stand thoroughly ; and they may go on, for a season, in per

verting Scripture and Fathers, without rebuke from the generality,

who will not readily observe it, or be at the pains to search into

it. But if they think to practise in like manner with our

Articles and Liturgy, where every English reader can judge; or

if they pretend to put off their sophistry in a plain point of

morality, where every man, of any common discernment, can

both detect and confute them; they will disoblige and disserve

their own characters extremely; and will, at length, make but a

very mean, not to say contemptible figure, in so wise and knowing

an age. We did not indeed expect that any greater geniuses

should rise up in the Arian cause, than had embarked in the

same cause many ages upwards: but it was a reasonable pre

sumption, that none would undertake the reforming of our faith,

and the new stamping our whole system of theology, but such as

would not (especially after notice given) betray a weakness and

slowness of apprehension, even in the plain and self-evident prin

ciples of common honesty.





A.
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CHRIST'S DIW INITY:

OR, A

SECOND DEFENCE OF SOME QUERIES,

RELATING TO

DR. CLARKE'S SCHEME OF THE 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. Marim. p. 677. ed. Bened.
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IT is now about three years and a half since I offered to the world a

Vindication of Christ's Divinity, or, A Defence of some Queries, in

answer to a Country Clergyman. Within a few months after the

publication, some notice was taken of it in an anonymous pamphlet,

entitled, Modest Plea, &c. Continued; or, A Brief Answer (not to my

Defence, but) to my Queries. To which I replied, soon after, as

much as I thought needful, in a Preface to my Eight Sermons. I was

promised, in an Advertisement at the end of Modest Plea, &c. a

large and particular 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 consider the hands supposed to

have been employed in drawing 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 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 inculcating the thing; to keep their readers in ignorance, and

to steal upon them by surprise: their wrapping up their doctrine in

general and confuse terms; to prevent its being narrowly looked into,
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or pursued in its remote, or even immediate consequences : their

elaborate and studied prolixity 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 subtilty lies in contriving a set.

of ambiguous and equivocal terms, to put the main question into ; such

as may be capable 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 inge

niously made choice of, and managed by rules of art.

In the following papers, I have particularly endeavoured to clear the

sense of the Ante-Nicene Church; and to vindicate the same from mis

representation. 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. Onea pretends that we are

very singular, in claiming the suffrage of the Ante-Nicene Church in

favour of the Athanasian doctrines: the other" is for entirely waving

all searches into antiquity, in relation to this controversy, as being

either needless or fruitless.

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 doctrinesc.” To countenance this pretence, a long and

pompous detail of Athanasian Confessions (as they are called) are

packed together, and laid before the English reader.

a Mr. Whiston in his Reply to Lord Whiston.

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

b The author of Two Letters, one to Nottingham, p. 3.

Lord Nottingham, the other to Mr.
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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 exami

nation of what is offered, in the following papers, on the head of

antiquity.

We must trace this matter down from the first beginnings 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 lettere, re

presents the Arians or Eusebians as fallen into a great apostasy, and as

forerunners of Antichrist. They exclaim 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 2 Who that hears St. John declaring that in the beginning

“ was the Word, does not condemn those that say that he once was

“not 2" &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 Alexander, in his

letterf to Alexander of Constantinople, persists in the same warmth of

zeal against the Arian doctrines. The abettors and favourers of them

he ranks with the Ebionites, Artemonites, and Samosateniansg, (con

demned heretics,) brands them as novellists of late appearingh, 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

Alexander thought of the Arians at that time. Little did he suspect

that the Ante-Nicene Church had been at all favourable to their

notions.

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

scribed and anathematized in the famous Council of Nice, consisting of

three hundred and eighteen Bishops, very unanimous in their reso

lutions, excepting a few reclaimants. In their Synodical Epistle",

d Note, They were called Eusebians f Extat Theodorit. E. Hist, lib. i.

from Eusebius of Nicomedia, one of the cap. 4.

chief promoters of the Arian cause. s Theodoret. E. H. p. 15. ed. Cant.

e Extat apud Athanas. p. 397. ed. h Ibid. p. 16. i Ibid. p. 17.

Bened. ap. Socrat. Eccl. Histor, lib, i. k Apud Socrat. E. Hist. lib. i. cap. 9.

cap. 3. Compare Athanas. vol. i. p. 283.

WATERTAND, vol. II. B. b



370 PREFACE.

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 doctrines esta

blished in that Council.

Much about the same time, the good Emperor Constantine, 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 Devill. And he makes an order to have the

Arians branded with the name of Porphyrians", as being followers 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 Con

fessions. 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 Eu

sebius 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 invented".

He gives up nothing in respect of the Ante-Nicene Fathers in general,

but in respect of Origen only ; whom he supposes to have been, in

some points, not very consistento. 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 concerning 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:

| Socrat. E. H. lib. i. cap. 9, p. 30. o Euseb. contr. Marcell. lib. i. cap. 4.

in Ibid. p. 31. p. 22.

n Euseb. contr. Marcell. l. i. c. 4. p. 20. p Id. ibid.
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“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 judgment: all abhor you, excepting only the Devil, who has alone

“ been the Father of such an apostasy q,” &c.

Many other passages" of the like import may be produced from .

Athanasius, who every where appeals to constant 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, shewing 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 Athanasius, wrote his first

letter to Constantius the Emperor; in which we have the following

testimony relating to our present purpose.

“After four hundred years almost, since the only begotten Son of

“God vouchsafed to take pity on lost mankind, 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 blas

“ phemies. Have they then, who believed before, entertained false

“hopes of immortality ? It is but late, we know, that these imagi

“nations have been invented by the two Eusebiuses and Narcissus, and

“Theodorus, and Stephanus, and Acacius, and Menophantus; and the

“two ignorant and immoral youths, Ursatius and Valens, whose letters

“are published, and who are further 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 shewn 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

q Athanas. de Decret. Syn. Nicaen. 676, 723. ed. Bened.

p. 233. * Hilar, ad Constant. lib. i. p. 1220.

r Athanas. p. 11 1, 262, 412, 502, t Hilar. de Trin. lib. vi. p. 892.
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where brands the Arian doctrine 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 such doctrine had been received

or taught by the Ante-Nicene Churches.

About the year 360, Basil entered the lists in this controversy. We

shall oftenu find him appealing to the tradition of the Fathers for the

Athanasian doctrine. His confession, (in Mr. Whitson's phrase,)

relating to Gregory of Neocaesarea, amounts only to this, that Gregory

had made use of some expressions which evil-minded men had per

verted 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 s, beyond contra

diction.

As to what Basil says of Dionysius of Alexandria, that he was the

first who laid the seeds of the impiety of the Anomaans: 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 abun

dantly vindicated by Athanasius among the ancients, and by several

learned moderns.

What Basil is said to confess of Origen, shews 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 uninterrupted succession of the

Nicene faith, from the times of the Apostles. As to a pretended Con

fession of his looking the other way, it will be considered at large in

the following sheets.

Epiphanius, about the year 375, says, that the apostolical faith (that

is, the Athanasian in his account) continued pure and uncorrupted till

the time of Arius, who divided the Churchy: and who by the insti

gation 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 further, that had it not been for

the subtle practices of Eudoxius, Bishop of Constantinople, in per

verting and corrupting the most pious Emperor Valens, the very

u Basil. contr. Eunom. lib. i. p. 5. De y Epiphan. contr. Haeres. lxix. p. 728.

Spir. S. p. 167. Ep. 79. z Ibid. p. 736.

x Bull. D. F. sect. ii. cap. 12.
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women and children, and all that had been in any tolerable measure

instructed in Christian principles, would have reproved and routed the

Arians, as blasphemers and murderers of their Lords, &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 abun

dantly proved. Yet, from Epiphanius'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 en

countered 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 prin

ciples 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 rational de

“monstration of what we profess: it is sufficient demonstration of our

“ doctrine, that we have a tradition coming down to us from our

“fathers; a kind of inheritance successively conveyed to us by the

“primitive 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 grovelling herd or giddy populace, but the grave

“ and staunch men, men of sobriety and firmness. While they offer

“us discourses without any argument or demonstration 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”.”

Here we see with what confidence Nyssen appeals to constant

tradition for the truth of the Athanasian doctrine : so little did he

imagine that the Ante-Nicene faith was any way different from, much

less repugnant to, his own.

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 Catholics, to refer the matter in dispute to

* Ibid. p. 737. * Greg. Nyss, contr. Eunom, lib. iii. p. 125, 126.
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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 imaginable 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. Io.

“The Emperor (Theodosius) sending for Nectarius, the Bishop

“ (of Constantinople), conferred with him about the properest method

“ of putting an end to the dissensions, and restoring the unity of the

“Church. He proposed 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 reduced to concord.

“Upon the hearing of this, Nectarius was under some concern : and

“calling for Agelius the Novatian Bishop, of the same faith with him

“self, he acquainted him with the Emperor's design. He, (Agelius,)

“ though otherwise a very worthy man, yet having no talent for dis

“putation, recommended Sisinnius, his Lector, to engage in a con

“ference. 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 differences, 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 beginniny of existence to the Son of God, believ

ing him to be coeternal with the Father : he advises therefore to set

aside all logical wranglings, and to produce the testimonies of the

ancients; leaving it to the Emperor 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 reject 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 mani

festly victorious. But if they reject not the ancient Doctors, then

will it be our business to produce the writings of the ancients, by

“ which the truth of our doctrine shall be attested.”

Thus far Socrates; who further relates that Nectarius and the

Emperor well approved of the design, and immediately put it in exe

cution. Whereupon the heads of the several sects were at first much

confounded, and divided 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 pri
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mitive 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 force". He pretends, first,

that the question between the Athanasians and their adversaries was

not whether the ancients admitted the coeternity of the Son, but whe

ther 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

unserviceable such a discussion to the Athanasian cause, which required

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

Socrates' and Sozomen's account of that affair sufficiently obviates every

such weak surmise or insinuation. 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 begininng to exist: but

whether they 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 Alex

ander, &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 pro

nouncing an anathema upon such as Father Eustathius or Father Mar

cellus, who had been deposed 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

c Whiston's Reply to Lord Notting- Eö yöp föel, &s of traxalol ovyatºlov tº

ham, Append. p. 63. tratpl row viov eſpávres, oùk éréAumoray

d E8 &migrduevos és of traxalol āpx?iv eireiv čk rivos ūpxis rºw yéveriv abrov

brápéews rig vić too 6600 booval &mépuyov' &xeiv. Sozom. lib. vii. c. 12. p. 292.

kareixhpetoav Yap airby ovvatºlov tº tra- e ‘Trb rôv oikeſwy €eAaðharovrau. So

7pi. Socrat. lib. v. c. 1 o. p. 273. zom. p. 292.
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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 oi raNatol,

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 Sozomen are express that the ancient

Doctors appealed to were those that lived before the rise of the differ

encesſ, (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 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’ works were originally orthodox, but

had been afterwards corrupted, and interpolated by heretics in some

parts of them. This shews what Rufinus really thought of the ortho

doxy 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 adver

sary; 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 how

“ever, that before the rise of the meridan 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 Testament, that I

“ could read, who have wrote before me on the Trinity which is God,

“intended to teach, in conformity to Scripture, that Father, Son, and

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

“substance, make up the Unity divineg.” Surely St. Austin must

have reckoned the Ante-Nicene Doctors among his Catholic inter

preters, of whom he gives this full and plain testimony. What he has

said of Origen will be considered in another place.

f Tav rph ris Stapérews, v rá čkkam- Ymrås kal SibarráAovs Tów ispáv A&ywy

a tº rporapuordvrwv Štěaakdºwv. Socrat. Yevouévows. Sozom. p. 292.

p. 273. 5 Augustin. de Trin. lib. i. cap. 3.
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I pass over Anastasius, and Justinian's pretended Confessions, 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 ex

perience afterwards found necessary, to guard the faith against the

subtle practices or provoking insults of its adversaries. Bishop Bull

has abundantly shewn, 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 moderns, to see what

judgment they have made in the present question.

Cardinal Perron, no longer ago than the reign of King James I,

(A. D. 1620,) began the pretence, that the Arians themselves would

readily submit to be tried by the doctrine 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 deference 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 Cardinal, 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 Cardinal 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 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 Pro

testants, to have had some bias in this matter, without any breach

of charity". Some learned Romanists, such as Huetius, and Valetius,

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

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

ad Bulli Opera.
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advantage of it, and to triumph upon it. In the year 1658, and 1662,

Daniel Zwicker made his boasts of the Ante-Nicene Fathers as favour

ing Arianism : and though Comenius and Hoornbeckius 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 undertook 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 LeMoyne, 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 Europe, as well Papists as Pro

testants; 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 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 foreign Reformed, Fabricius and M.

Bayle, two very learned 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 Fabriciusi; as to Roman

ists, I might mention M. Bossuet, late Bishop of Meaux, with the

Clergy of Francek, 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 Trinity: Noel

Alexander and Lewis Thomassin have done the same. So also has M.

Massuet as far as concerned Irenaeus; whereof he is editor. Mont

faucon 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 exceeded them all, in

his Apparatus ad Bibliothecam maximam ; where he is so zealous in

defending the Ante-Nicene 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 undertakes to vindicate

even beyond what the Bishop had pretended. Thus stands the matter

of fact among the learned 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 2 a report without truth; and I had almost said, without

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

k Nelson's Life of Bull, p. 344. 385.
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any sobriety or modesty. Enough hath been said to take off the pre

tended singularity of our appeal to the Ante-Nicene writers in this con

troversy. It remains only to throw in a word or two, in answer to

another objection of a very different kind.

II. There was a pamphlet published the last year, entitled, Two

Letters, &c. one to the Earl of Nottingham, the other to Mr. Whiston.

The author writes on the orthodor 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 perplerities and uncertainlies,

(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 teats made use of in this controversy have not been per

fectly settled to the satisfaction of both parties, as to readings, transla

tions, or interpretations, and it requires some learning and critical skill

to fix and ascertain them ; these teats 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 con

troversy, 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 texts which

have been more neglected, it will be as easy, nay much easier, to invent

some pretence or other against the reading, version, or construction, to

defeat every argument built upon them.

4. That therefore the method which this author proposes 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 engaging the adversary upon unequal ground, and at the greatest

disadvantage: in a word, it is to expose and betray the cause which we

are endeavouring to support.

What I have here observed in relation to our use of Scripture terts

is in some measure applicable to the testimony of the ancients. The
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reason why this also has been so warmly and resolutely contested with

us, is because it is of real weight, and of very considerable moment ſor

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 prejudice, 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 effectually 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 as my Lord very justly had

required of him) to those points and those citations only which were

before in debate, 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 perpler their meaning) will carry him further

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 terts 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
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from the merit of whatever this worthy gentleman has well urged in

proof of our Lord's Divinity; so neither were it advisable 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 primitive churches, as the best and

safest comment upon the other. On these two pillars will our faith for

ever stand, firm and unmovable, against all attempts; whether of vain

philosophy, to batter the doctrine, or of vainer criticisms 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 without 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 together 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 concernment, and

require a little more pains and care in the examining than they have

leisure or inclination to spend upon them.
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T H E PR E FA C E.

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

“shewn, 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 proclamation 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, notwithstanding 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 un

derstanding of your readers.

After this general charge, you go on to particular complaints,

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 divinity. 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 done, I must persist in it: because it is

very proper that the world be made justly sensible of your pre

varication, and indeed shameful banter, in a momentous article

of the Christian faith. I use the word dirinity in the plain and
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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 ex

plaining the texts relating 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 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

concerning the manner of explaining our doctrine, (which with

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

the terts 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 faith. Some concern you

have also for your own characters, 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

* Tāv 6eórmra row goripos huôy dpi vows viot-Tavraxóðey déeot yeyóvariv,

voúuevo, Alexand. Epist. apud Theod &are uſire 6sovačróvárywógrew, uſió",

E. H. lib. i. cap. 4. p. 10. &c. Athan. ad Adelph. p. 912.
- z - - -

Apvoúlevot tºp 6eórnra rot plovoye
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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 absolutely

denied, I am persuaded you will be much at a loss for any satis

factory 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 divinity 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 con

“tentious men.” Now, to pass by the extraordinary civility of

these reflections upon others, and the modesty of assuming so

much to yourselves; as if you had no hypotheses, no metaphysical

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

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

so good, your intentions ever so sober, and your searches directed

in the fear of God; if the result of all be, 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 further, that by the divinity of Christ, I mean my

own particular metaphysical eaglication of it. A suggestion 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 metaphysics 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 perfections.

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 meta

physics, exclude the Son from the one Godhead, I shall not be

ashamed of making use of true metaphysics to correct your
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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 sonship, from metaphysical reasonings,

should I say, or reveries : That generation implies division, and

necessary generation 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 indi

vidual can be communicated; that three persons must be three

intelligent agents, and three intelligent agents, reciprocally, three

persons; that three agents cannot be 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

identical 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 intelligent agent, or

Person; that God the Son must be either the same identical

whole substance, or an homogeneous undivided 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 ordinary schoolman. Nevertheless, we should not, on this

account, 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 pretended to metaphysics; but have

betrayed very great mistakes 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 reasonable so to

do) “have entitled your Reply, A Windication of the Divinity of

“God the Father Almighty.” Truly, if you had done it, you

* See my Defence, vol. i. pp. 448, 449, 461.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. C C
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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 shew, how you could have defended so conceited a title. You

could have pleaded, that the “denying the Father to be alone

“ supreme in authority and dominion over all,” (in which con

sists the true notion of his dicinity,) “is denying his divinity.”

That is to say, you could have begged the main question, and

have thereupon 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 question is,

Whether the one true Godhead be common to Father 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 dispute; 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, remains 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 titlepage: “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 meta

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

metaphysics, 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 motto.

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 worship and those divine

honours which have been constantly paid him by innumerable
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martyrs and confessors, by the whole Church of Christ for four

teen 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 insinuate, how

impracticable and vain (in all probability) any attempt must be

to defeat the doctrine of our Lord's dicinity; 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 writere 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 impure

“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 ad

“hered 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 eternal Godhead of our blessed Sa

viour. “It is hard for thee to kick against the pricks.” .

So said a pious Father of the Church, applying it to this

very case", (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 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 discerning

no less than we ; and they spared no pains or care in their

searches. This is a consideration of some moment, 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

* Two Letters to the Earl of Not

tingham and Mr. Whiston. Pref. p. 19.

Ti yüp kevä8oče, moxeneſs rôv

disaranoxiumrov; ripáxm rò drarapa

xñrp; oºmpóvoot ºrpès rêvrpa Aakri

Keur o'eavrov orkavčaxiſets, kai oë row

Aóyov' oravröv d\torkets, kai oi rô must

pa. gavröv dra)\\orpiots drö ris row

esot, Xàpiros, kal ob row viðv drö Ta

rpès, où8é ré rvedua rö #ytov drö Tra

tpós kal viot. Epiphan. Ancor. cap.

xiv. p. 20.

C. c 2
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further 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 understand 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 indispensableduty to pronouncean 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 business

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 sincerity 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 doctrine, 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 ex

“press word of God,” when we stand up for the “express word of

“God,”against those who appearto us to contradict andpervert it,

in favour of their metaphysicalconceits and ill-grounded hypotheses?

What right have a few private men to claim express Scripture, and
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to equal their own disputable notions with the “express 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.

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

demonstratede, 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 shewed

you long agof, 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 conse

quences, no regard be had to what is plain or obscure, right or

wrong, true or false. 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 perceive, you

are sanguine enough to undertake it; we are now to examine

how you perform.

• Supplement to the case of Arian charging our adversaries with conse

Subscription, p. 313, &c. of this vol. quences, and also intimate in what

f Defence, vol. i. p. 4oo. cases such a conduct is allowable or

& See my Supplement, p. 325, &c. otherwise.

of this volume, where I justič my
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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

“ (Town&eis ºf oik Övrov) made or formed out of nothing, but

“(yevvmbels ēk ris odorias toū Tarpos) generated from the substance

“ of the Father confessedly, did not mean either, that the

“Son was (which is the first of Dr. W.'s two senses of the term

“individual) the same identical whole substance with the Father

“—or (which is the Doctor's other sense of the term individual)

“ that he was a homogeneous undivided part of that infinite and

“ inseparable substance which is the Father's But their

“meaning evidently was, that as one fire is lighted from another

“ 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 not the substance of the Father, but from the

“substance of the Father: and because it supposes the genera

“tion of the Son to be an act of the Father—and because it

“reserves inviolably to the Father his aidevria, 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. supposes 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 un

divided 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 an

other false supposition,) if these several false and groundless

suppositions 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
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is either the “same identical” (that is, same, same) “whole

“substance with the Father,” or an “undivided part of that

“substance which is the Father’s " I leave whole and partsh to

those gentlemen of strong imagination, who consider every thing

in a corporeal way, under the notion of eatension. 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 sub

stance 2 They say, Čk Tiis oigtas, from the substance 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 townbeis é: oik Övrov, not made or formed out of

nothing. Why do you here insert troundeis, and pretend to give

the sense of the Council in a way wherein they never expressed

it? Is it not to insinuate, that the Council imagined the Son to

be made, or formed, only not out of nothing 2 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 Fathers did of the

Son. Your report of every one of them is utterly false, (as shall

be shewn 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 doctrine? What they meant by éx ris odorias toū

Tarpos, is very plain from the Creed itself, and has been fully

* Kvpios Geós &ormep oix fort uépos,

otra's ow8é 6\ov, exei rô 6\ov čk uspáv

éorru. kal oilk epei Aóyos mapaščaoréal

Töv ćiri mãort esov sivaz čk uepôv, &v

ékaorov ot. 80parai Örep rā āXXa piép).

Orig. contr. Cels. p. 18.

* Quemadmodum lumen de lumine,

et utrumque unum lumen, sic intelli

gatur sapientia de sapientia, et utrum

ue una sapientia: ergo et una essen

tia, quia hoc est ibi esse quod sapere

**.et Filius simuluna sapientia

quia una essentia, et singillatim sapi

entia de sapientia, sicut essentia de

essentia. º 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. Io. p. 351.

k See Origen fully vindicated in

this respect by Huetius Origenian.

P. 30, 93.
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explained and vindicated' 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 eternally 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 substance", 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, viz. Whether the Council in

tended an eternal or temporal generation? Upon either sup

position, 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 ancients, we must attend to the ancient

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 544, 545. Bull, D.F. p. 114. Athanas, p. 224,

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

oëorias, (while he is endeavouring to expose it,) by what he uses as parallel,

and what as opposite to it.

Parallel. Opposite.

"Eč airot, dir' airoč, ć,s āv påpos | Tös pūoews ris dyevvirov um peréxov.

airot, h éé droppolas rms oëorias. "Erepov rá qūget kai rā 8vváuet.

"Exeiv rºw ravrátmra rºs ºorews. |Krigrév.

dºorts ex ris qāorews. ‘Yºr' airod yeyovós.

BovXàuart yewópevos.

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.

m 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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sense of words. Necessary acts were then called acts; and

therefore no wonder 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 improbable,)

then I readily allow it to be an act, even in your sense of choice;

as much as was the Son's generation of the blessed Virgin. But

then I insist upon it, that the Nicene Fathers maintained the

Son's eternal and necessary existence, antecedent to the genera

tion; 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 decrees :

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 # Is it subject of sovereign, very subject of

very sovereign ; instead 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, (Tavrokpárop,)

yet they understood the Son to be Almighty of Almighty, (Tavro

kpárap k Tavrokpáropos",) as well as God of God: all perfec

tions common to both, only not coordinately ; the Father having

his perfections from none, the Son having the same perfections

from him ; equal in every thing, but still deriving that very

equality. If this be the aidevría 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 yourself 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 religion.” I

have so; and, I pray, where is the offence of so doing? Your

* IIavrokpáropa dk mavrokpáropos. rel, àpxes kai kparei kai 3 vićs. Athan'

Távrov yap, &v àpxe ô marºp kai kpa- Expos. Fid. p. 99.
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first reason against it lies in these words; “as if the first article

“of the Creed was not as fundamental 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 amicably together? Do not be surprised, when

I tell you, that you are the men that impugn the first article, by

impugning 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 Sonp; a coeternal, coequal, and coessen

tial 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 perfections 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

abundance of your metaphysics, contrive to rob him of that

superlative glory, shew 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 magnificencer. 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 being 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,

riparat 6 roß rooroúrov trarip dyadoo.
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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 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 further 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 be

comes 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 reasonable 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 they have

done, defend it. But if the result of their inquiries is the em

bracing and propagating of errors; be they ever so learned or

able, they must be rebuked and reproved 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 re

velation ? May he not therefore be told that his labours have

been ill laid out, and that his infidelity is a very great, a very

unpardonable crime ! And if another, after inquiry, sets himself

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 Christian faith, if such learned and able men

as Praxeas, Noétus, Paul of Samosata, Photinus, Arius, Eu

nomius, 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
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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 throw

ing all open to inundations. You add, “as if taking great pains

& 4 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 foundations 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 fundamentals in religion,

and her defending those fundamentals, 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 preserving the truth, (which are undoubtedly right and

good, in the general.) but shew, 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 matters 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 indis

cretion. 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 shew you, first, that my manner of
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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 ambiguity) is not different from mine. All my labour and

endeavour was, to bring the dispute to this short question,

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 existence, 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 what

ever 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 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 scrupulous as to calling him Creator, and never

directly assert his creating of the world by his own power, or his

coeternity. 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

hinderance, in your talk of the supremacy. Now then, will you

please to answer me: Do you understand the supremacy in a

sense which you believe consistent with the points which I

maintain, viz. the Son's necessary eristence, 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

* See my Supplement, p. 324. &c. Clarke, and his disciples, that they

of this vol. where I have shewn nine do by immediate and necessary conse

several ways, from the writings of Dr. quence make the Son a creature.
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I maintain? If this be the case, (as I presume it is,) then do

not pretend that those other points are not material; for, by

maintaining them, I overthrow your pretended 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 perplew 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, mine is sincere and open,

like that of a man that knows his cause is good; yours is falla

cious and disguised, as of one that is diffident of his cause, and

is retiring behind the curtain. You will have the question put

thus: Whether the Father alone hath supreme authority, sovereignty,

and dominion over all P. When this is stripped of ambiguity 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 implied in supreme dominion; a right and

power over subjects, 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 syllable 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 infinitely superior

to the other, as God and creature. Well; be the consequences

what they will, you are attempting to prove your point syllogisti

cally after this manner:

“If the Father never acts in subjection to the will of any

“other person, and every other person acts in subjection 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 subjection, &c.

“ and that every other person acts in subjection, &c.

“Therefore, &c.”
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This is the wonderful demonstration; lame and deficient in

every part. To prove that the Father alone hath supreme

dominion, &c. you should shew, 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 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 con

tent 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 do

minion. 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 saying that the Father alone has his supreme do

minion from none, you pretend that he alone has supreme do

minion; 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. Auc

toritas is often no more than paternitas, with the Latin Fathers,

as auctor is pater: but you are wresting 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 confound 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 pre

tences, and to throw off that studied confusion which you are

labouring to introduce in a plain thing.

1. Supremacy of nature, or supremacy of perfection, is to be
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possessed of all perfection, and the highest excellency 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 (pro

perly 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, ac

cording to all antiquity.

3. Supremacy of office. This by mutual agreement and vo

luntary economy, belongs to the Father: while the Son out of

voluntary condescension submits to act ministerially, or in

capacity of mediator. And the reason why 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 amuseus 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 Godhead, as we teach, is not

consistent with the distinction of persons, order, and offices.

While you pretend to be disputing against me, you are really

disputing against the standing doctrine of the ancient churches,

from some concessions which they made, and in which I agree

with them. And your way is to wrest and strain some principles,

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 metaphy

sical eccursions, and my fixing names of reproach. It will be seen

in the sequel who are most remarkable for hardiness, who make
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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 endeavoured in the same

cause ; I shall just give him a specimen 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 subject 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 manifest, that he that de

“prives (the Son) of the honour of absolute dominion, (Öeotroreſas,)

“ and casts him down to the meanness of servitude, does at the

“ same time rank him with the rest of the creationt?”

Gregory Nyssen thus more at large answers the Eunomian

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 (uspírmv)

“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, John 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

“eapress 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

* Ato yip Švrov trpayuárov, krioreés opa, kai eis rô ris SovXetas rairewov

rt kai 6eórnros' kai riis uév kriorews v karaśāAAov, oùxī 87X6s éori kai Stå

8ovXeig kai inrakoff rerayuévms, dpxukňs roiro orvorrotxoëvra airów rii Tâgn

8è offams kal &eororuki's ris 6eórntos' krioret Seikyūs; Basil. contr. Eun, lib.

& dq alpoſpevos rijs beormoretas rô dét- ii. p. 73.
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“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

“(tavrokpárop). If he means a Father, 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

“Jewish 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 other. But if, instead of a Father,

“he introduces another 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 there

“fore a Jew or a Platonist, though he admits a supreme Governor,

“is yet no Christian, as not believing in a Father: so also Eu

“nomius does but belie his profession, 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 placeu has a great deal more to the same purpose,) to give

the reader a just notion of Christian and Catholic principles.

For this acute writer has really hit the true point of difference

between the Catholics 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 Godhead.

Pagans, Jews, Sabellians, Samosatenians, Arians, Eunomians,

&c. all denied it: while there was no true Catholic but strenu

ously contended for it. Hence it was manifest, that the Arians

were the innovators, in endeavouring to introduce a Creator and

a creature, a Sovereign and a subject, instead of a Father and

a Son. They professed the relation in words, but in reality they

disowned it. The considering God as a Father, in a just and

proper sense, (as the ancients always did,) is breaking the neck

of Arianism at once. It gives a quite different turn, from what

* Greg. Nyss. contr. Eunom. Orat. i. p. 13, 14, 15.
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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,) could ever be fools enough to imagine

that such expressions were intended in opposition to him. On the

contrary, they always understood, that magnifying the Father

was at the same time magnifying the Son too: their relation

being so close and intimate, that whatever perfections 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

indeed to divest the one of his Paternity, (according to the

Catholic sense of it,) and the other of his Filiation. Fulgentius

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 sub

ject: wherefore I shall close this, with an account from him x;

not because of his authority, but because what he says is true

and just, and very well expressed, in his comment on the Creed,

written 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 in

telligendo, ad tuum sensum velle rec

titudinem symboli retorquere, et inde

praescribere sanctae fidei Catholica,

lº in symbolo non omnia dicta sunt

e Filio, quae sunt dicta de Patre :

cum utique propterea plenitudo divi

mitatis, quantum oportebat, debuerit

in origine commendari, quia non de

buit aliter in prole cognosci. Cum

enim quisque se dicit crederein Deum

Patrem omnipotentem, hoc ipsum quod

in Deum Patrem dicit, sicut in eo ve

ritatem naturalis divinitatis, ita veri

tatem naturalis quoque Paternitatis,

et ex hac veritatem naturalis etiam

generationis ostendit.—Totum igitur

in se habet illa generatio divina, quic

quid in se habet Dei Patris aeterna

substantia. Proinde sufficiebat ut di

ceretur de Patre solo, quicquid aqua

liter intelligendum esset in Filio.

Pater enim sic omnipotentem Filium

genuit, sicut est ipse Pater omnipo

tens ; sic universorum Creatorem, sicut

ipse universorum Creator est : sic

regem seculorum, sicut ipse rea, secu

lorum est; sic immortalem et invisi

bilem, sicut ipse immortalis est et in

visibilis. 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 none The Word was God, John i. 1.

else, there is no God beside me, Isa. Thy throne, O God, Heb. i. 8.

xlv. 5. Christ came, who is over all, God

Is there a God beside me? yea, there blessed for ever, Rom. ix. 5.

is no God; I know not any, Isa. xliv. 8. Who, being in the form of God,

I am God, and there is none like | Phil. ii. 6.

me; Isa. xlvi. 9. Before me there was Who being the brightness of his

no God formed, neither shall there be glory, and the express image of his

after me, Isa. xliii. Io. person, Heb. i. 3.

QUERY I.

Whether all other beings, besides the one Supreme God, be not ex

cluded by the teats of Isaiah, (to which many more might be

added,) and consequently, whether Christ can be God at all,

unless he be the same with the Supreme God?

YOUR general answer to this Query is, that the texts of

Isaiah expressly and uniformly speak of a Person ; and there

fore all other persons, besides the He, the I, the Me, are ex

cluded from being what He, who there speaks, declares himself
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alone to be. To which I reply, first, that the eaclusive 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, eaclusive terms are not always to be interpreted with

such rigour, as to leave no room for tacit exceptions, such as

reason and good sense will easily supply.

Matth. 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. 1 1. “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 Spiritº

Rev. xix. 12. it is said of the Son of God, that he had a name

written, that “no one (oióels) knew, but he himself.” 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 eaclusive 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 shewn 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 ex

cluded 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 eaclusive

terms, 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

shew 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
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all other Gods are by me shewn 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 Eusebius'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 ëv kai r airów, one and the same

thing. Add, as Eusebius there does, Övöuart uév 6taq6pots, &c.

wnder different 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 Sabellius. Was Tertullian then a

Sabellian? Ridiculous! You have a further shift, (but still in the

way of retorting, not answering,) that I myself when I come to

eaplain, do not in reality make the Son to be the same God, but

only 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 an

tiquity.

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 argument, 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 further, that the texts do not

* Euseb. Eccl. Theol. lib. ii, cap. 19. p. 133.
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exclude Moses from being a God unto Pharaoh, 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 wor

ship 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 inclination to own him for

another God: you do not scruple in one place, to call him another

Lordb : 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, sounds very harsh; no Scripture, no Fathers ever

ventured upon it; and Christian ears cannot bear it. What then

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 language 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 reasoning, 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 contradicting 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 inconsiderable, and weigh little with us.

As to my argument, concerning Baal, and Ashtaroth, and

b Page 197. * See the Preface to my Sermons, p. 5, &c. of this volume.
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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 excludes 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 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

Testament 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 shewed you, in my

Defence, vol. i. p. 412. how, upon your principles, 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 diversions.

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 shewn 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 dis

covered by the Jews of old, there had been room enough to let

in all imaginable kinds of inferior deities. They might easily
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have pleaded, that the texts were intended of one supreme God;

and that he alone was to be worshipped as such : but as to sub

ordinate 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 borne 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 worshipped:

but the main thing wanting was, to give a reason (upon your

principles) out of the Law, why any inferior deities, along with

the supreme, might not be worshipped 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, I I, 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 shew, that he (Christ) is not eacluded, and therefore must be

the same God.

THE sum of my argument is, that since all other adorable

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 anti

quity, 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.

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
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the second Query. I am first to consider what you have to

offer, in order to take off the force of my evidence; 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 following texts: John 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 Adyos, 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 number 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 be to

expose the weakness of a great man: whose authority is of no

value with me, any further than he is consistent with himself,

and with the Catholics before, and in, and after his own times.

Not to mention that his authority is late; and I may almost as

well produce Athanasius, 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. 281, 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.
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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

“dicine Person, in subordination 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 further, 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 inter

pretation, 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. 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 Father, supreme

“God also, made the worlds.” What is there absurd or contra

dictory 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. Shew me one that ever

d Dei verbum, imo magis ipse Deus.

Iren. p. 132.

“Evºyāpāuqo, ö eeds. &rt einev, ºv

dpxfi 6 A6)0s fiv čv rá eeg, kal eeds

#v & A&yos. Clem. Alex. p. 135. conf.

p. 86.

El 8é obv 6 Aóyos mpès rêveeóv, Geos

&v, ri oºv phorelev du ris 800 Aéyetv

6eoûs; 800 new oix épô 6eoës, d\\ }

£va, mpéorota 8: 8to, &c. Hippol. contr.

Noët. cap. xiv. p. 15.

e Mundi enim factor, were verbum

Dei est. Iren. p. 132.

eeós kai 8mutovpyós' mºdvra Yàp 8t’

airot, €yévero, kai xopis a row éyévero

où8é Év. Clem. Alew. p. 156.
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interpreted him in your manner. You are forced to disguise

the matter, 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 construction 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 differ

ence between a just representation and an injurious misrepre

sentation. So much for John i. 1. The second text is,

HEB. i. 8.

My argument here is, that Christ, who in his text is declared

to be God, must be the same God with the Father, 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 abundantly answered that pretenceſ, 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. 2nd 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 it8.

But allowing the words to be intended of Christ, (which is no

great courtesy,) you have still something further to say, viz.

that the meaning of this text “is distinctly explained,” I Cor.

xv. 27. and Eph. i. 22. But how explained ? so as to make the

Son another God? I see nothing like it: neither does God’s being

the head of Christ, nor his “putting all things under him,” con

clude anything against what I assert, that both together are one

God supreme. See my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 139. A distinct person

* Defence, vol. i. p. 307. &c. p. 24. Second Review of Doxolo

* My Sermons, p. 138 of this vol. gies, p. 15, 16. Dr. Calamy's Ser

Grabe, Not: in Bull. D. F. sect. ii. mons, p. 38.

cap. 3. Grabe's Instances of Defects,
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ality, together with a supremacy of order, or office, are sufficient to

account for all, upon my principles. You remind me of Hippoly

tus's comment on this text, in these words: “Christ is God over

“all: for thus he himself says plainly, All things are given me

“from the Fatherh.” But why did you overlook the words im

mediately following; “Who being over all God blessed, was be

“gotten (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 qualified him for so great and so endearing

a charge. Wherefore 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 shew

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 shew withal, that he was

distinct from the Father, not the same Person with him, as Noëtus

pretended.

You bring up Hippolytus" again, to confirm, as you imagine,

h Otros 6 &v émi mávrov Geós éorriv,

Aéyet yūp otro Perú trappmorias' rávra

plot trapabéðoral into rod trarpós. "O &v

émi travrov eeds eixoymrós yeyévmrat,

kai äv6poros yewóplevos es&s foruv sis

rows alóvas. Hippol. contr. Nott. p. Io.

| "O &v émi mávrov eeós, òavpaorrós

8trysirau. obros yap 6 &v, éorriv čni

wdvrov Geós. &new8āv yöp airós Stöd

orket juás, Aéyov travra uot rape&m

inrö rod trarpás uov' 8ta rooro ini mãv

row orleeós. Epiph. Haer.lvii. p. 487.

ráorgeral duaXpwará. rà rávra warp

intéraše tapč Šavrot. Hippol. contr.

Noët. p. Io.

Kai träAuv qmoriv čv ri, 'Amroka)\ºvel:

6 &v dir’dpx.js, kai à épxówevos travro

spárop, ka)\ºs karū trávra elite ka)\@s

yāp elite, távra uot trapečá6m intº rod

warpès plot, éri mávras pèv oëv čv

eeós, ºxov 8° towow airod trarépa, &c.

Epiph #. lvii. p. 488.

* Kakós elirev mavrokpáropa Xptorów

—uaprupóv yāp Xptorrós pm, travra

Hot mapabé8oral mapá rod trarpès, kal

Trávrov kpareſ, mavrokpárop mapā tra

rpès Karearáðm Xplorrós—mdvra inro

rérakrat airá čkrös roi, incoráčavros,

ºrdvrov sparei, atrot, 8é à marip, iva èv

traorw elseeds pavi, º, rå mävra into

§º Christus appellatur. Si

enim omnia Patris Filii sunt, et utipse

loquitur in Evangelio, “ data est mihi

“omnis potestas in coelo et in terra;”

“omnia mea tua sunt;” cur nonet

iam omnipotentis nomen referatur ad

Christum: ut sicut Deus Dei, et Do

minus Domini; sic omnipotens omni

potentis Filius sit? Hieronym. in Isa.

tom. iii. p. 13.p Nec
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your fancies upon I Cor. xv. 27. Hippolytus answering the

objection of Noëtus, drawn from Rev. i. 8, where Christ is styled

travrospárop, (and from whence Noétus inferred, that Christ

must be the very Father himself 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 Adyos, but of God incarnate,

Christ Jesus; shewing 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 argu

ment requiring no more : besides that, it is not consistent with

Hippolytus'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 shewn 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 bothl. And in the words going

before, speaking of Christ, he says, “He being God, became

“man for our sakes, to whom the Father subjected all things".”

Which shews that all his discourse before, relating to the sub

jection of things to the Son, and of the Son to the Father, is

after his incarnation; and is to be understood of the 6edvôpatros,

the God-man; who, as God, had all things under him; as man,

Nec mirum si Christus dicatur om- gloria. Hieron. in Zach. tom. iii. p.

nipotens, cui “tradita est omnis po- 1718.

“testas in coelo et in terra.” Et qui | Airé à 86éa kai rô kpáros dua

dicit; “omnia quae Patris sunt, mea warpi kai äyiq rveſ part, &c. Hippol.

“sunt.” Siautem omnia, id est, Deus contr. Noët. p. 20.

ex Deo, Dominus ex Domino, lumen m Ośros 6 6.e0s, 6 ăvěporos ði' inas

de lumine; ergo et ex omnipotente yeyovës, º távra iméračev trarip.

omnipotens: neque enim fieri potest } -

ut, quorum una natura est, diversa sit
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was himself under the Father. To confirm which, we may ob

serve that Hippolytus interprets Christ's praying to the Father,

as being done oikovopakós. These are his words: “Christ made

“all these prayers economically, as man, being himself very

“Godn.” 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 Hippolytus, according to you,) as a

just interpreter of the ancients. It seems, you are willing to

admit him, when he says any thing that looks for your purpose.

The words you chiefly value are travrokpárop trapā Tarpès Kare

otá0m Xptorrós' 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, Ruler, or Lord, or

even Creator, (according to Prov. viii.) or any thing coming

under the notion of office, (the Father 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 shew 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 testimony, declaring

that Christ was constituted God over all, you would have done

something: the rest are impertinent, 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

Tavrokpárop, though it be often in the LXX the rendering of

n\Sinx Thn" Lord of hosts, yet the Fathers sometimes used it

in a lower sense, such as comes not up to the strength of the

" Taúra & travra Xptorrös olkovous- roº 80%\ov #v raira Aéyovora kai ird

kós &s āvéporos mixero, eeds &v d\m- orxovora. Hipp. contr. Jud. p. 3.
- > * : r * - -

6tvös. 'AAA' &s péâgas elitov, , Hopp.)
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Hebrew: and therefore I readily acknowledge to you, that such

passages of the Fathers as style Christ travrokpárap 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 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

further 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 pretences

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 person,” 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 supreme 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

o See my fifth Sermon, p. 102, &c. of this volume.
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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 question: 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 and full answer to it in my Defence, vol. i. p. 285,286.

You bring another passage out of Eusebius, in his Demonstra

tio Evang., though you know that even Bishop Bull, who other

wise is a defender of Eusebius, yet makes no account of what

he wrote before the Nicene Council : as neither do I. I shall

not therefore give myself the trouble 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 Öto oigtai, 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 authority in the two

Persons,) “do necessarily make, what they never did, two su

“preme Gods, however inseparable or undivided, as to their sub

“stance.” But you are under a double mistake; first, in ima

gining 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

thereto, 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

speaksP) “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 is Pater ;) I say, if you ask how it can be supreme in

both, if it be original here, and derivative there; I answer, be

cause it is the same in both, only existing in a different manner:

P Pearson on the Creed, p. 4o. In illa quippe una substantia Tri

+&orts 8e rols rptor pia, eeds' évoorus nitatis, Unitas est in origine, aequalitas

8: 6 marijp & oi kai irpès 6v dwāyeral in prole, in caritate autem Unitatis

rā āśńs. oëx &s ovvaMeiqeoréal, dAA’ aequalitatisque communio. Fulgent.

&s execréat. Greg. Naz. Orat. xxxii. ad Monim. lib. ii. cap. 1 1. p. 37.

P. 52O.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. E 6
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neither are there two dominions or two sovereignties, 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 equala 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 calumny.

You proceed to examine my authorities for my construction

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 en

deavour 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 passage. But no matter. I question whether you can bring

any thing of Origen's, that is of better, or indeed so good au

thority; 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 shew

that the Son is the one supreme God. But it shews enough to

infer it, though it does not directly say it. It shews that, in

q AEqualem ergo Patri credite Fi

lium; sed tamen de Patre Filium,

Patrem vero non de Filio. Origo apud

illum, aequalitas apudistum. August.

Serm. cxl. tom. 5. p. 681.

Quod si dixeris, eo ipso major est

Pater Filio, quia de nullo genitus

enuit tamen aequalem; cito respon

i. imo ideo non est major Pater

Filio, quia genuit acqualem, non mino

rem. Originis enim quaestio est, quis

de quo sit: aequalitatis autem, qualis

aut quantus sit. August. tom. viii. p.

18.

7 Cum sit gloria, sempiternitate, vir

tute, regno, potestate, hoc quod Pater

est; omnia tamen haec non sine auc

tore, sicut Pater, Deus ex Patre tan

quam Filius, sine initio et a qualis

habet: et cum ipse sit omnium caput,

ipsius tamen caput est Pater. Ruffin.

in Symb.

Cum Pater omnia quae habet gignen

do dedit, aequalem utique genuit, quo

niam nihil minus dedit: quomodo

ergo tu dicis, quia ille dedit, ille acce

pit, ideo aqualem Filium Patri non

esse; cum eum cui data sunt omnia

etipsam a qualitatem videas accepisse :

August. contr. Marim. lib. ii. cap. 14.

p. 707.
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Origen's opinion, the image must be perfectly like the prototype;

both alike invisible, and like eternalr: so far he is eayress; 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 Father 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, without 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 Origen 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, were together the one God supreme. If you

have any passages to allege to the contrary, out of Origen's less

accurate, or perhaps interpolated works, they are by no means to

be brought in competition with those I have cited: besides 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 agree

ment.

Nor shall I think myself obliged (which I mention once for all)

to answer such testimonies as have been before 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 what

ever be almost with equal justice said to be cited at second hand 2

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

r El forriveiköv rod eeoo row dopd

rov, déparos, elkóv. čy& 8é rouñoras

wpoorðeimv čv, 3rt kai époiárms rvyxávov

roßmarpès, oùk forw &re oëk fiv. -

apud Athan. p. 233.

* Oi advos & Pºyas ka8 muás do riv

6 rôv ÖAov Geos kai marſip' ueré8wke

yāp €avrot, Kai riis HeyaMeuármºros ré

govoyevst kai ºrpororóxp maorms kriorea’s'

iv, elköv airós rvyxávov rod doparov

esci, rai in r? perida gén riv sixóva
rod trarpós' of yūp olovr' ºvelva, orču

perpov (tv' otºros évouáoro) kai kaMºv

eixóva roi doparov Geod, a kal rod

Heyé6ous mapworrãorav rºw elkóva. Orig.

contr. Cels. p. 323.

E e 2
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of these parts especially 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 writerst. This is what you ought not to have con

cealed from your reader. You observe further, 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

occasion to advance further, nothing is easier than from the co

eternity to deduce all that I desire, viz. that the Father and Son

are together the one God supreme: which is 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 contract into a Monad".” Now, I

beseech you, what is his Monad, but the one God supreme º And

what does it consist of, but of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,

according to this excellent writer?

My next authority was Alexander of Alexandria x; 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 Alexander. The reader perhaps other

wise 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

himself might have said, viz. that the Son is not (äväuotos tí

oùoſq roſ, Tarpès) of unlike substance to the Father. You should

have added the other words by me cited, elköv reasia kal

&raúyagua toû tarpès, 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 āuotos Tā odoriq, of like substance with the Father; as appears

from that very epistley. And neither Arius nor you would

have said &Taſyaapa toû Tarpos, but áTaiyaapa ris Ščms roß

t Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. p. 142. Mr.

Thirlby's Answer to Mr. Whiston's

Suspicions, p. 91, &c. Ruinart. Act.

Mart. p. 181. Le Moyne, Not. ad var.

Sacr. p. 235. Athanasius de Sententia

Dionysii.

" Otro pièv jueſs eis re rºw rpuděa

rºw uováða tºarivopleu d'étaiperov, kai

rºw rpuděa múAw duetorov eis rºv Hov

dôa orvyke‘paMatoſue&a. Dionys. Alew.

apud Athanas. vol. i. p. 255.

* IIós dwóuotos ri, otoria toû trarpès,

6 &v elköv rexeia kai draûyaopia roo

warpós; Alexand. Alexand. Ep. inter

Op. Athanas. p. 399.

y Among Arius's tenets, this is

one. Oire 8é àuotos kar' otoriav Tó

Tarpi čo riv, Ibid. p. 398.
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Tarpès, 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 shew, as

you pretend, that “he has nothing agreeable to my notion;”

though the whole epistle is exactly agreeable to my notion, and

indeed contains it. Alexander no where says, with you, that

the Father alone has “supreme authority, sovereignty, and do

“minion:” 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 easistence”, and supreme divinity"; blaming the

Arians for laying hold of Christ's acts of submission, and conde

scension, in order to sink and lessen it. All you can find in this

writer that looks for your purpose is, that the prerogative of

wnbegotten belongs to the Father, (which I also constantly main

tain,) 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 shewn 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 Father, and the things created by him out of

nothing, (as well rational as irrational,) betwixt which two,

“comes in the intermediate onlybegotten nature of God the

“ Word, by whom the Father made all things out of nothinge,”

º

º

&

4.

4.

*

* 'AAAñ\ov dy&ptorra iſpáyuara ööo,

Töv trarépa kai rôv viðv, &c. Alexand.

Epist. Ap. Theod. lib. i. cap. 4. p. 12.

Meraći trarpès kai viot, où8èv—öud

ortmua, où8 àxpttuvēs évvotas rooro pav

raortóoral ris Jºuxſis 8vvapiévms. Ibid.

a "Arpetrov roorov kai dvaMAotorov

&s rôv marépa, diſpooróen kai réAetov

viðv–Hövº rºº dyevvirº Metrópºevov

éketvov. p. 18. Tö yāp draûyaorua rms

ôóēns ui, elva, Aéyew, guvaipei kal rô

Tporórvºrov q6s, of éotiv draûyaopia.

el 6° kai iſ eixõv row eedi, oùk fiv del,

87Aov 3rt oëöé oš Čorriv elkºv, fortiv det.

P. I4.

b ‘H viárms airoi, karū ‘púorw rvy

xávovora ris tarpukſis 6eórntos, &c.

p. 14. Tris dvordra kai dpx76ev airod

6eórmros, p. 16.

• ‘Paori yūp huas oi pºmuſiqov qev

pºral pºdov, dºgſpºopévoys Tºv *:

oùk &vrov doebn Kai äypaqov karū

Xptorrow BAaorpmutav, dyevvmta 884

orkew 800, 8volv 6árepov Aéyovres 8eiv

eival of dratēevrot, éé oik Övrov

aúróveival ºppovéiv, trävros dyévvmta
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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 yout:

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-ev

istent, as the unbegotten Father himself; there being, as you con

ceive, no medium between self-ealistence, in the highest sense, and

precarious existence: that is, in plain words, (though you love

to disguise it,) between being unbegotten 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 Father, and the Father in him; that he who

hath seen one, hath 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; 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 pretended 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. I Cor. viii. 6. Eph. iv. 6.

which prove that the Father is styled, sometimes, the one God,

Aéyew 8to' dyvootivres oi dvágkmrot, Ös éé oikövrov čnoimorev 6 warp row esot,

pakpóv fivein usrači marpès dyevvirov, A&yov, &c. p. 17, 18.

kai rāov kriorðévrov im' atroß & oik See Bull, sect. iii. cap. 9, n. 11.

ãvrov, Aoyuków re kai d\6yov. &v Heat- Animad. in Gilb. Clerke, p. io27.

retovora púris uovoyev)s, 8' is rà 6\a
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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 2

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 Abraham, 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 an

swered. 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

dicine 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

a distinction of this and that; then give us leave to take the

benefit of the Doctor's own principles; and to conclude in the

present case, that Father and Son may be one substance, one

Being, or one God, notwithstanding the distinction of this Per

son 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 further, upon Acts iii. 13, “Can the one

“supreme 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 ea'altation 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
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styled in opposition to the Son, or to exclude him from being the

one God. That is, say you, “The Father, though expressly dis

“tinguished, 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 où6éis, no person, knew but himself.” This was not said

in opposition to the Father, or as excluding him from that know

ledge: 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 Father 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 primarily: I am

sorry for it. First in order, first in conception, 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, ea

“clusively of all others, in that sense wherein he is declared to be

“ the only, &c. otherwise there is no certainty or use in language.”

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 certainty or use

“in language.”

And if Christ be styled by the primitive Fathers, as he often

is, (see my Sermons, vol. ii. p. 96.) 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

understood 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 certainly enough in language, in this way, so long as
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men are blessed with any tolerable share of common sense, and

are but capable of understanding 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. 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 therefore the emphasis be laid upon the sense of the

word God, every person of the three is emphatically God, in

opposition 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 frequently 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 different sense of the word

Spirit; but upon other accounts, the name of Spirit is empha

tically 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

wniversally acknowledgedd, or chiefly as being first Per

d Quin et illud observatione dig- sic illos Christus alloquitur: “Est Pa

num est, Judaeos per id tempus, ut “termeus, quiglorificat me, quem vos

erant rudes et occaecati, solum Deum “dicitis quia Deus vester est, et non

agnovisse quem Patrem suum esse “cognovistis eum.” Itaque de hoc

Christus docuerat—idcirco Joh. viii. ipso Deo, quem.Judaei animo capiebant,
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sone, and head of the other two,) the name of God, or only God,

has been emphatically and more peculiarly appropriated 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

Sermonsº, 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 (neither 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 eaſpress words excluded. Excluded from being one God with

the Father? Where? Shew me the eaſpress words, if you can. I

say, the Father is there emphatically styled the one God; and the

reason of it is intimated, because of him are all things; whereas

in respect of the Son, they are only by him: which shews a dif

ference of order betwixt them, in existing and operating. And

this is all you can make of I 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

1 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

necnon Judaizantes haereticiplerique,

ad quos dedocendos vel refutandos

Johannes ista scribebat, loqui sic ne

cesse habuit, ut diceret verbum erat

mpès rêvesov,hoc estapud illum Deum,

quem vos, O Judaei et haeretici, solum

novistis. Petav. Dogm. Theol. tom. v.

part. 2. p. 352. lib. xvi. cap. 4.

e Salvo enim Filio, recte unicum

Deum potest determinasse, cujus est

Filius. Non enim desinit esse qui

habet Filium ipse unicus, suo scilicet

nomine, quotiens sine Filio nominatur.

Sine Filio autem nominatur cum prin

cipaliter determinatur ut prima per

sona, quae ante Filii nomen erat propo

menda, quia pater ante cognoscitur, et

post patrem filius nominatur. Tertull.

contr. Prair. cap. 18.

f Sermon WI. p. 122 of this vol.

& Leo Allatius's Notes upon Me

thodius, p. 102. in Fabricius's second

volume of Hippolytus.

h Serm. II. p. 51, 52, &c. of this vol.
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easy to answer, that one God there is taken personally: 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. Nevertheless, 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 shewn that the

Bishop's notion was diametrically opposite to yours. I have

set down his words abovei. As to Origen's way of solving the

Unity, it will be seen hereafter to be directly contrary to yours;

as are also the Ante-Nicene Fathers in general, as will be seen

presently. 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 Eusebius. 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 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 shews that he must

be God also. The strength of his argument lies only in the con

junction and: there are but two constructions of it; either

thus, Know thee, and also know Jesus Christ, (according to

which there is nothing like an argument, at least not according

to Novatian,) or else thus, Thee the only true God, and also

Jesus Christ. Thus indeed the text does afford an argument

of Christ's being God, and only God too. For it comes to this,

tus tradidit, sed Deo junait, ut et

Deum per hane conjunctionem, sic

ut est, intelligi vellet. Est ergo cre

* Page 417.

k Si* se etiam Deum in

telligi, cur addidit, et, quem misisti

dendum inJesum Christum, nisi quoniam et

Deum accipi voluit: quoniam si se

Deum nollet intelligi, addidisset, et

quem misisti hominem Jesum Chris

tum; nunc autem neque addidit, nec

se hominem nobistantummodo Chris

ominum, unum verum

Deum, et in eum quem misit Jesum

Christum consequenter: qui se ne

quaquam patri, ut diximus, junxisset,

nisi Deum quoque intelligi vellet.

Novat. cap. 14.
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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 Athanasiusm and Austinn. Where

fore I do not see that I have at all misrepresented the sense of

Novatian. What you further pretend from other parts of his

treatise is by no means made out: all being easily reconciled

upon the foot of the Son's subordination as a Son, or his volun

tary condescensions, without the least diminution of his supreme

authority, naturally and essentially adhering to him. But No

vatian 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 further, that even the Post-Nicene

writers referred the title of 6 udvos &Amöivös Osós, 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 rôv Advov &Amówöv Geov, in John xvii. 3.

| “Ut cognoscant te solum verum or no weight. But so far as I re

“Deum,et quem misisti Jesum Chris

“tum;” conjunctione illa Patrem

utique copulavit et Filium, ut Chris

tum verum Deum a majestate Patris

nemo secernat: nunquam enim con

junctio separat. Ambr. de Fid. lib. v.

cap. 1. Compare Hilary, p. 815.

m Athanas. Orat. iii. p. 558.

m “Et quem misisti Jesum Chris

“tum.” 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.

etavius remarks, that Novatian's

was the same with St Austin's. Petap.

de Trin. lib. ii. cap. 4.

o I think it not worth while to

search particularly for a thing of little

member, the title of only true God

is very often applied by the Post-Ni

cene writers to all the Persons to

gether; though perhaps rarely to any

single Person, except the Father.

Two instances of the latter may here

suffice.

“O yap rod esot Aéyos uévos eeds

d'Amé)s, 8tó kai uovoyev)s 8tá rà uávos

elva, eeds &s 6 marijp. Athanas. in

Psal. Nov. 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 with

out the article are as full and expres

sive of the Catholic sense of the Son's

divinity as possible.
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of the Father only, is true; but you are prodigiously out in your

account, when you pretend from the same Epiphanius, that

6 &Amöivös Qeos, the true God, in 1 John v. 20, “ was in his

“time universally understood of the Father.” Athanasius

quotes the words seven times; constantly understanding them of

God the Son: Basil applies them in the same mannerP. So also

do Ambrose, Jerome, 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 John 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 “Epi

“phanius was utterly a stranger to the Athanasian exposition":”

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 Oeos, but áAmóivös 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 cerus, et vita atterna.

Hilary" for one: and probably Faustinus, though the present

editions have Deus: and there is a Latin treatise among the

supposititious pieces ascribed to Athanasiuss, which reads the

text the same way. The author, probably, 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 all, and in you all ”

P See the places referred to, Serm. r Hilarius, p. 908. ed. Bened.

VI. vol. ii. p. ;3. * Athanasii Opera Suppos. p. 608.

* Whiston's Reply to Lord Not. ed. Bened.

tingham, p. 35. Append. p. 47.
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a passage which, I said, had by the ancients been generally under

stood of the whole Trinity. Upon which you say, “a man must

“ have a strange opinion of the ancients, who can think so.”

Your reason 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 absurdity in

afterwards mentioning and summing up the three Persons in the

one God, under a threefold consideration of above all, through all,

and in all. But we are not now inquiring into the sense of the

text, but into the sentiments of the ancients upon it, whose tes

timonies I have now given in one view in the margint. As

to Irenaeus, you deny that he understands the text of the

Trinity; referring to Dr. Clarke's Reply to Mr. Nelson, p. 71. In

return for which I refer to “True Scripture Doctrine continued,”

p. 67, io9. Nor is there any thing more absurd in this con

struction of Irenaeus, than there is in his often reckoning the

Son and Holy Ghost to the Father, as being 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; 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 Persons,

either in a more restrained, or more enlarged signification: it is

fact that they did so, as will be seen presently.

You proceed to Hippolytus, and speak of his spuriousness 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;',

Eiseeds év rà ékkAmoria knpürreras,

6 €ri Tävrov, Kai Suá têvrov, kai év tra

oruv' émi rāvrov pièv &s trarip, Ös dpx)

kai myſ), 8ta tävrov & 8tä row A&yov,

év traoru 8é £v ré, trueiſuari ré àyiq'.

Athanas. p. 676.

t 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 Verbum, et ipse est Caput

Ecclesiae: in omnibus autem nobis

Spiritus, &c. Iren. p. 315.

Oikovoula orvuſpovias ovváyeral sis

eva eeów, eis yápéorw 6 eeós. “O yāp

ke)\etov trarip, 6 8é ürrakočov viðs, rô

8è ovverišov dytov rvedua. ‘O &v warp

émi mávrov, 6 & vios 8a trávrov, rö 8&

ăylov rvedua iv traoru. d’AAaos re éva

Geów vouloral pº 8vváue6a, Čáv plm &v

ros trarpi kai vić, kal dyiq wrveiſuari

triorreóorouev. ippol. contr. Noët.

p. 16.

Diversitas autem praepositionum, in

quibus dicitur; “unus Deus, et Pater

“omnium, qui super omnes, et per

“omnes, et in omnibus,” diversam

intelligentiam sapit. Super omnes

enim Test Deus Pater, quia Auctor

est omnium. Per omnes Filius, quia

cuncta transcurrit,vaditgue per omnia.

In omnibus Spiritus Sanctus, quia ni

hil absºlue eo est. Hieron. in locum,

tom. iv. part. I. p. 362.
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though I think he is clearly for me, and that the Father who

gives orders, the Son who eaecutes, 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", as well as Tertullianº 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 interpolations. “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 putting 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 shewing how the one God is considered in the several Persons

of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.

What you have further in page 40, 41. betrays either such

strange confusion of thought, or such a peculiar talent at mis

representing, 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 mediatorial 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 observe, 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.

u Tö 86 may rarip, dé of 8&vapus tull, contr. Praa., c. 2. ---

Aóyos. Hipp. p. 14. Pater tota substantia est; Filius

* Unus omnia, dum ex uno omnia, vero derivatio et portio totius. Ibid.

per substantiae scilicet unitatem. Ter- c. 9.
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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 decla

mation, 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 nothing like it;

as I before shewed, 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 page, you have thrown some metaphysical jargon in my

way, and of which you are so confident as to say, that unless 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 conduct in this controversy.

If you really think the received doctrine of the Trinity to be

absurd in itself, and therefore 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 shew,

that the notion itself is contradictory, and such as no Scripture

or Fathers can prove. This is really your meaning. 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 pre

supposed before we join issue upon Scripture and antiquity.

But to leave you to take your own way, however peculiar or

preposterous, let us examine a little into those marvellous subtil

ties, 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
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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 sub

stance being considered as Being, and yet all but one Being.

The Doctor however, and you, still resolve to hold to your con

clusion against the Trinity; and to seek for new premises, wher

ever you can find or make them. After some deliberation, 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 identical

ness of will, or identicalness of wisdom ; or, to say all in a word,

identicalness 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 further than before. There is the same rule for life, and

for every thing else you can invent, 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

extremity.

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; and believing the thing to be

fact, they have, according to the best of their judgment, resolved

y Propter unam eandemgue natu- nus Deus noster. August. Epist. x. ad

ram, atque, inseparabilem vitam, ipsa Maw. p. 609.

Trinitas—intelligitur unus Domi

WATERLAND, VOL. II. F f
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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 mentioned.

This account appears as probable as any ; neither perhaps can

human wit invent anything 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. If 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

understood better, than God himself does, what one God is; or

as ifphilosophy were to direct what shall or shall not be Tritheism.

Jews, and Pagans, and Heretics of several denominations, have

often charged the Christian and Catholic doctrine of the Trinity

with Tritheism. The Fathers of the Church have as constantly

denied the charge; giving 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 further inquiry into the nature of that Unity; unless

the adversary can shew (which is impossible) that no Unity

whatever can be sufficient to make more Persons 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 reasonable and natural con

struction) has given us for such.

But it is high time now to come to antiquity; which has been

so long staved off, and yet must make a great part of our dis

course 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 accounting

for the texts relating to the Unity, declared their judgment, that

idols only, or other Gods, are thereby excluded, and not God

the Son.

I cited Irenaeus for this purpose, where he says, that the holy
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Scriptures declare, that the alone God, excluding others, made

all things by his Wordz. 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 further, 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 Fatherb.” This writer could never believe,

that the ea clusive 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.” 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 gloryd, &c.” What a stranger must

Clemens have been to your novel divinity, whereby you would

exclude the Son from being one God with the Fatherſ

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.

* Universae Scripturae—unum et

solum Deum, ad excludendos alios,

praedicent omnia fecisse per verbum

suum, &c. Iren. lib. ii. cap. 27. p. 155.

* Si enim existens in Patre cog

moscit, hunc in quo est, hoc est semet

ipsum, non ignoret. Iren. ; I39.

Fecit ea per semetipsum, hoc est per

Verbum et Sapientiam suam. p. 163.

Fecit ea per semetipsum : hoc est

per Verbum et Sapientiam suam. Adest

enim ei semperº: et Sapientia,

Filius et Spiritus, per quos et in qui

bus omnia libere et sponte fecit. p.

25;
'Amečeiðaplew Hövov 8é elval

réAetov rôv rarépa rôv 6\ov' év airó

yāp 6 viðs, kai év tá vić 6 marijp.

Clem. Alex. p. 129.

• Aërës Advos &v eeds, kai 8traids

éorru 6 airós kai pudvos— ka86 piev

trarijp voeira, dyadès &v airó uávov 6

éorriv kéx\mrat āyaôós, ka80 88 viðs, &v

6 A&yos airot, €v rá, tarpi éart, 8ikatos

trpoorayopeteral, ék ris Trpès àA\ma

oxéorews. Clem. Alex. p. 14o.

d Oś8eis dyadès et u) 6 trarijp atroë

karaqpavés to róvorvpurávrov Geów

éva uévow elva, dyadov, bikatov, &mu;

ovpyöv, viðv év warpi, º, # 86&a &c.

Clem. Aler. p. 142.

e Seemy Defence, vol. i. p.288,289.

Itaque praeter semetipsum non esse

alium Deum; hoc propter idololatriam

F f 2
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2. That the ancients always declared against admitting another

God, and denied constantly that the Son was another God.

Justin M. in his Dialogue with Tryphof, declares, that there

never was nor will be (àAAos Oeos) another God besides the

Maker of the universe. And in a fragment cited by Irenaeus,

he says, he could not have given credit even to our Lord him

self, had he preached up any other God (&AAov Oeov) besides the

Creator g.

Irenaeus is very express to the same purpose in more places

than one, declaring against admitting another God h. 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 Fatherk.”

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 Celsusm; the charge of worshipping

&AAov (Oeov), another God, besides the one supreme God. Now,

tam nationum quam Israelis ; etiam

propter hareticos, qui sicut nationes

manibus, ita et ipsi verbis idola fabri

cantur, id est, alium Deum, et alium

Christum. Tert. contr. Praw. cap. 18.

f Just. M. Dial. p. 34. ed. Jeb.

See this explained at large in my Reply

to Dr. Whitby, IX. 1. &c. p. 235 of

this volume.

& Just. M. Fragm. p. 408. ed. Jeb.

* Alterum Deum, praeter eum qui

est, non requiremus. Iren. p. 156.

Alterum Deum minime possitis os

tendere, p. 157.

Nec tunc quidem oportuit alterum

Deum annuntiari, p. 233.

Non ergo alius erat qui cogno

scebatur, et alius qui dicebat, memo

cognoscit Patrem, sed unus et idem,

omnia subjiciente ei Patre, et ab om

nibus accipiens testimonium, quoniam

vere homo, et vere Deus, &c., p. 235.

Wid. Massuet. Dissert. Prav. p. 131.

k Unus Deus, Pater, et alius absque

eo non est: quod ipse inferens, non

Filium negat, sed alium Deum. Cae

terum alius a Patre Filius non est.

Tert. contr. Praz. cap. 18.

! 'Ekeivos 8é moxNoës #pas 8.8dorkov

oré8ew 6eois, 6eów uſi\\ov dºeixev–

Aéyew Baorixeiav, frep eeoo. Orig.

contr. Cels. p. 385.

m El Hév 8) uměčva ÖAov £6epá

Trevov oſſrot r}\}v čva esov, fiv du ris

aúroſs toros Tpós rols àAAous drew's

Aóyos' vuvi 88, &c. Ibid.



QU. II. OF SOME QUERIES. 437

how does Origen answer it ! Plainly, by denying the fact, that

the Christians did worship &AAov, another, (i.e. God,) besides

the God of the universe. His reason is, because Father and

Son are onen. This was the only way he had to get off the

charge of worshipping another God, besides the Father, 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 Christ

ians 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 admonished 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 especially of so momentous importance.

He did not pretend that a subordinate God, purely because

subordinate, would not be another God, or would not make two

Gods: the Pagans, in that silly way, might have cleared them

selves of the charge of Polytheism ; as Origen well knew. He

did not pretend to say, that the Father only was God, because

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 standing 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 the same purpose, that

n Aexréov 8é kal trpès rooro, öri,

eitep vevońket 6 KéMoros rô, y& Kai 6

tratºp ºv doptev Kai Tà év sixfielpmuévov

inrö row viod rod Geoû v Tó, Ös éyò kai

ori v Čapev' oix àv jero juas kai

ãAAov 6eparewelv mapá rôv émi traoru

€eóv. N. B. After d\\ov must be

understood Geóv : for Origen could

not pretend to say, that the Christians

worshipped no other Person, besides

the Father, (when immediately after

he owns, that they worshipped both

Father and Son,) but only that they

worshipped 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 2 Iste alterest ?

Respondit: Non; sed ipse quem et

ipsipaulo ante confessi sunt. Ruinart.

Act. Martyr. p. 144.



438 A SECOND DEFENCE QU. ii.

they as constantly denied two Gods, or three Gods: as may

appear from many testimonies: which being well known, I shall

only refer to one or two in the margin". Nay, it was a prin

ciple so fixed and riveted in the heart of every pious Christian,

that they would rather have died than have ever admitted

Gods, or Lords; as is plainly intimated by Tertullian 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 de

plorable 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, consistently 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 shew this plainly by clear and ex

press 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", and elsewhere : and therefore

shall sometimes content myself with references. Let us take the

authors in order of time, fixing also the time of their writing,

according to the latest and best accounts.

A. D. 145. JUSTIN 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 ad

mitting the worship of all the three Persons: which is implicitly

o El 8é obv 6 Aéyos mpès rêvesov,

eeós &v, riotºv phorelev div ris 800 Aéyetv

6éoùs; 800 puèv oëx épô 6eois, d\A' |

eva, trpóorotra 8: 8to &c. º contr.

Noët. p.15. Wid. Epist. Synod. Antioch.

contr. Samosat. Labbé tom. i. p. 845.

P Caeterum si conscientia nostra,

}. scimus Dei nomen et Domini, et

atri, et Filio, et Spiritui Sancto con

venire, 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. Praw. cap. 13.

‘i See my Sermons, p. 178, &c. of

this volume.
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including all the three in the alone God. (The pretence of in

ferior 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 abover.

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. LUCLAN, a pagan writer.

The famous testimony out of Lucian's Dialogue, inscribed

qº@tarpus, 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 Sermons,

whether Lucian was the author of the Dialogue; but all agree,

that it was either Lucian himself, or a contemporary, if not a

more ancient writert; which serves our purpose as well.

A. D. 177. ATHENAGORAs.

I produced also, in my Sermonsu, this ancient and excellent

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. 289, 290. but referring the reader thither,

shall proceed to answer your objections. You begin with lessen

ing the credit of the author, (p. 105,) as being “full of very

“obscure notions;” a character 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 directly condemned by Justin Martyr, and even by

“Athanasius 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

* See my Answer to Dr. Whitby, Fabricius Bibl. Graec. lib. iv. cap. 16.

IX.1, &c. p. 2 ; of this volume. p. 504. and Le Moyne, Varia Sacr.

* Sermon§ I. p. 178, &c. of this vol. ii. p. 187.

volume. * Serm. VIII, p. 178 of this vol.

* Vid. Bull. Def. F. p. 73. Jud. 32. * Justin. M. Dial. p. 102,372. Jeb.
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Persons, but a real distinction of order; ; 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

Spirit; 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 āTóppowa, and the doctrine

of emanation, it was neither simply approved nor condemned in

the Christian Church, but according as it was understood; just

as tºpogoN), or prolatio, was condemned by Irenaeus and Tertullian

in one sense, admitted in another: and as the notion of a A&yos

évôté0eros, or Tpoqopukös, was either approved or condemned, ac

cording to its various construction and acceptation; as I have

remarked in my first Sermon”. You find fault with my con

struction of woodplew yap kai viðv toû Oeoč. 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 immedi

ately preceding. Athenagoras having declared, that the Christ

ians could not be atheists, because they acknowledged one God,

who had made, adorned, and preserved the universe by his Logos,

or Word, immediately adds, vootpaev yāp kai viðv rod Oeoč, re

ferring to the Adyos 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 further proved from Athenagoras's

joining (when he is again answering the charge of atheism)

, Adye Şeônutoſpynrai, kai ré Tap
avrov Twevuart ovvexerau ra travra.

Athen. p. 28.

2vváðet 8é TóAóyº kai Tô Tpoºnruków

Trvetpia kai to kai airó rô évepyotiv

roſs expovovortirpoºpmrukåsåylovirvéºpa

dréppowavelva papev row esot, drop

péov, kai étravaqepôuevov &s drriva

#Atov, p. 40. Aeukvövtas airów kai rāv

év til evåget, 8twapuv, kai riv čv rh

tašev Švaipeou, p. 40. Vid. p. 46, 96.

* Serm. I. p. 32, 33 of this volume.

* 'Yq' of yeyevnrai to Tāv Štá toº

airod X6yov, kai 8takekôopinrat, Kai

avyxpareſtat, €eov &yovres iravös plot

8éðeukral' voodpev Yap kai viðv too

Geoû, &c.

b 'Evês duros toū Tarpès kai too

viod’ dyros 3& roſ, viot, €v warpi, kal

warpès ev vić, Švármri, kai 8vváplet

Tveiſuaros, p. 38.
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Father and Son together: and as before he had the phrase of

©eów &yovres, speaking of the Father singly, now he applies the

same phrase to both".

4. I further vindicated this construction, in my Defence, vol. i.

p. 290, by parallel expressions of Athanasius and Tertullian :

wherefore, I conceive, it may still stand.

But, though you seem to allow that Athenagoras comprehends

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 äiówos, eternal.” But

if Reason or Wisdom be only a different name of the same

Person, the Person of the Son, considered in different circum

stances, and at different times, (as Bishop Bull has fully demon

strated,) then the Son is dióws according to this writer. “On

“the contrary,” you say, “that Athenagoras expressly affirms

“the unbegotten God alone to be eternal.” But the reading

there should be āyévntos with single v, as I shall shew 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, nothing but an attribute.

I hope you do not expect an answer to these pretences, so long

as Bishop Bull's confutation of them stands untouched. The

English reader may see what is sufficient on that head, in my

Defencee and Sermons'. Bishop Bull, you say, acknowledges

Athenagoras 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", that Athenagoras meant that the relation

° Otºk Čorney &éeot, Geós àyovres róv

mounty tow8e too travròs, kai rov trap'

airoo A&yov' Geov not 6eoûs.

“We are not atheists, inasmuch as

“we receive the Maker of the world

“ as God, and also his Word.”

" "Qore rôv Aéyovra dyévnrov, kai

travrokpáropa röv trarépa, voev čv Tó

dysvärp, kai ré, tavrokpáropi, kai tow

toūrou Aéyov kai gopiav, # ris éotiv 6

viós. Athanas. Decret. Syn. Nic. p. 236.

Où yāp to Övoua toûto trapatpel Tºv

roo A&yov quoru, où8é TéXu rô dyévntov

Tpès rêv viðv čxel rô a muavóplewov,

dAAá Tpós rā Śwa toû viot yewópeva.

Ibid. p. 235.

e Defence, vol. i. p. 360, &c.

f Sermon VII. p. 15o, of this vol.

g Ita ut Filius Dei intelligatur ver

bum Patris, quod nempe se habeat ad
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of thought to mind resembles the relation of the Son to the

Father in several respects, which he there mentions. I have

said the same thing, and explained the resemblance at large

elsewhereh. 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 funda

“mental points.” I must give you the hearing in things more

trifling than these; so let us inquire what they are.

I. 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 ? But I assert eternal generation, which Athenagoras

does not: there, I suppose, is the main difference. Yet Athena

goras acknowledges the Adyos 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 difference lies only in

words, as I before intimated in my Defencei.

2. You say, that Athenagoras's notion “never supposes two

“Persons of equally supreme authority and worship, but as

“cribes 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 supreme authority (properly so

called) or from supreme worship 2 Athenagoras indeed is express,

that there is a difference of order among the divine Persons:

but where do you find a difference of dominion or worship f 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 emperors Marcus

Antoninus, and his son Lucius Commodus, styles them both

equally uéyworrow Airokparópov, which I might translate supreme

Rulers. And he observes, that all things were under their

common rule and dominionk; and from thence draws his com

Patrem, ut ad mentem humanam ver- * Sermons, p. 31, &c. of this vol.

bum ejus interius, quod et Spirituale Defence, vol. i. p. 365, &c.

est, minimeque per se cadit in sensus; * Aeñorouat 8é üuðv, uéyworrow Atro

et in mente, unde procedit, manet, nec xparópov, "pö roo A&yov, d\móeſs trape

ab ea sejungitur, &c. Bull, p. 203. xopévº rows Aoytoplots ovyyvövat
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parison for the illustration of the one common rule and govern

ment of God the Father and the Son; to whom, as being

inseparable, all things are subject. Is this making the Father

alone supreme Governor: Or is it likely that a Creator and

creature should be thus familiar, and rule all things equally and

in common 2 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 referred. The dominion, the au

thority is equal, is supreme in all: only in the Father primarily,

in the other two derivatively; the same thing under a different

order and manner. After you had endeavoured to puzzle and

perplex Athenagoras, you go on (p. 1 Io.) 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 in a more proper

place, under Query VIII, which you have often robbed to fill

up this.

A. D. 187. IRENAEUs.

Irenaeus is the next author cited to prove that “the Father

“ and the Son are one God.” He asserts it in sense, and in

directly many ways; some of which have been hinted above;

see also my Sermons'. He does it also in terms more than

oncem. I must now attend your exceptions to the evidence.

*xotre d'p' éavröv kai rºw émovpdvtov Qui igitur a prophetis adorabatur

Baorºetav čeráčeuv' &s yúp waiv, trarpi

kai vić travra keyeiporal, àvo6ev rºw

Baorºstav sixmpáort—obros évi ré Be@

kai rº trap' airoi, A&yº við voovuévº

dueptorº, Trávra intoréraxral. p. 64.

“Before I enter upon discourse, I

“beseech you, O ye greatest of Em

“ perors, to bear with me, while I offer

“true reasonings—From your own

“selves you may form a notion of the

“heavenly empire. For like asallthings

“are in subjection to you, being Father

“ and Son, (having received your em

“pire from above,) so also to the one

“God and to the Word who is with

“him, considered as a Son insepa

“rable, are all things subject.” Wide

Le Moyne, War. Sacr. Not. et Observ.

p. 169.

! Serm. VIII. p. 179, &c. of this vol.

m Ita ut is, qui omnia fecerit, cum

Verbo suo juste dicatur Deus et Do

minus solus. Iren. p. 183.

Deus vivus, hic est vivorum Deus, et

Verbum ejus, }. et loquutus est

Moysi &c.—Ipse igitur Christus

cum Patre vivorum est Deus, qui

loquutus est Moysi, &c. p. 232.

ropter hoc manifestissime Domi

nus ostendit se et Patrem quidem suis

discipulis, nescilicet quaererentalterum

Deum praeter eum qui plasmaverit ho

minem. p. 311.

Quoniam autem in ventre plasmat

nos 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

“ therefore himself, with the Father,

“is the God of the living that spake

“ to Moses.

“For this reason our Lord mani
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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 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 shew 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 therefore 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 oióets' will you therefore

plead that he is included in the Person of the Son, and that both

are one Person & 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 subject 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 ea clusive 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 repeating 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 shewn

that all ministration is inconsistent 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

answered in my Sermons n, and shewn it to be, as understood

by the ancients, directly opposite to your principles. You are

next labouring to take off the force of what I had pleaded in

“fested both himself and the Father “formed man—The Word of God

“to his disciples, that they might not “forms us in the womb, &c.”

“look for any other God but him that n Serm. II. p.63, &c. of this vol.
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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 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 semetipsum, 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 misconstrue his next immediate words: he

“ produced,” you say, “the substance of the creatures from him

“self, i.e. from his own original underived power.” But himself

means there, the Son and Spirit; as is plain from evenplum fac

torum; (which you took care to leave out:) God the Son being

the eremplar by which things were formed P. And Tertullian may

serve to explain Irenaeus's meaning in the other articleq.

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 “re

“ceives 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 2 We are not in

quiring whence the Son's power or dominion is, but what it is ;

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 incarnate.” 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.

° Ipse est qui per semetipsum con

stituit, et elegit, et adornavit, et conti

net 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.

Wid. Bull. D. F. p. 87.

Ad quos et loquitur dicens, “Fa

“ciamus hominem ad imaginem et

“similitudinem nostram ;” ipse a

semetipso substantiam creaturarum, et

exemplum factorum, et figuram in

mundo ornamentorum accipiens. Ibid.

p. 253: -

PVid. Iren, lib. v. cap. 16. p. 313.

comp. p. 163, and Clem. Alex. p. 78.

‘i Si necessaria est Deo materia ad

opera mundi, ut Hermogenes existi

mavit, habuit Deus materiam longe

digniorem Sophiam suam scilicet

Quis non hanc potius omnium

fontem et originem commendet, mate

riam vero materiarum—quali Deus

potuit eguisse, sui magis quam alieni

egens Tertull, contr. Hermogen.

cap. 18.
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xv. 28.) But what strange thing are you here discovering, that

Christ became 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 immediately to govern them.

In like manner, Christ who was Lord of all men in right of crea

tion, 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 argu

ment 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 and authority is common to both, yet it is

primarily considered 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 further observe

to you, that though Irenaeus sometimes represents the power

and authority of the Son as descending 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

tv' &ormep 8' airod rå mävra yéyovey,

oùros év air? rā travra dvakauvuorónvas

8vvmóñ. Athan. vol. i. p. IO-4.

* See my Sermons, p. 114, &c. of

this volume.

s No one ever better understood

this matter than the great Athanasius,

who wrote a tract on purpose to shew

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 accord

ingly took flesh upon him, and

wrought their redemption for them.

IIávra öéôokev čv rà Xelpi atroë—

Eusebius's account of the same

thing is not much different.

‘O uév eeds éðiðov, kai Tape&tbov

éri BeNridores, kal & peºeia ola Žorºps

kai idrpº, kai kvěepvirm rôv 6\ov, &c.

Euseb. de Eccl. Theolog. lib. i. cap.

19. p. 88.

t Uti sicut in supercaelestibus, et

spiritalibus, et invisibilibus, princeps

est Verbum Dei; sic et in visibilibus,

et corporalibus, principatum habeat,

in semetipsum principatum assumens,

et apponensº caput Eccle

siae, universa attrahat ad semetipsum

apto in tempore. Iren. lib. iii. cap.

16. p. 206.
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himself from the dead, and sometimes to have been raised by the

Father: for what one does both do, diversely considered as to the

order and manner of acting.

I had cited a plain passageu 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 immediately, 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 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 shew 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 shewn, 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 pas

sages, (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 ab

solute sense, or that he was another God. What can you do

with such a man as Irenaeus, all the way contrary to your prin

"Nunquam neque Prophetae neque- solute Deum nominassent aliquando,

Apostoli alium Deum nominaverunt misi esset vere Deus, p. 18o.

vel Dominum appellaverunt praeter

verum et solum Deum. Multo magis

ipse Dominus, qui et Caesari quidem

quae Caesaris sunt reddi jubet, et quae

Dei sunt Deo. Iren. p. 182.

- Nº. igitur Dominus, neque Spi

ritus Sanctus, neque Apostoli eum,

quinon esset Deus, definitive et ab

Compare the following words: .

Utrosque Dei appellatione signavit

Spiritus, et eum, qui ungitur, Filium,

et eum, qui ungit, Patrem, p. 180.

× See above. -

y Dei Verbum, imo magis ipse

Deus. Iren. p. 132.
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ciples, directly for mine? He styles the Father only God, in op

position 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 sur

prised, to find me quoting another passage of Irenaeusz to the

same purpose as before. It is where he 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 shews that he is speaking

of such a kind of remission, by inherent power and right,

as is proper to God alone a ; otherwise there is no sense in

the argument.

“men ; it is manifest that he was thez Peccata igitur remittens, homi

nem quidem curavit, semetipsum

autem manifeste ostendit quis esset.

Sienim memo potest remittere peccata

nisi solus Deus, remittebat autem hac

Dominus, et curabat homines; mani

festum est quoniam ipse erat Verbum

Dei. Filius hominis factus, a Patre

potestatem remissionis peccatorum

accipiens, quoniam homo et quoniam

Deus: ut quomodo homo compassus

est nobis, tanquam Deus misereatur

nostri, et remittat nobis debita nostra,

quae factori nostro debemus Deo.

Iren. p. 314.

“Remitting sins, he healed the man,

“ and at the same time plainly shewed

“who himself was. For if none can

“forgive sins, but God alone, and yet

“our Lord forgave sins, and healed

“ 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.”

a Bene igitur Verbum ejus ad homi

nem dicit, “Remittuntur tibi pecca

“ta;” idemille in quempeccaveramus

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 ex hujus

modi. Quomodo enim bonus, qui

non ex suis donat Aut quomodo
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You here (p. 101.) take notice of another passage of Irenaeus,

which I incidentally brought in (p. 306. 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 pretend, that

Irenaeus, in “numberless other passages, expressly asserts the

“superiority of the Father to the Son.” I deny that he ever

does it, so much as in any single passage, in your sense of

superiority. Nay, to see how consonant to himself Irenaeus is, I

will shew you wheree 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.

“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 con

clusion from them is evident. We see then, that Irenaeus does

not only lay down the general maxim, that whoever is God,

justus, qui aliena rapit? Quomodo

autem were remissa sunt peccata, nisi

ille ipse in quem peccavimus donavit

remissionem? Iren. p.313. Vid. Grab.

in Bull. D. F. p. 85. -

“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, Thy 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 su

wATERLAND, vol. 11.

periorem, et sub alterius potestate est,

ic neque Deus, neque Rex magnus

dici potest. Iren. p. 229.

e Is qui de rubo loquutus est

Moysi, et manifestavit se esse Deum

Patrum, hic est viventium I)eus.

Quis enim est vivorum Deus, nisi qui

est Deus super quem alius non est

Deus? Quiigitur adorabatur Deus

rivus, hic est vivorum Deus, et Ver

bum ejus, qui loduutus est Moysi, qui

et Sadducatos redarguit, &c. Ipse

igitur Christus cum Patre vivorum

est Deus, quiloquutus 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 g
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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

turning Deus into Greek, making it 6 Oeos, which will not do,

because it is frequent with Irenaeus to give the Son the title of

& ©eósd. And if he did not, yet he never appears to lay any

such stress upon an article. Nor will the occasion of Irenaeus's

maxim at all serve you. For though the discourse there is of

God the Father, yet his reasoning, whereby he proves that the

Person, there styled á Oeos, 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 eacecuted. What then :

I answered this abovee. 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 consequence: 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, portare 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

further, that “he washed his disciples' feet.” But see Bishop

Bull, who had fully answered these pretences, before you pro

duced them. You further 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 thingsf.” But I am weary of

* Vid. Iren. p. 21 1, 215, 271. ed.Bened. p 5, 27

* See also Bull. D. F. p. 80.

f Mundi enim Factor vere Verbum

Dei est—et secundum invisibili

tatem continet, quae facta sunt omnia.

Lib. v. cap. 18. p. 315.

“The#.§§ is really Maker

“ of the world and in respect of

“his invisibility, (or invisible, na

“ture,) contains all things which are

made.” -
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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 Spirits, at the same time speaking of their ministration (not

subjection) to the Father: which may be sufficient to shew 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, where

in 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 Godh;” and where he addresses both as one

Lord, 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 admit 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 dis

ingenuous your claim to the ancients is, in comparison 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 consideration,

had changed his mind, or that some parts of his works are more

& Ministrat enim ei ad omnia sua

rogenies, et figuratio sua, id est, Fi

ius, et Spiritus Sanctus, Verbum et

Sapientia; quibus serviunt, et sub

jecti sunt omnes angeli. Iren. p. 236.

Comp. p. 183.
gº #: own offspring, and figure,

“ that is, the Son and Holy Ghost, the

“Word, and Wisdom, to whom all

“the angels are subject, and do obei

“ sance, minister to him (the Father)

“in all things.”

h"Evyāp duqa, 6 eeds. Clem. Alea’.

P. I35.

Yiè kal marijp, Av duqa Küpte.

p. 3II.

* Clem. Alex. p. 311.

| Sermons, p. 180 of this volume.

G g 2
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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 equalized 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 dominion of the Father,

and a subjection of the Son: for the Son is here said to be

equalized, that is, proclaimed equal to the Lord of the whole

universe. You say, equalized insplies an evaltation, a delegation,

&c. Ridiculous. Can any thing or person be made equal to

God the Father, earalled to a parity with him : But a person

may be proclaimed equal; which is only shewing 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 Sonn, 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 eonsistent 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 nature; which alone could

be any sufficient reason or foundation 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 elsewhere

gives, why the Father and Son

m 'O 6eſos Aóyos, 6 qavepāraros

&vros ee's, 6 Tó àegºtárm Tów 6\ov

§§toroflets' 3rt ºv viºs atroń, kal 6 Aéyos

#v ću Tô Đeº. p. 86. Adm. ad Gent.

Vid. Bull. D. F. p. 88. Anim. in

Gilb. Clerke, p. 101.o.

* Yiós toū vow yuñortos, 66elos A&yos,

‘patós dpxérvitov ºpæs. Clem. Admon.

. 78.
p fº, Aóyov réAetov čk teNetov påvra

Tarpº's. Padag. p. 113.

* Compare the following passages

are the one God, 6 Oeos, abso

of Clemens, explanatory of the phrase

ev tº eeg.

*d toº ueyá\ov eeoo & toº rexelov

trauðtov viðs év trarpi kai trarip v vić.

Pard. lib. i. cap. 5. p. 112.

Töv cropºrávroveev čva udvow elval,

dyatºv, Sikatov, Šmutovpyöv, viðv év

trarpi. Paedag. lib. i. cap. 8. p. 142.

*Evyāpāujo, ö eeós' 3rt strew, ºv

dpx; 6 Aéyosºv čv Tó eeó, kalee's ºv

6 Nóyos. Clem. Alea’, p. 135.
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lutely 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 ap

prized of your unrighteous method of citing authors. “Being

“with utmost 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". But you are as unfortunate in this place

as in the other; misconstruing the words, and perverting the

sense; as I have elsewherer shewn. Ilavrokparopuré, 0eXīuart

signifies by his own sorereign, all-containing will. That there is

no impropriety in applying the epithet Tavrokparopukös to will,

I proved by parallel instances from other authors; and shall

now add one more of the like kind". 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 parallel passages I alleged,

do not signify that God is omnipresent or omniscient by his will,

but by “his active governing wisdom.” Be it so: then let the

same answer 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 6eXīuart, more than other authors, who have likewise used

the phrase of all-containing will, as well as Clemens ! The Doc

tor's fanciful speculations against the phrase (Script. Doctrine,

p.294.) are of as much weight against the phrase in other authors,

P Táxtorta 8: els mévras dwópótous r Defence, vol. i. p. 338. Sermons,

8waôoðels, 6arrow #Atov č atrºs dwaret- p. 16o of this volume.

Aas rºstratpukňs BovXhoreos, flºorra juiv * Too 6etov kai mavrokparoptkod kai

émé\apºre rôv eedv. Clem. p. 86. d\ºrov ris dyadármros airns poros.

a Töv köptov’Ingolºv, röv ré, travro- Pseudo Dionys. Areop. de Divin.

Kparopuré 6exãuart éttarotrow riis kap- Nomin, cap. x. p. 829.

8tas #16v. p. 611.



454 A SECOND DEFENCE Qu. II.

as in Clemens; that is, of no weight at all, but to shew the folly

of interpreting phrases by speculation and fancy, instead of look

ing 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 6éAmua travrokpatoptróv’ which

is true; but it does not there signify the same as tarpuköv 6éAmua,

but all-containing wisdom, or will again; as is plain from the

very place itself, where Clemens also styles him búvapus Taykparis,

all-containing powert. And it is the very reason given by Clemens,

why he may be known to all, even to those that have not acknow

ledged him; he is Taykparis, and tavrokparopuros, present to all,

or containing all. Had Clemens intended your sense, he would

rather have expressed it by tarpukº 6eXīuart, as usual"; or

6eXjuari toſ, Tarpès x, or the like. Nor can you give any instance

out of Clemens, of travtokpatopuros, but where it either must, or

however may, bear the sense I have given. The phrase Tavro

Kparopirov BoćAmua (p. 857.) comes the nearest to the other. But

it is there manifest, from the context, that it ought to be inter

preted in the same way as I have construed 6éAmua travrokparo

puków. I much question whether travrokparopuros is ever used for

toū Tavrokpáropos, 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

solutions y : which is a very unfair way of protracting a con

troversy. -

As to second cause, you do not meet with it in Clemens; bet

Tepos airwos” signifies no more than secondary causer, tášev Šećrepos,

second in order in causal operations. Besides 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.

* 20%ia 86 kai xpmarórms pavepo- * Vid. Clein. p. 99, 150. Comp.

rárm rot, €eov, Šuvapus re traykparis, p. 86, 125.

kai rā āvri 6eia' oë8ë rois pº) époxo- * Vid. Clem. p. 156, 71o.

yotorw draravömros, 6éAmua travrokpa- y Vid. Bull. Def. F. p. 9o.

ropuzóv. Clem. p. 647. * Clem. Alex. p. 710.
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You next cite Clemens for styling the Father uávov čvros

Osov, and introducing the Son as joining in hymns of praise to

him. As to puðvos, 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 juros Osós, truly God,

with Clemens, very frequently a, but even uévos Osos, only Godb,

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 ecclusive terms are to be strained

no further than they are intended in opposition to such or such

things. As to the Son's joining in hymns of praise, you should

have told your reader, that he is supposed by Clemens, in that

very place, to do it as in capacity of High-Priests. 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 IIporáxturros 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 ago 5.

It is an allusion to Proverbs viii. 22. where Wisdom is said to

have been created, that is, appointed head over the works of

God h; which I shall shew, 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 pretence about Photius and the

hypotyposes, hath been answered over and overi. However, it is

a mere fancy of yours, that Photius's censure upon the hypo

typoses was grounded upon a passage found in his Stromata. I

* Clem. Alex. p. 86,647,690.

b 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, & dyros Geós,

6 &v airós rà mºdvra, kai rā travra ö

airós, òrt airós eeds, 6 uévos eeds.

p. 150. Compare a passage of the

Stromata, l. 4. oi yiveral drekvås ev

&s év, où8é wox\& &s uépm 6 viðs, dAN'

dos trävra év, ºv6ev kai mávra.

• Clem. p. oo.

d Ibid. º§ -

* 'Apºpt rôv dyévvmrov (leg. dyevnrov)

kai dvdºeëpov, kai udvov čvros Geów,

avvvuvoovros huiv row eeoo Máyov. di

8tos of ros, "Imoroús eſs, à ºðas dpxte

pets esot re évôs, rod airoi, kai trarpès,

intep divěpátov etxeral, kai dvěpámous

éykeMečeral. Clem. Aler. p. 92, 93.

f Clem. p. 699.

g Bull. $. # p. 9o.

h Otros &mdvrov ráv dyadav, 6exh

part toº mavrokpáropos tarpīs, atrios 6

viðs kaðia rarat, irporoupyös kwhoeos

8övaus àAmºrros alo.6%ret. Clem. p. 833.

i Bull. Def. F. p. 91. Grabe, In

stances of Defects, p. 13, &c.
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have now said enough in vindication of Clemens; and he must

be a very orthodox writer indeed, when in so large a volume,

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.

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 authority) with a subordination of

“ authority and dominion.” 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 coordination 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 coordination, 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 declare 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 demand 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 coordination; every reader, I suppose,

may see whose is the inconsistency, yours or mine. Besides a

subordination of order, which is natural, I have also allowed a

subordination in office, which is economical. Is this also nothing

more than a “mere position and order of words?” True, it is not
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making the Father a sovereign over the Son as his natural sub

ject, 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 k produce 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

remind 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 probably 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 business.

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 I refer the reader. All I shall add is this;

that if Tertullian, as I have shewn 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 ea uno omnia". This might be illustrated from

* See my Sermons, p. 18.1, &c. of

this volume.

Pater et Filius et Spiritus, Tres

crediti, unum Deum sistunt. Tertull.

contr. Prar. c. 31.

| Quod de Deo profectum est Deus

est et Dei Filius, et unus (suppl. Deus)

ambo. Apol. c. xxi. p. 203.

m Bull. D. F. p. 95.

n Nourrii Apparat. ad Bibl. Max.

vol. ii. p. 1305.

° The like way of speaking obtained

among the Pagans, in respect of their

supreme Jupiter, father of the other

gods.

Jupiter omnipotens regum rerumque

deamque

Progenitor, genitrixque deam, Deus

unus et OmniS.

August. de C. D. lib. vii. cap. 9. p. 17o.
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the case of Abraham, considered as the father of many nations,

and containing, in a certain sense, all his descendants. Thus

was Abraham tota familia, and Levi only dericatio 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 suppose it as a probable conjec

ture, to be further inquired into, to make Tertullian appear the

more reasonable and consistent; who was certainly no downright

idiot, such as your representation would make of him. Allowing

such a supposition 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, considered 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 Per

son, barely considered as such, can be called the whole. But

consider the Father in capacity of Head, in the sense before in

timated, and then the notion is just, and has nothing absurd, or

strange in it. I may further 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 one9.

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 potes

tate: Filium quoque, ut individuum,

cum ipso ubique. Tamen in ipsa

occonomia, Pater voluit Filium in ter

ris haberi, se vero in caelis. Tertull.

adv. Prair. 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 cer

“tain that God is even in the abysses,

“ and present every where, but in vir

“tue and power; the Son also, as in

“dividual, (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.”

q 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

mº Sermo erat apud Deum, et

Deus erat Sermo, cui data est omnis

potestas in caelo et interra Omnem
enim dicens potestatem et Omnia

tradita in manu ejus, nullam excep
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You add, “by the Father's will " yes, and by his own too, for

both are the same, because their substance 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 substance of the Father:” and to shew that you

really believe 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, in two of

the places, very innocently to give us Marcion's tenet for Ter

tullian's own. And as to the third place, out of his book against

Praxeas, it is very wide of the purpose; 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 belows 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 subjection, such as you are aiming at, in full

and express termst. You add, “upon this disparity of the Son

“to the Father, (directly contrary to your motion of an equality

“in supreme authority,) as well as upon his notion of consubstan

“tiality, 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 authority is exactly the

same with mineu : 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,

tionem temporis permittit; quia omnia

non erunt, si non omnis temporis fu

erint. cap. 16.

* Quale est ut Deus divisionem et

dispersionem pati videatur in Filio et

Spiritu Sancto —tam consortibus

substantia Patris, &c.—Caeterum, qui

Filium non aliunde deduco, sed de

substantia Patris, nihil facientem sine

Patris voluntate, omnem a Patre con

secutum potestatem, &c. Adv. Praw.

cap. 3, 4.

* Angelorum—alienorum a sub

stantia Patris. Contr. Praw. cap. 3.

* Sophiam—non sibi subditam,

non statu diversam, &c. Tert. contr.

Hermog. cap. 18.

* Tres autem non statused gradu,

nec substantia sed forma, mec potes

tate sed specie: unius autem substan

tia, et unius status, et unius potestatis,

quia unus Deus. Contr. Praw. cap. 2.

Trinitas, unius divinitatis, Pater,

Filius, et Spiritus Sanctus. De Pu

dicit. cap. 21.
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and thus he makes of both but one God. What you cite from

his 13th chapter is not at all to your purpose. He plays a while

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

Catholie scheme, then 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 a while ad hominem, and ew hypothesi, he returns to

his position, that they are not two Godsx, 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 Ditheism, 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 assigned 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 Father as his head and source.

This is the sum of Tertullian'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 do not at all relate to your

purpose: unless denying the Father to be incarnate, be denying

Christ's supreme divinity; where F see nothing like a conse

quence.

As to Tertullian's asserting a temporary generation, it is

common to him and many Catholic writers, both Ante-Nicene

and Post-Nicene ; and has no difficulty in it, when rightly

* Duos tamen Deos et duos Domi

mos nunquam ex ore nostro proferimus

Nam etsi soles duos non faciam,

tamen et solem et radios ejus tam duas

res et duas species unius indivisa sub

stantia numerabo, quam Deum et

sermonem ejus, quam Patrem et Fi

lium. Tert. contr. Praw. 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, ra

tionem reddidimus; qua Deimon duo

dicantur, nec Domini, sed qua Pater

et Filius duo : et hoc non ex separa

tione substantiae, sed ex dispositione,

cum individuum et inseparatum Filium

a Patre pronuntiamus, nec statu sed

gradu alium; qui etsi Deus dicatur,

uando nominatur singularis, non ideo

|. Deos faciat sedunum, hoc ipso,

quod et Deus ea unitate Patris vocari

habeat. cap. 19.

y Hilarius in Matt. p. 742. Zeno

Veron. ap. Bull. p. 200. Phaebadius.
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understood. What you add from Tertullian'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 Bullz has

spent a large chapter particularly 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 coetermity

of the Son, and reducing him to a creature. Is the divinity,

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 Tertullian pretend, that an inferior God is non

sense and contradiction b, and at the same time assert a creature,

a 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 Tertullian 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 distinguished between Ratio and Sermo, both

of them names of the selfsame A6)0s, 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

Bibl. Patr. tom. 4. Prudentius. Hymn.

xi. p. 44. Rupertus Tuitiensis. Pseud

Ambros. de Fid. Orthod. cap. ii.

P.3% ---z Bull. D. F. sect. iii. cap. Io.

a Deum immutabilem et informa

bilem 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, perseverando scilicet in sua

forma. Adv. Praw. cap. 27. Vid. Bull,

p. 245. - - -

b Seque enim proximi erimus

opinionibus nationum, quae si quando

coguntur Deum confiteri, tamen et

alios infra illum volunt. Divinitas

autem gradum non habet, utpote

unica. Contr. Hermog. cap. 7. Deus

non erit dicendus, quia neg credendus,

nisi summum magnum. Nega Deum

uem dicis deteriorem. Contr. Marc.

lib. i. cap. 6. -
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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 Aéyos, his living substantial

Logos, his Xopſa, 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 endea

voured 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 Hermogenes, 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 contradiction: and he

has the greater right to it, upon the principles of common

equity; since one obscure passage 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 correction 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 aquat et jungit, does not so well satisfy me:

because there is a great deal of difference betwixt aquat when

used absolutely, and when only in a certain respect. However,

as I never insisted upon the force of the word aquat 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 further about it.

Our next author is,

A. D. 240. HIPPoLYTUs.

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
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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 88Atôáptov, 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 348N64ptov.. These things are slight, and

such as critics would scarce mention. I find that some very

good judges, as Tillemont and Fabricius, (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. Mr. Whiston was so sanguine as to say, he had

evidently demonstratede, 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 appears much

shorter there than in Hippolytus, as now published. You are

so wise as to drop Theodorit, being apprized, perhaps, that

Theodorit's quotation was not from this treatise against Noëtus,

but out of another work of Hippolytus, upon the second Psalm 4:

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 Hippolytus's

piece against heresies was the most noted of any, and was pre

served entire for a long season, and besides 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 considerations shew 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

reasons against it than you have here offered. What you hint of its

• Mr. Whiston’s Answer to Lord ..º.º. 19. . .

a toû Aytov'IrroMºrov, is ris punveias roi B. Waxpoſſ. Theod. Dial. ii. p. 167.
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being changed into a homily in latter times, is sufficiently an

swered by Fabricius, vol. ii. p. 6. Let us now see what Hippo

lytus 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 Defence, first briefly,

(vol. i. p. 287.) and afterwards more at large in my Sermons,

above, p. 182, &c. whither, to save myself the trouble of repeating,

I beg leave to refer the reader. You have some pretended

counter-ecidence 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 authority and dominion.” Where are

your proofs : The first is, that he talks of the Father's com

manding, 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 creation ;

and a voluntary condescension, or oikovouſa, 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 glorious Persons proceeding from him,

and ever abiding with him: and they that lessen this glory,

lessen him; who, in a certain sense, is the to trav. You add, as

from Hippolytus, that the Father “begat the Son” (that is, sent

or shewed him to the world, which is Hippolytus's meaningſ)

“when he willed, and as he willed.” Undoubtedly in Hip

polytus's sense, just as he sent him to be incarnate of the blessed

Virgin, “when he willed, and as he willed.” All you have

further material, I have answered above. 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

* See my Sermons, p. 63 of this éavrò, déparów re àvra rô Kriſouévº

volume. Kóorpiº, öparöv trouel-qºs ék poros

Or Bull. D. F. p. 80. et alibi. evvöv Tponkev ri, krioret kūpuav, röw

Or Petavius de Trin. lib. ii. cap. 7... tºuav vodv, airò pudvº Tpárepov ćparów

* "Ore #06 Nmorev, kaðs #6éAngev, intápxovra, &c. Hipp. contr. Noët.

*8étée rôv A&yov atroë—A&yov ºxov čv p. 13.



QU. ii. OF SOME QUERIES. 465

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 your

self, 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 ministered to the Father; as

well in the creation, 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 premises are taken for granted on both sides, might

it not be a much shorter and clearer way, to wave further proof

of the premises from Scripture and Fathers, and to lay all the

stress upon making out the inference, in a set dissertation to that

purpose? Right: but then every body would see (what is not to

be told) that it is not Scripture or Fathers you depend on, but

philosophy; which, while you mix it all the way with Scripture

and antiquity, is 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 God'. I have before win

dicated the true construction of the passages, and have observed,

* "Eva oëv esov, &s drobe&kapev, “worship one God, the Father and

röv trarépa kai rôv viðv 6eparewouev. “the Son.”

Orig. contr. Cels. p. 386. 5 See what I have said above; and

“We therefore, as we have shewn, comparemySermons, p.182.0f this vol.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. H h
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from the circumstances, of what moment such a resolution as

that of Origen, in so critical and nice a point, (on which de

pended the grand question of Polytheism between Christians and

Pagans,) is, and ought to be, when duly considered. You pre

tend, 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 yourself 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 facourite

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 wor

“shipped the Father by or 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 Christ

ians from the worship of Oeois, 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 worshipped not many: he takes in both,

to make the ev, the unum, the one thing worshipped: otherwise

there was no occasion for saying that they were one; one in

nature, (as I understand by this 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, Gregory Nyssen, and Austin,

referred to in my Defenceh. I shall here only cite the last of

themi, who may speak for all the rest. I shall have occasion

h Defence, vol. i. p. 485, &c. essent, et consensione non essent; non

| Hi tres, quia unius substantiae summe unum essent: si vero natura

sunt, unum sunt; et summe unum ubi dispares essent, unum, non essent.

nulla naturarum, nulla est diversitas Augustin. contr. Maw, lib. ii. p. 698.

voluntatum. Si autem natura unum Etiam nos quippe incomparabilem



QU. ii. OF SOME QUERIES. 467

hereafter to discourse you fully upon the head of worship, and to

vindicate Origen from your misrepresentations. It may suffice,

for the present, to say, that the considering the two Persons

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.

The other passages of Origen which you refer me to (in pages

4, 5, 10, 23, 28, 31, 49, 56, 7 o') are most of them taken from

Origen's less accurate, or interpolated writings; which are of no

weight, any further than they agree with his piece against Celsus.

And what you have out of that very piece has been mostly

answered by Bishop Bull, and is not to your purpose.

The passage you quote (p. 10.) shews 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. 488,) referring also, in my later editions, to

Bishop Bull and Mr. Bingham". What you have, p. 28, is only

that God the Son was sent. Your citation, p. 31, is answered

by Bishop Bull'. What you have, p. 49, is full for a perfect

equality of all essential greatnessm, and therefore is directly

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 demonstrated:

nor have you so much as pretended to confute what the Bishop

has said.

A. D. 256. CYPRIAN.

I cited Cyprian in my Sermons", in proof of the three Persons

oi év Xptorré carnpriguivo, els tº

Aóyº ris ovuqovias kai riis búgeos.
Theod. Dial. IV. ad Maced. tom. v.

consensum voluntatis, atgue individuas

caritatis, Patris et Filii et Spiritus

Sancti, confitemur; propter quoddici

mus, Haec Trinitas unus est Deus.

August. contr. Mar. lib. ii. p. 720.

See my Defence, vol. i. p. 488.

To the same purpose speaks Theo

dorit, or Maximus.

Eis esús oëx &s rpióvvuos, dAN' &s

p *śn. Def. F. p. 121. Bingham,

Orig. Eccl. lib. xiii. cap. 2. p. 45.

1 Bull. Def. F. p. 262.

m See above, p. 414.

n Sermon ºff. p. 183 of this vol.

H h 2
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being one God. He does not use the very words, but he suffi

ciently intimates the thing. I shall not here repeat what I said,

but refer the reader to it.

A. D. 260. Dionysius of Rome, with his clergy.

This author I also cited in my Sermonso. We have but a

small fragment of him preserved by Athanasius: but it is of

admirable use for shewing the doctrine of the Trinity, as pro

fessed 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 speculations 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 opposition to

Sabellianism, made tpels ápxãs, three principles ; and, of conse

quence, Tpets inootágets {{vas āAAñAov travrátraori kexopiouévas,

three independent, separate Hypostases, unallied 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 apostolicalq, was first made;) and which Dionysius censures

as diabolical doctrine. Here it is observable, that we meet

with three Hypostases, first introduced in the third century, 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 rpets àpxukai inroaráoeiss. Origen is, I think, the first

writer now extant 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 Father only the one

God; reducing the Son, and, of consequence, the Holy Ghost, to

• Sermon VIII. p. 184 of this vol. * Mapkiovos yúp rod uaratóqpovos

P.'Opévyāp (2a3éAAtos)&Aagºnust, bièayua, eis rpets àpxãs ris uovapxias

airby row viðv sival Aéyov rôv raripa, rouńv kai 8taipegiv, ratēevua by Sašo

kai épurdºuv. p. 231. Atköv, &c. Dionys. p. 231.

* Apost.Can.49. ubidamnatur quis- * See Basil. : Sp. S. p. 130.

quis baptizaverti in rpets dvápxovs.
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the condition of precarious beings, or creatures. But this also is

condemned by Dionysius, 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 pur

pose. “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".” This was

his decision of that important article; which he had also ex

pressed 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 Almightyx.”

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 comprehending them. And

though Dionysius styles the Father the God of the universe,

and emphatically travrokpárop, he at the same time declares the

Son to be strictly God, or no creature ; and he does not after

wards 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

t BAérºnnow ov, oi ré rvyºv, néy
- - w

orrow piev ovv, Xeuporoumrov, rporov ruva,
a

Aéyew rôv Kūptov. el yáp yéyovey viðs,
* -

#v Óre očk ºv—dromararov & rooro.

Dionys. p. 232.

"Oùr’ obv karapepiáew Xp) eis rpets

6eórmrasrºv6āvuaorºvkai 6elavHováða'

otre trouſ,oret koxiew rô détopia, kai rô
r - - - *----. 2^. Y. A

inrepšá\\ov uéyeóos rod kvptov d\\ā
a

Trento revkéval eis Geów marépa travro

kpáropa kai eis Xpworów "Imoroúv rôv

viðv airoë, kai eis rô dytov trueñua,
* - * - …- - - t------

#vão6at 8& rô Đe; raw öAov row Advov

éyò yāp, pnori, kal 6 trarip, v čopiev’

kai éyò év rº trarpi, kal 6 trarijp ºv

éuoi' otºro yāp &v kai # 6eia rpués, kai

rö dytov khpuyua ris uovapxias Stagº

{otro. Dionys. p. 232.

* ‘Hvěgēal yūp dváykm rò eeó rôv

ôAov row 6etov Aóyov' éuſpi\oxopsiv 8é

ró es; kai évôuarãoréau &et rô #ytov

mºve ºua: #8e kai rºw 6etav rpudôa els eva

&omep eis kopu priv riva, röv Geóv ráv

5\ov rév travrokpáropa Méyo, ovyke

qa)\atočo 6ai re kai ovváyearéau måora

dváykm. p. 231. Athan. vol. i.
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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 Sermons), and again in these papers', I shall

here pass him over.

A. D. 318. LAcTANTIUs.

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 possible 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 Doc

trine 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 may learn this from Lac

tantius, 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 including both in the one God". We

learn further, 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

y Sermon VIII. p. 185 of this vol.

* See above, p. 419.

* See the Doctor's manner of quot

ing exposed in my Defence, vol. i. p.

533, &c.

b Cum dicinus Deum Patrem, et

Deum Filium, non diversum dicinus,

nec utrumque secernimus, quia nec

Pater sine Filio esse potest, nec Filius

a Patre secerni: siquidem nec Pater

sine Filio nuncupari, nec Filius potest

sine Patre generari. Cum igitur et

Pater Filium faciat, et Filius Patrem,

una utrique mens, unus Spiritus, et

una substantia est. Sed ille quasi

exuberans fons est, hic tanquam de

fluens 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 lumen

in radio : aequenec vox abore 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

in quaest virtus, individua sunt cor

poris portiones. Lact. lib. iv. cap. 29.

Filius et Pater, qui unanimes inco

lunt 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 utramgue personam referens, in

tulit, praeter me non est Deus, cum

posset dicere praeter nos—merito

unus Deus uterque appellatur, quia

†† est in Patre ad Filium trans
uit, etgº est in Filio a Patre

t. . lv. Cap. 29.descendi
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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 sufficient if you can but cite a passage or two

which you imagine 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 I 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 evidence on

your side. You can never reconcile his consubstantiality, and his

doctrine of the two Persons being one 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 explication 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 Father and Son; as much as you design

the same substance in kind and in number, of any two parts of the

one extended 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 Lac

tantius 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 speaking out his Son. But

he never pretends that angels are one substance, or one God with
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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 the Son, he only says, that he proceeded". In a

word, allowing only for his including the Son and angels together

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 yewmrå likewise is a name compre

hending things that proceed by creation or generation, in time or

eternally,) I say, allowing only this, there appears nothing in

Lactantius but what may fairly stand with his other principles,

above recited". 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 soule; (Gen. ii. 7.) then there is no

further 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 toº, he makes a

manifest difference between the production of the Son and of

angels. The Son was de determitatis suae fonte, and de Spiritu

suo. 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 peculiar privilege of God the

Son, that he was breathed out, tanquam rivus de fonte, and

ea, Deo Deus8: which 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

substance; as I have also remarked of Tertullian above. Indeed

most of the Fathers laid great stress upon the text in Genesis

* Ad ministerium 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.

* Vid. Nourrium, Appar. ad Bibl.
vol. ii. . 798.

* Vid. Lactant. lib. ii. cap. 13.

* Deus in principio, antequam mun

dum institueret, de a termitatis suae

fonte, deque divino ac perenni spiritu

suo, filium sibi progenuit, incorrup

tum, fidelem,virtutiac majestati patriae

respondentem Denique ex omni

bus angelis quos idem Deus de suis

spiritibus figuravit, solus in consor

tium summae potestatis adscitus est,

solus Deus nuncupatus. Lactant.

it. cap. 42. p. 104, Ioff.

Fº iº. *::::i. cap. 8.

Quoniam pleni et consummati boni

fons in ipso erat, sicut est semper, ut

ab eo bono tanquam rivus oriretur,

longeque proflueret, produxit similem

sui spiritum, qui esset viribus Patris

praeditus, lib. ii. cap. 9.

h Lactant. Instit. lib. ii. cap. 12.

p. 182.
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ii. 7. God's breathing into man's nostrils the “breath of life;” a

privilege peculiar to man above the animal creationi: 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 supposed

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. 120. I have cer

tainly a better right here to say 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 ex

traordinary. The learned Le Nourry gives a quite different

construction 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.

* Tà uèv àNAa kexeſov učvov remoin

kev, röv 8é àv6porov 8t' airrod exelpoºp

ymorev, kai Ti airá têtovëve piomorew

&mép éuqāormua Aéyeral esot. Clem.

Alea’. p. Iol.

"Os ye kai rod upworhuaros év ri

Yevéore, ueraNašev dwayéyparrau, kaða

porépas otorias trapá rà dAAa (Öa ple

ragxóv. Clem. Alew. p. 698.

Incorporales animae, quantum ad

comparationem mortalium corporum.

Insufflavit enim in faciem hominis Deus

flatum vitae Flatus autem vitae

incorporalis. Sed ne mortalem qui

dem possunt dicere ipsum flatum vitae

existentem. Irenaeus, p. 3oo.

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, qua libera et sui ar

bitrii, &c. tamen in his imago, et non

usque ad ipsam vim divinitatis. Tert.

contr. Marc. lib. ii. cap. 9.
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This is strange divinity: but the author was a novice; and

he at other times talks in a soberer manner. He ought there

fore to be interpreted with candour, and with some grains of

allowance. If you take advantage of every obscure or uncau

tious 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 per

haps 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 Lactantius vindicating

to both the same inseparable honour, as being one God". The

subjection you mention is intended only of what was since the

incarnation, and therefore nothing to the purpose. And as to

Christ's not setting himself 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 justified (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 in

structed) to be such as do not perfectly agree with Catholic prin

ciples; 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 m : so that you have the less

Lactant. lib. iv.* Duo esse dicentur, in quibus sub

stantia, et voluntas, et fides una est.

Ergo et Filius per Patrem, et Pater

per Filium. Unus est honos utrique

tribuendus, tanquam uni Deo, et ita

dividendus est per duos cultus, ut

divisio ipsa compage inseparabili vin

ciatur; neutrum sibi relinquit, qui

aut Patrem a Filio, aut Filium a Patre

secernit. Lactant. Epit. cap. 49. p.

I4O, I4I.

| Fuisset enim hoc non ejus qui

miserat, sed suum proprium negotium

gerere, ac se ab eo, quem illustratum

venerat, separare.

p. 354. --

§. Nourrii Apparat. vol. ii. p.

9% Solus habet rerum omnium cum

Filio suo potestatem: nec in angelis

uicquam nisi parendi necessitas.

}. Inst. lib. ii. cap. 16. p. 197

“The Father alone, with his Son,

“has dominion over all: nor doth

“anything belong to the angels, but

“the necessity of obeying.”

Here Lactantius plainly ascribes

one common dominion to the Father
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reason to boast on that head. You are pleased to observe,

(p. 120,) that Bishop Bull gives up “this author as not recon

“cilable to his opinion:” you should have said, not reconcil

able, upon the whole. For the Bishop suspected some passages

to have been foisted in, being not reconcilable with others;

or else that the author himself, being a very raw divine, had

fallen into gross contradictions. But Bishop Bull insisted upon

it that some passages of Lactantius were directly opposite to

the men of your principles, and not reconcilable with Arianism :

as they certainly are not.

A.D. 335. EUSEBIUs.

We now come to a man that lived after the rise of the Arian

heresy; and who is supposed by all sides and parties to have

had a tincture of it more or less; and especially 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 con

siderable; since nothing 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 shewed justice, teaching

“equality ; having equal beginning, middle, and end: and these

“are a representation 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

and the Son; and intimates, that God between him and angels.

the Son is exempt from any necessity " Socrat. Eccles. Hist. lib. i. cap.

of obedience by the opposition made 23.
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“number Three is rightly styled the épxi), the source of all

“things".”

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 Eusebius 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 shews what the prevailing doctrine

was, and which Eusebius 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 subscribing 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 considerable 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 margin P, for the reader to judge of as he

sees cause. There can hardly be any clearer, or 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

o IIpórn 8é rpuas 8wkaworóvnv dvé- P Christum cum Patre et Spiritu

Act.
8étéev, lorërmros kaðmymoranévn’ &s āv

dpx|v, kal ueorórmra, kai rexevrºv tormv

droMašodora' elköv 8é raúra pivorukºs,

kai travayias, kai 8aori)\tºns rpudôos' #

ris fivápxov sai dysvirov pigeos º
rmuevm, rms rov yewmrov amavrov ov

orias rā orépuara, kai roës A&yovs, kal

rås airias direi)\mpe' Kai rpudôos pév

8övapus eikóros àv àpa travrös dpx)

vouréein. Euseb. Orat. Paneg. cap.

6. p. 730.

§ Jobium, apud Photium.

Cod. 223. p. 605, 612.

Tns roß &péoyoviov rpty&vov 8vvá

Pleos, 8mép éorru dpx) ris rôv 6\ov

yevéorews. Phil. de Vit. Contempt.p.899.

Sancto, Deum esse confiteor.

Epipodii Mart.A.D. 178. :::::::
Dominum enim Christum confiteor,

Filium altissimi Patris, unici unicum.

Ipsum cum Patre et Spiritu Sancto,

Unum solum Deum esse profiteor.

Act. Vincentii Mart. A. D. 304. apud

Ruinart. p. 369.

Patrem et Hium et Spiritum Sanc

tum 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.
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251, began the schism called after his name; and in the year

257, or thereabout, (it could not well be sooner by his mention

ing 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

shewn also by Le Moyne, Gardiner, Bull, and other great men.

But his way of resolving 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 judg

ments) to have taken much such a method in explaining the

doctrine of the Trinity, as some very worthy menq amongst our

selves 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-evistence or unoriginateness: the Father then was sup

posed 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 earisting, and wanting no

thing 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 accounting for

the Father's being so often styled the one, or only God: and there

was this thing further 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

tham all. Nor is there any way of avoiding it, but the same

q Bishop Fowler and others.
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which the ancient Church in general went into, viz. the including

all the three Persons in the one God. I have shewn however,

what may be justly pleaded for Novatian's orthodoxy, in the

main point, the essential divinity of all the three Persons; though

he otherwise took a way somewhat peculiar, and almost dropped

the Unity: Unity of Godhead, I mean; for as to Unity of sub

stance, 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

nor 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 Montfaucon has

objected, in a dissertation to that purpose. But this by the way

only; I shall have another opportunity, 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,

4. That the ancients applied such texts of the Old Testament

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. 291, &c. are Justin Martyr,

Theophilus, Irenaeus, Clemens of Alexandria, Tertullian, Hippo

lytus, Origen, Cyprian, Novatian, the Antiochian Fathers, Lac

tantius, 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 argument, 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 question. 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
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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 shewn 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 2"

Answ. They never do condemn the applying the title 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, above, p. 25.1, &c. And I may observe that the

Post-Nicene writers, who undoubtedly believed the essential

divinity of Christ, yet talked the same way upon that head".

* See my Sermons, p. 96, 97 of this
volume.

* See my Answer to Dr. Whitby,

p. 216 of this volume.

t Dictus et quidem Magni Consilii

Angelus, id est Nuntius; officii, non

natura, vocabulo. Non ideo tamen

sic angelus intelligendus ut aliqui

Gabriel aut Michael. Nam et Filius a

Domino vincae 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, be

“causeofhis succeeding to their office.”

u Pater non dicitur missus ; non

enim habet de quo sit, aut ea 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.
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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

another 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 alleging the inferiority of his

nature or person, but by shewing 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 blasphemy, 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 blasphemy 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 Ter

tullian 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 warranted 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 su

“premacy, his being the one supreme, 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 you would

* Ergo, inquis, et nos eadem ratione

Patrem mortuum dicentes, qua vos

Filium, nonblasphemamusin Dominum

Deum : non enim er divina, sed ex

humana substantia, mortuum dicinus.

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 male

dictio factus est, non Pater,) Christum

in Patrem convertentes, in Patrem

blasphematis. Nos autem dicentes

Christum crucifixum, non maledici

mus illum, sed maledictum legis refe

rimus ; quia nec Apostolus hoc dicens

blasphemavit. Sicut autem, de quo

quid capit dici, sine blasphemia dici

tur; ita quod non capit, blasphemia

est, si dicatur. Tertull. contr. Praz.

cap. 29.
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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 Defence,

vol. i. p. 291.) The Jehovah mentioned, Gen. xviii. 1, 13, and

Gen. xix. 24, 27. The God (6 Oeds) speaking, Gen. xxi. 12.

The “Lord God of Abraham, and God of Isaac,” spoken of,

Gen. xxviii. 13. “The God of Bethel,” (Gen. xxxi. 13.) God,

(6 Oeos) 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 already answered,

or obviated, all you have to say, in another placey: and therefore

shall be so much the shorter now.

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 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 invert

ing 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 Fatherz.

I must further remind the reader, that you have not a syllable

here to plead beyond what Bishop Bull had fully and completely

y Answer to Dr. Whitby, p. 238, * See Tertullian above, p. 458.

&c. of this volume.

wATER LAND, vol. ii. I i
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answered long agoa. 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 shew that Christ is not [6

“ém Távrov Geós, ò Kūptos Tów 6\ov, 6 Toumri)s róv 6Aov, but

“always subordinately Oeos kal Kûptos, yeypappévos Osós, "Ayye

“Aos kai Oeos, kai Oeos kai Kūptos.” You may fancy there is

something of weight in what you say: but all that know any

thing 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 6

IIarſip ; only there was a cause, a very just one, as I have else

whereb intimated, why he chose the other generally, rather than

that of 6 ITarſip,

There was therefore good reason for Justin's forming his con

clusion in the terms he did : and it had been ridiculous to do

otherwise. Yet you will find that the titles given to God the

Son in those teats 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 Scripture sets forth the supreme majesty,

dignity, and perfections of God the Father.

What you say of the title of Kúptos ovvápeov, Lord of hosts,

applied to Christ in Psalm 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 dispensation.

You further argue, that Christ was “made Taffntós, passible,

“by the will of God, for our sakes.” Very true, because he was

* Bull, D. F. sect. iv. cap. 3. p. 267, &c.

b Answer to Dr. Whitby, p. 235 of this volume.
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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 mane. None of the Fathers ever thought him passible

any otherwise. 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 unquestionably genuine

“writings, which thus declare the Word to be the minister of

“God’s will, the learned Bishop Bull opposes one single passage

“out of an epistle to Diognetus judged to be spurious.” Who

would not from hence 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 unanswerably from his other certainly

genuine pieces". All the service that passage does, is only to

shew that Justin once expressly denies the Son to be impérms.

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 impérms, as he does

âyyeAos, 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 shews

the great ingenuity of that excellent Prelate. You produce the

objection, 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 in

“cluded 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

° Xapkotroundeis, kai ävěporos devö)s, Just. Dial. p. 255. Sylburg.

āripos, kai tra6mrös intéuewe yevéorèat. d See Bull. D. F. p. 269.

I l 2
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“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 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 himself. That

“this was the certain intent and opinion of those ancients, I

“ have made appear upon these two accounts. I. 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 themselves expressly interpret these their sayings of the

“economy. What therefore has Mr. Clerke to say to this"?”

The short of the matter then is, that it did not suit with the

Father to act a ministerial part, or to be subject 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 invert

ing 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 physically 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 Father 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 founded upon this, that he

is Father, first Person, Head, from whom every thing descends;

which order would be inverted, if the Son were to be at the head,

and the Father minister to him. Such ministration therefore is

a contradiction to his Paternity, but to nothing else.

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 su

premacy of order, which he is possessed of as Father, and no

otherwise, is laying it, I think, upon the Paternity. And when

e Bull. Op. Posth. p. 972, &c.
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you add, (p. 140.) that the Fathers, in ascribing omnipresence to

the Son, did not intend thereby “to infer any equality of supreme

“independent authority;” you only shew 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 highest honour of the Son is only to be

obedient, and to serve 2 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 lordly, 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.f.”

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 construction: 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, (Köptos é Qeos,) God absolutely so called,

the Jehovah.

f TeXetorárm 8'), kal dyword rm, kai mávra öuaráororetat kará rà 6é\mua roſ,

ruptorárm, kai ryeuovukorárm, kal Ba- Tarpès, kal rô trav ćiptorra oiakićet,

oriMukarárm, kai stepyerukorárm ñ viot dxapºdrº, kal drpúrp 8vvápet Távra

púais, iſ rô pºvº travrokpáropt Tpoore- épyačouévm, &c. Clem. Strom. vii. sect.

xerrárn. airm ñ ueyiarm intepoxi), ārā 2. p. 831.
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You cite (p. 142.) a passage of Theophilus, which you 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 6 Oeos kai IIarip

Töv 6\ov, 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 Dialogue 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 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 imagination of your own, which never

entered into the head of Theophilus.

But you observe further, that the Son (according to Theo

philus) “assumed the Person (not of the Father merely, but) of

“ (roö Oeoff) 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 roſ, Oeoſ, 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" 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, Kiptos é Oeos, 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

g See my Answer to Dr. Whitby, trequkös, Örör' àv. BoöNerai 6 warhp

p. 235 of this volume. rów 6\ov, tréumet airóveis riva römov,

h €eos oºv &v 6 Aóyos, kai ék Geoû &c. Theoph. p. 130.
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course of Theophilus's thoughts in that place; gradually to

introduce Autolychus to admit God's Son ; and therewith the

Christian religion. This may further shew, 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 Kóptos é Oeos, the Lord God applied to him by Theophilus.

I shall only add, 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

supreme; agreeably to my principles.

A. D. 187. IRENAEUs.

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,) 6 Oeos absolutely; God (6 Oeos) standing in the

“congregation,” (Ps. lxxxii. 1.) “The Jehovah reigning.” Ps.

xcix. I. The God and Jehovah mentioned, Is. xii. 2. xxxv. 4.

Joel iii. 16. Amos. i. 2. God, who has none like him, Mich. vii.

18. “God (6 Oeos) that came from Teman,” Hab. iii. 3. He that

is all this, is the “one God supreme.” But such is Christ, ac

cording to Irenaeus: therefore, &c.

You have little here but repetition of the same threadbare

things: that Christ “was not the one supreme God,” that is, not

the “one supreme Father,” which you constantly confound with

the other; that he ministered, which I do not dispute, for he

died too; that “he fulfilled the Father's commands,” which

I never questioned; 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 “received

“power to judge,” that is, from whom he received his essence.

i Theophilus speaking of woman

being made from the rib of the man,

represents it as an emblem of the

divine Unity, in these words:

Où Plev dx\á kai 8ta toûrov 8etx6;

rô uvorràptov ris uovapxias, Tús karū

Töv eedv' àua 8' émoimorev 6 Geos rºv

yvvaſka atroë, kal forov.ral oi 800 els

ordpka ulav. Theophil. 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.”
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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 I am sure that he applies verse the 8th

to the Son thrice". 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 likewise answer sufficient to what you observe of Exod. iii.

14, 15. As to what you have further, 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,”

6 Oeos, (Gen. xxxi. 13,) and “Lord God,” (Exod. xx. 2,) is the

“one God supreme.” But such is Christ, according to Cle

mens: therefore, &c.

Here you tell me (p. 144.) of the Padagogue being a “ju

“venile” piece, (which is more than you knowl,) 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 have said above;

and I refer to what I have said in answer above. But you

further take me to task for what I had said in my Defence, vol. i.

p. 295, that Christ spoke the words, “I am the Lord thy God,”

Exod. xx. 2, in his own Person, according to Clemensm. This ob

servation, 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

“Christ is there observed to speak in his own Person, not

“in opposition to his being the representative of the Person of

“ the Father, but in opposition to his being elsewhere spoken

“ of in the third Person.” Now, I grant it was not intended in

opposition to an opinion which nobody at that time was wild

enough to hold: but while he is aiming at another thing, he

k Loquente Filio ad Moysem; De

scendi, inquit, eripere populum hunc.

Ipse enim est qui descendit, &c. Iren.

p. 18o.

Nescientes eum qui figura loquutus

est humana ad Abraham, et iterum ad

Moysem, dicentem, Videns ridi vera

tionem, &c. Haec enim Filius, qui

est Verbum Dei, ab initio praestruebat,

p. 236.

Ipse est qui dicit Moysi, Videns

vidi, &c. ab initio assuetus Verbum

Dei ascendere et descendere, p. 241.

! See Grabe's Instances of Defects,

p. Io.

m IIá\w 8) &rav Aéym 8ta row i8tov

Trpoorómov, avròv ćuoMoyet trauðayw

Yöv' 'Eyð Kūptos é Beés orov, 6 &#aya

yów ore éx yńs Aiyūrrow. Clem. p. 131.



QU. II. OF SOME QUERIES. 489

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, 8ta lötov trportóTov, in his own Person, and Šavrov

Öpoxoyeſ, he professes himself to be Tatóayoyov, the Leader forth,

because of his saying, “I am the Lord thy God, who led forth

“thee out of the land of Egypt?” I translate leader forth, to

make the English answer, as the Greek Tatēayoyov and ééayayêv

do. Is there any sense in what Clemens says, if the Person

there speaking was the Person of the Father, or any other Per

son 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 appearing

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 Ter

tullian: therefore, &c.

You have here (p. 145.) two or three little cavils which I have

answered above. You next tell me that Tertullian always “de

“clares Christ to have appeared, not in his own name, but in

“the name of the one supreme God.” But where does Ter

tullian say that he appeared not, or conversed not in his own

name 2 He says indeed in the Father's name, but in his own

name too, the name and nature of either being common to bothn.

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, unoriginately in the

Father, derivately 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

n Omnia, inquit, Patris mea sunt: Praw. cap. 17. See my Defence, vol. i.

cur non et nomina 2 Tertull. contr. p. 299, &c.
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himself a full, perfect, and adequate transcript or image of all

that the Father is.

You would have it thought that the Father was “absolutely

“invisible” (according to Tertullian) “on account 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", 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. 240. HIPPolytus.

Hippolytus I had cited for one text only, his applying the

words “that stretcheth out the heavens like a curtain” (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 peculiar to the one true God. That Person

therefore being Christ, according to Hippolytus, the consequence

is evident. 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,

Io. According to him therefore Christ is “God of Abraham,

“Isaac, and Jacob,” “Jehovah,” and “King of glory.” “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, abso

lutely 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, 10. He that said

“I am God,” (Psal. xlvi. Io,) and who is called “mighty God,”

o Dicinus enim et Filium suo no

mine eatenus invisibilem, qua Sermo

et Spiritus Dei: ex substantiae condi

tione, jam nunc, et qua Deus, et Ser

mo, et Spiritus. Visibilem autem fu

isse ante carnem eo modo quo dicit,

&c. Tertull. 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 con

“dition (or quality) of his substance

“requiring it. But he was visible

“before his incarnation, in such a

“way as he says,” &c.

Vid. Bull. D. F. p. 88. Nourrii

App. vol. ii. p. 131o.
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and “our God,” Psal. l. 1, 3. The God arising, Psal. lxviii. 1.

“God standing in the congregation,” Psal. lxxxii. 1. “The God

“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 comparison 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 Father “the one God, who is

“Lord of all, of unequalled majesty and power:” but you have

not shewn that this was said in opposition to, or eaclusive 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

further 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. ANTiochiAN FATHERs.

The texts which these Fathers apply to Christ are Gen.

xviii. 1, 13. 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

P Labbé, tom. i. p. 845. a See my Sermons, p.63, &c. of this vol.
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Onity, 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 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 ab

surdity of the Father's appearing, the Son's being an angel,

and the like; which have been before answered, and need not

any further notice.

A. D. 257. NowATIAN.

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 particular, 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 men

tioned, 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 scru

pulous. I have sometimes wondered at it, considering the known

principles of that age, appearing in the authors above mentioned.

But he was none of the most judicious, nor without his singu

larities: 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 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 dicine nature. Novatian himself is a proof of this
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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 Father by voluntary

condescension, according to the economy entered into from the

creation: so that this is far from proving 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 substantiam, from the Catholic doctrine,

as Petavius himself confesses of him. Pref in T. ii. c. 5.

A. D. 318. LACTANTIUs.

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 God is in thee; and there is not an

“other God besides thee:” (so he expresses it in his Epitome:)

this he understands of Christ; and the other text, out of Baruch,

is as full and strongs. One thing is evident, that Lactantius

never dreamed of that strict force of eaclusive terms, which you

are used to insist upon. For if he had, he must have excluded

r Si homo tantummodo Christus,

quomodo adest ubique invocatus; cum

haec hominis natura non sit, sed Dei,

ut adesse omni loco possit 2 Novat.

cap. I4.

“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 2"

s Unum esse Deum tam Patrem

quam Filium, Esaias in illo exemplo

quod superius posuimus, ostendit

cum diceret: Adorabunt te, et te de

precabuntur, quoniam in te Deus est,

et non est alius praeter te. Lact. Inst.

lib. iv. cap. 29. Epitom. cap. 44.

Sed et alio loco similiter ait. Sic

dicit Deus rew Israel, et qui eruit eum

Deus atternus: Ego primus et ego no

vissimus, et praeter me non est Deus.

Cum duas personas proposuisset Dei

regis, id est Christi, et Dei Patris

ad utramgue personam referens, in

tulit, et praeter me non est Deus, cum

posset dicere prater nos : sed fas non

erat plurali numero separationem

tantae necessitudinis fieri. Lib. iv.

cap. 29.

Item Jeremias. Hic Deus noster

est et non deputabitur alius absque illo,

&c. Lactant. Epit. cap. xliv, p. 116.
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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 Father Deus summus", 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 ; which is what I call making the Son God supreme: and

the author cannot be more plainly opposite to my principles in

the former part, than he is to yours in the latter. If the parts

are not reconcilable, his evidence is null, and of no account on

either side. But I conceive, the author may be reconciled by a

candid construction of Deus summus ; either considered as op

posed only to Pagan deities, or as being an inaccurate expres

sion for summus Pater, the supreme Father, by which the author

himself interprets 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. Eusebius.

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 orthodow upon

the Trinity. I gave a caution in my Defence, vol. i. p. 293,

motem, in regard to Eusebius: and it so stood in three editions

t Unus est enim solus liber Deus,

summus, carens origine; quia ipse est

origo rerum, et in eo simul et Filius

et omnia continentur. Quapropter

cum mens et voluntas alterius in

altero sit; vel potius in utroque una,

merito unus Deusº appellatur:

quia quicquid est in Patre ad Filium

transfluit, 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 argument? Qu. Whether rerum

and omnia may not be understood of

things divine * all that is dirine or

adorable in such a sense as Tertullian

speaks:

Unus omnia, dum ex uno omnia,

per substantiae scilicet unitatem.

Here omnia stands only for the

divine Persons. Arnobius says, In hoc

omne quod colendum est colimus.
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before you published your piece. This was on purpose to inti

mate, 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, be

cause 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. Hilary,

Jerome, Photius, two Nicephoruses, the second Council 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, Walesius, Bull, Cave, Fabricius", defend, or at

least excuse him. Athanasiusx seems to have thought that

he was once an Arian, but at length came over to the

Catholic side. Epiphanius 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 observed)

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 Eu

sebius, 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 en

deavoured, 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 entirely 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 therefore with a few strictures,

* 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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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 perfection, and not a relation only, or mode of evistence,

as the Catholics taught: yet you will not find that Eusebius

denies the necessary existence or eternity of the Son; however

not after the Nicene Council. If you have a mind to gain Eu

sebius to your side, do not endeavonr 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 having 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 being God, is by resolving it into his

being God's Son*, and his thereby copying out a perfect resem

blance of the Father: and he makes him “by nature great

“God” on that very account. In one place more besides that

before mentioned, he calls him God, as being our Creator, or

Makere : unless it be there meant of the Father; which if it be,

it shews 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 author. I may further hint, that,

according to Eusebius, the Son could not be God, if he were

produced & oik Övrov from nothing, or did not participate of the

Father's dicinity d. How does this suit with your notion of his

Godship 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

*"Ore 8é yewmróvárávrov kaðmyeira,

Töv 8t' attoº yeyevnuévov, &s āv aráv

Tow intapxov ororiſp, kai köptos kai

&nuoupyös Tmwukatra, kal Geós, kal

ôeatórms, kai ororiſp, Kai Baori)\ets dwa

yopetouro àv. Euseb. Eccl. Theol. lib.

11. p. I I I.

* Euseb. Dem. Evang. p. 146,213.

227.

Contra Marc. p. 7, 62, 68, 69,72,

III, 123, 127.

Comm. in Psalm. p. 534, 634.

* Púorel Héyas &v eeds, kai uéyas

rvyxável Baatkeys, are uovoyev)s &v

toū GeočA&yos. Euseb. in Psalm. p. 629.

* Kūptos judov ča riv &s ŠoćNov, kai

€eós &s trºdorrms. Euseb. Com. in

Psal. p. 645.
d E.; Eccl. Th. p. 69. See

below, p. 5oo.
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“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 immutable

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 contradis

tinction 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 immutablee, 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 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 easistence, and reducing

him thereby to a creature, which Eusebius declares against more

than once. And though I will not undertake to clear Eusebius

of Tritheism, or Ditheism; 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

e Mévov airós träAw diſAos oios kai

Tpó rotºrov trapá tê Tarpi ºv' otºre pie

raśa)\&v rºvočoriav. où8érºv oëortav

*Taoxev 6 draé)s, &c. Euseb. Orat.

Paneg. cap. xiv. p. 761.

2xñuart eipečels ös àvěporos d\\ot

oortv oë rºw rvXodorav č80&ev intopuéveuv,

dva\\otoros &v kal drpetros &s eeds.

Euseb. in Psal. p. 185.

“He performed all things by the

“manhe hadassumed—Continuing

WATERLAND, vol. ii.

“immaterial in himself, such as he

“ had been before this, with the Fa

“ther, without any change of his sub

“stance. Nor did he suffer anything

“in respect 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.”

k k



498 A SECOND DEFENCE QU. II.

Eusebius is expressly against me. Why? Because he says that

the Son is not 6 &ti Távrov, 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 shew you

where Eusebius styles the Son Oeos róv 6Xavſ, and 6 Oeos Táv

ôAovg, and might translate supreme God, as you do à éti Távrov,

were there nothing else to be considered in this matter. But I

will not deceive my readers. Nor is there any such peculiar

force in the words à émi Távrov Oeos, 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 wor

“shipped Christ, not as being the one supreme 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.”

The reader will easily see the drift and purport of these rash

words; for which you have not one syllable of proof. What

ever may be thought of Eusebius, the ancient Church stands

perfectly clear; as shall be shewn in due time and place. As to

your cavil upon the words of Eusebius, (Eccl. Hist. lib. i. cap.

3.) I refer to Walesius'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 text", 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 Eusebius's notion of the Father's

f Euseb. contr. Marc. p. 67,70. Wid. Eccl. Theolog. § 69, III.
g Euseb. Dem. Evang. p. 11. r

k Hippolytus contr. Noët, cap. iv.

h Töv Čiri trävrov eeóvXptorröv ćirt

Boopévows. Euseb. Eccl. Hist. lib. viii.

cap. II.

‘O émi travrov, Kai 8ta trávrov, kai év

traoru Öpopuévous re kal dºptiveow, emi

trope vöpievos roi, Geoû Aóyos. Euseb.

Orat. Panegyr. cap. i. p. 719.

i Olaroika06\ovesoomaſönyväortov,

kai airóðeov trpoorkuveto 6al. Euseb.

Eccl. Hist. lib. x. p. 468.

p. 8. Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. cap. 6.

Tertullian. contr. Prax. cap. 13. Pa

tres Antiocheni, p. 845. Lactantius

Epit. et Institut. Hilarius, p. 849.

Cyrilli Catech. p. 156. Athanasius, p.

491, 686. Hieronymus in loc. Epipha

nius, vol. i. p. 486. Ambros. de Fid.

lib. i. cap. 2. Marius Victorin, lib. i.

. 261. Gregor. Nazianz, p. 733. Zeno

W. de Nativ. Christi, 1250.
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inhabitation; which he fully lays open in another place": where

he tells us, that the Father in the generation of the Son com

municated of his fulness, the fulness of his Godhead, without

division or separation; and it is in this respect that in him

“ dwelleth 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 Eusebius's doctrine. And thus

Eusebius agrees well with Hilaryn, and other Catholic Fathers.

You go on 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. 293. 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 teats, (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 erroneously 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 doctrine, 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 suspect that

he may be found various and repugnant; which at last is rather

! Euseb. contr. Marcell. lib. i. cap. est Deus, Deus est. Non enim Deus

2. p. 62. in diversae atque alienae a se naturae

m Tjs dvápxºv 'yevufforews. Euseb. in habitaculo est, sed in suo, atque exse

Psal. p. 15. 'Atówov yevvmarty. Euseb. genito manet, Deus in Deo, quia ex

contr. Marc. p. 73. Deo Deus est. Hilar. de Trin. lib. v.

* Deus enim in eo est: et in quo cap. 40. p. 851.

k k 2
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making him a neutral, than clear for any 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 evistence of the Son, and yet throw the

supremacy and Unity of Godhead 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 con

sistently. Montfaucon takes too much advantage of Eusebius's

Demonstratio 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 muotºp

ympia P. In his dispute with Marcellus he plainly retracts and

contradicts it". In his Demonstration, he pretends that nothing

can be properly said to be é: oik Övrov, without doubt to gratify

the Arians, that they might in a certain sense deny the Son to

be éé oix ºvrov. But in his piece against Marcellus he asserts

plainly that creatures are é: oik Övrovs, meaning that they come

from non-existence into easistence, (which is the true signification of

the phrase,) at the same time denying that the Son is ex uh

6vros, in the same sense of the phraset. Wherefore the learned

Montfaucon does not do justice to Eusebius, when he imputes to

him the opinion of the Arians, that the Son passed from non-ea

istence to evistence: for Eusebius plainly denies the Son to be €k

dyévvmtov, rºv 8 & oix àvrov krigéeſ

orav, ºva uév eeóv Úq to ravra. 68é viðs

oëk ºr airois, où8é uovoyev)s éorral,

où8é učv kūpwos, où8é Beös, pumbèv učv

émukowová v rá rod trarpès 6eórmru, Tols

8é Aoimois krioruaori, ka8 6 & otr Śvrov

intégrim, trapaşa)\\ópevos. Eccl. Theol.

lib. i. cap. Io.

o Quod si in his Eusebius secum

pugnare deprehenditur ; id sane pro

prium erroris est, ut consistere non

valeat, sibique ipsiadversetur. Praelim.

in Euseb. p. 28.

P TéAetov re)\etov Šmuotºpymua. De

monstr. lib. iv. cap. 2.

a Tod 8& é; atroń pèvros viot, oùk

fiv 8mpuoupyös Mex6eim. Euseb. contr.

Marc. p. §.

r Mmréri si)\óyos (pāvat 8eiv č oëk

&vrov sival ri. ... Euseb. Dem.

lib. iv. cap. i. p. 145.
s É. contr. Marcel. p. 68, 150,

152, 166.

t Ibid. p. 67,68, 69, 150.

I shall here cite one passage, being

a pretty remarkable one.

Oi 8é 800 86vres intoo rāorets, rºw uév

“They that admit two Hypostases,

“one unbegottenand theothercreated

“from nothing, do indeed make one

“God; but intheirscheme,the Son will

“ be no Son, nor only-begotten, no,

“nor Lord, nor God; having no

“ communion of the Father's God

“head, but being likened to the rest

“ of the creatures, as having existed

“from nothing.”
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toū u) &vros, 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 imaginable.

If it be said that he intended that creatures were not made out

of any thing preewisting, he must then affirm that the Son was

out of something preewisting; and then let any man tell me what

he could mean by it; except it were that he evisted before his

generation, having been eternally in and with the Father; of the

same homogeneous divine substance that the Father 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 ék p) duros. It does not appear to me that Eusebius denied

the Son to be āūtos, though I know Montfaucon charges him

with it; and there are more passages than one" that say some

thing 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 therefore as Marcellus

had made the Son diºtos, Eusebius construes it dyévvmtos, that

he might reduce him to an absurdity; and believing perhaps

that àiótos and āyévvmtos, upon Marcellus's hypothesis, went

together and resolved into one. In this sense only I conceive

Eusebius to have denied the Son to be āūtos. And if any one

narrowly examines the passages, he may find good reason to

believe that this is real fact.

It may be questioned whether ever Marcellus asserted the

Son to be āyévvmtos. But Eusebius charged it upon him as

a consequence of his hypothesis; and laid hold of āţătos as im

plying it, and meaning as much with Marcellus, who denied

any antemundane generation. But to return. To shew me how

low an opinion Eusebius had of God the Son, you quote part of

his comment on Ps. 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. Ad

mitting 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 testimony, 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.

* Euseb. contr. Marcell. p. 35, Io9, 119.
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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 Gods. 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 Eusebius,

Christ is Creator of all things, (6 rāvrov &nuoupyösy.) not only

so, but 6 Toumrijsz also, and he created all things by his own

power". 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 contradict 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

God", 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 eaclusive terms, and the texts running per

sonally, I, thou, he 8 By which doctrines, upon Eusebius's prin

ciples, 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 shew that there is no force (ac

cording to him) in your argument drawn from the personal and

exclusive terms.

* Aireſ pièv yöp &s àvéporos, 8tówort

8è rºv airmoru &seeds' eiðokoúvros &m

Novért kai ovvepyoovros rod oiketov tra

Tpós. Euseb. in Psal. p. 53. Vid. p.

142,366, 698.

y ‘O mavrov &nuoupyös 6 roſ, esot,

vićs. Euseb. in Psal. p. 89. Vid. p. 9o,

125,634.

* Tot kvpiov kai orornpos juºv táva

rvyxávez' airós yöp fiv 6 troumri)s airów.

Euseb. in Psal. p. 630.

a ‘O rā8e kai rā8e rij oravrot, 8vváplet

Heya)\ovpyñoras, &c. Euseb. in Psal.

p. 318. Vid. p. 616.

5 Aéyo 8: röpº elöw.ºoharpetv' ºué

8è uávov esov eiðéval tapexe) evgäumv

ois mixáyet, ye yáp eiu köptos é

eeós arov, traptorràs avròv otre éévov,

otre d\\órptov, oùre trpóorºparov čvra

eeóv' ºvyāp eis kal 6 airós 6 roi esot,

Aóyos, kai 6 mºd\at 8waqºpos toſs tra

Aalois Xpmuaričov, & 8) raieeds 'Iakö8

émukek\muévos 8tórep trapakeMeče

rat Aéyov''Eyð yáp elu köptos é Beös

orov, &c. Euseb. in Psal. p. 503, 504.

Wid. p. 533.
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4. Eusebius, in this same book, fully and significantly expresses

the immutable eternityc of God the Son. For applying the

words of the 92nd (alias 93rd) Psalm, “Thy throne is established

“ of old, thou art from everlasting,” to our Saviour Christ, he

takes particular notice of the force of thou art, or et, as denoting

immutable existence; agreeably to his explication of the same

phrase elsewhered.

5. I have above took notice of Eusebius's styling God the Son,

“great God by nature,” which is a very high and strong expres

sion. I shall here further 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 Com

mentary on Isaiah. His comment on Isa. xlii. 8. is pretty re

markable f; “I will not give my glory to another.” 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 con

struction, 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 eaclusive terms do not affect God the Son. I may also take

notice how magnificently Eusebius sets forth the Son's omni

presence, both hereg and in his Comment 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, there will

“be no more than one Godhead, with which is taken in what

° Otros yodviv group.os 36póvos arov,
» -

ép' 8v or v airó kaðé{eoróat 6 yewvhoras

ore trarip trapakeMečero. Kai érotpos
* - -

#v drö rére, drà rod alavos, émei kai
x - * - - - - - º - - »

airós diró rod alóvos or ei, d\\'oùk #s,
- y * z w x - - *

ºpmoriv, dAN'el. Hävov yāp airó, or el,
a.

Aéyeoróat àppºrtet. 8to kai év ćrépots
M

elpmrat' or 8& 6 airós el, kai ră ărm orov

oir ex\etvovort #v prev obv ćropos

ô 6póvos orov drö rére, dºp' of 87Aaôi)

trapá rà warpi is, étei kai airós diró

toū alóvos or el.

* Vid. p. 584.

* Xelp yap rot, €eoû, troumruk) &mdv

row 8%wapus airot, oùx érépa odora toû

8t' of yeyove rà iſdvra row esot Aéyov.

Euseb. in Psal. p. 701.

f’Entorrijorat āštov &s oëkelpmrat rºv

86éav plov oë8evi 8&oro’ &eikvural yáp 6

viós rod trarpès #xov rºw 86&av' &c.

Euseb. Com. in Isa. p. 520.

& Euseb. Com. in Isa. p. 428.

h Euseb. Com. in Psal. p. 707, 708.

* "Eyð 6 eeós, kal oix far. Tapié

éuoi, oréſov. Puás yūp offorms dpx?s, pia

eim iv iſ 6eórms j orvunapakapſ3áveral

kai iſ toū uovoyevods atroń 6eoNoyia.

Euseb. in Isa. p. 524.
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“concerns the divinity of his only-begotten.” It is much to the

same purpose with what he elsewhere says", that the Son is

partaker of the Father'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 hypo

thesis, (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 injudicious solutions

which had been offered by Marcellus and other weak defenders

of the Homoousian doctrine. Athanasius, Hilary, and other ju

dicious advocates of the Catholic faith, had not then wrote

their immortal pieces, to clear the doctrine from misrepre

sentation, to set it in a due light, and to unravel the main

objections brought against it. No wonder if, in these circum

stances, Eusebius might incline too much towards the Arian

cause, and give too far into it. Yet, even under these disad

vantages, 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 consequences of

many of his own positions in that behalf, he could not have

failed of being entirely orthodox and Catholic. He had not so

clear a judgment as Athanasius, Hilary, Basil, Gregory Nazian

zen, and other eminent defenders of the Nicene faith: nor did

he live to see how easily the Arian sophistry was defeated and

baffled after 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 Father, or

Post-Nicene; but in such Fathers as Arius, Aetius, Eunomius,

* Tijs rod tarpós 6eármros kowovës, &c. Euseb. in Psal. p. 534.

| See my Sermons, p. 81. of this volume.
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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 Samosatenianm or Socinian.

Having shewn, 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 wor

shipped by the patriarchs as such : having proved this to have

been the ancient Catholic 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 invali

date 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 “sub

“ordinate 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, 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 fol

lowing considerations:

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 tookn) 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

m See my Defence, vol. i. p. 434, &c.

n See my Defence, vol. i. p. 297, 298,526.
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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 exhibit or sustain, who was not himself every

thing that he represents. For as nothing but man can fully and

adequately 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 representation; 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 eagressly, or in words equivalent, resolve the Son’s

divinity into : which consideration cuts off all your pretences at

once; as I before intimatedo, and you take no notice of it.

The reason why you did not must be visible to the meanest

reader.

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".”

To the same purpose he elsewhere styles him God; immedi

ately adding, “as being Son of Gods.” And Justin is known

to represent the Son as begotten from, or out of God", (ºk Oeoû

and éé Éavroſ,) without abscission or division", as one fire from

° Defence, vol. i. p. 302.

P"Os kai Aéyos mporárokos &v rod

Beow, kai Geós intépxet. Apol. i. p. 123.

Ox.

‘l Geoû 8é ék rod elva rékvov ºrporó

Tokov táv ÓNov Krtorudrov. Just. Dial.

p. 364.

* El vevoňkare rà eipmuéva into rów

trpoºpmrów, oùx àv éémpveto6e airóvelva,

eeów, rot uðvov, kai dyevirov, kal dp

pñrov esot vićv. Dial. p. 366.

N. B. I read dyevitov with single

v, for a reason which will appear more

fully afterward: and I understand

Hövov 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 rod diētov A&yos &v, éé duáyxms

kai airós éorruy*. Phil. de

Conf. Ling. p. 326.

"Orep &v ć dyevirov kai d'hôāprov

yeyévvmtat, rooro Tévros ūq6aprow kai

dyévmrov. Cyril. Thesaur. p. 34.

* 9eóv čvra, viðv airov. p. 17o.

©eós, Geod viðs intápxov. p. 171.

t Just. Dial. p. 183. Apol. p. 49.

u Just. Dial. p. 183,373. Paraen.

p. 127.
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another, and as being strictly and properlyx (ióíos and kvpſos)

Son of God. All which together expresses the consubstantiality,

sameness of nature, 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 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 God’.” Novatian speaks as plain, in these words; “As

“ nature herself has made it a rule that he must be accounted

“man, who is of man: so the same rule of nature prescribes,

“ 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, representation,

or any thing of like kind,) but by his Sonship; 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 substance: 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 ministerially: and thus all

your speculations on this head, arising only from confusion of

* Just. Apol. i. p. 45, 46. Apol. ii. ambo. Tertull. Apol. cap. 21.

p. I3. a Ut enim praescripsit ipsa natura

Yesös oëv & 6 Aáyos, kai čk esot hominem credendum esse qui ex ho

trequkës, &c. Theoph. p. 130. Ox. mine sit: ita eadem natura praescribit

* Quod de Deo profectum est Deus et Deum credendum esse qui ex Deo

est, et Dei Filius, et unus (suppl. Deus) sit. Novat. cap. 11.
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ideas, drop at once. I submit sometimes to your phraseology,

of supreme God, though it be improper, and rather Pagan than

Christian. Supreme 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 éti Tàort

Oeos, or 6 Oeos rôv 6\ov, you falsely and corruptly render it, the

supreme God, (instead of the God of the universe,) to serve your

hypothesis. 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 tºpóros Oeos, 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 condescension 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

consistent 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, 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. 160, &c. because the

reader will have seen, before this time, that they are imaginary

only, founded upon your own mistakes. I may just observe

that, p. 164, you give a character, or description of God the

Father, calling it, very absurdly, “the signification of the word

“God, when applied to the Father.” You might as well have

given a description, or character of Adam, calling it the signifi
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cation 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 testimonies none of them

come up to the point: which was to shew, 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 contro

versy; 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 shewn, 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 Father. The texts that

prove this have been explained and vindicated; and the pre

tended contrary evidence from Scripture has been shewn to be

null, and of no account.

It has been further proved, that the ancients in general teach

the same thing, by understanding the eaclusive texts to affect

idols only, or other Gods; by declaring against admitting any

other God besides God the Father, yet admitting 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 Person, who declared himself God of Israel, God

of Abraham, &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 Novatian, a schismatic at that time, and of no con

siderable authority, (though he also agrees in the main doctrine

of the Son's essential divinity;) allowing also for some dissent in

Eusebius, (a late writer, and a familiar acquaintance 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
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“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 2 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 denotes one who has not his per

fections 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

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 shew 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 evisting: 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 usb, and

* See Clarke's Script. Doctrine, p. 296. 1st edit. Reply, p. 119, 290.
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that it was never intended to express metaphysical attributes.

But now it is to signify all perfections, original, underived, (by

which you mean necessary easistence, 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 unoriginateness

with necessary evistence, which I keep distinct: and as I take the

necessary existence into the definition of God, I as constantly

throw out unbegotten, as having nothing to do in it. What kind

of a divinity you have left to God the Son, you may do well to

consider; having excluded him from the one necessarily existing

Godhead, 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 ap

plied 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 admitted as much beforec; 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

shewed at large". Instead of answering difficulties, which was

the part you undertook, 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 existence; not any difference in any essential perfection.

• Defence, vol. i. p. 306. * Ibid. p. 304, &c.



512 A SECOND DEFENCE QU, III.

Neither 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 common but the

personal characters: and self-ewistence, as distinct from necessary

existence, is expressive only of the order and manner in which the

perfections are in the Father, 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 shewn 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 distinction 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 substance, and he is

God supreme that knows no nature superior to his own,) to do

with order or offices 2 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 f. 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 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

* Clarke's Reply, p. 17. * Defence, vol. i. p. 448.
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is, I appealed to his name Jehovah ; as I have also elsewhere 5,

more at large. To this you have little to answer, besides what

I have abundantly replied to above, about Christ's being a mes

senger 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 general argument for the

divinity of God the Son, drawn from the appearances under the

Old Testament, would be entirely 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 become 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 customary for him

to do. And as to your instance from Rev. xi. 1, 3. I own it so runs

in the English; but a 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 populusque Roma

nus, 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 IRoman 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

proay, in any case whatever. But that God should thus permit

a creature to be his proay, (as man may permit man,) appears

by no means proper or congruous, because of the infinite disparity;

and because of the inevitable danger it would bring men into, of

mistaking the creature for the Creator, and misplacing their wor

* Sermons, p. 44, &c. of this volume.

* True Script. Doctr. continued, p. 194. See also Mr. Wade, p. 33.

wATERLAND, vol. II. Ll
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ship, 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 appel

lative, (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 perfection, and not of an outward relation,

like king, governor, &c.

And that it is expressive of necessary easistence, the best critics,

ancient and modern, agree. I had said (vol. i. p. 310, of my

Defence) that its primary signification is Being; to which you

answer very strangely, that “the name Jehovah signifies neither

“primarily, nor at all, Substance, or Being, but Person.” This

is little more than equivocating 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 sig

nifies the nature of that Person to whom the name is given, to

be evisting, in the emphatical sense, or necessarily existing : 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 sometimes at a loss to know

what it is you would say. Jehovah, you observe, does not signify

substance, but the “Person, whose the substance is.” I beseech

you, what is Person but substance 2 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 onel. 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

* Pearson on the Creed, p. 150. ed. Io. . . k Brocklesby’s Gospel Theism,

p. 347. ! See my Sermons, p. 14o of this volume.
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substance, and the Son intelligent substance; and both one sub

stance, one Jehovah, one God. You add, (p. 180,) “being con

“substantial 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 argu

ments, I am forced to take your sayings, where there is no argu

ment. I never put the Unity upon consubstantiality alone": one

man is consubstantial to another, and yet they are not one man,

nor one substance. But if the Son be not only consubstantial, but

also one substance with the Father, (styled Jehovah,) as proceed

ing from him, and inseparably contained in him; then he is also

one Jehovah with him. You have a further pretence, that if the

Son be Jehovah, or ööv, he will be “unbegotten, unoriginate, &c.”

But your reasoning is lame; because you have not proved that

6 &v either signifies unbegotten, or ever necessarily implies it. The

Father indeed is 6 &v, and is unbegotten; but not 6 &v, because

unbegotten, but because necessarily evisting.

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 per

ception. 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 excel

lent 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 controversy.

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 re

“ceived his being.” But do not blend things together which

m See my Defence, vol. i. p. 543, 544.

Ll 2
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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 relation 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 con

“ceive, 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, sometimes 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 mission n.” All this is very

right in the Bishop's sense of authority ; not in yours, as sig

nifying power and dominion over a subject; which is neither

awcellent 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 argu

ment the reader may see briefly summed up in my first Sermon,

above, p. 45.

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

Deum, et Deus erat Verbum. Namn Pearson on the Creed, p. 36. - - - -

uis non voci Deus conjunctim repeo Si evangelista Deum alium

majorem et supremum hic indicat, ali

um vero minorem et longe inaequalem;

incogitanter admodum Johannes, ut

ait plerumque Athanasius, res adeo

disparatas, sine ulla distinctione, uno

eodemgue vocabuloutramguecopulans,

significavit: et Verbum, ait, erat apud

titae eandem utrobique significationem

statim aptaverit? Quis eandem vocem,

bis eodem loco enuntiatam tam dispa

rata significareputaverit? Montfaucon,

Praelim. Dissert. in Euseb. Comment.

in Psalm. p. 21.
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“bear a different sense, because it is used in the very same

“sentence by way of contradistinction,” 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 interpreta

tive 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 Word P. 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 pretence, that I am afraid of nau

seating the reader with repetition. You say, “he is distinguished

“from him who of his own original supreme authority sends the

“message.” 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 with him. He is

distinguished, you say, from the “first Cause, of whom are all

“things,” because “through him” are all things. He is distin

guished 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";

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 evisting, therefore equal in nature and

Godhead with the Father; therefore God supreme as well as the

Father. The link is never the worse for its length, if it be but

well connected.

I had said, that the Son could not be called God, in the sense

of dominion, John i. 1, because he is there considered ante

cedently to the creation, and before any dominion commenced.

P Sermon I. p. 31, &c. of this volume.

q See my Sermons, p. 54, &c. 66, 80, 82. of this volume.
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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 creation, therefore also he was possessed of do

minion, 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 to

gether? Tertullian therefore was very right and accurate in his

distinction about God and Lord"; that the Father was always

God, God denoting nature, substance, and perfections; but became

Lord in time, as soon as the creation commenced; Lord express

ing 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 distinction 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 dis

tinction of Persons, order, or offices; which you have not done.

I dispute not whether ötā may express the primary efficient

cause; it expresses as much efficiency as into or ék, which is all I

am concerned 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 8wa is applied to the Father. You in

terpret the texts of his providential care: not that things are

created, but preserved, through him. Allowing you this construc

r Dei nomen dicinus semper fuisse

apud semetipsum et in semetipso, Do

minum vero non semper. Diversa enim

utriusque conditio. Deus substantiae

ipsius nomen, id est, divinitatis: Do

minus vero non substantiae, sed potes

tatis: substantiam semper fuisse cum

suo nomine, quod est Deus; postea

Dominus, accedentis scilicet rei men

tio. Nam ex quo esse coeperunt in

quae potestas Domini ageret, ex illo,

per accessionem potestatis, et factus

et dictus est Dominus. Tertull. contr.

Hermog. cap. 3.
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tion, (which is perfectly precarious,) yet you have only seemed

to say something, as usual, when, upon the matter, you have

really said nothing. For if Öia 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 governing

Providence, (a work and business not less considerable than the

work of creation ;) what can you infer merely from ētā 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 continuance of the same power. Might you not there

fore have been content with my granting you more than you can

fairly prove from the bare force of Ötö, instead of labouring 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 confound 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 metaphy

sical; 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. Io, 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, eis airów Tâ

Távra 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 pleasures.

We are now to hold a debate about 6 Oeos, which is very

needless in the main, because I had really admitted (to shorten

* See my Sermons, p. 58 of this volume.
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our dispute) more than you could prove, either from Scripture

or antiquity. I had allowed 6 Oeos to be the ordinary title of

God the Father, and rightly reserved to him, in most cases, as

his distinguishing personal charactert, in the sense of airóðeos.

Yet I very well know that this is more than you can prove from

the Fathers, 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 demonstration, that the Fathers in

general made no account of the distinction between Oeos and 6

Geós, in our present case; because of their applying a multitude

of texts to Christ, where there is 6 @eós, as before shewn. Your

pretence of his being considered as representative only, has been

fully answered above: besides that you are fluctuating and in

consistent in your accounts of that matter; sometimes allowing

Christ to be what he is there styled (viz. 6 Oeós) 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 unconstant a thing is error. It being certain that the

Fathers, 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 Scripture (by their own ac

count) had not observed, but the direct contrary? Indeed, you

have two writers, before the Nicene Council, to produce for it,

Clemens and Origen: as to Clemens, how little he made of the

distinction, as to our present question, may be observed from

his manner of styling the Father and Son together 6 Oeos, as

hath been noted above. Besides this, I took notice that he often

gives the Son, singly, the title of 6 Oeds: and I referred to the

placesu: you have something to say to every one of them, to

shew 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 Psalm xxxiv. 8. And what then :

Is it ever the less true, that 6 Oeos is there applied to Christ?

To the second passages you say, the Adyos is spoken of, as per

t See my Defence, vol. i. p. 315. p. 72.

u Clemens Alex. p. 72, 132, 251, y "Ett öé kai dvovápaorros #v 6 €eós

273, 436, 832. ô Kūptos fimbéro yeyevnuévos ūvěporos.

*"I6ere 3rt Xplorës 6 eeós. Clem. Clem. p. 132.
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sonating the Father. Not a word does Clemens say of personating,

but of the Son's being the face of the Fatherz: so that in seeing

one, both were, in a manner, seen; one being the perfect resem

blance of the other, and representing him, (not in your low sense

of personating,) but exhibiting 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 6 Oeds. Was this the

Father, think you, or the Son? To the third passagea, you say,

that the 6 Oeos “is not the A6)0s, but a sanctified Christian.”

But your better retreat is to the various lection; not only be

cause your construction is at least dubious, but because if it

were certain, it were still an instance of 6 Oeos applied by

Clemens contrary to your criticism. To the fourth and fifth

passages", you reply, that “tov Oeov and tº Oe? may be under

“stood of the Father.” To which I need only say, they cannot

without straining, and making the construction forced and un

natural. To the siath", you say, “the limitations added are

“strongly against me.” That is only a fancy of your own: but

was not the question, whether 6 @eos was applied 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 (6 Oeos) in the absolute and unlimited

“construction.” And might you not have had this reserve, if I

had produced a thousand passages with 6 Oeos 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 becomes of your criticisms upon 6 Oeos,

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, 6 travrokpárop d.

Here you tell me it is not in an absolute construction. And

what if it is not? The instance is sufficient to shew that Christ

is true God, upon Clemens's principles, because he is 6 travrokpá

* IIpégorov & row esot, 6 Aóyos, 3 • "Ayvoua yap oix àn rerau roi esot,
- - a.

port{eral 6 eeós, kai yuapićeral. rére row mp3 karagoºns kóorºlov orvusočMov

kai 'Iopa)\ novápagºral, Öre elbe rôv yewopévov rot Tarpés. Clem. p. 832.

esov, röv köptov obrós darw 6 €eós, "'Avevæs yāp 6 row wavrospáropa

6 Aáyos, &c. Clem. Ibid. eeóv Adyov exov, kai ovčevös &v xpiſet,

* Clem. Alex. p. 251. direpel more Clem. p. 227.

* Ibid. p. 273, 436.
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tope, for Clemens makes no distinction about absolute construc

tion. But neither can you prove that Clemens does not use the

words Töv Tavrokpáropa, in the passage cited, in an absolute con

struction, (if one can know what you mean by absolute,) nor

if you could, would it at all change the sense of the word Tavro

kpárop, 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 travrokpárop, or Almighty, can come

up to. It is to little purpose for you to shew that Clemens

sometimes styles the Father uávos 6 travtokpárop. 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 hath

been observed above. As to Origen, you will be able to make

no more of the place cited f than this; that as the Adyos excels

all other his inferiors, so also the Adyos is excelled by the Father;

not in the same degree, but in a certain sense, as the Father is

airóðeos, 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 further 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

Oeos and 6 Oeos, (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 Mar

cellus 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 Oeos, 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

in Joh. p. 46, 47. Vid. Huetii not.

p.93.94: - - - * f r- *

& Avvaplevos youveineiv, kai 6 eeds

#v 6 Aóyos, Heră răs row apópov Tpoor
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Euseb. contr. Marc. p. 127.
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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 Eusebius'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 subsistingh. He charges him with

taking it in a Jewish sense, 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 namesk, having no more

than a nominal, not a real distinction. Hence it is plain what

Eusebius, in the passage above cited, meant by év kai Tavrov,

one and the same thing; as also by making the Adyos to be rôv

ém Távrov Oeov, 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. 3 15,) that he made no further use of the

observation about the article, than to prove against Marcellus,

that the A6)0s is a distinct real Person, and not the Father

himself. It is you that have partially represented Eusebius,

either to serve your hypothesis, or for want of considering 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 Oeos with the article and without it? ... 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 shew the preeminence of the Father

above the Son: so far from it, that he gives the title of 6 Oeds

indifferently to Father, or Son, or to both together, according as

occasion offers. The latter has indeed, in an unaccurate work, or

perhaps corrupted, mentioned the distinction, and applied 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 Ditheism upon quite another foot.

* Euseb. p. 4, 19, p. 5. Euseb. p. 33, 35, 36. * Ibid. p. 167, 175.9 33, 3 p. 107, 17
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2. You have not been able to shew that the Fathers ever

imagined the Scripture style to be at all conformable to that

distinction: may, 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 6 Oeds. 3. You have

not been able to shew, that the Father 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 shewn from Clemens, examples may be given to the con

trary 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 consequence in favour of your principles could be

drawn from it: nothing but what (for the sake of shortening a

dispute) I would have admitted, without your producing any

ancient writer for it; namely this, that the Father is em

phatically 6 Oeds, as first Person, though the Son be Oeos in the

same sense: almost in like manner as the Holy Ghost is em

phatically to Tveijua, though the Father or Son be rveijua in as

strict and proper a sense of Tveijua as the other.

You at length bring me a quotation from Theodorus Abucara,

a very orthodox man of the ninth century, allowing that in

Scripture style 6 Oeos is a title appropriate to the Father. This

is more than the ancients would have allowed; except the obser

vation 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 between allowing 6 @eds to be an appropriate title, and

making the sense of Geós depend upon an article.

As to John i. 1. where the want of the article before Oeos is

made an objection against us, it should be considered that the

expression, Osós jv 6 Aóyos, is just what it should be on our

principles. The want of the article determines Oeds to be the

predicate, ascertains the construction against the Sabellians, and

is the very expression which any accurate Greek writer would

* Irenaeus, p. 211, 215, 271. ed.

Bened. Hippolytus, vol. i. p. 267. ii.

§ 15, 20. Melito, cit. a Grab. Not. in

ull. p. 86. Origenes contr. Cels.

p. 85, 162.

m Petavius, where he cites the

passage you mention, cites also an

other of the same author; which de

served your notice.

eeós 8é ééaupéros Aéyerat, retó; )
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iv. cap. 15. p. 262.
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“ has observed.”
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choose, rather than the other, to signify what we understand

by it.

Having done with criticisms, you return to your logical sub

tleties. I had admitted a priority of order, yet denying 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 coordinate,

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?

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 subor

dinate. 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 ridiculous to assert, that a difference of order

does not make a subordination, or an equality of order a coordi

nation. To my instance of Adam and Seth, you say, that “to

“Adam, considered as a governor, Seth was subordinate.” Yes,

and subject 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, 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

“airía, a true and proper cause, really and efficiently giving

“life.” This is the philosophy of Dr. Clarke": and it is to in

timate, 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 volun

tary act, or choice. In the old sense of cause, as the sun is the

* Clarke's Script. Doct. p. 239, 273. ed. 2nd.
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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 unbegotten God. It men

tions 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 Ditheism, (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.

QUERY IV.

Whether, supposing the Scripture notion of God to be no more than

that of the Author and Governor of the universe, 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 declares 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 eayress 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 con

sistent 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.

• Seemy Answer to Dr.Whitby, p. 209, &c. of this volume.
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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 Martyr and Irenaeus have

said, that they could not have believed 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

it with you; not to eaſpose 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 Scrip

ture 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 ex

pressions 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 further to shift off the charge of Ditheism, by

retorting it upon me. But how wide a difference is there in the

two cases . As I maintain that the Son is not another God, nor

both two Gods, so I consistently 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 2 I may mistake in my hypothesis, (which

yet has not been shewn,) but you are plainly self-condemned.

You have recourse to St. Paul, (p. 197,) who favours your no

tions as little as I do. You ask, whether he “was a teacher of

“Polytheism f* 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:
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and it is plain, that he meant it not in 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”.

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 cer

tainly, 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 question, 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 imme

“ diately after mentions another Lord, ver. 36?” But who has

taught you to call that other, another Lord? This did not our

Saviour: you are the Polytheist, (and not he,) by your strained

and false comments upon his words.

This is what you call producing express Scripture.

What you have further, p. 198, about Bp. Pearson and Bp.

Bull, (who are both directly against you.) is marvellous; as also

your account of antiquity, which has been answered. Your pre

tence, 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. Tertul

lian, 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 Father, he is one God supreme,

God being a name of substance.

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 begging 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

P See my Sermons, p. 53, &c. of this volume.
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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? 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 admitted.

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 ſpurros, 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 lower

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 Britain, and there is one King of Great Britain who is

supreme. Your instance is the more unfortunately chosen, be

cause the very Person there styled ūywrros, 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 confi

dently glorying of nothing less than plain and express Scripture,

you are talking in a style unknown to Scripture, but very well

known to the Pagans, that there is one only supreme God; inti

mating 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 q.

You tell me, that 6 Oeos, in Scripture, &c. signifies the supreme

God. Does it so : Then according to all antiquity, applying 6

Oeos 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 expressions 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

a Sermon VII. p. 167 of this volume.

WATERLAND, vol. ii. M. in
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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 in

clinable to take the name of Tpóros Oeds, 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 pro

perly Christian, nor to be used by Christians.

It is one thing to say God is supreme, is travrokpátop, 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 : Su

preme moderator and governor, we say, because there are sub

ordinate moderators and governors. You do well to quote Nebu

chadnezzar 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. 1 1. is very extraordi

nary, 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 pretended “mediate” worship, it shall

be considered hereafter.

My saying that God has engrossed all divine honour to him

self, 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 Testa

ment; so I hope the reader will not take you to be in earnest,

* Esdras v. 8. Nehem. viii. 6. Wid. Cleric. in loc.
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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, be

cause 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 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 shew, 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 shewn, 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, another 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 thousand 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 re

duced 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 attributes

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 your

self 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 percerting Scripture, and depraving Christianity,

and teaching us a new language, as well as a new faith, in assert

ing a supreme God and an inferior God, instead of one God.

M. In 2
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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 admin

istering his Father's government, are not two kings, be not

trifting and inconsistent 2 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 can

not 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 teats of Isaiah cited above,

besides others, stand full and clear against the Doctor's notion.

YOU go on here in the same confident way, (your confidence

always rising as your arguments fall,) telling me that I “condemn

“Scripture for giving the Son the title of God:” because, for

sooth, 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 defensible as yours, or more so: only

it is liable to the charge of Ditheism, as yours also is; and the

like solutions 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 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.”

Shew me how. You tell me they are “two Gods,” (in my hypo

thesis,) though “undivided in substance.” But this is a miser

able 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 Per
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sons, each of which is a God, and not together 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 making 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 an

cients from this principle concluded that all the three Persons

are one God, (which Bishop Pearson observes;) and you, in con

tradiction to the ancients, infer from the same principle, that they

are not “one God.” Was there ever a more shameless abuse

upon the ignorant readers? I have recited the passage of Bishop

Pearson (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, one might think, that pure regard to your character might

deter you from these liberties.

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 2 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 sub

stance 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

wngodding 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 Scripture. But while, notwithstanding,

* Pearson on the Creed, p. 40.
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you deny the necessary epistence of an angel, and make his title

nominal, who sees not that you deny him to be God 2 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 ex

pose himself by inventing little quibbles to make things appear

what they are not, and to keep up a show of believing 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 derived, sent to execute the

Father's orders, &c. Shew 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 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 su

“premacy.” What I 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 government 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 dream": and to shew how consistent

t See above, p. 459. Contr. Hermog. cap. 7. Deus non

* Neque enim proximierimus opin- erit dicendus, quia nec credendus

ionibus nationum, quae si quando co- nisi summum magnum. Nega Deum

guntur Deum confiteri, tamen et alios quem dicis deteriorem. Contr. Marc.

infra illum volunt. Divinitas autem lib. i. cap. 6.

gradum non habet, utpote unica.
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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 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 your notions,

you make him all over inconsistent, and contradictory 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. 21.1.) upon the history of his

dispute with Marcion, 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 Magnum,

the supreme Being ; though he plainly does own it in making his

substance the same with the Father's, and ascribing the same

dicinity, power, and quality (unius status) to him. Your cavils

about derivatio and portio have been considered above, (p. 458.)

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 Ter

tullian'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 par

ticular, 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 dealing 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 himself, if you were so disposed, and claim all the

* Tres autem non statused gradu, quia unus Deus. Contr. Prair. cap. 2.

nec substantiased forma, nec potestate Trinitas unius divinitatis, Pater,

sed specie: Unius autem stantia, Filius, et Spiritus sanctus. De Pudic.

et unius status, et unius potestatis, cap. 21.
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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, “win

“dicating Tertullian's reasoning,” but such “plainly is his no

“tion.” In this way of talking, I know not why you should not put

in your claim to all the orthodow 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 agree

able to your notions, and then you may claim their countenance

and authority; much in the same way as Dr. Clarke has shewn

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's forms.

You are next finding fault with my account of Tertullian, vol. i.

p. 321, 322. of my Defence. The objection, I said, as Ter

tullian 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 singulare et

unicum imperium, one singular government, or authority; and

under this view he proceeds to answer Praxeas's objection about

monarchia. But you say this instance of Tertullian may serve

to shew 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, intead 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 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 answered

his purpose, does not at all serve yours. And therefore I ob

served 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
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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 God

head 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 consub

stantial, but also of the other, and referred up to him as a head

or fountain, two such Persons were believed to be one God.

This was the Catholic 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. 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, undesignedly. 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 attempts

made upon such men as Bishop Pearson and Bishop Bull, and
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upon our Creeds, Articles, and Liturgy. You have carried the

wile too far: and now every body sees through it.

But let 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. 318.) promised to dismiss,

wherever I should find it.

My “ own hands,” you tell me, “ have entirely destroyed my

“own scheme.” Happy for me, that I am here to answer for

myself; when with Bishop Pearson, 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 any thing 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; leaving you nothing but your

metaphysics to trust to ; which, after repeated experiments, you

have found very unserviceable, 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

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 God

head. Such as have ever looked into

those writers themselves, instead of

taking up scraps at second-hand, can

not 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 principles upon this head:

Athanasius, p. 556,878. in Psal. p. 75.

Hilarius, p. 836, 859, Greg. Nazianz.

Orat. xxxvi. p. 386. As to your pre

tence that you “cannot find that .
“even of the Post-Nicenes of the 4t

“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 reading.
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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 reputation, more than for the

sake of the cause they are entered into, to carry on the appear

ance of a dispute after the dispute is really ended. What other

account can be given of your filling so many tedious pages with

quotations 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 pretended

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 prin

ciples 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-contradiction.”

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 cavilling, in a childish manner, against Unity of substance,

individual, numerical, &c. which kind of cavils I abundantly

answered again and again in my Defence, and shall not repeat.

Homogeneous substance and inseparability 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 sub

stance and substance 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 innu

merable substances. Learn hereafter to have your thoughts more

about you, when you are charging contradictions.
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I had said in my Defence, vol. i. p. 323. that the Fathers

believed God to be a word denoting substance ", not dominion

only. You are unwilling to let this pass, notwithstanding 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 sub

stance. As to 0eórms, which before signified, with you, “divine

“ dominion,” it now signifies “divine dignity and authority.”

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 “6eórms, like

“dv6potórms, and all other words of the like formation, always

“signifies divine dominion".” Now “6eórms, like Övöpotórms

“ 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 per

fection, expressed by the word dignity. I hope, the next time

you write, it will always signify divine nature, like àv6potórms,

(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, 0eórms is expressly op

posed to &v6potórms. I know it, and I choose it for that very

reason; because, as āv6potórms there undoubtedly signifies

human nature, in concreto, so it determines the signification of

6eórms to the divine nature. Besides that your own notion of

dignity (if you have any sense in it) 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 povotpóorotos, one

single Hypostasis. To which you reply, that the “contrary is

* See Tertullian above, p. 518. Oü8é répa ) oëoria tapå rºw 6eórmra,

Kará ràs rôv troXXóv 868as pàoreos oë8é érépa ) 6eórns trapá rºw otoriav.

évêeukruków fort rô ris 6eórnros &voua. Epiph. vol. ii. p. 11.

Bas. Ep. 80. * See Dr. Clarke's Replies, p. 283.

'O &v, kal 6 6.e0s ris otorias Óváuara. * Defence, vol. i. p. 323, 504.

Greg. Naz. Orat. xxxvi. p. 586.
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“notoriously true, that the Sabellians supposed God to be uta

“ itórragus ſpºtſpágotos.” Now, of all things, there is nothing

more contemptible among men of sense, than pedantry about

words. Men of learning know that the word tipódromov has been

sometimes used to signify only an appearance, or manifestation,

or character: in this sense, the Sabellian tenet is, that the God

head is pia iTóoTaois Tputpāorotos, 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

Tpóorotov has been likewise used to signify the same with Hy

postasis, a real Person": in this sense the Sabellian principle

makes the Godhead uovottpóorotos, or ēv ſpórotov, one single

Person". But I am weary of instructing you in such known

things as you ought to have been well versed in, before you

engaged in this controversy. I excuse your telling me, that I

“manifestly contradict all antiquity, by supposing trpágonov and

“Hypostasis” (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 Hippo

• It is thus used as early as Hippo

lytus, 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 intooráorets or Tpéorotra,

provided the meaning be secured.

Orat. xxxix. p. 630. § degrees the

words came to be indifferently used,

one for the other, as Damascen has

observed to have been common with

the Fathers.

Xp) 88 yuáorkeuv, os oi äytot trarépes

tróa raoru kai Tpóorotrov, kai dropov rô

airó exiſNeorav. to kað avrò l8toov

orráros éé oëorias kai oupSegmxérov

tºpta rāţ-evov, kal dpuðu% 8waqºpov, kai

rów Tua 8m)\otiv, otov IIárpov, kal IIaş

Aov. Damasc. Dialect. p. 46.

* Soflav Aéyovres, Čuotav elva, Aé

yoval riſ &et rà év Vrvyn rôv wental

8evuévov ovvia rapiévin' kai 8ta rotºro

Tpóorotrov čv trarpès Kai viod, &c.

Basil. Homil. xxvii. p. 602.

IIpóorontov is many times used in

this Homily to signify the same with

intróa raorus.

Oü8é traMiv viod kai mºveſ uaros év

Tpóorotróv Čorriv. Ibid. p. 606.

Miav inróa raorw qmaev elva röv

trarépa kai row viðv kai rôv dytov rved

pua, kai év rpióvvuov mpóororov. Theo

dor. de Sabellio. Haeret. Fab. lib. ii.

cap. 9.

sºlut—an veram'Trinitatem

intelligere non voleret, unam eandem

que credidit sub triplici appellatione

personam. Leon. M. Serm. xxiii.

p. 155. ed. Quenell.
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lytus and Tertullian. Such was the ancient Catholic sense of

Tpógoſtov 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, understand

ing 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 Persons 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 Noétus ever talked of three Per

sons, as Sabellius did after. He was the first that introduced

the theatrical sense of person into Christianity, making the Tpta

Tpóorotra to be āvviróorrara, while the Catholic notion was of Tpia

Tpdorotra évvitórrara. 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 üTórragus and tipóorotov, 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 rational or intelli

gent 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 an

other 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

committed 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 supposed 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

sensible 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
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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 Au

gustus. 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 wonder a man of your acumen should not

be able to perceive.

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 Beings; and of one in

finite and independent, the other dependent and finite 2

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 Scripture 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 Per

sonse: but as one of the Persons is derived from the other,

e In duobus ingenitis diversa divi

nitas invenitur: in uno autem genito

ea uno ingenito, naturalis unitas de

monstratur. Fulgent. contr. Arian.

p. 59.

Si ambo 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,

. 52.
p Š verus Deus est, et de Patre non

est, duo sunt habentes singuli et vo

luntates proprias et imperia diversa.

Greg. Nazianz.p.729. Pseud. Ambros.

p. 348. Confer Eugenii Confess. ap.

Vict. Wit. p. 37. Chiffl.
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“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 centre 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 diversely con

sidered 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 infinitely distant

parts of the divine substance, as you conceive it under extension:

nor is our notion of the same powers being common to three Per

sons at all more unconceivable or inexplicable than yours is of

the otherſ. 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. º

When you are able to explain to me how the wisdom residing

in one part of the divine substance (on your hypothesis of exten

sion) 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 insinuation,”

couched under the words finite and infinite. This you borrow,

as you do many other things, from the author of Modest Plea,

&c. Continued. I returned a brief answer to it in the Preface

to my Sermons". 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

f See my Defence, vol. i. p. 375. & Page 9 of this volume.
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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 Scripture 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 limitation 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-evistence,

as distinct from necessary easistence, is any perfection: it is a re

lation of order, a mode of existing", 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-evistent.

Only, the Father particularly is unbegotten and underived; under

which conception, self-ewistence, as peculiar to him, is negative

and relative. We had long been amused with Dr. Clarke's

denying the self-evistence 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 re

ducing 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 eatistence belongs not equally

to all the three Persons: and then you will shew yourself an

able disputant.

You need not now be scrupulous about “dependent” and

“independent :” you have said enough. Whatever is not

necessarily earisting 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 shew

h ‘Yrápéews roëros rô dyévvmrov, oùx Pseudo-Just. Exposit. Fid. Mich. Psell.

oëortas Švoua. Basil. contr. Eun. lib. apud Fabric. vol. v. p. 56.

iv. p. 763. Wid. Damascen. vol. i. p. | Modest Plea, p. 217.

135, 140, 143, 2 Io, 409. ii. p. 817.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. N in
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that either Scripture or antiquity favours any such notion of be

gotten, as to make the Son precarious, or not necessarily evisting.

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 surprising

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, justice, goodness,

“veracity, and the like, (the exercise whereof always implies

“the notion of action, and consequently 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 dependence

“upon the will of the agent,) such as eternity, omnipresence,

“omniscience, or the like.”

Here, if one may presume to understand such obscure reason

ing, 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 existence. Therefore, most evidently, the Son

is no precarious being : nor is any creature whatever at all pre

carious or mutable, by the same way of reasoning. A mighty

honour done to God the Son, to make him no more precarious

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

depending 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
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being alone supreme in “authority, dominion, &c.” But, at

length, you can make nothing of it, without interpreting this

supremacy by the perfection of self-evistence, and self-existence by

necessary evistence; thereby depressing God the Son into pre

carious 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, and consider whether

those eminent characteristics, specified in the texts cited, are

such as at all suit with a finite, dependent, precarious, created

being.

You pretend (p. 225.) that “no distinguishing character of

“the one supreme God is ascribed to the Son in Scripture.”

But let the reader see the texts which ascribe omniscience, know

ledge 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 men

tion as appropriate to the one God, and which are not applied

(as you pretend) to the Son; see my Sermons*, 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 charac

ters 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 limitation; and here you refer to the

Son's being (ueyáAms BovXñs āyyeMos) angel of his great council;

which is not according to the Hebrew, and so is of no account

while I am arguing from Scripture, not from the Fathers. The

Father 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 shewn that the Father has any

natural subjects, which are not equally subjects 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 “communicated to

“the one supreme God.” The force of this lies only in the

k Sermons, p. 167 of this volume. * Ibid. p. 143, 144.

N In 2
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terms. The first Person may eternally communicate 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 question 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 1 Besides, 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 re

markable thing has been shewn. 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

dominion over his subjects. As to Phil. ii. 6, I refer to my

fifth Sermon ; where I had obviated your pretences before you

made them. You insist upon your construction of āAAá: which

if admitted, yet you can never ascertain your whole construction,

(as I shewed in my Sermon",) but the words will still naturally

bear a meaning opposite to yours. However, as to your criti

cisms about the use of 3AAá in that place, they appear to me of

no manner of force. The sense is exceeding clear and unbarrassed,

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 ea'ample proposed. No ; but they are part of the

* Defence, vol. i. p. 433,434.

n Sermon V. p. 1 ſo of this vol.

• Clemens understands it in the

same way as I do. “Os év poppſ, eeoº.

ináp ov, oùx āprayuāv iryñoraro rô

elva, lora Geº' ékévoorev 8é éauröv 6

‘pixotzripploveeds, oróoral rôváv6porov

y\xéuevos. Clem. Alex. p. 8. Ox.

That Clemens here interprets the

place as I do, appears from his chang

ing d\\ā into 8é, from his making a

pause after lora ee?, and from his

choosing a new subject of his propo

sition, 6 $àourripuov Geós, instead of

6s preceding.
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preface to it, to make the example the more forcible and the

more endearing: so that I may return you the compliment of

inattention.

In my Sermons, you tell me, “I most absurdly interpret 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 preaching, or the like, exalt God by

proclaiming and publishing his praises. And now where is there

any the least appearance of absurdity, after taking out the idea

of praying; 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. Shew me one

instance in the Scripture and Apocrypha together, of your sense

of Útrepvvéo, 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 intepvyčo may

not as well be so used as Öofágo, and why one should be thought

more absurd than the other, and I will stand corrected. I

shewed you that I was not singular in interpreting intrepvyów by

6084% in that place. The context favoured it, the words would

well bear it; and an ancient Greek writer, under the name of

Dionysius, as well as a Latin writer, under the name of Ambrose,

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 Ötrepvyčo was the same with mine: and the

rather, because Origen (of whom Eusebius was a great admirer)

would never have admitted inepvráo 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

P ‘O 8očáčov airóv, 6 intepuyóv, 6 6povov rºs éavrot, Saorixeias dwéðelée.

dvaðeičas 8aori)\éa rôv 6\ov—öv obra, Euseb. contr. Marcell. p. 7o. Conf.

8očáčovra röy iduroi, Ilaripa, duouſ?aios Josh. iii. 7. dpkoua, twooral ore kara

dvrièočáčov 6 IIarºp, kal Kûptov, Kai vártov mávrov.

Xarºpa, kai eeóv rôv 5Aov, kai oráv
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interpret the text of constituting our Saviour Lord, King, and

God; but recognising, or manifesting him as such : and it is

certain that Eusebius resolves all the Son's real and essential

greatness into his Sonship", and not into any subsequent ex

altation. 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 interpreting exaploaro 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 spreading and extolling

his name over the whole creation.

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

shew you that the Apostle is only speaking of that peculiar and

special right founded in the merits of Christ's redemption; by

which he became, in a more special sense, Lord of all he had

redeemed; just as God the Father became, in a more special

sense than before, Lord of the Jews, upon his choosing them as

his peculium, or upon his delivering them from Egyptian slavery?

What you are here endeavouring, 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 foundation 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

q Ka8á Še pióvos airós, ò éé airrod oré8ew, kai trpookvyetv učvov airóvola

yevvméeis roo IIarpós év Popºbi, wripxe Küpio, kai Xorºpa, kai Geów éavrºs

rod esoo rod dopärov, kal mporárokos usua&#xapev. Euseb. contr. Marcel.

&mdorms krioreos' 8tó kai ripºv, kai p. 69.
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to describe the manifestations of Christ's glory subsequent to his

incarnation? You find, that he was the Lord, who in the “be

“ginning laid the foundations of the earth:” which is a stronger

character than all the rest put together; 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 proposed: 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 Scrip

“ture.” What Do not you find that he was God, and that he

was also man 2 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, because this

is applied to the Person 2 He sweat, as it were, great drops of

blood: Was the Adyos in a sweat? He died, and was buried,

and he lay in the ground: according to you, the whole Person, the

Aóyos, it seems, as well as the body, suffered all this; for you

know of nothing 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 advantage it is really

capable of. You should not have found fault with us for ap

plying any thing to a compound person, in such respect or ca

pacity 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 Aéyos, the soul and

the body,) and then you might have shewn some degree of acute

ness. But it is not my business to point out to you the properest
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way of defending your heresy, 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 plaster, 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 executing 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 himself 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 Defence,

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 nature, consisting of body

and soul. Nothing more common 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 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

* Pater Verbum suum visibile effe- et scire hunc a quo judicentur. Iren.

cit onni fieri carni, incarnatum et lib. iii. cap. 9. p. 184.

ipsum, ut in omnibus manifestus * See Suicer's Thesaurus in ordpå

eret rex eorum. Etenim ea quae and orópa.

judicantur oportebat videre judicem,
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from the very beginning of Christianity, by all the Fathers, with

out exception; that had Novatian taught otherwise, he could not

have passed for a schismatic only. You may see what Socrates'

says to that point, who was himself of the Novatian sect, and his

testimony therefore the more material; as disciples seldom vary

in any thing very considerable from their leaders. He declares,

that all the ancients (sure he did not exclude the head of his own

party) believed that Christ had a human soul, and asserted it as

a doctrine universally received. He mentions Irenaeus, Clemens,

Apollinaris of Hierapolis, Serapion Bishop of Antioch, the Synod

that met about the case of Beryllus, Origen, Pamphilus and Eu

sebius: 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 Romanusu, Justin Martyrx, Melitoy, Hippolytus”, Ter

tullian *, 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 dis

sent 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 very common expression for man (body

and soul) in Scripture 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 further 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 invested after his resurrec

“tion.” But that authority and power of judging, as you call it,

* Socrates Eccl. H. lib. iii. cap. 7. * Hippolytus contr. Noët. cap. 17.

p. 178. p. 18.

u Clem. Rom. Epist. cap. 49. p. *Tertullian contr. Prax. cap. 16, 30.

169. Cant. de Carn. Christi, cap. Io.
x l. ii. cap. Io. p. 26. b Caro fit, et habitat in nobis, hoc

y Melitoº Cav. Hist. Lit. tom. est, assumit hunchominem,&c. Novat.

ii. p. 33. cap. 16.
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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 recognised after

his incarnation and humiliation: so that in the main, this was no

more than receiving the same honours he before had, and return

ing, as it were, to the same state of glory; only now clothed with

humanity, which before he was not.

You have something further 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 similitude may not answer in every circum

stance. It is a lively and elegant way of conveying to us a

notion of divine things; and is to be understood, like many

passages of Scripture, 6eorpetrós, though spoken ävôpatrona

6ós.

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 addi

“tional 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 Pro

prietor of mankind, under a more peculiar title and stricter

alliance: just as God the Father, when he had by his many

deliverances, 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) re

ceive 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 completely 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 misfortune

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

* Sermons, p. 114, 115 of this volume.
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he was ever constituted Godd, (as he might be Lord;) or that he

became, by any new accession, more truly or more fully God than

he was ever before. This consideration at once shews the weak

ness of your hypothesis, (as I hinted above,) and is alone sufficient

to unravel all your fallacies.

QUERY VII.

Texts applied

To the one God. To the Son.

Thou, even thou only, knowest the He knew all men, &c. John ii. 24.

hearts of all the children of men, 1 | Thou knowest all things, John xvi.30.

Kings viii. 39. Which knowest the hearts of all men,

| Acts i. 24.

I the Lord search the hearts, I try

the reins, Jer. xvii. Io.

I am the first, and I am the last; and

I am he that searcheth the reins and

the heart, Rev. ii. 3.

I am the first, and I am the last,

beside me there is no God, Isa. xliv.6. Rev. i. 17.

I am Alpha and Omega, the begin

ning 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.

* Novatian is the only ancient

writer I have observed to say any

thing like it; in the words

niversae creaturae et Dominus et

Deus constitutus esse reperitur. Nov.

* I5.

et 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 * ei Filius

comprobatur. 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 genitus 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

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

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 con

stitutus 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 prin

ciples.

e 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 2

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 omniscience; 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 inexplicable;

and is no more to be accounted for than your supposing the

same wisdom, &c. to reside in innumerable infinitely distant parts

of the same substance. This controversy (whatever you imagine)

is not to be decided by metaphysics, but by Scripture and an

tiquity; 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 omniscience and

eternity are alike described, and in the same phrase. It lies then

upon you to shew the difference; as I have shewn 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; shewing that they are applied 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 omniscience

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 per

fectly wrapped up in Scripture, that the justest rebuke imaginable

cannot reach you, but through the sides of the Scripture? “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 4° Now, at length, it is out ; and thus I have mal

treated Scripture. Was there ever a wilder inference? You

should have considered, that there was no question raised about
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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 therefore your asking, “Had he not better have said,”

and repeating it again and again, is mere trifling; unless you

can shew 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 roundabout way you would in

sinuate, 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 likewise 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 more than men, there

could be no danger in a few general 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 knowing the day

of judgment; of which I have fully and distinctly treated else

wheref: 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 interpreting the text

of the human nature, and yet saying that Irenaeus, upon that

text, is to be understood of the Aóyos. As if both might not be

true, that Irenaeus understood the text of the Adyos, while I

think it better to understand it of the human nature: I am

f Sermon VII. p. 162, &c. of this volume.
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weary of such trifling. You proceed to shew 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 me",

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 opinion, it must be presently forced

into your sense, however contradictory to the author's known

principles elsewhere. 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 partial.

And he may also compare M. Massuet's account of the same

passage in his Previous Dissertations i to his 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 decent, or indeed any other

“safe answer than this, (seeing our Lord is the only teacher of

“truth,) that we are to learn of him that the Father is above

“all; for the Father, saith he, is greater than I. And therefore

“ the Father 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 intri

“cate questions to Godk.”

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

s Bull. D. F. N. p. 82. Animadv.

in G. Cler. p. 1056.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 334.

* Massuet. Praev. Diss. in Iren. p.

I33.

§ Si quis exquirat causam propter

quam in omni Pater communi

cans Filio, solus scire et horam et

diem a Domino manifestatus est, ne

ue aptabilem magis, neque decen

tiorem, nec sine periculo alteram quam

hanc inveniat in praesenti; (quoniam

enim solus verax Magister est Domi

nus) ut discamus per ipsum, super

omnia esse Patrem. Etenim Pater ait,

major me est. Et secundum agnitio

nem itaque praepositus esse Pater an

nuntiatus esta Domino nostro, ad hoc,

ut et nos, in quantum in figura hujus

mundi sumus, perfectam scientiam et

tales quaestiones concedamus Deo.

Iren. lib. ii. c. 28. p. 158, 159.



QU. vii. OF SOME QUERIES. 559

Knowing, our Saviour made such a declaration as gave the pre

ference 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, seem

ingly contrary to truth; since all things are 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 became him to do, especially

during the state of his humiliation, while in figura mundi, con

versing 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 further, 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].” Nazianzen chooses rather to refer Christ's not know

ing that day to his humanity; yet he mentions also this other

construction 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 know

“ledge of the greatest things is to be referred up to the cause

“itself, for the honour of the Fatherm.”

Every one may see that Irenaeus's construction falls in with

this of Nazianzen and Basil; who perhaps might both borrow

. T}, où8eis olòe, rºw mpármv etónow 391.p. II68.

rów 8é àvrov kal rôv čorouévov čni rāv m"Qatrep rāv MAww £raorov, oùrw

trarápa dváyovros. Kai Suá mavrov rºv & kai i yuáorus róv Heytarov ini rāv

"pºrny airlau toſs dwépérois into&et- airlaw dvaqepéoéo ruff row yewviropos.

kvövros siphatai vouſſouev. Basil. Ep. Greg. Naz. Orat. 36, p. 588.
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it from him: nor is it possible from Irenaeus's words to prove

that he meant any thing more. Nay, the words themselves most

easily and naturally resolve into this sense, as I had abundantly

before proved from the context, and from Irenaeus's main scope

and design in the whole.

You call it pleasant for me to add, consequently in all knowledge,

where Irenaeus says, that the “Father communicates 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 argument 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 shew 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 question Irenaeus resolves in

saying, Praepositus esse Pater annuntiatus est. It was in this

sense he declared him to be alone knowing, as declaring him

praepositum, set before, preferred to the Son in knowledge, on

account of his being 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 having it

primarily, and from none ; which was also the sense of Basil

and Nazianzen. But enough of this. You go on to Origen;

whom I had cited, after Irenaeus, Ignatius, and Clemens of

Alexandria, to confute your round assertion, that all the Ante

Nicene writers believed the Adyos to have been ignorant, &c.

when you could not prove it of so much as one. Irenaeus may

now stand; as also Ignatius 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

£nows; 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,
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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 Bulln 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 di

rectly contradicts that very doctrine which you, upon Jerome's

authority, endeavour to ascribe to him; he asserts, that the Son

knows the Father kar’ &étav, suitably to his dignity”.

From the slender opposition which, after long deliberation,

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 Sabellianism, which

you think is not just, and which you call “abusing the reader;”

though you have not yet been 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 Hia iTóa Taorts Tputſpégoiros, I have

before shewn 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 substance

“under three personal distinctions:” which though literal, is a

very false translation, as substance and personal 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 mani

n Bull. Def. F. Nic. p. 121. P Bull. D. F. sect. ii. c. 9. p. 103,

° Origen. contr. Cels. p. 287. &c.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. O O.
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festly what Eusebius meant by it; as may appear from the

account I have given of him above (p. 522,) 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"; not to mention what has been done

also by Dr. Wall", and others, since that time.

The truth is, had Dr. Cudworth but distinguished between

substance of substance, (which supposes no division, but one sub

stance,) 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 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 consideration.

You tell me, it “is not alike described” with the Father’s,

because the Father's is unoriginate and underived: 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 endea

vour to find some difference in the manner wherein the texts are

applied to each Person. As to the phrase first and last, it has

been vindicated already. As to Rev. i. 8, which you understand

of the Father, it is to be interpreted (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 a while to consider the strength of your

reinforcement. In my Sermons,

I. I pleaded from the context.

2. From antiquity. -

3. I shewed 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 cer

tainly of very great moment, for the ascertaining the con

q Stillingfleet on the Trinity, p. 76. Doctrine continued, p. 239. to 252.

to p. 100. * See my Sermons, p. 141, &c. of

F Wall's Hist. of Infant Baptism, this volume. Defence, vol. i. p. 537,

p. 337. to p. 354. True Scripture &c.
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struction. 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 Caesariensis,) 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 con

siderable than Eusebius,) 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 further, that their testimonies in the

case were not to be looked upon merely as the private judgment

of two writers, but as shewing 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 dispute, 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' here 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 answer (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 concerned 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 not ? Surely

you never looked carefully into Tertullian. He observes of the

Praxeansu, (just as Hippolytus does of Noëtus,) that they had

* Epiphan. vol. i. p. 488. responsum adversus idduodetideApo

* Interim, hic mihi promotum sit calypsi Joannis proferunt: Ego Do

O O 2
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cited and urged this text against the Catholics; applying it to

God the Son: and Tertullian, in his answer, admits that appli

cation. Wherefore it is a clear case, that the Ante-Nicene

Church universally 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 travrokpárap, when applied to the Son, I

pass over here, as not affecting our present question. 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 constantly after, it is more than probable

that that part at least is Origen's own. However, I want not

his testimony, 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 Sermonsº. 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 applied

by St. John, sometimes to the Father, and at other times to the

Son. All you have to say by way of reply, 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 under

standing 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

minus qui est, et qui fuit, et venit om

nipotens ; et sicubi alibi Dei omnipo

tentis appellationem non putant Filio

convenire. Quasi qui venturus est,

non sit omnipotens, cum et Filius

omnipotentistam omnipotens sit quam

Deus Dei Filius. Tertull, contr. Praw.

c. 17.

N. B. The Praxeans could not

imagine that any such high title could

belong to the Son, unless the Son

was the very Father himself: which

therefore they concluded him to be

from this and the like texts.

* Sermons, p. 141 of this volume.
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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 Köptos é Qeos 6 tavrokpárop,

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 gene

rally applying the title 6 tavrokpárop 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 occasion may

require. I may now venture, by your allowance, to call God the

Son supreme over all ; which is your own rendering of 6 travro

kpárop. And let us not presume to deal partially and unequally

between the Father 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 the eternity of

God the Father: or if you had, I desired you to shew 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 would 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

y See my Sermons, p. 43 of this volume. * Ibid. p. 142.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 34.1, &c.
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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

Tavrospárop, Almighty, or God over all, or the strongest words

of like kind in the Old Testament, signify nothing; being capable

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,” I 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 Creator; and being Creator, you had

told me long ago, did not imply eternity, nor an infinite subject”.

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 apparent deficiency of your

pretended demonstration. By loosening the proof of Christ's

divinity, you have loosened 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 evisting 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 artillery 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,

b See my Defence, vol. i. p. 342.
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which lies in the midway. I do not know, whether 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; unless you allow the title of God to carry the notion

of necessary existence in it, allowing the same also of Jehovah.

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 argu

ments we will also prove the dicinity 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 arguing

“against the eternity of the Son, but shewing 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. 343. “This office and character (of a Re

“deemer) 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 shew that it did not

require infinite power, you cannot shew 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 eternal duration.”

Suppose it be not, (which you know nothing 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 pro

nounce that the work of redemption did not require infinite

powers.

But you attempt to prove it another way. A “mediator,”
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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 shews 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 person : 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 rea

soning, you had entirely frustrated the argument drawn from

the acts of creation, to prove the dicinity 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.

Dut I must tell you further, that by weakening and destroying

so many clear and undeniable 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 overshoot. Dr. Clarke,

I believe, began to be sensible of his error in this respect, as

having undermined every Scripture 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-evistence and independent eternity were taught in

Rev. i. 8.

I am very glad he pitched upon that text, because we can

easily vindicate it to God the Son: and so we shall have an

eapress proof of the necessary easistence of the Son ; and leave you,

with shame, to make out the Father'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 necessary ea:

istence be once admitted, according to Rev. i. 8, the consequence

will be clear and certain for the necessary evistence of the Father

c Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 264. ed. 2nd.
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also. Thus, as you had once lost the proof of the Father's

dicinity, 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 8 and whether the

Doctor hath not made an elusive equivocating answer to the

objection ; since the Son may be a necessary emanation from the

Father, by the will and power of the Father, without any con

tradiction : 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 careful

attention.

You begin with telling me, that eternal generation does not

imply necessary evistence, 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 un

doubtedly just, according to your own novel sense of the word

act. But it is ridiculous to imagine, that giving new names to

old truths can ever alter their nature. Either argue against ge

neration being an act in the old sense of act, or confess your

trifling, in bringing the whole to a dispute about words 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 re

plied in a Preface,) “that I have not been able to produce one

“single passage out of any one Ante-Nicene 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 shew 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 necessary generation of the Son: and it certainly is so. To

clear this momentous point I shall here shew,

1. Why neither Father nor Son were ever said, by the ancients,

to exist by necessity of nature, but the contrary.
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2. I shall shew that the ancients, notwithstanding, believed

the very same thing which we now differently express; namely,

the necessary evistence of God the Son, as well as of God the

Father.

3. I shall inquire in what sense, or by whom, necessary genera

tion 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 Father.

1. I am to begin with observing, why neither Father nor Son

were ever said, by the ancients, to exist by necessity 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 compelled by a superior force, and against

his will, (such was their sense of the word necessity,) to exist.

The Greek áváykm had been much used among philosophers in

this hard sense. Some had made voſs and āvāyknd, 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 #Am, or first matter, by necessityſ, following therein

Timaeus Locrus. Some made necessity the mother of the fates,

and the first among the deities.g. Many made their gods all

subject to necessity; as is particularly true of the Stoics. I for

bear to cite passages which might be given in great numbers.

Such being the use of the word necessity, no wonder, if the

Fathers forbore saying, that God existed by necessity, or if they

even denied it.

Plotinus, a famous Platonist, of the third century, denies

that God exists $70 &váykms", by necessity, being no other than

what he would choose to be.

Lactantius hints at the same thoughti. And upon the same

principles, the Fathers were always very careful to remove every

thing of necessityk from God;

d Vid. Timaeum Locrum de Anim.

Mund. p. 543. Amst.

e Vid Phurnutum de Natura De

orum, p. 19. alias 155.

f Wid. Platonis Timaeum. Chalcid.

in Timaeum, p. 377. ed. Fabric.

s Vid Proclum. Theolog. Platon.

p. 405, 406. Pausan. lib. ii. p. 93.

Theodorit. de Provid. Dei Serm. vi.

p. 562, 563.

h Mſire àv čavrò ri peuyao6am &s

itrô dwdykms toūro by, 6 €orri rooro, rô

airós elva. Śrep airós del #6éAmore kai

6é\et. Plotin. Enn. vi. p. 748.

and would never say that he

i Ex seipso est, ut in primo diximus

libro, et ideo talis est qualem se esse

voluit. Lact. Inst. lib. ii. c. 8. p. 161.

k Tis 6 rºw diváykmv Čirićaxov airó;

el 8é àrotöv čart Aéyew émi esočáváy

kmv, kai Stå rotºro pºore, dyadós éorriv.

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 necessi

tate, quia Deo nulla manet necessitas.

Supra voluntatem et necessitatem est
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existed, or was God, by necessity. Damascen 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

6mutovpyös, 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 century,

we have no instance, that I know of, of the use of necessary

evistence, 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, nor worth my search: so I leave it to

those who have leisure. But I must complain of it as a great

instance of unfairness, after I had given you the hint of this in

the Preface to my Sermons!, (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 existence even of God the Father.

The ancient writers, I conceive, 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 shew.

2. The ancients believed and taught the necessary evistence of

God the Son; expressing it in such manner and in such phrases

as were suitable to their own times. The most usual way of

expressing what we call necessary existence, was by saying, that

any thing was this or that, pāore, or kara púruv, by nature: an

other pretty common way was by 6 &v, to Öv, Övros &v, and the

w *... ? - > - -

kal &mutovpyós' 6trep kai évvostv, piñrtid quod est Deitas. Vigil. Taps. de

Trin. lib. x. p. 273. Conf. Toletan.

Concil. xi.

‘Péore, yāp &v dyadès 6 €eos, kai

ãore &nuoupyös, kai pāore, eeds, oùk

dváykm raúrá čort ris yap 6 rºw dway

knv ćiráyov. Damasc. de Fid. Orth.

lib. iii. p. 228.

El yāp kar’ abrºv to quoruköv távros

rai vuyxaguévov påget & 6 eeós,

9eós, bioet dyadès, pèget &muoupyós'

dváykm torral à esos, eeds, kai dyados,

ye Aéyew forxārms éorri 8Aaorqºmutas'

Tis yap 6 rºw dwdykmv émayov ; Marim.

Disp. cum Pyrrh.. tom. ii. p. 163.

Combefts.

‘O rôv 6\ov €eós of karū ‘ptoruv

ăytos, 8ikatos, dyadès, (of), pós, oroghia,

Kaiščvapus; dp'oùv kai airós dºov\iros

kai &s éé dváyxms éorriv, & 'orriv. Cyril.

Alex. ad Anathem. 3. contr. Theodor.

p. 213.

! At the beginning of this volume.
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like, evisting 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. 116. 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 Lordm.” The word which I here lay the stress on,

in proof of the Son's necessary existence, is dyévnros, not made:

a word but seldom, if ever, used, in this manner, to signify any

thing less. Thus Athanasius", and Pope Gelasius", long ago,

understood this place of Ignatius: you pretend (p. 295.) that

the reading is dyévvmtos, 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 considerations. You must

mean, I suppose, that he was unbegotten, as having no human

father, born of a virgin. Against which construction there lie

these several reasons. 1. That no other Catholic writer ever

styled Christ dyévvmtos on this account. 2. That Ignatius is

plainly speaking 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 nature

entire,) yet you see the opposition carried on quite 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 flesh was begotten, the Adyos, the God was

unbegotten: which can bear but two senses, one of which will not

suit with your principles, nor the other with Catholic principles.

You will not say, that the Aóyos 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 0eorákos:

that is, the doctrine was always held, though differently ex

m Ets larpós éorriv, orápkukós re kai Xptorrós 6 Küptos juºv. Ign. Eph. ad

Trvevuarukös, yewmrös kai%. ev Ephes. c. vii. p. 14. Ox.

orapki yewówevos eeds, év 6avárº (o) n Athanas. de Synod. Arim. p. 761.

dAméwi), kai ék Mapias kai ék esov, ° Gelasius de duabus Naturis, p.

Tpárov traffnrös kai röre draëls, 'Imoroús 690. Bas, ed.
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pressed; 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 yewmrös

is applied, and āyévmtos 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 āyévvmtos so early as the time of

Ignatius. This will lead me into a long but useful inquiry; use

ful upon many other accounts besides the present. You are of

opinion, that the ancient Christian writers, wherever they style

God dyévros, meant the same as āyévvmros, unbegotten, p. 294.

My opinion is, that it was late before they styled him &yévvmtos

at all q; and that when they styled him &yávnros, they never

meant precisely unbegotten, but either unmade, or underived abso

lutely. We must trace this point up to the old philosophers.

Thales is the first of them: and he uses the word áyévnros ", to

signify either unmade or eternal.

Parmenides s, about a hundred years after, uses the word

ăyévmrov, as is plain from the metre; and not in the sense of

unbegotten, because he supposes the same thing to be povoyevés,

begotten.

Clemens understands the passage of God; but Eusebius and

Theodorit more rightly of the world: though perhaps 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 under

stand it rather of the world distinct from God, as the only begotten

of God; uovoyevils being a title given to the world by Timaeus

Locrust, and Platou, who are imitated by Philox.

Here then äyévnros can only signify unmade, eternal, or neces

sarily evisting.

P Xpworrow rod viot, row esoº, rod

yevouévov čv to répºp ex orépuaros Aa

8.8 kai 'A3padº. Ignat. ad Rom. c.

vii. p. 40.

Tt rô 6etov; rôpire dpx|v #xov, uſire

reMevrºv. Thales apud Diog. Laert.

p. 22.

* IIoMAá pláA' &s dyévnrov čov kai

dváAeëpóv čo ru,‘l Patri novum innascibilitatis no

men ecclesia imposuit. Cum enim

Sabelliana haeresis genitum ex virgine

Patrem voluisset asserere, ingenitum

contra. Hanc confitendo ecclesia tra

didit Patrem,etutique in divinis Scrip

turis ingenitum nunquam legimus Pa

trem. Vigil. Taps. Disq. Not. 21.

* IIpeogórarov Tóv Švrov eeds' dyé

vmrov yip. Diog. Laert. lib. i. p. 21.

OöAov, povvoyevés re, kai drpenés,

#8 dyévnrov. Apud Clem. Alew. p.716.

Euseb. Praep. Ev. p.43. Theod. tom.iv.

p. 504,528. -

tº Locrus, p. 4. Gale. alias

. 545. Amst.p § Plato Tim. c. 16. p. 239. Fabric.

Vid. Orig. contr. Cels. p. 308.

* Philo, p. 244, 298, 876.



574 A SECOND DEFENCE Qu. viii.

Ocellus Lucanusy uses it to express beginningless and endless

existence: or what we should call necessary existence; always and

unvariably the same.

Timaeus Locrus applies it to ideas and to duration: where he

seems to mean no more than eternity and immutability”. I read

the word with single v in both places; there being no reason for

making it double. There is a passage of Timaeusa, cited by Cle

mens, where the copies have àyévvmtos. Sylburgius had observed

it should be āyévmros rather. But I believe the true reading is

âyévaros, to answer the dialect. I suppose Timaeus must have

meant voſs, by his uta äpxà, one of his two principles: äväyka was

the other. And I must note, that àyévaros here seems to be used

in the sense of underived absolutely.

We may now descend to Plato, about 360 years before Christ.

It is frequent with him to use the word áyévnros to express

eternal, immutable existence, that is, necessary existence. And

though he derived his voſs and Wuxi), mind and soul, from the

Tö àyadov, yet he supposed them āyévmra, necessarily existing; as

Athanasius b hath observed: and the like is observed of him by

Eusebius C. Dr. Clarke tells us, in his Demonstration of the

Being, &c. that, according 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 whether

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

y Tö trav dwóAeëpov kai dyévnrov:

dei re yāp #v kai forral. Ocell. Lucan.

p. 8. Gale. al. 506.

'Ayévmros kai äq6apros 6 kóopos'

àvapxos kai dréAetºrm ros. Id. p. 16, 28.
z %. idea, rö uév dyévaróv re kai

dxivatov, kai uévov re. Tim. Locr. p. 2.

dysvároxpóvo by alova Torayopetoues,

p. Io.

* Mia dpxà wavrov čorriv dyévvmros

(leg, dyivaros) si Yap yºvero, pix &
#v ºr dpxà, d\\' ékelva èé às & dpxà

éyévero. Clem. Alex. p. 718. Plato in

his Phaedrus applies this reasoning to

the soul. Phaedr. p. 344. Vid. Cicer.

Tusc. i. p. 45.

* “Ov Aéyovow éx roß dyadoù voiv,

kai rºv čk roß vow Jºux.ju, kairot yivá

orkovres rô éé &veloiv, oùk éqo&#6ma'av

duos kai airã eineſv dyévura. Athanas.

de Decret. S. N. p. 234.

• Nområs oëorias—dyevirous elva.

qāorkov atrás &omep kai máorav Vºvkºv’

#Tetra éé droppoias ris rod trparov

airiou ovorºval Aéyov. Obóē § ék

row pum &ros airãs yeyovéval Stöðval

BoöAeral. Euseb. Praep. Ev. 1.13. c. 15.

.694.p *ēr. Clarke's Demonstration, &c.

p. 31. 4th ed.

* See Cudworth, p. 405.
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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.

To Plato we may subjoin Aristotle, who is known to make

the world &yévmtos, necessarily existent; which you (because you

affect singularity) will needs call self-existent. But as there is

certainly a different idea from that of self-evistent fixed to the

word áyévnros, when applied to the thing caused, we will, with

your good leave, give the different ideas different names. Simpli

cius, quoted by Dr. Cudworth g, observes of Aristotle, that while

he makes God the cause of the world, he yet supposes the world

to be āyévnros, necessarily existing. You say, Dr. Cudworth justly

charges Aristotle with making the world self-evistent. But Dr.

Cudworth was a wiser man, than to charge Aristotle with it. He

observes, that neither Aristotle, nor any of the Pagan theologers,

from his time, ever supposed the world or the inferior Gods to

be self-evistent h; but to proceed eternally from a cause. You

allow the same thing (p. 294.) of the Stoics their àyéumrot 6eol,

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, Aristotelians, and Stoics,) all distin

guishing between self-evistence and necessary evistence; and all

using the word áyévntos 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 āyévnros to what is

supposed to have been produced, or begotten. To the ancient

instances already given from profane writers, I shall add a few

more of something later date; one is from the Hermaic books,

quoted in Cyrili, where the Aóyos is styled áyévnros, and yet

f Basil gives a very different ac- Basil. in Hea

count of these philosophers and their

sentiments, that they supposed the

world eternal, and not by the will of

God.

8óvos rô dravyáčov.

aem. Hom. I. p. Io.

So also St. Ambrose:

Quamvis causam ejus Deum esse

fateantur, causam tamen volunt non

Kai ka86rt troAAoi rôv pavraoréévrov

ovvumápxew éé diótov tá eeč row kó

opov, oùxī yeyevnaðat trap' airoo ovv

exøpmaravº d\\' otovel dirooklaoua rijs

8vvápleads airot abropºdros traputro

orrival. Kai airtov puév airoi, ČuoMo

'yodoru rôv esov, airtov 8e drpoapéros,

dos ris orkuas rô orópia, kai riis Maputrm

ea voluntate, et dispositione sua, sed

ita ut causa umbrae corpus est. Ambr.

in Hezaem. l. I. c. 5.

& Tô atriov roo otpavoi esov Aéyov,

duos dyévnrov airów drobeikvvoru. Cud

worth, p. 253.

h Ibid.

* 'O Köopos éxet àpxovra étukeiuevoy
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yvijatos vićs. More may be cited from Plotinusk, and other Pla

tonists; who call things àyévmra, eternal and necessarily existing,

though proceeding from another. All the while it is observable,

that àyévnros 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, underived absolutely: though it might often

signify no more than necessary existence, abstracting from the

consideration of self-ewistence: which may best be judged of by

observing what the word is opposed to. I meet not however with

the word áyévvmros 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 Adyos was necessarily exist

ing, but not self-existent, (so I understand him,) he had no way

of doing it but by saying that he was not dyévmtos in the highest

sense as God is, nor yewmrós in the low sense as creatures are,

but between both 1. If he had had the two words āyévºros and

âyévvmtos, he might much more easily have expressed the thought:

as many of the Christian Fathers did after. I take the word

dyévvmtos to have been first brought in by the Christians, to

distinguish the Father from the Son; that is, unbegotten from

begotten. But 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 àyévvmros should be the

word in the place cited. But àyévntos was a common word,

and very applicable; and the more likely to be applied by

him to God the Son, whom he also styles, as the Word, diówsm,

8muoupyöv, A&yov rod wavrov 8éotró

tov, Ös uer' ékelvov ºrpórn 8&valus,

dyévnros, &c.—"Eart 8é too wavre

Aetov trpóyovos, kai réAetos, kai yovipos

7/whatos vićs. Apud Cyril. Aler. contr.

Jul. lib. i. p. 33.

* Tevnrà uév yūp rô dpx|v <xeuv'

dyévnra 8é Ört ur) xpóvov rºv dpx|v

exel, d\\á del map' ºxov čvra dei.

Plotin. Enn. ii. lib. 4. p. 161, 162.

Airãov 6eóvotoriat ow8é yévovro' rú

7āp del Švra obôémore yivovrat—oë8é

ris trpárms airias, # d\\?\ov xopičov

raw &omep oë8é Vºuxns ai émworrijuat.

Sallust. de Mund. c. ii. p. 245.

Aöröv 8é röv kóguov ſight'aprávre kai

dyévmrow elva dváykm ei yüp uh

ºpéeiperat, où8é yéyovey. kai Ört

dváykm 8tá ràvroſſ 6soú dya&örnra övros

roököopov dei re rôv 6eóv dyadov elva,

kai rôv kóopov intápxeuv, &amep ſixtº

Hèv, kai rupi ouvvºpia rarat pós, orópart

8è orkia. Ibid. c. vii. p. 256.

! Otre dyevnros &s 6eós &v, otre

7evnrös os ūuets, d\\& Héoos róv

ãkpov, duqorépous épumpeãov. Philo,

p. 599. -

m "Os forw airoº A&yos diówos, oùx

drö ortyńs trpos\6óv. Ignat.ad Magnes.

p. 23. N. B. 'Atôtos here looks back

wards, and is to be understood a parte

ante, as the Schools speak. Com

pare what Irenaeus says; Ubi est

sige non erit Logos; et ubi Logos

non utique est sige. Iren. l. ii. c. 12.

p. 129.
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of like signification with dyévnros, and frequently joined with it

in ancient writers". I have nothing further to add, but that

the Arian interpolator well understood the force of dyévntos in

that place of Ignatius; and therefore craftily enough altered

the passage, applying it to the Father only ; suitably to Arian

principles, which allow not either dyévvmtos or āyévnros 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 &yévntos,

but alsoãyévvmtos",therein contradicting 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 dyévvmtos 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 dyéviſtos, but un

derstood sometimes in the highest sense, signifying self-existence;

as we see in the Sibylline verses P. Athanasius's observation

may hold true, that the év to dyāvmtov did not signify the one

unbegotten, but the one underived", 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 nothing else: and so the

Son might be included in the év rô dyévntov. I have made no

account of any Latin translations of the Greek dyévnros, because

nothing is more uncertain. 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 dyévntos, by two together, innatus et infectus; which confirms

me that the word was dyévmros, and that, for want of a proper

word for underived, he chose to express it by two. Yet Ter

tullian has also the word innatus 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

8tamavrós. Ibid.* Ti obv Čorru Tô dièuov kai dyévmrov,

Kai äq6aprov; ; xpóvos oë8éis peta

BoA)w itáyet. Plutarch. de et in Del

phis Script.

° Theod. Haeret. Fab. 194.

PElseeds suévos éorriv intepueyéðms

dyévntos. Theoph. Antioch. p. 181.

Atroyevºs, dyévnros, inavra kparāv

wATERLAND, vol. ii.

‘i Oik dyvoodpev 8e dri kai oieipmró

res év rô dyévmrov rov trarépa Aéyovres,

oùk &s yeunrow kai mothuaros &vros rot,

Aóyou owros #ypavav, d\\' 3rt paſſ exei

rôv airtov, kai uáA\ov airós rarijp uév

éorri riis oroplas, &c. Athan. vol. i. p.

761. Bened.

P p
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dyévnros may consult the authors in the margin". The benefit

of what hath been hinted will appear as I go on.

A.D. 145. JustiN MARTYR.

I am next to shew, that Justin Martyr also taught the neces

sary existence of God the Son. His doctrine is, that the Son is

6 &v, the I AM; a phrase expressing, according to Justin, and

all other the best critics, proper emphatical existence; the same

which we now call necessary existence. As to the proof of the

fact, that Justin really styles God the Son 6 &v, and in his own

proper Person, I have given it in my Defence"; and am now

only to take off 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 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 Minister to the Father: and so he was

according to me too, in my Defence, and now ; and yet he is

à èv together with the Father; and he will be, maugre all the

endeavours of passionate men to the contrary.

I insisted further in my Defence t, that the very reason given

why the Father is God, Oeos, (not 6 Oebs,) is because he is

dyévntos, necessarily existing.

Now since Justin every where expressly styles the Son Oeos,

and says that he is ©eós, God, he must of consequence believe

the Son to be necessarily existing. Here you are in a passion ;

telling me, (p. 296,) that it “is exactly 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 being the Father of whom, &c. the reason or foundation

of his being the one God, but only a reason why he principally 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 ex

r Suiceri Thesaur. Petavius de Athanas. de Decr. S. N. p. 207.

Trin. lib. v. c. 1, 2. Cudworth, p. * Vol. i. p. 296, 363, 364.

253, 254. Montfaucon, Admon. in t Vol. i. p. 362,363.
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tremely angry at my construing dyévnros in Justin, eternal, un

created, immutable, not unbegotten, or self-eristent; 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 perfectly acquainted with every ancient writer, to talk of

them so familiarly : I have shewn you from many ancient writers,

that àyévmros has been commonly applied to things begotten or

proceeding; where it could not signify unbegotten. I would fur

ther hint to you, which perhaps may surprise you, that you can

not prove that ever Justin Martyr used the word áyévvmtos with

double v, or that he knew of any such word. That he uses &yévmros

is certain; sometimes meaning by it underived absolutely ";

sometimes 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 evisting, and no other; because it is

opposed to precarious, perishable being; as I shewed in my De

fence: and this was the sense that the old philosophers most

commonly used it in, whether speaking of the supreme Cause,

or their incorruptible Deities, as opposed to the corruptible

creation.

You think dyévnrº, (for so I read it.) in his second Apology),

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 (avvær) from the

first, and afterwards 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 yewv&ºevos, in

“express opposition to dyāvvmtos.” But that I deny ; yeuvéuevos

is opposed only to ovviov, his temporal generation to his eternal

coexistence with the Father: for so I interpret that passage

with the learned Dr. Grabe ; so entirely void of all foundation

is every one of your exceptions.

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

* Pag. 387, 408, 410. ed. Thirlby. necessary existence.

I do not meet with more places x Pag. 20, 37, 72, 78, 114, 128,

where the word must necessarily sig- 148, 149, 150.

nify more. In the rest, I conceive, it y Just. Apol. ii. p. 13. Grab. p.

must, or may signify no more than 114. Thirlb.

P p 2
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fragment only”; but there appears no reason to suspect its being

genuine. What I build my argument upon, is Justin's styling

the A6)0s, life by nature; by which I understand necessarily

existing life, no phrase being more commonly used to signify

necessary existence than påget, or karū ‘piſow, by the ancients.

This very phrase of life by nature, is so used by Cyril of Alex

andria, and others *. 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 her

self", but her life is precarious, depending on the will of another.

Now, in this fragment, Justin asserts, that the A6)os is life by

nature, and enlivening whatever is joined thereto : the very

description which the Platonistse give of the to Oeſov, the divine

Being, which emphatically exists. I might add further proofs,

from Justin, of the Son's necessary evistence; 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 genera

tion.

A.D. 177. ATHENAGORAs.

Athenagoras, the next in order, will be a powerful advocate

for the necessary eristence of God the Son. He declares him to

be of yewópevosd, not made; the very same phrase whereby he

expresses the necessary existence of God the Fathere; and which

comes to the same as 6 &v, pörel &v, &et Öv, all words, or phrases,

expressing in Athenagoras necessary eristence.

It is ridiculous of you to plead, in opposition to me, (p. 296,)

that Athenagoras calls the Sonyévvmua in the very same sentence.

It is the thing that we contend for, that he may be yévvmua, and

z ‘H karð ‘pºortv ſoi) mpoorerXákm rò

rºv q6opāv Šešapévº. Justin. Fragm.

p. 406. Jeb. Grabe Spicil. vol. ii.

p. I72.

a Karā ‘pºorw éorri (of) kai ſoonotòs

6 tavros éméketva voi. Cyril. Aler.

contr. Jul. lib. vii. p. 25o.

Zo) karū ‘pūow 6 esús, os esos éx

eeoº, kai (o) ex ſons. Cyril. in 1 Joh.

p:54. - - - - - - - - -

Os Aáyos &v, kai ſoil, Kai ºbós, kai

dAñ6eia, Kai eeós, kai gopia, Kai Tävra

ãora karūqāow dori. Greg. Nyss, contr.

Eun. Or. i. p. 1. -

b Oö yūp 8' airns art rô (fiv, &s

ró eeg. Just. Dial. p. 23. Jeb.

° Oi yüp &s ueréxov too ºv, dAN'

&s mapékrikov rijs 6etas Koms, rö 6etov

d6ávaróv éorri. Procl. Platon. Theol.

p. 65.

d Oüx &s yewópevov. Athenag. p. 38.

* Airów Łęv oë yewópevov, Ört to by

où yiveral, d\\á rà ui) āv. P. 21.

Ti ré by del, yāveoriv re oix ºxov #

# 3. yevéuevov učv, by 8° oë8émore.

& qºorst Surov, d\\a yewortévov.

P. 68. -
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yet necessarily existing; nay, that he is so, because he is yévvmuaſ,

properly so called ; every Son being of the same nature with his

Father. And why might not Athenagoras think the Son neces

sarily eristing, and begotten also : No philosopher nor Catholic

Christian ever imagined it at all inconsistent, for the same thing

to be both yevvépévov and āyévmrov, as may appear, in a good

measure, from the testimonies I have given above.

I have something further to plead from Athenagoras. He

intimates, that God could never be without the Adyosº, any

more than without reason or wisdom ; which is declaring his

existence as necessary as the Father's existence 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.

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 unbegotten 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

âyévvmtos, but áyévyros. It is under the conception of necessary

eatistence, not as unbegotten, that he proposes the Father as the

true God, in opposition to all the perishing 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

* Vid. Dionys. Rom. ap. Athan. Öv, eixev airós évéavrò Tov Adyov di

p. 332; 8tos Aoyukös &v. Athen. p. 38.

5'Eé àpxis yúp 6 eeds, vows diētos * Page 149, &c. of this volume,
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done, and still do in their creeds,) but presently he must be

charged with eccluding God the Son: as if reserving him a while

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' where

Athenagoras uses the word áyévnros, it is plain to me, from what

I find it opposed to, that he means no more than oi yewóuevos, or

qūget ov, necessary easistence by it, in opposition to the Pagan

perishing deities.

A.D. 187. IRENAEUs.

Irenaeus will be found to teach the necessary eristence of God

the Son many ways, with great variety of expression; sometimes

declaring him to be ipse Deusk, God himself; sometimes the self”

of the Father, Creatorm often ; which, with Irenaeus, is always

a certain argument of immutable existence", and a mark of dis

tinction between what is necessarily existing, and what not: inti

mating also, that whatsoever is a creature could never create".

I have shewn 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 evisting as well as the

Father. He further supposes him God, in respect of his sub

stance P, and coexisting" 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 evistence 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,

“neither didst thou always coexist with God as his own Word.”

I make no doubt of infectus being the rendering of āyévnros, a

word often used by Irenaeus; but whether he ever has āyévvmtos,

unbegotten, I am not positive: it does not appear to me that he

hass. Now as to the sense of the place, it is certainly the most

* Athenag. p. 19, 27, 37, 53, 67,

I22.

* Iren. p. 132.

! Ibid. p. 139, 163,253.

* Ibid. p. 44, 79, 190, 219, 307,

I5.

3 n Ibid. p. 169, 183, 240.

o Ibid. p. 288.

P Generationem ejus quae est ex

Virgine, et substantiam quoniam Deus.

Iren. p. 217.

q Ibid. p. 153, 163, 209, 243.

r Non enim infectus es, O homo,

neque semper co-existebas Deo, sicut

proprium ejus Verbum. Iren. p. 153.

*The reader may turn to the pages

here marked, if he be disposed to exa

mine. N. B. I make no account of

the present readings.

Iren. p. 2, 5, 11, 53, 54, 56, 67,

1oo, Ioi, 103, 153, 183, 284, 285,

348. Bened. ed.
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natural to refer each branch of the sentence to the same Word

of God. That is to say, Neither art thou unmade, as the Word

is, nor didst thou always coerist with God, as he, the same Word,

has. But because it is barely possible for the words to admit of

another construction, I shall not contend about it. One thing

however 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 alike, and ever continuing one; there can be no such

“ order of emission,” (as the Gnostics pretendt.)

To this may be added another such passage:

“For the Father of all is not a kind of compound substance

“ (animal) of any thing besides mind, as we have shewn. 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".”

These two passages will not be perfectly understood by any

that are not in some measure acquainted with the Gnostic

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

emissiones, ejusdem substantia cum

sint, cujus et ipse, perfectas et im

passibiles et semper similes cum eo

perseverare qui eas emisit. Ibid. p.

I39.

* In eo autem qui sit super omnes

Deus, totus Nus et totus Logos cum

sit,|. 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 sequi

tur emissio. Iren. p. 131, 132.

" Non enim ut compositum animal

uiddam est omnium Pater praeter

un, quemadmodum prae-ostendi

mus: sed Nus Pater, et Pater Nus.

Necesse est itaque et eum qui ex eo

est Logos, imo magis autem ipsum

Nun, cum sit Logos, perfectum et im

passibilem esse, et eas quae ex ed sunt

Compare

Qui generationem prolativi homi

num Verbi transferunt in Dei atternum

Verbum, et prolationis initium dantes

et genesim, quemadmodum et suo

Verbo. Et in quo distabit Dei Ver

bum, imo magis ipse Deus, cum sit

Verbum, a Verbo hominum, si eandem

habuerit ordinationem et emissionem

generationis Ibid. p. 132.
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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 himself

being Word, or Logos, as before. The Word therefore is perfect,

is impassible, is necessarily evistina, as the Father is, according

to Irenaeus X.

A. D. 192. CLEMENs ALEXANDRINUs.

Clemens is another unexceptionable evidence for the same

doctrine. He styles the Son Övros 9eósy, really God: a phrase

which he often applies with particular emphasis to God the

Father’, as being the one true God, in opposition to pretended

deities. I omit here, what I have before abundantly shewn,

that the Father and Son together are the one God, according to

Clemens: I pass over also Clemens's doctrine of Christ being

Creator, Almighty, adorable, &c. from whence, by certain con

sequence, it may be proved, that his substance is truly divine and

necessarily easisting. 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 to Oeſov, 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 plainly included in the to Oeſov,

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 ropſa, Wisdom, and 8%wapus Oeoû, Power of

Gode, as here. Wherefore God the Son is qigoret oroqºs, and also

rô Qeſov, which fully express necessary easistence. Another pas

sage 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

* Vid. Massuet. Dissert. Praev. p. 85uapus €eod, 8w84&aora rºv d\#6eway:

128. kivraú8á trou etAmmtat # re?\etworts rijs

y Clemens Alex. p. 86. - yvögeos. Clem. p. 452.

z Ibid.º, 61, 81, 92. 15o. * At' of ka8oparat rā kar’ dxf,6etav

* 'Exeivo 8. §§ dváykms trapagnuevo- kaxå kai bikata. Ibid. p. 453.

réov, &s ºvov rô 3. oropów siva • 'O Köpuos d'Améeua, kai oropia, kai

púore, voetorêat Xpſ, 8tó kai ) oropta 8wapus esoč. Ibid. p. 457.
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“which is by adoption (or appointment) to be equal in essence

“(or ewistence) to what is by nature: only we may be made eternal,

“ and may be admitted to the contemplation of things that are,

“ and may have the title of sons, and may see the Father in what

“belongs to himd.”

In these words it is clearly intimated, that our Lord is kar'

oùglav, essentially, and pºet, by nature, eternal, and knowing, and

Son of God; which are the known ways by which the ancients

express necessary eatistence. Páget as opposed to 64ael is a familiar

and very common expression for what is naturally and necessarily,

in opposition to voluntary appointment or designatione.

Clemens has another celebrated passage, worth the reciting:

“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'.”

Here we find the principal essential attributes of God (immu

tability, immensity, omnipresence, and omniscience) ascribed to

God the Son. And what can all this mean less than necessary

existence 2 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

places. The manner of speaking was indeed first borrowed from

the philosophersh, who applied it to none but the divine nature

* Oùx éoptèv 8é Ös 6 Kūptos, émétèi) I38, 149,§ I52, 153, 158.

8ov\ópe6a pièv, où 8vváue6a 3é. oë8els Athan. Orat. 2. p. 442, 527. Eu
w w r w w - -

yāp plaðmrås inép rôv 8v8dorka)\ov

dpkeröv 8é éâv yewópe6a dos é Ötöd

orka)\os' oi kar’ oëortav' d8üvarov yap

lorov sival ºrpès rºv wrapču, rô 6éore,

r; ºpúorel rô 8é dióious yeyovévau, kal

rºjv rôv čvrov 6eoplav ćyvokéval, kai

viols trpoo`myopeteoréal, kai rôv trarépa

drö Tóv oikeiav kaðopåv uávov. Ibid.

p. 469.

e Xàpuri, kai oi pºore, rijs vioëeorias

#étouévovs. Greg. Nyss, contr. Eun.

lib. i. p. 17, 126.

Eirēv trpárov to oiketov, trpès rêv

trarépa uov, Örep #v karū ‘pºortv' sir'

étrayayêv kai trarépa ipiów, Örep fiv

karä_6éow. Cyril. Hierosol. p. 116.

ed. Benedict. Vid. et p. 46, 114, 117,

stath. apud Theod. Dial. 1. The Arian

doctrine was, Oi pāore viðs ris éorriv

row esoč. Alexand. Epist. apud Theod.

E. H. lib. i. c. 4.

f Oü yüp ičiararai trore ris atroß

treptorms 6 viðs row Geoû oi peptſä

Plevos, oùk droreplváuevos, où uera

Baivov čk Törov eis róvov, távrn 8é

&v Trävtore, Kai uměaph treptexópevos,

6\os vots, 3Åos (bös, warpoos 6\os

Öq6a)\pids, travra épôv, trévra dzotov,

eiðs trävra, &c. Clem. p. 831.

* "OXos droń kai 6Aos éq6a)\pubs, tva

ris toūrots xpñamrat rols Övöuage, 6

eeós. Ibid. p. 853.

h Xenophanes, some hundred years

before Christ, seems to have been the
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as such: and they are herein followed by manyi of the Fathers,

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 (baptismal) regeneration, to

“be united together many of us, in one love after (the example

“ of) the unity of the one singular essence].”

The words are supposed to be an allusion to John xvii. 21.

22, 23, where Christian unity is described by our Lord, as re

sembling, in some measure, the union of father and son. This

construction of that place in Clemens 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 doctrine of the Son's necessary existence down to Cle

mens, 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 eaſisting,

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 Fathersm as have pleaded that God the Father could

never have been without the Word, any more than without

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 àyévmros, unmade,

first that used it. Vid. Diog. Laert.

p. 559.

É Nat. Hist. lib. ii. c. 7. Sext.

oëorias €voorw.

Compare p. 146.

m Hippolytus contr. Noët. c. Io.

Clem. Aler. p. 72.

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. Hiero

nym. in Psal. 93. p. 371.

* Damasc. Op. vol. i. p. 132.
! Xnew * r x w w

Trevoroptev ets orormpuav, ett rmv

ma\tyyeveatav, eis utav dyármv avva

x6ival oi woMAoi, karū rºw riis uovačuk's

Dionys. Roman. apud Athanas. 232.

Dionys. 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, neces

sarily earisting.

n P. 149, 150 of this volume.
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that is, as I understand, necessarily earisting. The whole sentence

runs thuso :

“Our Saviour and Lord, the Word of God, setting forth how

“great a thing it is to know the Father, that he is compre

“hended and known principally, and, according to his dignity,

“ by himself (the Son) alone, and in the second 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 unmade, 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 defence of my way of

rendering táorms yeumrijs (bùoeos Tpotórokos, having sufficiently

vindicated it in another placeP. The stress of my argument for

the Son's necessary evistence lies in the word áyévnrov, which you

are very sensible of, and therefore endeavour all possible ways,

though in vain, to elude it.

You say, (p. 295,) that “the place is evidently corrupt.” 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 "ſpotórokos. But that, if rightly understood,

confirms the reading rather than otherwise: for if the Son was

begotten before all created nature, he must be uncreated". And

I doubt not but Origen chose Táorms yeum rijs pigeos, instead of

tráorms krſaeos, on purpose to make it answer the better to

âyévmros going before, and to preserve the elegance of the sen

tence. You urge yávvmoas airów, as if the same thing could not

be said to be āyévmros, and yet begotten : which all thephilosophers

had admitted, and nothing more frequent (as the testimonies

produced above shew) than the application of both to the same

person or thing : not to mention, that if Christ was a Son, in the

° or yºp row dyimrov, Kai mágns reasons very remarkably upon the
jevnrijs pºoreos ºrporárokov, kar’ détav phrase ºrporárokos, &c.

eiðéval ris 80yarat, Ös 6 yewvhoras airów IIoimua 6 trporárokos träorms krioreos,

warp, oùre rôv trarépa dos é ºuvruxos 6 & yaorrpès trpè éoorqāpov yewvn&eis,

Aóyos kai oroqta airoi, kai d\#6ewa. 6 elmöv dos oroqta, trpó 8é návrov 8ov

Origen. contr. Cels. lib. vi. p. 287. vöv yewvá ue; kai troXXaxod 8& rôv

P. P. 57 of this volume. See also 6etov Aoytov yeyevvioréal, d\\' oë ye

Le Moyne, Not. et Observ. p. 447. yovéval rôv viðv Aeyóuevov etpot ris

Wall's Defence, p. 37 ăv. Dionys. Rom. apud Athanas.

* Dionysius, of& same age, thus p. 232.
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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 atterno

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 àyévmrov stands for Četyévvmrov is making any thing stand

for any thing: what man that knows Greek would use àetyévvmros

for delyevils, which is the proper word in such a case? To read

yevvmtöv, 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 exceptions,

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. Origen'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 doc

trine implicitly, while he clearly distinguishes and exempts the

Son &Tö Tavròs yeunroºt, from all created being: which comes to

the same thing as the styling him dyévnros.

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 comparison, remaining. But if Origen's

friends were silent on this head, it may be, his adversaries may

have supplied the defect. Among the heads of the accusation

drawn up against him, this was one, quod diverit filium innatum,

that he asserted the Son to be unbegotten". It is no improbable

conjecture of the learned Huetius», that they had respect to this

very passage; maliciously and captiously construing dyévntov,

unbegotten, instead of unmade. 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

* Whiston's Reply to Lord Not- Adyov, Šs éori kai oropia {ºga, kai viðs

tingham, p. 15. esoč, ré, éti Tāori eeó. Orig. contr.

* Bull. D. F. sect. ii. c. 9. Cels. lib. iii. p. 16o.

*"Apukrov Tpos 6, rumorov yeunrów w Pamphili Apolog. p. 235.ed. Bened.

travros uév dqºtorrãorm yeunroi, inter op. Hieron.

Tpoorayotorm 8' 8" duyêyov kai Kovros x Huetii Origeniana, p. 43.
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various lection, no plea from the context, none from Origen's doc

trine in other places, (however not in this treatise,) no argument

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 dyévnros, unmade,

or uncreated, (for that is his own interpretation y of the word

dyévnros :) 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 dyévntos was ambiguous, and was not ap

plicable to Christ in every sense of it. For the like reason it

is, that yewmtös is also very rarely applied to Christ: which

though it might be applicable in one sense”, yet being more

generally used 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 yevmtös or yewvnrós. And Origen (I do not

remember any other of the Ante-Nicenes) is charged by Epipha

nius” 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 prevailed in their unreasonable clamours against Origen,

notwithstanding 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 yewmrós Qeos

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

y 'Ayávnrot odora, kai u üró esot airias āA\ms Tapayáuevov, kai oik Svra

xriorðelorau. Orig. contr. Cels. p. 187. airóyovov, où8é at6viróortarov. Cran

* Tevnrös sometimes denotes only tor. apud Procl. in Tim. p. 85.

a thing's proceeding from another, Tevnröv, Tô 6troo'oùv dir' airias (ºpt

whether eternally or temporally, whe- oráuevov, Vid. Cudw. p. 254.

ther by generation or creation. * Epiphan. Haeres. Origenist. c. vii.

revmtöv Aéyearðat rôv kóopov &s dir' viii. p. 531.
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Church. To proceed: I might produce other very clear proofs

of Origen's faith in the necessary evistence of God the Son, from

the attributes of immutability", omnipresence", impassibility", &c.

which he ascribes to him, as well as from other topics". But I

refer the reader to Bishop Bull's accurate account of him and

his sentiments, and now hasten to what is most material, 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 account 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 generation 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 business will

be to shew, 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 particularly cleared, I shall be at the pains

of tracing this matter down quite through the Fathers; shewing

you your mistakes all the way. You will not expect I should

take any notice of the Apostolical Constitutions, so often and so

unanswerably proved f to be a patched, spurious, and interpolated

work. Nor shall I have any thing to do with Ignatius's inter

polated epistles, till you have confuted Bishop Pearson and

Daillé. I refer you to a learned foreigners, in the margin, for

* Origen. contr. Cels. p. 169, 17o.

* Ibid. p. 63, 164,209,325.

d Ibid. p. 77, 170.

• Viz. the many strong expressions

of the Son's real and natural, or es

sential divinity occurring in that trea

tise of Origen. Tſis 6etas pºoreos

dratyagua—row 6elov, p. 342. Tº

ºpworst kvpiov Aéyov esot, p. 392. Tijs

rod 6etov A&yov quorews &vros Geoû,

p. 171. 'Amatyagua borós diēiov, p.

387. Tſis dAméetas oëoria, p. 386.

See Ittigius de Pseudepigraphis

Apostolorum, p. 190. Mr. Turner on

the Apost. Constitutions. Dr. Smal

broke.

& Quas solas genuinas esse, alteras

vero illas quas sinceras esse dixi, ab

Athanasio decurtatas, inauditum et

incredibile Wilhelmi Whistoni, novi
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the sense of wise and judicious men in relation to Mr.Whiston'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 Defenceh, that Ignatius supposes the

Son to be a Son by the will of the Father; and I shewed 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, without

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 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

Arianorum in Anglia Promachi, para

doxon est, singulari nuper scripto

proditum magis quam demonstratum.

Fabricii Bibl. Gr. lib. v. cap. 1. p. 4o.

The same learned writer has also

very lately given his judgment of Mr.

Whiston’s attempt about the Consti

tutions.

Quam parum feliciter hoc ei suc

cesserit, evidenter exposuerunt Rob.

Turnerus, Richardus Smalbroke, Jo.

Ernestus Grabe: consulendus etiam

Simon Ockley. Licet vero Whistonus

identidem tueri sententiam suam co

natus est repetitis scriptis adversus

Grabium, adversus Petrum Allixium,

adversus Turnerum, vix quemguam

tamen antiquitatis ecclesiastica, peri
tum confido esse futurum, cui illius

argumenta petita longius, et conjec

turae leves, rem tantam persuadere

poterunt. Fabr. Bibl. Gr. vol. xi.

p. II.

h Vol. i. p. 349.

i 'Ayagoo marpès dyadèv Sotºmua.

Clem. Alea’. p. 309.

eč\mua travrokparopuköv, Sovereign

Will, p. 647.

Ipse erat Voluntas et Potestas Pa

tris. Tertull. de Orat. cap. 4.

eč\mua row trarpós écriv 'Imaoûs

Xplorrós. Hippol. contr. Noët. cap. xiii.

• 15.p Charitatem ex charitate progenitam.

Voluntas ex mente procedens—

Orig. trepidpxöv. Pamph. Apol. p. 235.

Tºv rod trarpès 800Xmariv. Constant.

apud Gelas. part. 3.

BovX?) kai 6é\mua roo trarpós. Atha

nas. p. 613.

Sicut Sapientia, et Verbum, et Vir

tus Dei, et Veritas, et Resurrectio, et

Via dicitur, ita etiam Voluntas. Hie

ronym. Com. in Eph. i. p. 323.
Quidam ne Filium consilii vel vo

luntatis Dei dicerent unigenitum Ver

bum, ipsum Consilium, seu Volun

tatem Patris idem Werbum esse dix

erunt. Sed melius, quantum existimo

dicitur Consilium de Consilio et Vo

luntas de Voluntate ; sicut substantia

de substantia, Sapientia de Sapien

tia. Augustin. Trin. lib. xv. cap. 38.

p. 994. Vid. Petav. Dogmat. vol. i.

p. 229. Coteler. Not. in Recogn.

P. 492.
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some different idea of will from that which you have : And must

not they be interpreted accordingly 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 2 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 youk. 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 approbation or acquiescence, is very

common with ancient writers: nor was it thought absurd to say,

that God had willed thus or thus, from all eternity, and could

not will otherwise. 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 another

“higher generation, otherwise I have given up the question.”

What question ? the question of the eternal or necessary ex

istence of the Logos ? Nothing like it. I admitted that many of

the Fathers speak of no higher a generation than that ante

mundane one: but still I insist upon it, that those very Fathers

acknowledged the existence of a real and living Word, a Word

* See Petavius's Dogmata Theol. est Voluntas. Mar. Victorin. adv.

vol. i. lib. 1. cap. 8. p. 61, &c. lib. 5. Arium, lib. i. p. 199. Basil. ed. Wid.

cap. 4. p. 2 II. Cap. I2. p. 239. Petavii Dogm. vol. i. p. 229.

Where may be seen what Fathers Tavröv yöp #yodual ppóvnow kai

said the Will of God was God himself, BoöAmoru elva. Athan. Orat. cap. lxv.

and what they meant by it. p. 613.

Omnis Potentia naturalis (Dei)
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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 eaſoression, and the manner of wording it;

as I observed in my Defencem. Ignatius, of whom we are now

speaking, owns an eternal Logos, and his necessary evistence; as I

have already proved: which is sufficient to my purpose, unless

you can shew 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 shewed both

from Justin and Methodius, that a manifestation might be called

a generationn. To the same purpose I quoted Hippolytus";

who plainly makes a manifestation to be the Son's generation ;

as do also several 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 voluntary appoint

ment: 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 Defenced, and elsewhere". “Who, according to his (the

“Father's) will, is both God, being his Son, and an angel also,

“as ministering to his wills.” Upon which I observed that

Christ is not here said to be God by the will of the Father;

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

m Vol. i. p. 366, &c. Creata est ergo Sapientia, imo ye

* Tóre yévéoriv airoi, Aéyov yived6al

rois dvépôtrous, ééárov i yuáorus airod

fueMAe yived 6am. Just. Mart. Dial.

p. 270.

IIpoëvra jön mp) rôv alóvov čv roſs

oùpavois, égovXijónv kai rô kóoup yew

vmoral, 6 8% eart ºrpégéev dyvootprevov

ywoploral. Method. apud Phot. Cod.

237.P. 96o.

• *Ov A&yov exov čv éavré, déparów

re 8vra, tº Kriſouévº kóopiº àparów

trouet, trporépav bovijv p6eyyáuevos, kai

$: ex poros yeuvóv. Hippol. contr.

oët. cap. Io.

P Cujus ex ore prodivit unigenitus

Filius, cordis ejus nobilis inquilinus;

exinde visibilis effectus quia humanum

genus visitaturus erat. Zen. Veronens.

WATERLAND, VOL. II.

nita ; 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

praeter 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. 35o.

* Page 254 of this volume.

* Töv karū BovX}v rºv čkeivov kai

eeóv Švra, viðv airoi, kai äyyeXov čk

toū imperciv ri yuápm airot. Dial. '

p. 370.

Q q
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acted and appeared as God, with consent 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 karū Bovºv to the first part of the sentence

Osov čvra. Or if this be not admitted, karū BovXīv 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; āpiðu%—érepos, &AAä

où yvépint, adding, that he never did any thing but what was

perfectly agreeable to the will of the Father. Neither of these

senses is any thing so improbable as yours, that the Son “was

“God by voluntary appointment:” which none of the other

Fathers ever said or thought: nor has Justin any thing else

where to countenance such a notion. But besides what I have

here pleaded, I further urged that the words did not necessarily

require the application of karū BovXīv 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 ©eós and āv6potos together, or 6edvěpatros. 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 notew, that though the Son was God as being a Son, and a

Son kara BovXīv, yet he was not God karū 6ovXijv. You should

have let the reader see what I had offered in the same placeu,

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 procession makes him a Son, and is voluntary; but at the

same time shews him to have been always God. For since he

was not ºf oix jurov, was not created, but proceeded as a Son

from the Father; therefore he is of the same nature with him,

and God from all eternity. Wherefore, though he is a Son karū

BovXīv, and God because a Son, he is not God kara BovX\v, which

* Justin. Dial. p. 164. " Vol. i. p. 350. See also p. 255, 256 of this vol.
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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 quibbling for

the future. As to Christ being kūpuds ovvápeov 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 agreedº. You

object that the generation (compared with one fire lighted from

another) was yet Övvápºet kai BovXñairo5. I do not well apprehend

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 pås k (borós, in time, according to Justin,

and according to many more besides him; particularly Hippo

lytus, 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 Adyos was €v yaatply, as

Justin would have expressed it; in corde, pectore, utero, as

others”. And this is the same thing which Post-Nicene Fathers

called eternal generation ; viz. that eternal relation and reference

which he had to the Father; in whom, and with whom, and of

whom, he always was. So that there is still no more than a dif

ference in words between Justin's doctrine of the generation and

Athanasius's; for Athanasius owned the procession 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 making

a creature of him, suitably to your sense of begotten: and you will

remember that you had produced this citation among others, to

* Vid. Bull. D. F. sect. iv. cap. 2. * Cordis ejus nobilis inquilinus

P. 359. Zen. Veron.

Y’Ek yaorpès yeuvm.07val. Just. Dial. Ex ore quamlibet Patris sis.ortus,

p. 85. et verbo editus, tamen paterno in pec

'Ev Kapòig eeoº. Theoph. Antioch. tore sophia callebas prius. Prudent.

p. 129. Hymn. xi. p. 47.

Q q 2
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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 shewed 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 “un

“christian;” 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 shew that the Son was “begotten by the will of the

“Father.” Had that been all, you should have had no contra

diction 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 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 misre

present 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 0eXjoret,

though it appears in the Greek; and I could not possibly have

any ill design in the case, because I frankly admitted that the

generation of the Son was 6eXſjoret, 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 considering the difference between a just

censure and an injurious calumny.

Tatian, who was Justin's scholar, may come next. I allow

him to speak only of a temporal generation, or procession; 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 Bullb 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,

a Collection of Queries, p. 51, b Bull. D.F.N. sect. iii. cap.6, p. 209.
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that he was €v airó, (not mp3s airów,) “which shews, (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 év airó must necessarily

denote an attribute ; but only that Tpós airów is a stronger

expression to signify personality; as I have also myself argued

in another place": év airò may indifferently serve either for

person or attribute: Tpès airów will not. When Christ says, “I

“am in the Father, and the Father in me,” doth it follow that

neither of them is a Person & There is therefore no force in

your remark about €v airó, more than this; that the Aóyos 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 (9eXijuart ris àTAörnros airoſ, tſpotmöö 6

Aóyos) you have rendered two several ways, and both of them

wrong. The first you have, (p. 11o.) “By the simple efficiency

“of his will, this Reason, or Word, proceeded 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, with

out 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 eaistence of

the A6)0s, as before proved. Here you can have no pretence,

except it be to imagine that the Aóyos 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 procession. His reasons were these :

1. That very Logos which had been from all eternity évôté9eros

év Kapòta, becomes afterwards "poqopurás". If therefore he was

ever a Person, (as is not doubted,) he must have always been so.

* Page 34 of this vol. d Bull, D.F. sect. iii. cap.5. * Ibid. cap. 7. p.215.

* Toorov rôv Aéyov ćyévvmore trpoqopurév. Theoph. p. 129.



598 A SECOND DEFENCE QU. viii.

2 The Aóyos who spake to the prophets, and was then un

doubtedly a Person, was the same individual Adyos which was

always with the Father 6 áel ovutapčºv airóg.

3. He was the Father's Counsellor, a ſubovkos, before the

procession; and therefore a Person.

4. He is said to have been with him, and to have conversed

with him, which are personal characters.

5. Even after the procession, he is still supposed to be per

petually (Ötatavrös) in the heart of the Father; not separate

from him, but exerting himself, ad extra, in the work of the

creation; which is the meaning of procession, and becoming

Tpoqopukós.

6. Theophilus goes upon the same principles with Athena

goras, 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 fourth ;

though Bishop Bull" principally insists upon the first 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 im

properly, a person may be said to be with himself; yet more

generally, 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 generated was

“every thing he could be after it, is no generation.” But it is

undoubtedly what those writers, 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 con

sideration: he has been before vindicated at large.

& Theoph. p. 81, 82. h Bull. D. F. p. 216, 217.
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Clemens of Alexandria, whom I should have mentioned before,

may be likewise allowed to speak of the procession. And when

he says the Word sprang, or arose, ék Tiis tarpukſis 8ov\fforéas,

from the will of the Father, it is plainly intended of his being

sent out to mankind, as observed above, (p. 453.) Though I am

of opinion that Clemens there means the same that other Fathers

have expressed by ék Kapòlas, or ēk yawrpos, 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 generation *. And you

cannot shew 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 shew that the A6)0s,

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, andm 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 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 Prelate, 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 censure upon him. You have not considered

(though I gave notice of it") that the words āAoyos, Šaroqos,

éâûvaros, 38očAevros, correspond to Adyos, oroqía, būvapus, and

Bovai), names of the Son and Spirit, and all so applied, except

§ovXī, (for which 0éAmua 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

* Clemens Alex. p. 86. Compare this of Gregory Nazianz.

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 353. Oü yüp jváre àAoyos ºv, où8é àv Öre

| Bull. D. F. sect. iii. cap. 8, p.219. of trarijp, oë8é àv Öre oëk dAmºs, )

m Defence, vol. i. p. 360, &c. ãoroqos, ) dèëvaros, ) ſons évôe)s, fi

* Airós be uévos &v, troA's fiv, oùre \apurpárm ros, dyadórnros. Orat.

yūp d'Aoyos, otre àoroqos, oùre dööva- xxxv. p. 574.

ros, oùre d800Xevros ºv. Hipp. contr. o Defence, vol. i. p. 360.

Noët, p. 13.
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elsewhere P ; and their sense vindicated from such exceptions as

you have made to it. You add further, 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 träv : still it was the Father considered in the compre

hensive 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 goqía,

his own mind, (vois,) 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 which you cite

(p. 272.) from Huetius's Origeniana; then Origen has asserted,

besides the eternal generation, the "poé\evous also.

Novatian I also considered at larges, which you pass slightly

over. Dionysius of Alexandria, and the other Dionysius of

Rome, I also brought tas evidences for eternal generation: whom

you let pass without ever a word, of any weight or moment.

Methodiusu was another voucher for the same doctrine: 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 adul

terated in the judgment of Photius, as Bishop Bull had ob

served”, and you take no notice.

Pamphilus I also cited for the same doctrine; and also

Alexander of Alexandria, to whom you have some little excep

tions, 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

P Sermon VII. p. 149, &c. of this t Ibid. p. 357.

volume. u Ibid. p.357. See also my Reply

‘l P. 430, &c. 451, &c. to Dr. Whitby, p. 22.1, &c. of this

* Defence, vol. i. p. 353. volume.

* Ibid. vol. i. p. 354. * Bull. Def. p. 166.
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“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. 5oo.

And now we are come down to the Arian times; in which

Dr. Clarke and you think you have found something to your

purpose; artificially tacking together testimonies of several

kinds, some Catholic, some Arian, and some doubtful: of which

in their order, that I may fully clear the point I am now upon.

But before I come to these testimonies, I must strike out a

little into history, to give the reader a clearer notion of what we

are about.

I have elsewhere y given a 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 puoruki) āvāykm,

meaning what we should now call eatrinsic necessity. The argu

ment is much the same with what Dr. Clarke urges in these

words: “Whatever proceeds from any being otherwise than by

“ the will of that being, doth not in truth proceed from that

“being, but from some other cause or necessity, eatrinsic to and

“independent of that being.”.” And in another place”, “What

“ever is caused by an 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 argument, and that was their sense of

necessity, or pvouki) āvāykm : which I shall prove by plain testi

monies beyond contradiction. Athanasius may be first cited,

who writes thusb. “They have another way of saying the Son

“is a creature, by pretending will, and arguing thus: if he did

“not exist by will, then God had a Son by necessity, and unwil

“ lingly. But who is it, you miscreants, that imposes necessity

“upon him?”

y Defence, vol. i. p. 347, &c. očkovv ſiváykm, kai pº 64Aov čoxev 6

* Clarke's Reply, p. 227. Geós viðv. Kai ris 6 rºw divāykmr

* Ibid. p. 113. étriflaxov airó, trovnpörarot; &c.

" "AAAos TáAw krioua Aéyovaw Athan. p. 610.-dwrikerral riſ Bov

aúrów cival, BočAmoru Tpoğa)\\ówevot, Affael to tapå ywópmv, p. 611. froméº
- - - w º z -

kai Aéyovres, ei ºn BovXñorel yáyover, égri Aéyew émi Beoč diváykmv,
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Epiphanius represents it thuse: “They object that he begat

“the Son willingly or unwillingly: and if we say unwillingly,

“then the divine nature is forced by necessity, and not by free

“dom of will.” He concludes that the generation was neither

willingly nor unwillingly, but naturally.

St. Ambrose", St. Austin", and othersf, represent the same

cavil of the Arians much in the same way; which being once

well understood, we may easlly deal with your pretended au

thorities. 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 sus

pected faith, Arians or Semi-Arians: and though they did well

in condemning Photinus, and though Hilary laboured much in

putting the best construction possible upon their confession 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 ene

“mies of the Church, the same Eusebians who had been con

“demned in the Council of Sardicas:” 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

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 Father did not

“beget the Son, as being constrained, or impelled by a physical

“necessity, as not willing; but he at once willed and produced

• ee Aov obv ćyévvmorev fi pº 66Aov;

éâv sinoplew ui, 6&Aov dyāykm repušá\

Aouev rô 6etov kai éâv etmouev 3rt

où 6é\ov eyevvmorev apa dváykm pioneos

#krat rô 6etov, Kai oix éAev6eptórmri

6exhuaros. Epiph. Ancor. cap. li.

P. 55.

Oüre 6éAøv rolvvv ćyévvmore, oùre pi,

6é\ov, dAN' intepSoxi, pöoreos' trep

Saivet yap # 8eta pūorus BovX}v—

otre dwdykm #yeral. Epiph. ibid.

d Subtexunt aliam impietatem,

proponentes utrum volens, an invitus

generaverit Pater—Sed nihil in

sempiterna generatione praecedit, nec

velle nec molle; ergo nec invitum dix

erim nec volentem—non generat ex

voluntate, aut necessitate Pater, sed

super utrumque, hoc est natura.

Ambros. de Fid. lib. iv. cap. 9. p.

54O. -

e Interrogant (Ariani) utrum Pater

Filium volens, an molens genuerit.

August. contr. Serm. Arian. p. 626.

* Gregor. Nazianz. Orat. xxxv. p.

565, 566. Cyrill. Alex. Thesaur. p.

50, 52.

& Tillemont, History of Arians, p.

144. a book which I would particular

ly commend to the perusal of the

English readers, to give them a just

notion both of ancient and modern

Arianism.

h See Tillemont, p. 145.
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“ him from himself, begetting him without time, and without

“suffering any thingi.”

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 opposition only to his being forced,

Bagóels, and (äx6eis) impelled; 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 nolente

Patre, against the will of the Father. And his comment upon

into &váykms quorukſis àx0els, 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 necessary, 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 interpreted the Catholic sense of natural and eternal

generation; allowing no medium between free choice and such

compulsive necessityk. And there is one Dr. Clarke, who at this

day (whether stupidly or otherwise I know not) charges the same

doctrine with the same consequence, (as I have shewn,) allowing

no medium in this case, between 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 argument

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

“ pugiki) āvāykm, necessity of nature ?” He is omnipresent by

necessity of nature, in the modern sense of the phrase: but quoruki,

i Et ris ul) 6eMāoravros rod trarpós

yeyevviſoróat Aéyot rôv viðv, dváðsua

£orro' of yūp Baorée is 6 trarijp into

dváykms puorikºs dx6eis, dos oëk #6eXev

éyévvmore rôv vićv’ d’AA' àua r €3ov\#6m

kai dypóvos kai draéâs éé £avrot airów

yºvvigas dréðetée. 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.

Tots oë Sovkhorst oë8é 6eMjoret ye

yevviſoróat rôv viðvelpmadras dwevXaflós,

dvdykmv 8é 8nMovért dSočAmrov kai

drpoaiperov trºpireéeukóras rig eeg, iva

drovyevvian row viðv, burgessorãrovs

kai riis exk\morias $évows envywóorkouev.

Apud Athanas. tom. i. p. 740.
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āvāykm 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 not 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, quoruki) āvāykm 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 é8ovXijón on the one side, and

iné àváykms quorukſis àx6els on the other. That is well urged: but

observe also, Bao6els ö IIarip. Can any words be stronger ?

This determines quoruki) āvāykm to the sense I am pleading for;

and therefore égovXijón is rather to be interpreted by its oppo

sition to this. So Hilary interprets it, and construes &s oëk

#9eXev, 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 BovXijón

what you say, and yet by quoruki) āvāykm 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 Sardican Council.

Hilaryl 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,

ea, voluntate et consilio, he understands them, not in the sense of

free choice, but in opposition to corporalis passio, corporal passion,

that is, actrinsic necessity. 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

| Hilarius de Synod. p. 1172.
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and sound faith. He was forced to apologize 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 such as

you have brought me from suspected synods. Sure 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 of their 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 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 Majesty m.”

Such are his words: but when you inquire what he meant by

will, and what by necessity, he is directly against you. Will is

with that writer a name for any natural power, or for God him

self"; so that generation by will comes to the same with gene

ration by nature, which is what we now call necessary generation :

and it is plain, that he understood by necessity, extrinsic neces

sity, as opposed to intrinsic nature. What is this to your

purpose? Whoever will be at the pains to search into the sen

timents 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 necessarily evisting. I shall content myself

with a few references 0.

Basil is also quoted by Dr. Clarke, as saying that the Father

begat his Son, having his “power concurrent with his will;”

m Est autem lumini et spiritui

imago, non a necessitate naturae, sed

voluntate magnitudinis Patris. Ipse

enim seipsum circumterminavit, &c.

Filius ergo in Patre imago, et forma,

et Ağyos, et voluntas Patris Sic

igitur voluntate Patris voluntas appa

ruit ipse Aóyos, Filius. Mar. Victor.

lib. i. adv. Arium, p. 188. Basil. ed.

n A se movens Pater, a sese gene

rans Filius, sed potentia patris sese

generans Filius; voluntas enim Filius,

unde enim si ipsa voluntas non est a

sese generans, nec voluntas est: sed

quoniam Dei 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, vipari,

eademque potentia, majestate, virtute:

nullum alteri prius, nisi quod causa

est alterum alterius, p. 224.

Una eademque substantia, et simul,

et semper: hoc est enim épooúortov

époovariav #xov, simul substantiam

habens, parengue earistendi vim at

que virtutem, eandemque substantiae

naturam, &c. p. 225. Vid. p. 227,

234. -
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and that the Son springs from the Father's goodness P. If the

design be to deceive the populace with the sound of words, there

may be some use in such quotations. 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 pleading 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 areq " I render röv čvros évra, neces

sarily earisting, because it always signifies the same with what we

express by that word. Again, speaking of the Eunomians, he

says, “They blaspheme 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 I.” What is this, but

directly and flatly denying the very thing which you are con

tending for : Against which you set an obscure 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 natu

“rally: having the will to be what he is, concurring with the

“nature".”

He means that the will and the nature are both together

coeval and coeternal: in like manner as God always was what he

would be, and always would be what he was. The like thought

P ‘O eeós givöpopov exov ri, 8ov- skruków. Basil, contr. Eun. ii. p. 56.

Añorel rºw 89papuv, eyevvmorev čátov čav

row yevvmorev &s airós olòev. Basil.

Hom. xxix. p. 624.

46s elva röv viðv yeuvnrów, ex row

dyevvirov qoros droMápyavra, kai at

ročoºv, kai airodyadov čk ris Koonotoo

Tmyńs, rºstratpukºs dyadórmros. Contr.

Eunom. lib. ii. p. 66.

q Oś Taign Hil ºrra Tpoorayopetov,

& #6ee, röv čvros évra, rºv triryńv rºs

Końs, röv traoru rois odori row elval trap

r Mº) elvat more rôv viðv rod esot,

8Aaoqinuouvres, Ös rà uévéavrot qºoret

pº) &vra, xúpuri 8é eis rô elval into rod

Geoû napax6évra. Ibid. p. 57.

* IIeputröv čvein kai duaëés, rô yoov

dve6eºffros, # 6eXmrós yeuvāropa intáp

Xew oteoréau rôv marépa, qiāorel & HaM

Aov kai otorwöðs' fort yap oix dweóe

Añros à éorri quorukós, oróvěpopov #xov

rfi poorel rºv 64Mnoru roi, sivat à éort.

Cyrill. Dial. ii. de Trin. p. 456.
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we have before seen in Lactantiust. 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 airodyadov, essentially

good, as proceeding from the Fountain of essential 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 look

ing into the author 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, without 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 notion the Father's will about

“the Son, as if it were straitened (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 genera

“tion.” 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 with

out it. He further illustrates his meaning by the instance of

dyabós' 6 yáp fort, rooro kai 6eMm* Ex seipso est, et ideo talis est

Athan. Orat. iii.ualem se esse voluit. Lactant. Inst.

lib. ii. cap. 8. p. 161.

Plotinus, before any of them, speak

ing of God, says that his will was con

curring with his existence: and he and

his will are the same.

2üvôpouos airós éavrò 6é\ov airós

elva, kai roöro ºv ômep 6éAet, kai :)

6éAmorus kai airós ev. Plotin. Enn. vi.

lib. viii, cap. 13.

Tô elva dyadós re kai éAeñuav, *.xet

pºv, oùk ék BovXfforews 8é oëre uév

dSovkira's raúrá čort: 66 Met yūp elva.

rooro 6trep forriv del, kal forral otro.

Cyril. Thes, p. 56.
Oi Hºvdāov\ſiros kai d6exíros éorriv

róv ča riv airó.

p. 615.

u Öğre yūp # duegos airm ovvāqeta
> zºn - w º - * *

éx3á\\et riv 800Xmoru roi trarpès, dos

kará riva pūorea's dwdykmv’ārpoapéros
- *---- ~*-- i. 2-4

rów viðv éoxmkóros' otre à BoöAmots

8ttornu roi, trarpès rêv viðv, &s tº

8tág'tmua petašū trapeutritrovoa, Ös
* > a. a - ~ * w y -

pºſite éx8á\\ew row 86yuaros rºv tri
- - - *

rô vić, BoöAmow rot yewvhoravros, ola
* - r -

orrevoxopoupévnv čv rá avvaqeiq ris
- - - *

toū vioſ, mpès rêv marépa vörmtos,
a

piñre uy rºv dèuáorrarov 8ta\etiew

avváqeway, Örav čv6eopñral ri yew

vàorei Boömoris. Greg. Nyss. Orat. vii.

contr. Eunom. p. 206.
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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 q.vouki) āvāykm necessity of nature in

the modern sense, but such a necessity as lays a restraint or

burden upon the will x, would be an imperfection, or a pain and

uneasiness to the person. I might shew this further by many

and express proofs of the necessary existence of God the Son, oc

curring 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 appear 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 pretend to tell me,

that I “repeat the same quibble in my Appendix, without at

“tempting to answer the Doctor's reasoning.” But the design

of my Appendix was to shew that the Doctor had committed an

error, in supposing that St. Austin was making an answer to

such testimonies as the Doctor had produced; when he was an

swering nothing but a mean quibble of the Arians about molens

volens. As the Doctor had there made a slip, for want of know

ing 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

* In such a sense Gregory uses the

phrase elsewhere:

‘O 8é dváykm pāoreos inteşeupévos

evepys' 8ta travros, HaNNov 3é irdoxes

rºw imakońv' ow8é si un BoöAouro rooro

wroteivorvyxopodoms rms pêoreos. Greg.

Nyss. contr. Eun. lib. i. p. 44. Paris.

Wid. p. 49,292.

'Avâykm puoruki) is constantly spoken

of as an imperfection, or mark of sub

jection or servitude: for which reason

it was not thought applicable to God.

Natura, necessitas used in that low

sense by Hilary, p. 976, 986, 1116,

III".

*—w. qºoruv, p. 1. rot ov

roos &vros, understood of all the three

Persons, p. 3. dei dyros ūmep oriv, of

the Son, p. 4. ‘pºore, &v €eós' 6 &v,

p. 9, 8vros &vra, p. 205, 272.
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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 mistake, and

defending one error by another. Look again into my Defence,

(vol. i. p. 347, &c.) and you will find I was shewing 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 molens or volens in the case; but as one

who had contented himself with retorting the objection of the

Arians upon themselves. I therefore passed on (p. 348.) to others,

who had allowed the generation to be by will, and I intimated in

what sense they allowed it : not in any such sense as Dr. Clarke

intended, though he cited those very men (Marius Victorinus,

Basil, and Gregory Nyssen) as favouring his doctrine. He

should not have opposed will to necessary generation, when citing

men that asserted both ; 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

Doctor's sense: and my answer there was, that they intended it

only of the trpoéAévois, not of the eternal generation.

Upon my saying in my Defence, (vol. i. p. 347,) that you could

not but have apprehended my meaning, about the difference

between will and arbitrary will, had you retained in mind what

you must have observed in the reading of the ancients; I say,

upon this you remark, that those ancients were really “moderns,”

(p. 259,) and that I often “express myself in this ambiguous

“and unfair manner.” Yet you yourself take the liberty of

calling the very same writers, and those of the same age,

“ancient writers:” such as the Sirmian Council, Hilary, Basil,

Marius Victorinus, and Gregory Nyssen ; to whom Dr. Clarke

had appealed in his Scripture Doctrine”. It was to obviate

those testimonies that I referred you to the writers of that time,

calling them ancients; as you yourself have since done twice to

gether, (p. 256, 257,) So easy is it to condemn another, and to

do the same thing yourself. It seems they are ancients with you,

while they furnish you with objections : but when the same

writers, or their contemporaries, afford solutions also, then they

become moderns. But to return.

The sum then of what hath been said is this: all the Fathers

* Part ii. sect. 17.

wATERLAND, vol. 11. rt r
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believed the necessary existence of God the Son: I have proved

it of several, and might have done it of 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 partially considered: de

“rivation, origination, causality, generation, in such a case are

“figurative, improper expressions.”

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.

1. Allowing your plea, the consequence 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-evistent, though referred up to an

other, and I have proved it in proving his necessary 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; 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
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thing partially considered, where there are no parts: yet we admit

them to be the same substance diversely considered, under distinct

relations and personalities.

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 necessary: and no more can be

necessary than there are found, in fact, to earist.

It is further 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 shew 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 étatſyagua, the shining forth of

lightb from the luminous fountain: and so does all antiquity.

This answers to the old sense of begetting" and acting : but do

not invent novel senses of them, and still pretend Scripture and

antiquity. In your new sense of begetting and acting, there is no

proof either in Scripture or antiquity, that the Father begat or

acted: and now what have you done but altered 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, shew, 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", 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:

* Seemy Sermons, p. 31. ofthis vol. progenies est.

b Ibid. p. 104. Tevvá uév obv kal 6 ºtos rºv ačyńv.

• Adyov yeuvânev. Just. M. Dial. Euseb. Eccl. Theol. lib. i. cap. 12.

*; Lux splendorem generat. Ambros.

ec dubitaverim Filium dicere et de Fid. p. 540.

radicis fruticem, et fontis fluvium, et 'Amatyagua yewvāral. Basil. contr.

solis radium; quia omnis origo parens Eun. p. 89.

est, et omne quod ex origine profertur * Scripture Doctrine, p. 248. ed. 2.

R. I 2
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one was their bringing in 6éAmuae, will, between the Father and his

Word: another was their making a creature Creatorf. Philastriuss

further 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 first. Not

to mention that Bishop Bull had run up your doctrines to the

old Gnostics" 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 emanations,

it may be proper to hint briefly what has been 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 procession, or emanation, could not mean that such pro

cession 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 emana

tion, directly and plainly. Only the word emanation (if it stands

for &mdppowa) 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 generation 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

* IIroMepatos yüp & Oba)\evrivov ºpm

800 ºvyov's éxeuvröv dyévvmrov, Evvotav

kai 6éAmoruv' kai mpôrov čvevónaev, elta

#6éAmore kai ämep vevåst, oùx höövaro

mpoſłóA\ew el pº 8re kai i rod 6'exh

paros &vapus éneyévero věev'Apeiavol

Ha6óvres, 6éAmpua kai BoöAmaruv trpom

yeloréal 6&Aovoru roi, Adyov. Athan.

p. 608.

" Qū8é yöp ow8é àyyeMot 8muoupyetv

8vviorovrai, Kriopara övres kai atrol,

kāv Oèa\evrivos, kal Mapriov, kai

BaariNetëns rotaura ºppovägi, kai iusis

ékelvav (mAorai rvyxávnre. Athan.

Orat. ii. p. 489.

g Philastrius Haeres. cap. 47.

h Bull. D. F. sect. iii. cap. I.

i See Bull. D. F. p. 232. Animadv.

in Gilb. Clerke, p. 1954. Fabricius

Not. in Hippolyt. vol. i. p. 242.
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eternal generation, temporal procession, and Christ's incarnation.

But taking the Fathers collectively, there is demonstration for

that threefold 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 shewn. 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.

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 (l

suppose you will say the same now of necessary existence) 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 answered. 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 incapable 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 eternal, 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 conceiving a change where there is nothing new, no state ante

cedent, no prius or posterius, which every change implies? Suppose

it temporal; then as it means no more than a manifestation,

evertion, 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, evertion 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 generation to be temporal, as

those that professed it eternal. And you have not been able to

* Massuet. Praev. Dissert. p. 36, 128.
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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 evistence 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 represent; 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 capa

cities. 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 consubstan

tiality or coeternity, or both, according as they were most fitly

adapted, respectively, or most proper to represent 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 consubstantiality: but those of

nind and thought, light and splendor, (pós kai ätraúyagua,) were

more peculiarly calculated to denote coeternity; abstracting from

the consideration of consubstantiality. For thought is not any

thing substantial; and I know not whether light, anatyaopia, was

ever taken to be so by the ancient Fathers. It is certain that

sometimes it was looked upon as a mere energy or quality". I

say then, that coeternity was more fitly represented by those two

similitudes than consubstantiality.

Indeed Eusebius would not allow that" 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 Mont

faucon's censure of him, as commonly wresting Scripture, and the

Church's doctrine, to his own private fancies", may seem rather

! Justin. Martyr. Dial. p. 372. n Nihil itaque insolens si Eusebius,

Euseb. Dem. Evang. lib. iv. c. 3. qui plerumque Scripturarum et Ec

Damascen. vol. i. p. 135, 137. Theo- clesiae dogmata ex sensu et opinione

dorit. in Epist. ad Hebr. c. i. ver. 3. sua aestimare ausus est, in multis lap

Haer. Fab. lib. v. c. 7. p. 256. sus sit. Montf. Praelim. in Euseb.

* Euseb. Demonstr. Evang.lib. iv. &c. p. 29.

C. 3. p. I.47.
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too severe; yet it is certainly true of him in this instance:

unless we could suppose 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. Origen”, Theognostus P, Dionysius of Alexandria,

and Alexander, (to say nothing of later writers",) 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 contempo

raries, as well as of his predecessors that have used it. But to

proceed.

It is observable that those who expressly maintained the

temporal generation only, as Justin Martyr, Hippolytus, and

several others, they also illustrate it by similitudes; not by

qós and āTaiyaapa, so far as I have observed, 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 pås and āraāyaapa. Those

writers considered the 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 eatra, not sent abroad, as they would express 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, dimi

“nution, &c. as one fire is lighted from another:” 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

'Ataúyaapa Sê &v poros diētov,

- - - - - - * *

° 9eós yöp (pós éo Tuv' draûyagua

oùk eixe ris ióias 86&ns, tva roMuñoras

Tis dpx)w 8% elva viot Tpórepov oëk

ãvros. Orig. ap. Athanas. p. 233.
y w r - y -

P Oük #06ev tís éotiv čqeupé6elora

# rot viot, oùoria, où8é ék uń śvrov

éreto fixón dx\á čk rms rod warpès

oùorias qu, &s rod porós rô draû

yagua, as $8aros druts. Theogn. ap.

Athanas. p. 230.

Távros kai airós diētēs éorri. Dionys.

Aler. apud Athan. p. 253.

Tô yāp draûyaapa ris 86&nsp;) elva,

Aéyov, ovvaipei kai to Tporórumov q6s.

Alexandr. Alew. apud Theod, lib. i.

C. 4.

* See some testimonies in my Ser

mons, p. 151 of this volume.
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fire and another: and they meant further 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 fully to ascertain

the meaning. It would be tedious here to enter into the par

ticulars. 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 eternal generation in their heads,

they could never have mistaken 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, manifes

tation, or evertion, 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 Hilary

. . Aðyov yeuvóplev, oë Kará dirorouńv,
-

- - - -

dos éAarroëval rôv év juïv A&yov mpo

BaNAduevoi" (leg. mpoğa)\\áuevov) kai

ôtrotov čni trupós, òpópev ſixxo yivá

Hevov, oëk éAarroupevov čkelvov čot fi

àva\rts yeyovey, d\\a row airoi, Hévov

ros kai to éé attoo divaq6év kai rô by

‘patveral oëx éAarróorav čketvo & ot

dviſºbôm. Just. Dial. p. 183.

Oö rat' amotopºv os droplepºopºevns

Tris row trarpès oëorias, 6trola ră ăX\a

travra piepiſóueva kai replváueva, oi rā
x * x a v - - -

airá čotiv & kai trpiv rum00pa. Justin.

p. 373. - - > *

Téyove 8e kara peptoruov, oi kar

dirorouſ v' rú yāp drorum.8°v rod trpárov

keyóptorrai' to 8é Heptorðév oikovopuias
-- -

rºv aipeou mpoo Aa3&v, oùk évôea têv
-

66ev et\mmºral tremoimkev, &ormep yap
- - - - - - -

dró Puas 8abós Suá rºw ºayuv ráv

ToMAóv 8aôāv oëk Narrowral rô Đôs'

oùra kal 6 Aóyos ºrpoeN6&v čk ris rod

rarpós 8vvápleos oëx àNoyov memoinke

röv yeyevvmkóra. Tatian. p. 22.

IIpê yöp ri yived 6at roorov sixe oriu

Bovkov, favrot votiv kai ºppévmaw śvra'
- - - - - - - - - - - ey

ôrðre 8é m6éAmorev 6 €eós motijarat āora
- -

é8ovXeñoraro, toirov rôv Adyov eyevvmore

Tpoqopurðv, Tporórokov máorms krioreos,
- - - - - - -- - - - -

où kevodels airós rod A6)ov, d\\& A6

yov, yewvhoras kai ré, Adygairot, 8tarav

rös 6puMöv. Theoph. Antioch. #. 129.

Nec separatur substantia, sed exten

ditur a matrice non recessit, sed

excessit. Tert. Apol. c. 21.

Haec erit probola veritatis, custos

unitatis, qua prolatum dicinus Filium,

et non separatum. Tertull. contr.

Praar. c. 8.

Trinitas per consertos et connexos

gradus a Patre decurrens, et mon

archiae nihil obstrepit, et aeconomiae

statum protegit. Tert. ibid.

Habes Filium in terris; habes Pa

trem in coelis. Non est separatio ista,

sed dispositio divina. Tert. contr.

Praw. c. 23.

* Scirent Verbum in principio De

um, et hoc a principio apud Deum, et

natum esse exeo quierat, et hocineo

esse qui natus est, quod is ipse est

penes quem eratantequam masceretur;

eandem scilicet aetermitatem 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
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seems to have changed his language and sentiments too after

wards: or else he held a generation prior to this, along with the

TpoéAévoſts. It must also be confessed, that the Catholics them

selves were for some time pretty much divided about the ques

tion of eternal generation; though there was no question about

the eternal existence. Whether the A6)0s might be rightly said

to be begotten in respect of the state which was antecedent to

the trpoéAévorts, was the point in question. Athanasius argued

strenuously for it", upon this principle, that whatever is of

another, and referred to that other as his head, (as the Adyos, con

sidered 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 Aóyos 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 generation, weighed with the generality of the Catholics;

and so eternal generation came to be the more prevailing lan

guage, 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 existence and relation

of the Adyos 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 satisfaction you ought to

“make your readers,” for the following particulars:

im' airot yeyevnuévov 8takógumoru.

Constantin. 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.

visitaturus erat. Zen. Veron. apud

Bull. 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 caelestia quam terrena;

non quo coeperit esse in Deo. Creata

est ergo sapientia, imo genita, non

sibi quae semper erat, sed his quae ab

ea fieri oportebat. Pseud. Ambros. de

Fid. c. ii. p. 349.

"Eyevvhön, uáNAov 8é TponX6ev airós,

kai mávrote év tº warpiðv, tri riv ráv

Were enim et sine voce natum, et

omnia potentialiter continens Verbum,

tum Pater actualiter generavit, quando

calum et terram, quando lucem et

cactera fecit. Rupert. Tuitiens.

t Athanasius contr. Arianos, Orat.

4.
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I. For carelessly passing over the many and plain testimonies

I produced for eternal generation; from Irenaeus, Origen, No

vatian, Dionysius of Rome, Dionysius of Alexandria, Metho

dius, Pamphilus, and Alexander of Alexandria: as to which,

you have not attempted to shew that I have misconstrued the

passages, nor have you endeavoured to reconcile them to your

principles; contenting yourself with objecting only, instead of

answering, as usual with you.

2. For imposing upon us the spurious or interpolated Consti

tutions: 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 orthodow ; though never so accounted, 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 trans

lations: of the words of the Sirmian Council, p. 258, 274. of

Hilary, p. 259, 275. of Tatian, p. 270, 11o. 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 concurring 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. 360.

to 365.) to prove that the Logos was a real and an eternal Per

son (according to the ancients) antecedently to his procession,

otherwise called generation.

QUERY IX.

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

individual attributes, can be communicated without the dicine

essence, from which they are inseparable 8

TO this you say, “it is sufficient to answer, that individual

“attributes can neither be communicated with nor without the

“essence.” Your reason: “because communication of an in

“dividual, 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 diffi

culty is still behind, to determine what makes an individual, or
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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 colours are alike to men in the

dark. Let us have this solution. “It is that by which any one

“thing, be it simple or complex, is that one thing which it is,

“ and not another.” 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 indici

duation, 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 edifying ! But the great defect is, (and it is

strange you should not perceive it,) that we do not yet know

what we are to call one being or two beings; one substance or two

substances: 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 eatended, 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 individuals 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 substances,

and one compler substance. I wondered indeed why you chose

the word compler rather than compound, which signifies the
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same. But now I recollect that Dr. Clarke had declaredu against

God 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 without. 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 suppose the parts of the divine substance to be; I say,

since these things are so, the three Persons may be one indi

vidual substance, upon the Doctor's principles, one simple and

wncompounded 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

further trouble.

You are displeased with me (p. 309.) for mentioning parts of

the divine substance. Butlet 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 admitted parts, provided only they be not

separable, compounded 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 some

what real; which (upon your and the Doctor's hypothesis) must

be called extended parts. You would laugh at us, if we should

u Dr. Clarke's Answer to the sirth

Letter, p. 4. His words are ; “The

“meaning of parts is separable, com

“ pounded, 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, ununited, and indepen

“dent on each other: which, I sup

“pose, is not the case of other sub

“ stances.”
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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 substance;

whether Beings or one Being; and if one Being, whether one

individual Being; and if so, whether simple or complew. 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 difficulties you have

raised about individual, numerical, specific, &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 individually 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 difficulties relating to things

and difficulties about names only.

You attempt to answer what I had urged in my Defence, vol. i.

p. 445, 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 shew 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 indi

“vidual 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
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individual moment or the same individual truth being every

where, possibly you might be strangely confounded. Is this

moment or this truth substance or attribute? If attribute, what

is the subject of it? If the dicine substance be the subject, how

can these truths and these moments reside in an extended sub

ject without being coertended ? 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 individual moment are “entirely in the whole, and entirely

“in every part of the universe;” we shall want a good reason

why the same individual attributes may not be entirely in the

whole Trinity, and entirely in every Person of it. But you will

say, that you suppose the attributes common, and not commu

nicated: and so there will be a difference between your hypo

thesis and ours. But, as the main difficulty lies in conceiving

the same attributes to be entirely in the whole, and entire in every

Person; this being happily got over, the other will create no

difficulty. It is as easy to conceive the same thing common in

this manner, as common in that manner: for there is no other

difference but in the manner, between common and communicated.

Having thus despatched the main point, relating to the principle

of individuation, (which stands just where it did,) you will not

expect any further answer to such objections as turn only upon

the uncertain meaning of individual.

I freely own my ignorance, that I am not yet got beyond the

common School definition, Individua sunt quae dividi non pos

sunt in plura ejusdem nominis, et naturae singularis. Individual

is something undivided, in such respect as it is conceived to be

one : and one is something single, and not multiplew, in that re

spect wherein it is conceived 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 substance, 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 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
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St. Bernardx 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 pretend 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 individuation, 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

wnited, 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 accounting 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

wnion 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 Per

sons 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 understand that they are one, having a confuse general

idea of unity: but as to the internal cause, or particular manner

of the union, we have no idea of it. What is there strange or

surprising in this, unless it be strange for ignorant creatures to

know only in part, and to be able to understand something with

out knowing every thing? But to return to you.

I shall now look back, to see if there be any incidental pas

sages 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 con

cerned. For admitting all you would have, it comes to this

* Inter omnia quae recte unum di- e converso, tres substantiae una in

cuntur, arcem tenet Unitas Trinitatis; Christo persona sunt. Bernard. de

qua Personae tres una substantia Conf. lib. v. c. 8.

sunt: secundo loco, illa praecellit, qua
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only; that the ancients have improperly called the Father an

Agent, or Cause, in respect 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

countenancing your novel notions: that will be affronting the

readers indeed. But let us inquire a little into this new philo

sophy. 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 natural propensity, seems to be

the prime mover in all the divine acts) be not acting 2 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, goodness, and truth? And why is not that as much the

original which determines, as that which is determined? 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 nill

unhappiness? Are approving and disapproving the same with

knowing good and evil? Or does he not rather approve and dis

approve, 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 some

thing else that moves and actuates. Human acts must be con

fined 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 faculties 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 percep

tive, and yet is necessary and unavoidable 2 It will be said, per
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haps, 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 airwos (as Basil styles him),

if the Son necessarily coexists with him. But he is airtos, not

withstanding, in Basil's sense of airtos, in the ancient sense of

airios, when necessary causes were styled causes: and can any

thing be more ridiculous than to plead ancient phrases, and not

to take them in their ancient 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 authors? 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 insuperable

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 difficulties 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 shewn. 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 shewn

abovey. Is not this a very sensible and a very affecting demon

stration of the strength of our Scripture proofs 2 You add further,

that our doctrine is “impossible to be understood.” A ground

less calumny, which I confuted at large”. Is omnipresence im

possible to be understood, which you say can be demonstrated?

or is our doctrine more hard to be conceived than that is : But

you pretend an insuperable difficulty in our scheme, that it makes

y Page 564, &c. of this volume. * Defence, vol. i. p. 453, &c.

WATERLAND, vol. II. s S
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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; 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 2 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 subordinate

deities, though consubstantial, were equally supreme. 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 further wrong in making more

deities than one, supreme and inferior: wherein you copy after

them, adopting 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 heresies, 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

ppear in.

You intimate, (p. 311,) that it is not reason, but Scripture

you appeal to ; and that you will here join issue with me, apart

from metaphysical hypotheses. Agreed: discharge 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 more be told, that begetting is an act, and

every act is of the will: this is all metaphysical. Wave all further

discourse 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
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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 dicine 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 dericed and undericed 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 substance, or else an homogeneous undivided part

of that substance: 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 prin

ciples. 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 then 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 shew 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.

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, except absolute supremacy and inde

pendency, are communicated to the Son? And whether every being,

besides the one Supreme Being, must not necessarily be a creature

and finite; and whether all divine powers can be communicated

to a creature, infinite perfection to a finite being 2

I FIND nothing in your further reply (which is no reply)

to this Query, but what I have fully obviated in my Defence,

S S 2.
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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-evistence,

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 equivo

cating, and saying nothing : nothing that can come up to the sense

of those texts before cited, or to these following 2

Applied to the one God. To God the Son.

Thou, even thou, art Lord alone;

thou hast made heaven, the hea

ven of heavens, with all their hosts,

the earth, and all things that are

therein, &c. Neh. ix. 6.

In the beginning God created the

heaven and the earth, Gen. i. 1.

All things were made by him,

John i. 3. By him were all things

created; he is before all things, and

by him all things consist. Coloss. i.

16, 17.

Thou, Lord, in the beginning, hast

laid the foundation of the earth; and

the heavens are the works of 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 angelical powers, but totally

“of a different kind: for” (let us observe the reason) “to the

“Son is committed all judgment,” 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



QU. xi. OF SOME QUERIES. 629

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 substance: 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 us, which inevitably recoil upon your

selves? Do but keep to that strict sense of sameness which you

are using against us, in the argument about derived and unde

rived; 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 argu

“ment seriously;” in short, any thing 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 Persons their several parts and

provinces in the work of creation. I observed what meaning

they had in it *, and that their words are not to be strictly and

rigorously interpreted. 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 evecuting,

the Father as issuing out orders only. But who can entertain so

absurd a thought, as that the Father did not work in the crea

tion as much as the Son? Again, the Father is represented as

standing in needb of the assistance of the Son and Holy Ghost.

How will this suit with that supreme dignity, that alone self

* Defence, vol. i. p. 381.

b ‘Os Bon&etas Xpiſov & Geós eipt

orkeral Aéyov IIothoroplevévéporov kar'

eikóva kai kað’ épotooruv. oix àA\@ 8é

rive sipmke totijo opew, dAN # tº €avrov

Ağyº, kai rā avrov gopia. Theoph.

Antioch. p. 114.

Nec enim indigebat horum Deus ad

faciendum quae ipse apud se praedefi

nierat fieri, quasi ipse suas non habe

ret manus. Iren. p. 253.

Si necessaria est Deo materia ad

opera mundi, ut Hermogenes existi

mavit; habuit Deus materiam longe

digniorem— Sophiam suam scilicet

materiam materiarum quali

Deus potuit eguisse, sui magis quam

alieni egens. Tertull, contr. Hermog.

cap. 18.
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sufficiency, which you are contending for : If you interpret this

rigorously, it must be as great a lessening to the Father as you

pretend the executing of another's orders is to the Son. It is

plain therefore, that these sayings of the ancients were intended

only to preserve a more lively sense of the distinction 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 con

“cert,” p. 299. But what did the ancients c 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 oriuſ&ovAosd, 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 ač0erría, (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 Toumri)s

Töv 6\ov: 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 pretence

about efficient and instrumental, notwithstanding Toumrijs, which

you had before allowed to be expressive of the efficient cause.

Now the defect is, that the Son is not 6 Toumrijs : and neither is

that true, for I cited Eusebius for 6 Toumri)s applied to God the

Son. I have spoken of Öla before, and so here pass it over. You

are persuading me that even Cyril of Jerusalem, whom I quoted

in my Defence, (vol. i. p. 381.) is expressly against me. Ridi

culous 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 Creator, than

the Son from being efficient. But the late learned Benedictine

editor has sufficiently cleared up Cyril's orthodoxy on that head5.

I charged h you with opposing efficient to ministering cause ;

either very unskilfully or very unfairly.

• Barn. Ep. cap. 5, 6. Herm.

Past. Sim. 5. Justin. Mart. Dial. p.

185. Irenaeus, p. 220, 295. iºnſ.

Antioch. I 14. 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.

Now you would seem

Theoph. Antioch. p. 129. Hippolyt.

vol. ii. p. 13.

e Insinuatur nobis in Patre aucto

ritas, in Filio nativitas, in Spiritu

Sancto Patris Filiique communitas, in

tribus a qualitas. August. Serm. I 1.

f Defence, vol. i. p. 384,385.

& Dissert. iii. p. 139, &c.

h Defence, vol. i. p. 381.
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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 understand

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 trpáros &mutovpyös,

the first and principal Creator: as if Origen admitted two

Creators. But if you mean not to deceive your readers, you

should tell them, that Origen never uses the phrase of Tpótos

&mutovpyös, but where he is retorting upon his adversary Pagan

testimonies in the Pagan style i ; as was proper to do. But

when Origen speaks in the Christian style, and is delivering his

own sense; it is then trpáros Ómutovpyös, primarily Creatork.

You have something more to urge from Origen, that the Son

was airtovpyös, 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 commands. 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, elsewhere'. You quote

Eusebius again, his Demonstratio Evangelica, which is of no con

sideration with me at all. What if he styles the Son ºpyavov, does

he not style him &mutoſpymua too, in the same piece, though he con

tradicted 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 6pyavov condemned by the

famous synod of Antioch" long before Eusebius wrote. I value

Eusebius in many things; but not where he attempted to de

prave and corrupt the doctrine of his Catholic predecessors;

perhaps to gratify some novelists, before he had well considered

iº contr. Cels. p. 308. IIaripºrãvra Teroins, oix &s 8t' épyā

* Ibid. p. 317. vov, où8é às 8t' émorrhums dyviroorárov"

* Sermons, p. 63 of this volume. yevvioravros uèv rod trarpès rêv viðvøs
- - *

m Oùro 8: Ös d\móðs &vros kai évép- Öorav čvépyeav, kai évviróararov, evep

Žoovros, dos Aóyov dua kai esot, 8t' oë 6 yodvra rå mävra év waorw.
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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 inventor o of the distinction

between üTö and 6.4. 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

Eusebius'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 indeed under other

terms, but as plainly, while you deny the necessary evistence of

the Son. You will find none higher than Aëtius, or Eusebius

of Nicomedia, to countenance 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 uncreated; and

therefore could not be é: oik Övrov, 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 q,

where I have proved the thing, and to my Defence ", where I

have shewn 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 ºf oix jurov, out of nothing.” With what sin

cerity you say this, let the reader judge from the nine arguments

I produced in my Supplement, to shew that you make the Son

* Bull. D. F. p. 256. Cav. Diss. Gorefloºs réuov, dváuotov Aéyovros rô

iii. p. 66. é; ot, rod & ot, röv déeov Eigé8tov

* Basil. de Sp. Sancto, p. 145, &c. 8th Aeyée kai 'Aértov. Synod. Vetus ap.

P The Synodicon Vetus agrees with Fabric. B. Gr. vol. xi. p. 211.

Basil's account of Aëtius. a Serm. 2 and 3, p. 48, &c. of this

'O yūp Hakapirms Eüoráðios 'Avrt- volume.

oxeias, Čk rod trap' attoo exteffévros * Vol. i. p. 383, &c.
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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 something worse that you are

ashamed to own. You are pleased to give up some criticisms

of Dr. Clarke's in relation to a passage of Origen which I had

took notice of in my Defencet; so that we have done with.

Still you 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 worthless

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 answered, and that you cannot

stand by them, (yet having a strong propensity to make use of

them, for the deception 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 eminent men the Chris

“tian 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

afraid nor ashamed (while maintaining, as he believes, the

honour of the great God) to call his own. After long and de

liberate considering the question of the Son’s being a creature or

no creature, the argument he mainly depends on", with respect

to the sentiments of the ancients, is this: the universal applica

tion 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 Éxture

according to the Secenty: the Fathers, knowing little or no

* Page 324, &c. of this vol. u See Mr. Whiston's Reply to Lord

t Vol. i. p. 389, &c. Nottingham, p. 28.
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Hebrew, followed that rendering : *krure signifies created: there

fore the Fathers, in general, believed and taught that the Son is

a creature. The argument would be irrefragable, if the word

ékrtae, as it might signify what is pretended, could be shewn to

have been so understood by the Fathers. But if created may

signify appointed, or constituted, (as in good Latin authors, con

suls, captains, magistrates, are said to be created, and we some

times use the word in English, of creating a peer, or creating any

officer,) and it may be certainly shewn 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 argument, as the wit of man will not be able to make up.

We have it upon record, that this very point came to be con

sidered about the middle of the third century, by Dionysius of

Romex, (with his clergy;) who fearing, upon the rise of Sabel

lianism, 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 sup

“ position 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 meaning of the divine and sacred writ. For,

“as you know, Kruge is a word of more senses than one, éxture,

“created, here stands for étréormore, appointed, over the works

“ (God) had made by the Son himself. The word ākture is not

“here to be understood to be the same as émotmore : for trouñoral

“ and ktürat are very different.” Here we find 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 doubtful

credit, because extant only in Athanasius: for nobody that

knows any thing of Athanasius, and is not strangely bigoted to

an hypothesis, can suspect any foul play in this matter. It is the

less to be suspected here, because, as I shall shew presently,

Athanasius did not entirely approve of this construction of

Dionysius, and would certainly never have forged an interpre

tation different from his own. Besides, it is observable that

* Apud Athanas. p. 232.
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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

ëKruge by karétašev and karéortmorev, 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

ãpxin in the actice sense, for Head or Principle, 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 āpx?) all along, may be proved 2

from Justin, Theophilus, Tatian, Clemens, Origen, and Metho

dius, 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 uncreated. Seeing then that this text may bear

such a sense as has been mentioned ; seeing it was certainly so

interpreted by some, and no reason appears for Mr. Whiston’s

interpretation at all; but the sense of dpx), as understood by

the ancients, is entirely against him, as also many clear testi

monies of the Son’s being uncreated: these considerations put

together are enough to shew that there is no force in the argu

ment drawn from the Fathers following the LXX, and reading

ëkruge in that text.

But I further promised to give some account of Athanasius,

in relation to this text; because Mr. Whiston a has been pleased

to say some very hard, and indeed unjust things of him, in

relation hereto. Athanasius could not be at a loss to know the

meaning of Škrtore, which had been so well explained both by

Dionysius and Eusebius. He therefore closed in with the

common interpretation, as signifying appointed, or constituted".

But then he understood the appointing to be to the work of

redemption only, not the work of creation: at least he makes no

mention of the latter. He seems to have been apprehensive 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. Athanasius thought the way of

speaking not so proper, his notion being that the Father could

y Euseb. contr. Marcell. p. 150, a Reply to Lord Nottingham, p.

I5 I. 29. -

* See Bull. D. F. p. 210. b Athanas. Orat. ii. p. 513.
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no more create without the Sone, than exist without him, both

being alike necessary; and therefore appointing was not so

proper a word for it. This principle he lays down in the very

same Oration, 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 Jerusalem (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 represent all offices as descend

ing 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 introvpyós, 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 appointing, 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

appointed and constituted Creator, and Head over all the works

of God. Faustinus, that severe and rigid Homoousian, of the

Eustathian party, and Luciferian sect, understands that text of

Christ, as being appointed by the Father, the Head and Con

ductor of all his works, as well of creation as redemptions. Let

c Oüx #8 ºvaro u;) 8t' airod yewéoréal

rå Önuoupyńpara. kaðūmep yūp rô pás

ró ‘dravyāoruart rà révra qiaoriſet kai

àveu roi dravyāoparos oëx āv ri po

rioréein' otºro kai 6 trarijp &s 8ta Xelpös,

év tá, Adyº sipydoraro rā travra, kai

xopis airow ow8év troteſ. Athan. Orat.

ll. P. 498,499. -

Cyril. Hieros. Catech. xi. p. 160.

IIarpès 8ov\méévros rā travra kara

orkevão6al, rº too warpès Tveiſuart á

viós rā travra éðmutoſpymorev. iva rmpſ,

rig warpi riv ač6evrukºv čovortav, kai

6 viðs 8é réNiv xm éčovortav Tów ióiov

8mpuoupymudrov, &c.

Theodorit's account of this matter

appears to be as just and accurate as

any.

Oüre à marijp Boméetas Šećuevos krićet

8ta viot, oùre 6 viðs 8om6eias Xplićov,

Krišst 8ta toû trueſºuaros, d\\'tva èx rôv

ywyvouévov Šetx6i, trarpós, kal viot, Kai

àylov Tveinaros j ravrárms. Dial. iv.

adv. Macedon. p. 367.

e Athanas. p. 216, 499. Hilarius,

p. 325,837, 840. Basil. de Sp. S. c.

16. Greg. Nyss. tom. i. p. 993. tom.

*Piº - - - - -

Hoc initium habeat Sapientia Dei,

quod de Deo processit ad creanda

omnia tam calestia quam terrestria,

non quo coeperit esse in Deo. Creata

est ergo Sapientia, imo genita; non

sibi quae semper erat, sed his quae ab

ea fieri oportebat. Hilar. Diacon. apud

Ambros. p. 349.

g Quod creata est Sapientia, ad

mysterium vel rerum creandarum, vel
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this suffice to have shewn the sense of antiquity upon that

text.

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 shew 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 con

futation 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 remark

able: “It evidently shews, that those ancient Fathers had not

“entertained such a confused notion as you are labouring to

“introduce of the Creator of all things:” whereas it is evident,

to a demonstration, that my confused notion (as you unrighteously

call it) was the very notion which all those Fathers had: or, if

you think otherwise, why did you not distinctly shew where they

contradict it, instead of producing 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 premises?

As let us see. The Apostolical Constitutions, which are spurious

and interpolated by some Arian, have said something; there

fore &c. Melito is said to have wrote trepi krſorea'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

perverted his words, (as many have perverted our Articles or

Liturgy;) therefore &c. In short, several other very orthodow

humanaº dispensationisintellige; quam Sapientia cum creata dicitur, non

cum Dei Sapientia dignanter adsumit, substantia ejus quasi quae non erat,

creata dicitur. Faustin. contr. Arian. facta est: sed ipsa existens creata est

c. vi. p. 153. initium viarum in opera ejus. Ibid.
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men have been either falsely charged, or wrongfully suspected:

therefore undoubtedly Dr. Waterland is mistaken in supposing

them to have been orthodo.c. I refer the reader to Bp. Bull, who

has abundantly answered what relates to these trifling accusa

tions. 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 uncautious things

might sometimes drop from him; or if his writings, passing

through ignorant or malicious hands, might be otherwise repre

sented than he intended or wrote. He complained of such mis

representations in his lifetime; and made an apology for things

of that kind in a letter to Pope Fabian, about the year 248.

The doctrine of a coeternal 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 extremely

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. Metho

dius, 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 the divinity of the

Son or Holy Ghost, but by shewing 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 trans

lation; who professes solemnly that he did not add a syllable,

but made a just and literal translation. So that though Ruffin'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
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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 objection to be made out of Jerome: which the

reader may see answered in Bp. Bullh.

After Pamphilus, we find mention made of another apologist",

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, comparing their expressions too

rigidly with those in use in his own times. That apologist acquits

Origen as to any erroneous doctrine in the article of the Trinity:

only he 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 pro

fessing 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 reconcilable

to the Eustathian way of professing one hypostasis. Origen

therefore was much out of favour with that more rigid part of

the Catholics; who differed from the rest in eayression rather

than real meaning, as appeared fully afterwardsk. Athanasius

all the while stood up for Origen, and vindicated his own doctrine

from Origen's writings'. Gregory Nazianzen and Basil were both

of them friends of Origen; defending his orthodoxy against the

Ariansm. 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 pas

sages might not be Origen's own.

Titus of Bostra, another orthodox man of that time, was an

advocate of Origen.

About 37o, 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

h Bull. Def. F. p. 125. ! Athanas. de Decret. Syn. N. p.

i Photius, Cod. cxvii. p. 293. 232.

k Vid. Athanasium ad Antiochenos, m Vid. Socrat. Eccl. H. lib. iv. c.

p. 773. Gregor. Nazianz. Orat. xxii. 26. p. 246.

p. 396. Or. xxxii. p. 521. n Basil. de Sp. Sanct.c.xxix. p.219.
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of small sagacity, that suspected Origen on that head". Hitherto

we have found no considerable men that condemned Origen as

heterodow 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 38o, 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 a quarrel against the Origenists; and laid severe

charges against Origen, even with respect to the doctrine of the

Trinity, Ruffinus, at the same time, was a zealous advocate for

Origen’s orthodoxy; himself, as is well known, a strict Athana

sian. 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 themselves P.” He

declares that those who had in Origen's lifetime censured him,

did it not for any novel doctrine, or heresy, but for ency; because

they could not bear the reputation he had raised q. Now could

Jerome, 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? Im

possible. 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 Macedonians, and all impugners of the

dicinity 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 representing it by halves; always putting

° Vid. Hieronym. tom. iv. p. 347, non propter haresim, ut nunc adversus

355, 409. eum rabidi canes insimulant; sed

P. Origenem, quem post Apostolos, quia gloriam eloquentiae ejus et sci

ecclesiarum magistrum memo nisi im- entiae ferre non poterant; et illo di

peritus negabit. Hieron. Praef. in Nom. cente omnes muti putabantur. Hieron.

Hebrae. tom. iv. p. 67.

a Non propter dogmatum novitatem,
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the worst constructions 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 destitute of some good

and great defenders; as Gregory Nyssen, 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 r 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 Origenists 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 antiquity

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

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 ac

cusers: many of which are known to have been directly contrary

to the standing doctrines of the Church, as well before as after

* Origeniani—mortuorum resur- Christo, tantum Filius Patri. Unde

rectionem 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 sub

stantia docuisse; neque resurrectio

nem repulisse mortuorum. Sed qui

ejus plura legerunt, contradicunt—

Dicit praeterea ipse Origenes quod

Filius Dei sanctis hominibus compa

ratus veritas sit, Patri collatus men

dacium ; et quantum distant Apostoli

WATERLAND, vol. II.

nec orandus est Filius, &c. Augustin.

Haeres. 43.

* Sed dicat aliquis, corruptos esse

Origemis 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.

t See Ruffinus’s plea about the

adulteration of Origen's books, hand

somely defended against St. Jerome,

by the learned Huetius. Origeniana,

p. 187, 188.

T t
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his time. Such was the denial of the resurrection of the dead,

imputed to him, among other errors, by his adversaries; as St.

Austin observes: 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 certainly determined out

of his treatise against Celsus, (still remaining, and free from cor

ruption.) And it is from thence chiefly, that Bishop Bull has

demonstrated that Origen's doctrine on that head was sound

and just, directly opposite to the principles which you are now

espousing.

I may take notice of your citing (p. 335.) a second-hand pas

sage of Eusebius; as if he had made the Son created in the vul

gar sense of created in this question, directly 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. Com

menting on Prov. viii. 22. he says thus: “Though he says cre

“ated, he does not say it, as if he came from non-existence into

“ealistence; nor as if he also, like as the rest of the creatures,

“were from non-entity, (as some have erroneously imagined;)

“but he was living and subsisting, prior and preexisting to the

“creation of the universe: and being appointed of the Lord his

“Father to bear rule over the universe; created here stands for

“appointed, or constituted".” He goes on to several texts of

Scripture, I Peter ii. 13. Amos iv. 13. Psalm ci. 19. to shew

that Krürts, or Krišo, 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 inder

of a book, not published to speak for itself; and have given it a

construction flatly contrary to what Eusebius undoubtedly taught

in his piece against Marcellus; namely, that Prov. viii. 22. was

u El 8é Aéyou krio6at airów, oùx &s

ék rot, pi) āvros eis rô elval trape.N6&v,

root’ &v eitrot, où8 &s épioios rols

Aourois krioruaori, kal airós éx too pº

àvros yeyovos, firwes oik Öp6ós intel

Añºpaoru, d\\' às i peortos pév kai

{{ov, trpoév re kai trpointápxov rºs

rod wavrös käoruov orvoráoreos' apxeuv

8è rôv 6\ov into kvpiov rod airod

Tarpès kararerayuévos, too exttorey

évraú6a dvri rod karéračev, m karé

ormorev eipmuévov. Euseb. Eccl. Theol.

p. I5o, I5I.
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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 candidº construction. He was

certainly mistaken, if he took that doctrine, such as you under

stand 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 con

clude; I referredy you to Ignatius, Athenagoras, Irenaeus,

Origen, Dionysius of Rome, Dionysius of Alexandria, Theogno

stus, and Methodius; as eayress 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 pro

duced 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 advantage 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.

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 affections 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 meta

“ physics, physics, and theology, wherein it may be very presump

“tuous 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.

x See the Bishop of London's Letter Defended, p. 56, &c.

y Defence, vol. i. p. 389.

T t 2
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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. Derived or underived; we say

derived; being or not being; we say being: necessary or not

necessary in existence; we say necessary: self-evistent or not self

easistent; we say not self-evistent: 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 con

scious that you have not. We are justly sensible what advan

tage you every where make by putting the question, “Whether

“God the Son be the supreme God, or that supreme God?”

I. The expression is apt to insinuate to the reader a notion

of two Gods, supreme and inferior: on which supposition the

Son certainly could not be the supreme.

2. It is further apt to confound the reader, as insinuating,

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 pre

tend 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 ! Shew where the fallacy is. You say, the words ought to

mean self-evistent in such a sense as the Father alone is. Well

then; if you take self.ewistence 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 Father

himself, in proving him to be no creature ? No. But when I have

proved that point, (as is essily done, and has been done a thou
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sand 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 evisting and being a creature :

and therefore since you allow nothing to be necessary but the

Father, 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 shews only that you are afraid of coming

to the point, and of putting the controversy 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

consequence, “that the Maker, and Redeemer, and Judge of the

“whole world is a creature, is mutable and corruptible, depending

“entirely on the good pleasure of God, has a precarious exist

“ence 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 pre

judices of the ignorant culgar: you know it is not: but it is laying

down the plain naked truth. And it ought to be sounded in the

ears and riveted in the thoughts of all that come to read you;

that they may be deeply sensible what you are doing, and whi

ther it is that you are leading them.

These are not things shocking to the culgar only, nor so much

to the vulgar as to the wisest and most considerate, and most

religious men. In short, they are such weights upon your hy

pothesis, 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 nonplused, and have no direct answer to

give. I “assert,” you say, “many supreme Gods in one undi

“vided substance.” Ridiculous: they are not many Gods, for

that very reason, because their substance is undivided. Is there

no difference between charging false consequences and true ones?

Make you out the consequence which you pretend, at your

leisure: mine is self-evident, and makes itself.

* Defence, vol. i. p. 394.



646 A SECOND DEFENCE Qu. XIII.

"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 evistence, omnipresence, omnipotence, and other divine

attributes; all must yield to a fewequivocations and quibbles about

authority and dignity: which if you had once defined and fixed

to a determinate meaning, (as every ingenuous man would have

done,) it would have been presently seen whether any testimony

you produce were pertinent or no; or rather, that none of them

are pertinent. As to Basil, whom you pretend to cite, it is cer

tain he did not mean by ášićpart what you mean; for he abso

lutely denies that the Father is greater in respect of dignity a,

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, Tijs 8eotro

retas 70 &#ſoua. 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 authority c. 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".” 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 evisting ; you deny his being

out of nothing. Let any CEdipus make other sense of this put

together, than what I made of ite.

unde arbitrentur Dei Filium exstitisse:

utrum de nihilo, an er aliquo? Si de

nihilo exstitit, Creatura dicendus est,

non Creator. Si autem de aliquo di

catur, sic etiam id ipsum Deus fecit,

unde Filium genuit. An forte coatter

* 'A\\ā ueyéðet uévô Tarºp row viod

oök &v \ex8eim uetſov, doróparos yáp

dAA’ oë8é détépart, où yöp yévero

6 o'r fiv troré. Basil. contr. Eun, lib.

iv. et lib. i. p. 236. ed. Bened.
b T} détºuart ovvmupévov.

• Süvěpovov kai épéripov—rö rºs

dštas Špačriptov. Basil. de Sp. Sancto,

cap. 6.

d Defence, vol. i. p. 396.

e Qui Filium de Patris substantia

natum denegant, debent utique dicere

num dicitur aliquid habuisse unde

posset Filium generare? Sicoaternum

aliquid aestimatur, unde genitus Filius

creditur, Manichaeorum error hac ad

sertione firmatur. Fulgent. Resp.contr.

Arian. object. iv. p. 58.
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QUERY XIV. *

Whether Dr. Clarke, who every where denies the consubstantiality of

the Son as absurd and contradictory, does not of consequence

affirm the Son to be a creature, ºf oik Övrov, and so fall under

his own censure, and is self-condemned 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. 543, 544.

Yet now you pretend to complain, you understand not what I

mean by consubstantiality: whereas the truth is, you understand

it so well as to know that this Query is unanswerable. But let

us hear how you can capil where you cannot reply. “Sometimes,”

you tell me, I “seem to mean that the Father and Son are in

“dividually the same single, identical, 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

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, identical, whole substance?

How often must you be reminded of your unequal dealing in

this controversy, that arguments 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 substance; which is as far from Sabellianism

as from Tritheism, and can justly be charged with neither. You

pretend that Dr. Clarke does not deny such consubstantiality 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 onf:

that is, he admits all that I do, and there is no longer any dis

pute between us. For I will easily prove to him, after he is ad

vanced 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

* See my Defencc, vol. i. p. 544.
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the Doctor's present sentiments, I am very glad of it: they were

not always so. You say, indeed, “whatever the Son's metaphy

“sical nature, essence, or substance be, all the Doctor's propo

“sitions (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,

23rd.) where he denies the Substance, or Person, of the Son, or

Holy Ghost, to be self-earistent ; and compare your own construc

tion of self-ealistent, by necessarily eaſisting, 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 depending; the one immutable, the other mutable at plea

sure ; in a word, the one infinitely perfect, the other infinitely

short of it? All this follows by self-evident connection from the

Doctor's denying the Son's necessary evistence. Now certainly

he has hereby determined their substances to be entirely different

in kind; or else I should despair of shewing, that a man and

a horse, a tree and a stone, are not juootſava, 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 Doc

tor's propositions being the same on either supposition. I bore

with it in the Modest Pleader g, (though sensible how little

sincerity was in it,) because I was then doubtful whether the

Doctor should be charged with denying the necessary existence.

You have eased me of that doubt: and now the plea is ridicu

lous, and will serve no longer. The mystery is at length come

out; and self-evistence, 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 eatist 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 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 ?

& See the Preface to my Sermons, at the beginning of this volum
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IT has been shewn that the Son is, upon the Doctor's prin

ciples, a precarious being, which is nothing but another 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 shew 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. Whistonb : who

justly calls it a despised and absurd tenet: only he happened to

have his thoughts a little wandering, when he called it an Atha

nasian 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 Theodorit"; 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!; and of his saying that the second Person has

been always with the first. I am sensible there is something

very 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 further.

You were to find a middle way between the orthodow 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 determine.” That is, you find it has

been evidently determined 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 Doctor's scheme was condemned

* Nor do I quite despair of seeing

such shrewd and cunning Athana

sians 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 Crea

tor. Whiston, Reply to Lord Notting

ham, p. 30.
i #. Haeret. Fab. lib. 4. Com

pare thesupposititious Disputatio con

tra 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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near 1400 years ago by the Council of Nice. You pretend that

none of his Propositions 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 authority, or office, and not in nature: you

make the nature of the Son wholly of a different kind from the

Father, as hath been shewn. 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, substantia 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 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 endeavour, having nothing

further worth notice under this Query, to give the best account

I am able of the true notion of person. I shall not here search

into the books of philosophers, but into the common appre

hensions of mankind, 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 borrowed

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 differ

ences of age, sew, stature, &c. and so we form a more general

idea of an human person, meaning 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 pro

ceed to make a more general idea, by leaving out what is pecu

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 371, 372, 448. and Reply to Dr. Whitby,

p. 209 of this volume.
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liar 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 intelligence : and a person is

something intelligent in opposition to the brutal creation. Indeed

there is something analogous 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 Tóvöe rôv (TTov under üTórragus and Tpéoratov, signifying

person. But perhaps he meant it of Öttöorraorts 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 senate, 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 distinctive

characters of I, thou, he , and not divided nor distinguished into

more intelligent agents capable of the same characters. This defini

tion or description will, I think, take in all the ideas that man

kind have generally affixed to the word person, when understood

of a single person. I will shew this first negatively, and then

positively.

I. 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 distinguished into more

intelligent agents than one.

2. Positively. A man is a single person by the definition.

An angel is a single person by the same.

Father, Son, or Holy Ghost, a single person by the same.

Any separate soul, a single person also.

The 0eávěpotos, 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 further, we must next distinguish

persons into several kinds: as, I. divided and undivided; 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 separate from each

n Damascen. Dialect. c. xliii. p. 46.
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other in nature, substance, and existence. They do not mutually

include and imply each other: therefore they are not only dis

tinct subjects, agents, or supposita, but distinct substances also.

But the divine Persons, being undivided, and not having any

separate existence 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 preewisting, 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 person. 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 6eávôpotos,

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, whether 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, 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
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to suit with the Scripture representation of Christ, have rightly

and justly included all the three constituents in the one Person".

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 substances, whenever their substance is divided, but

not otherwise: 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 intelligent agent add, its not being divided, nor

distinguished into more intelligent agents having the same dis

tinctive characters; and then, as I conceive, you complete the

notion of person, according as it has commonly passed with man

kind. 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 differently circumstantiated from what human,

or angelical, or any other kinds of persons are. Thus person, like

triangle, 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.

QUERY XVI.

Whether by these (of the first column) and the like teats, 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 be- They worshipped him, Luke xxiv.

fore me, Exod. xx. 3. 52. Let all the angels of God wor

ship him, Heb. i. 6.

Thou shalt worship the Lord thy | That all men should honour the

God, and him only shalt thou serve, Son, even as they honour the Father,

Matt. iv. Io. John v. 23.

UNDER this Query I fully proved, in my Defence, that,

* Widemus duplicem statum, non A&yov čváget, ri ka0' intégraorw qu

confusum, sed conjunctum in una gukň, Évo0évros ri, orapki, &c. Irenaei

Persona, Deum et hominem Jesum. Fragm. p.347. Bened.

Tertull. contr. Praw. c. 27. Toi esot,
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acoording 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 particulars 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 under

taking it yourself, as was proper in answer to queries. Your two

objections are these : I. 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 eaclusive 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 argument

proves what I intended to prove, and no more. And 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 wor

ship ! 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 persons 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 shew how easy it is

to unravel your speculations on this head.

By mediatorial worship you intend some kind of worship 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 wor

ship 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

P See my fourth Sermon, p. 84, &c. of this volume.
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general senses, so far as I conceive, to be put upon it; though

these again are divided into many particular ones. The two I

speak of, are either, 1. the making Christ the medium of worship;

or, 2. the worshipping him under the character of a Mediator.

We must examine both these:

I. A medium of worship is a phrase of some latitude and am

biguity. 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

instance 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 animals 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 mediatorial 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 anything 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

addresses 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 imagined to be glorified

through Christ as through a medium. Now here I must ask,

Whether the worship supposed to be paid to Christ be supreme

or inferior 2 You will not say supreme ; and if it be inferior, it
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cannot be presumed to pass on to the supreme object, who would

not be honoured but affronted with inferior worship. It 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 Creator, or be for his glory, because

he has absolutely forbidden all creature-worship: and therefore,

again, such worship as we are now supposing cannot be mediate,

but ultimate, terminating where it is offered.

Indeed, the Scripture never makes any difference between

directing and terminating worship; but supposes it always to

terminate in the object to which it is directed, or offered.

God interprets all image-worship, or creature-worship, as termi

nating 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 certainly did) for the Jehovah. They are said to have

“forgot God their Saviour,” (Psalm cvi. 21,) notwithstanding

their intention to remember him in it; because it was not re

membering him in a manner suitable to his commandment,

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, (whether out of a sudden transport, or not then know

ing 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. Clarked has a fancy,

that the idolatry of such as worshipped the true God through

mediums of their own inventing, lay only in their making idol

mediators, such as God had not allowed them to have. But this

notion is very peculiar, and has no foundation in Scripture or

antiquity. To pay religious worship to any thing is, in Scripture

style, making a God of it. This is true, even of what is called

mediate or relative worship; as I have before 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 mediums of the worship of the Jehovah, (for

* Clarke's Script. Doct. p. 344. 2nd ed.
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Laban worshipped, as some believe, the true God",) are called

gods"; because worship was offered directly to them, instead of

being offered immediately to God. To make any medium of wor

ship 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 mediators 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 Testament, which never fix the charge upon the

setting up false mediators or mediums of worship; nor ever in

sert any caution against it: so weak and groundless is the

Doctor’s notion of idol-mediators. What then is the result, you

will ask, of this reasoning : Does not the worship of Christ ter

minate 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 terminates in the object to which it is directed

or offered, if the same act of worship, offered to Christ, termi

nates in God the Father; then the case is plain that it ter

minates in both, and both are one undivided object. Having

considered the several senses of a medium of worship, and shewn

that none of them will answer your purpose, I come now,

2. To consider the worship of Christ under the character 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 Mediator by nature, and

Mediator by office. The first and principal sense of a Mediator

(ueqirms) between God and man, is a Person partaking of the

nature of both, perfect God and perfect man. In this sense,

principally, the ancient Christians constantly understood Christ

to be a Mediator. So Irenaeus, Melito, Clemens, Hippolytus,

Tertullian, Cyprian, Novatian, and others of the Ante-Nicenes;

whose testimonies I have placed in the margint. As to Post

* Gen. xxxi. 49, 53. Iren. p. 2 II.

* Gen. xxxi. 3o. Josh. xxiv. 2.

- * -
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Nicenes, since no doubt can be made of them, I content myself with

referring to Petavius, who has collected their testimonies".

Now, if you would but please to understand mediatorial wor

ship 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 dicine. It would be worshipping Christ be

cause, 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, with

out 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 considered as mediating, or as

executing the office of a Mediator 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 several 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 further as Judge of all men, nay, and as Judge of

angels, or of the whole system of creatures, the worship will be

eeds. kai rô 6é\mua rot tarpès 6 Heari- Deus cum homine miscetur. Hic

rms ékre) ei. Heoritms yūp 6 Aéyos 6 kot

vös duqolvº Geoû uév viðs, orothp 8é

dvépôtrov. Clem. Alea’. p. 251.
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Carn. c. 51. contr. Praa.. c. 28.

Deus, hic Christus est, qui Mediator

duorum, hominem induit quem per

ducat ad Patrem. Cypr. de Idol. Van.

). I5.I 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 utrius

que partis in se connectens pignora,

et Deum homini et hominem Deo

copularet. Novat. c. 18.

Mediam inter Deum et hominem

substantiam gerens——Deum fuisse

et hominem, ex utroque genere per

mistum. Lactant. l. iv. c. 13.

* Dogm, Th, tom. v. part. 2.
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then most highly and superlatively judicial. You may next

consider him as Creator, Toujrīs, without an article, and then

you are to present him (pardon the novelty of the phrase) with

creatorial worship; but if you consider him further as the Creator,

& Toumrås, 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, when

your hand is in, every attribute you consider him under will be

a distinct foundation of a particular worship: 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 wor

ship 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”, “There is an adoration

“ due to Christ as Mediator, which cannot possibly be paid to

“the one supreme God;” supreme Father he means. And

what is there in this, more than an affected manner of express

ing what every body allows, that Father and Son have distinct

personal characters and offices 2 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

considered as Father, nor the Father as Son. But had the

Doctor remembered that both may be considered as divine, and

that divine worship is but one, he might have perceived that

there is no foundation for the two worships which he is intro

ducing: 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 worship is

idolatry; as hath been proved. This foundation being laid,

* See Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 343. 2nd ed. Modest Plea, &c. Continued,

P. 33
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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 considering 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 considering him also as divine.

All the acts and offices of Christ, relative to us, are only so

many manifestations of his goodness, power, wisdom, and other

attributes, which attributes are founded in his divine nature,

which nature is common to the Father and him: thus all our

acknowledgments centre 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 profoundly 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

shewed, (vol. i. p. 412,) that any man with your distinction of

sovereign and inferior worship, might have eluded every law

about sacrificing to the true God only: you have nothingto say

to 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 further pressed you with

y Sacrifice, without distinction of mitive Church, and esteemed by them

absolute and relative, supreme and in- as the purest and best sacrifices.

ferior, the outward act of sacrificing, See Just. Mart. Dial. p. 34o. Jeb.

was always looked upon as appropriate Irenaeus, l. iv. c. 17. p. 249. Clem.

to God. Now prayers were of the Alex. p. 848. Tertull. ad Scap. c. 2.

same import ºft sacrifice, in the pri
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the practice and principles 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 always 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 difference between you

and me, but that you worship individual living substance, which

you confine to one Person; and I, individual living substance,

which I suppose common to more Persons? You the rô Oeſov in

one Person; I the rô Oeſov 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 indefinitely is what you can never prove”.

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, abstracting

from the consideration of the Father, and sometimes denoting

the Person of the Father, abstracting from the consideration of

the Son; it might still be nevertheless 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.” Wonderfull 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 commanded 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

* See my Sermons, p. 99, &c. of this volume.
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committed it to him for this end and purpose, that men might be

sensible of the dignity and divinity of his Person, and thereupon

worship him. The prophecy of Daniel (chap. vii. 13.) speaks of

a kingdom, and a dominion, in a particular sense; as I Cor. xv.

speaks of a kingdom to be received by the Father: this is all

economical, and makes nothing for your purpose. But your

argument is calculated for the Socinian hypothesis, rather 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 multitude of texts, proving only that Christ is

Mediator. Does any Christian doubt of it ! There is not a

syllable about absolute and relative, socereign and inferior prayer:

which is what you were to shew. A Mediator may be a divine

Mediator notwithstanding : and so all your pretences vanish 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 wis

“dom, 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 worship

ping him, doth it therefore follow that he is not to be worshipped

as God supreme 2 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 exceeding abundantly above all that we ask or

“ think, according 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 Revelations, (ch. xix.

1, 2,) “Salvation, and glory, and honour, and power unto the

“Lord our God; for true and righteous 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

a Christum colimus ut Creatorem. Serm. Arian. ap. Augustin. p. 623.

Maximin. ap. August. p. 663. -
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“art worthy, 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 ex

pressly applied in this manner to God the Son, is yet equally

applicable in virtue of Heb. i. 10. and Col. i. 16. I own that

supreme God is implied in this last title of Creator: which how

ever is equally true, either of Father or Son. I observed in my

Sermons", 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 motices : and what wonder is it, if

some much greater and more endearing 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 dicinity of his Persone. You

pretend to say, that “the worship of the Father is founded

“principally in his supreme, independent, underived power,” &c.

If you mean any thing contrary to me, you mean, on his self

existence, or being unbegotten, as distinct from necessary epistence.

Shew 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 shewn

me who, and what ancients ever founded his worship 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 youe with slipping over a difficulty, by

putting honour, an ambiguous word, instead of worship and

adoration. The reason I had for it is, that worship and adoration

stand for eaterior 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 blaming you for

changing worship into honour. The difference of these two is

easily seen in this instance: equality and inequality of honour

are proper expressions: but equality or inequality of sacrifice

b P. 115, 116 of this volume. d Defence, vol. i. p. 418, &c.

• See the Preface to my Sermons, * Ibid. p. 4II, 421.

at the beginning of this volume.
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(an outward act) is very improper. 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 worship,

appropriated to God, to put a visible difference between God and

the creature. For herein lies the manifestation of that inward

sense we have of his superlative excellencies and perfections:

and the confounding this difference, 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? This consideration is alone sufficient to cut

off every plea and pretence for offering religious worship to any

but God. You have first a distinction 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 be paid to any

inferior gods, that stand in opposition to the true and supreme

God: and yet neither will this restriction sufficiently answer the

purpose; since it does not exclude the worship of saints or angels,

friends of God, and not opposite to him. You may retreat to a

further restriction, 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 followed 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

acknowledgments 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 prescribe 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 2 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
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thought and the outward manifestation. Now let us come to the

ancients, upon this head of worship.

I shewed 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 evidently meant “the God and Father

“of all.” I am persuaded you, in the main, are right in your

observation: and now the question will be, whether when they

proposed the Father as the only God, they intended it in oppo

sition 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 decision, upon a due consideration of circum

stances. There are but two ways of making this matter out;

either by admitting some latitude in the ea clusive terms, so that

the Father shall be understood to be the only God in opposition

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 inferior to the Son as an inferior

Deity. Now this, I say, will be easily decided. If, when the

ancients speak of 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 Father, or

wnbegotten, 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 eaclusive terms, not

with utmost strictness, but with a proper latitude; 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 judg

ment. Their way was to speak of the one God in opposition to

all false deities; and by the one God they meant principally the
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Father, as first in conception, and first in order; but always with

a reserve for the Son and Holy Ghost, reckoned to him, and in

cluded in him: so that the Father, considered 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 cur

rent and prevailing 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 worshippedf.” He

does not say socereignly, or absolutely, but barely worshipped:

neither does he say, Worship him alone as supreme God, to in

sinuate any inferior God: and therefore 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.

Athenagoras3 lays the stress upon worshipping the Creator,

in opposition to creatures: so that it is plain he was in my prin

ciples, not yours: besides that he says nothing of socereign 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

wnbegotten, but because he is not God.

Tatiani denies worship (not sovereign worship only) to the

creatures.

Tertulliank 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 favourable

to the distinction of supreme and inferior worship; but he con

f - z - a. r * - - -
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fines all worship to the Creator, excluding all creatures from it,

making no medium between Creator and creature.

Irenaeus m speaks of adorina or worshipping; but not a 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. Neither does he

speak of supreme worship, but all worship, when he confines it

to the Creator, to the divine nature, rö Oeſov, to the eternal and

uncreated nature of God. You pretend, that to Oeſov is a figu

rative way of speaking for 6 Oeos, 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 substance", 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 Oeſov, 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 considered, it may suffice to de

termine the dispute about the sense of to Oeſov in him. For

there he plainly uses Ti Oeſov to denote that which is divine in

our Lord, (as distinguished from his human nature,) viz. The

only-begotten of God; intimating that his substance is very dif

ferent in that respect: "AAAos é Tepi rotºrov, Kai Tiis ovoias airoij,

Aóyos éori, Tapá têv Tepi Toij voovpévov kara röv'Imoroúv àv6pétrov.

And he afterwards gives the name of rod Oeſov to that very

dicinity, or divine nature, which he supposes in our Lord together

with the manhoodp.

The like may be said of Clemens's use of the phrase, who

likewise includes the Son in the to Oeſovº, as observed abover.

m Dominum Deum tuum adorare

oportet etipsi soli servire, et non cre

dere ei qui falso promisit ea quae non

sunt sua ; Haec omnia tibi dabo, si

procidens adoraveris me. Neque enim

conditio sub ejus potestate est, quan

doquidem et ipse unus de creaturis

est. Iren. p. 320.

n See the passages collected in my

Defence, vol. i. p. 419, 420.

o The reader may see several plain

examples in Gregory Nyss. contr.

Eunom. It is not worth i. while to

search or cite many authorities for a

known thing, which nobody conver

sant in the Greek Fathers can doubt

of.

Greg. Nyss. p. 89, 92, 145, 147,

161, 162, 165, 166, 167, 168, 17o, 18o,

181, 191, 203, 264, 281, 291, 294,

3ol, 302, 303, 319, 327, 329, 412,

427.-448, 451, 453, 457, 471.

P Tú meph row "Imoroiv rolvvv, kað

Hév vevómrat 6eórmri év airó, trpax6évra,

€orriv čawa, Kai of Haxdueva rā Tepi

row eelov čvvota. Orig. p. 343.

‘l Clem. Alex. p. 452.

r Query VIII. p. 584 of this vol.
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other places" of Clemens, where the phrase is also used, may be

compared at leisure. Tö Oeſov and 6 Oeos may sometimes in

differently stand for each other: but a judicious reader may

often observe to Oeſov to be used where 6 Oeos would be very

improper, and so vice versa. God considered substantially, as res

divina, is the proper notion of rô Oeſov, [6eſov yewos, or 6eſov

trpayua, and not considered according to personal characters,

acts, or offices. It would be improper to say, for instance, that

the rô Qeſov 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 rô Oeſov is the

more proper phrase, and where 6 Oeds. To return to Origen.

You translate &yevnrov diſow in Origen', unoriginate nature,

instead of uncreated nature: which is the constant sense of

&yevnrov in that treatise of Origen, opposed to yevnröv, a name

for created, mutable, and perishing things. You have no instance

in all Catholic antiquity where worship is put upon the un

derivedness of the Father, any further than as it implies necessary

existence : nor a single example to prove a distinction of two

.worships, one supreme 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 2

YOU here begin with repeating your argument from the

personal characters, I, thou, he which has been often 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 gentlemanu hath lately done) that

the words, Kºptos "Imoroús Xplorës els ööğav Qeoû IIarpós, 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 argu

ment. But allowing the common construction, and that the

* Clem. Alex. p. 50, 53, 58, 113, and other Latins, so read and under
704, 778, 829, 836, 841, 845, 848. stand Phil. ii. 11.

* Orig. contr. Cels. p. 189. ‘O oëk d\\órpios esot &v, d\\á els

" Mr. Wade's short Inquiry into 86&av esot trarpós. Epiphan. p. 972.

the Doctrine of the Trinity, p. 55. Conf. 88o.

N. B. Cyprian, Novatian, āry.
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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 terminate in the Father, being unwor

thy of him. Nor indeed can any act of worship extend to both,

unless both be one object, as before shewn. 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 you had many things to say, in hopes to lessen the

honour 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 charitable 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 construc

tion 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 religious

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 principles 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 no
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thing, 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 coaction, 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 antiquity, 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-worship, any

inferior worship terminates in the Father? I have shewn you

that it does not, and cannot. Your own argument therefore

turns upon yourself. Either the supposed inferior worship ter

minates 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 dicine nature, considered primarily in the Father and deri

catirely 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 allowing no distinction of

mediate and ultimate worship ! You should have shewn 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 worshipping

the Father through him, his divinity, and essential 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

dicine excellencies under a distinction of Persons and offices.

Where do you find two different worships, more than two

different natures in these cases? Only the worship, as the nature,

being one, is considered primarily in the Father, and secondarily

in the Son: this is all you can make of it. You will never
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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 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, how

ever, what these curious things are: “that is, either derived

“ and underived are the same, and the Son has the underived

“ perfections of the Father derivatively: or else self-existence

“and underived self-sufficiency are no perfection at all.” Here

is nothing in this matter but quibbling 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 deriva

tively ; and they are also the same in number, by reason of their

inseparable unity and coexistence. That union is sufficient to

make sameness, numerical sameness, you must allow, as I have

often hinted: otherwise how do you suppose innumerable ex

tended parts of substance 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

wnderived; allowing such a sense of same as you admit yourself

in other cases.

I charged you with begging the question all the way, as con

founding 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 distinc

tion, which at once discovers the fallacy of your reasonings, and

leaves you utterly destitute of any further reply : It is not that

you understand not nature: but you understand it too well to be

ever capable of getting over so clear and plain a distinction.

You have nothing further worth notice, till you come to con

sider antiquity, p. 375. -
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I began with Justin Martyr, shewing that he maintains the

worship of the Son; and upon my principles, not yours. 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 Bellar

mine 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, (intimating thereby, as I conceive, the necessary

existence also of the Aóyos 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 com

manded 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 no

further answer than what I have given more than once. As to

Tertullian, I have shewn 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 a under

* Le Moyne War. Sacr. Not. p. viirov) kai dppºrov esot Aéyov uera röy

180. Bull. D. F. p. 72. Op.§: esov trpoorkuvoopew, kai dyarópev, net

p. 962, Io:37. Clerici Histor. Eccles. 8) kai Si' huār āv6poros yéyovey, 6tros

). 616. Nourr. Apparat. ad Bibl. kai Tôv traffèv rôv juerépov orvppéro

ax. p. 4I4. xos yevéuevos, kai tāagu, Tothamrat.

As to angels being taught by God Apol. ii. p. 35.

the Son, see Clem. Alex. p. 769. Iren. * Page 455.

p. 163. Cyril. Hierosol. p. 9o.ed. Bened. a Qui igitur a prophetis adorabatur

y Töv yöp drö dyeviñrov (leg. dye- Deus vivus; hic est vivorum Deus et
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the Old Testament were applied to both. You have two ob

jections 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 objection.

For why may not the Father, who, according to his good plea

sure, 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 creaturesb 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 uncreated nature,

&yévmtos pious, is adorable as such : but such is the nature of

God the Son: I have proved above, that he makes the Son

dyévmros. The Önuoupyös toū Tavròs, 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 upéros Omutovpyöv, and not primarily Maker.) the

Son only immediate Maker, at the Father's command. But a

difference 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 expression 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 words". 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, explained above. But the point of worship

is not put upon the primary manner of making, nor upon the

Verbum ejus, qui et loquutº est , b See my Defence, vol. i. p. 419,

Moysi, &c. Ipse igitur Christus 425.

cum Patre vivorum est Deus igui e Ibid. vol. i. p. 425.

loquutus est Moysi, &c. p. 232. '

WATERLAND, VOL. II. x X
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commanding to make, by Origen, but upon the making : so that

in this respect there is no difference.

3. I further pleaded Origen's supposing the Son to be wor

shipped, because Godd. And I have above proved 9, 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, unpartedly worships him through

“ the Son, the Word and Wisdom of God, seen in Jesus, who

“ alone brings those to him that’,” &c.

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 affection.” 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 un

divided worship of Father and Son? He is commenting on

I 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 worship

ping one by the other inseparably. What follows in that sen

tence further shews, 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 undivided from God)

that brings men to God. This then may shew you what wor

shipping 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 worshipped in the same act. I illustrated

the thought by a parallel place of the elder Cyrilg, which you

take no notice of.

* Origen. contr. Cels. p. 46.

* Page 436, 466.

‘’AvaSé8mke 6: Tpós row émi rāori

9eóv, 6 doxiaros kai dèuapéros kai

dueptoros airóv oré8ov 8tá toū uávov

Tpooráyovros ékéivº viot, rod esot Aé

yov kai aroqias €v rá, "Imoroú 6eopoupé

vov, &c. Orig. contr. Cels. p. 382.

& Mſire 8ta rö tipāv rôv rarépa vo

pºiſeu, Év tº róv 8mutovpymaſirov rôv

viðv inron reſorouev, d\\' eis marijp &

évôs viot irpookvveto 60, kai pi uept

{éo 60 m trpookövmorus. Cyril. Catech.

xi. p. 143. Ox.

Mia yáp £orriv iſ 6eórms, kai 8ta roºro

pita ripº) kal Hia for mpoorkövmarts, iſ ev

vić, kai 8t' airoi yuouévy, rô Tarpt:

kai 6 otro Tpoorkvæv, Eva Geóv Tpoor-.

kuvel. Athan. Orat. p. 3. 555.

Dum ad solius Patris personam

honoris Sermo dirigitur, bene creden

tis fide, tota Trinitas honoratur. Et

cum ad Patrem, litantis destinatur in

tentio, sacrificii munus omni Trinitati

uno eodemgue offertur litantis officio.

Fulgent. ad Monim. lib. ii. c. 5. p. 31.
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Having now seen what Origen's real and certain doctrine 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 against many and

plain ones, but rather to be interpreted by them. I gave a

sufficient answer to it before, producing 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 competent judges of our disputes about antiquity. I

perceive, you are very full of translations, out of Eusebius espe

cially ; 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 rendered, runs thus: “All

“supplication, and prayer, and intercession, 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

“improper 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, intercessions, and thanksgivings, offered to

God the Son, are none of them properly so called; but he

makes his remark upon prayer only: and he does not say, that

even prayer, when directed to God the Son, is not proper divine

* Ilāgav Hév 8énow yūp kai mporev

Xīv, Kai Évrevčw, kai sãxapurriav dwa

Tºp Triov rá ºri traoru Geó, 8ta row &mi

Távrov dyyáAov dpxtepéos, Čuvéxov

Aóyov kai Geot 8emoróple6a 8é kai attoº

toū Aóyov, Kai évrevčáueða aúró kai

eixapurrãorouev, kai tpoorevčáueda öe,

éâv Šuvöple&a karakočew riis trepi ºrpoo

evKiſs Kupwoxéčeos, kai karaxpñoeos.

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, trepi etx. p.

78. in notis.

X X 2
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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 pro

perly and emphatically prayer, when directed to the first Person

of the Godhead; inasmuch as that method of praying has been

most customary and prevailing, and has thereby, in a manner,

engrossed the name of prayer to itself: just as addresses, by

being most commonly 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 mean

ing, (and it is the very utmost that can be made of it.) how will

you prove supreme and inferior worship from it?

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 evisting, and as God: and I observed also, that

Father and Son together are worshipped as one God. I observed

further, that even in prayers directed to the Father through the

Son, the Son is supposed, by Origen, to be worshipped undi

videdly 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 worship 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 wor

ship, diversely considered, is paid to both, in the very same act:

to the Father directly, as being primarily and eminently Creator,

God, &c. and supreme in order and office; to the Son obliquely,

or interpretatively, as being equally God, Creator, &c. but God

of God, and mediating between God and man. There is there

fore no difference in the worship itself, no superiority or inferi

ority, 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 distinction
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of one worship paid to the Son as God absolutely, and another

worship paid to him as God of God i. This is not a just repre

sentation 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 dicine whenever

we worship him; and that that alone is the foundation of his

worship.k. But we may consider him barely as divine, abstract

ing from all relations of order and office; or dicine in such an

order, or together with the office of Mediator. The divine wor

ship is the same, under these three conceptions, because dicine

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 applying it.

You proceed to cite another passage of Origen!, where argu

ing 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 deities. This was

indeed shewing 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 evident,) that Origen ever founded the

worship of Christ upon mere command, without reference to the

dignity and real dicinity of his Person. What you further cite

from the piece repleixis, whether Origen's own, or foisted in by

some other hand, is of no moment in the case, being clearly con

tradicted 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 yewmrå in his book against Celsus? Doth he not constantly

distinguish him from them, and set him above them, making

him dyevntos, as I have proved : Or does he ever deny that

Christ is to be prayed to at all; as this author of the piece

trepi etxis does? No, but he frequently, plainly, and fully as

serts the contrary.

What you add (p. 386) about dowologies is low and trifling;

* Vid. Bull. D. F. sect. ii. c. 9. s. not merely mediatorial. From whence

xv. p. 120. let the reader judge with what truth

* Vid. Bull. Prim. Trad. p. 36. or fairness you represent Bishop Bull

N. B. The design of this piece of Bi- as differing from me, in the allowing

shop Bull, is to prove that the worship mediatorial worship, p. 120.

paid to Christ is properly divine, and 1 Orig. contr. §§ p. 384.
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especially after that matter has been so carefully and accurately

discussed by learned hands. And your quoting the lying Phi

lostorgius in a matter of fact of Flavian's introducing a new

kind of doxology, which he reports against the faith of all

history", is a great affront upon your readers.

I might quote you a better authority than Philostorgius,

namely, Theodorit", to prove that Arius introduced a change of

the ancient dowologies. But learned men know that neither of

those accounts is true: but that dowologies 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 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 wor

ship, 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 shew that

the passages, were they really genuine, are nothing to your pur

pose. 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 No

vatian says, if Christ be a man only, why is he invoked as Media

tor f therefore again his worship is mediate. You did not con

sider 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 heretics 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

m Vid. Bull. D. F. sect. ii. c. 3. p. 51.

n Theod. Haeret. Fab. lib. iv, c. 1.
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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 question; where he says, one honour belongs to both

as to one God, and that their worship is inseparable".

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 nei

ther had he any such mean thoughts of God the Son as you

have: nor did he found his worship upon any such low principles;

which I have shewn above. He is, however, the first you could

find, among such as have been ever called Catholics, who pre

tended to say, that Father and Son are not loºruot, 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 con

clude with the same declaration I formerly made, that “I desire

“only to have things fairly represented, as they really are ; no

“evidence smothered or stifled on either side. Let every reader

“see plainly what may be justly pleaded here or there, and

“no more.” Had you attended to these good rules, which you

are pleased to remind me of, and to favour with your approba

tion, 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 Preserver, (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 design and

purport of this Query, that he may be able to pass a more cer

tain judgment of the pertinence or impertinence of your answer.

The question is, whether the worship of Christ be founded upon

* Unus est homos utrique tribuen- Neutrum sibi relinquet, qui aut Pa
dus tanquam uni Deo .. et ita dividen- trem a Filio, aut Filium a Patre se

dus est per duos, cultus, ut divisio cernit. Lact. Epit. c. xlix. p. 141. ed.

ipsa compage inseparabili vinciatur. Cant.
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any thing antecedent 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. Io, 11. and the like texts, as carrying in them the sole

foundation of his worship, after the manner of the Socinians: 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 antecedent

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 intro

duced 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 fol

lows, (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 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. Io, “he

“laid the foundation of the earth,” and if “the heavens were the

“works of his hands;” and if he was God before the creation,

(according to John i. 1,) then shew me, that the power of

judging, or any thing of like nature subsequent, ever could be a

higher or an equal foundation of worship with what has been
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mentioned. You cannot shew, 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 incar

nation, as any you can shew after: and therefore it is strangely

inconsistent of you to found his worship upon the power of judg

ing, &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 Socinians were shrewd men, and shewed

some parts and sagacity in the working up their scheme. They

founded the worship of Christ upon the power ofjudging, and his

eaaltation: but then they were never so silly as to suppose 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 determined

that God the Father is ever called God, in Scripture, in the

metaphysical sense. Worship even of him was to be founded only

upon his office, (God was then a 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 antiquity, 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 there

fore worship be founded, not upon any dignity and ewcellency of

nature, 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
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have varied your notions since. I add further, that my argu

ment, from the hand the Son had in creating, will remain impreg

nable 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 foundation of

worship, because no act of dominion: to which I replied, that

the same argument would hold with respect 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 another.

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 underived manner of creating, which

you speak of, but upon the creating itselfp. What you object

from Rev. iv. Io, I I, “created for his pleasure,” has been an

swered aboveq. 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 inconsistency in

founding the Son’s worship upon his mediatorial powers given

after his resurrection; at the same time admitting 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 shew that

the glory he had after his incarnation 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 exaltation.” Yes, but

it proves something more; that even after all judgment was com

mitted 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

P See my Sermons, p. 73, 74 of this volume. ‘i Page 519.
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“ had the same right to glory that the Father had, it could be no

“more proper for the Son to pray to the Father, 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

authority ? Yes; but as the Father did not disdain to receive

glory from the Son, why should the Son refuse to receive glory

from the Father? As to Irenaeus's testimony, 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 beseech you, in our pre

sent debate : How do they at all lessen the force of my argu

ment? 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 understand you : unless your design be to give a hint

as if you had something material to say, when you have really

nothing. 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 usually 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 t.” No doubt but he would

have the judicious reader imagine there is something weighty in

the remark; though he can neither shew 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 conclude from these two writers,

and their agreement; were there no other proofs,) that God

the Son had distinct worship paid him long before his incar

nation: and therefore his worship (whatever it were) could

not be founded on the commission to judge, or the like, as you

have founded it. After your many boasts of the ancients, ground

r Page 672. * See it above, p. 533. t Modest Plea, p. 212.
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less and shameless as I ever met with, here in a very important

point, the point of worship, wherein our practice is nearly con

cerned; here, I say, you run counter to all the Catholics of the

primitive Church; nay, to all the sober Arians, who will here

after rise up in judgment and condemn you, for founding Christ's

worship so meanly, upon I know not what powers given after

his resurrection. 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 shew 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 Samosata, 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

reply, dissemble and totally conceal it, leading your reader off to

quite other things.

What you have from Philo is still diverting, and running off

from the main point: nor are Philo's notions, in this case, of

any moment in the controversy; unless the Apostles and primi

tive 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 disco

very was a privilege reserved for the Christian Church. Your

remark (p. 397.) about the angel which appeared to Manoah is

just: and had you looked into the last edition of my Defence,

you would have found that part corrected. For it is not my

way, after I perceive any mistake, to persist in it.

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 absurdly to

gether; that you have been called upon to declare which of the

disjointed parts you will give up, or else to shew how it is possible

to make them stand together: that after mature deliberation,

you have made no answer to the charge, but have passed it over

* Christum colimus ut Creatorem. luntate et praecepto (Patris) calestia

Serm. Arian, ap. August. p. 663. et terrestria, visibilia et invisibilia,

Antequam faceret universa, om- corpora et spiritus, ear nullis erstan

nium futurorum Deus et Dominus, tibus, ut essent, sua virtute fecit.

Rex et Creator erat constitutus. Wo- Serm. Arianor. p. 622.
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in profound silence. These are the facts; let every honest reader

judge what to infer from them.

QUERY XIX.

Whether the Doctor hath not given a very partial account of John v.

23: founding the honour due to the Son on this only, that the Father

hath committed all judgment to the Son; when the true reason

assigned by our Saviour, 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 2 and it is no objection to this, that the Son is there

said to do nothing of himself, or to have all given him by the

Father; since it is owned that the Father is the fountain of all,

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

powers, so as to be one with him 2

THOUGH you have nothing under this Query but what I

have before fully answered or obviated; yet because 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 com

mitted to him: I say, his honour is founded on the intrinsic

excellency and antecedent dignity of his Person; whereof the

power of judgment committed is only a further attestation, and

a provisional 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 foundation of his honour, but the final reason,

or moving cause, why the Son is to excute 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 external 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 inti

mated. And I confirmed 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
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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 Sermonx. You ask, “Can one person commit powers to

“ another who had already in himself the same powers?” Yes,

by voluntary economy, the exercise 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. 438, for your ex

pressing 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 unnatural and

forced, making the context incoherent. “The Son can do no

“thing 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 coherent; “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 parenthesis.” But

who will give you the liberty of making a parenthesis where

there is no occasion, only to serve an hypothesis 2 I shewed, that

you cannot make your sense out of the passage, but by supply

ing the deficiency of the text with what the text has not said.

Which observation 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 coherent in your way of construction;

* Sermon II, p. 55, 56 of this volume.
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yet I took notice further, 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 your inter

pretation does not suppose the Son created. Say then, that he

is uncreated, and let us end the dispute; 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 commissioned.” 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 supreme in nature; which is the true notion of

supreme God.

I shewed 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 insisted upon the reasons they gave,

against those very pretences which you revive. And why did

you not answer them : Their reasons were drawn from Scripture,

and founded on the tewt itself; against which neither Novatian

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; unless copying out the Father's works

(imitator operum Paternorum) proves the Son to be of a different

nature from the Father. Tertullian, ancienter than either Nova

tian 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 the old notion, that the

designing or conceiving part belongs peculiarly to the Father, the

evecutive and finishing part to the Son: and thus Father and Son

y Filius nihil a semetipso potest

facere, nisi viderit Patrem facientem.

Pater enim sensu agit; Filius vero

ui in Patris sensu est, videns per

#. sic omnia per Filium facta sunt,

et sine illo factum est nihil. Tertull.

contr. Praw. c. 15.

Töv airów Trpayuárov rol's rimovs

évorm.uaiveral pièv 6 trarijp, tirexel 3: 6

Aóyos, où 8ov\ukós, oùr' duaéðs, dAN'

énwormuovukós, kai oikeiôrepov eireſv,

trarpukós. Greg. Naz. Or. xxxvi. p. 584.

Eusebius has the like thought,

which he expresses however in terms

somewhat harsh :

‘Opév oëv trarijp 8terútov, kal firot
paſs 8tavooſpevos, &c. 68é roſs roo

Tarpos Aoytoplots varevičov, Kai Advos

émorrejov rá čv airó Bá6m, 8' ºpyov

éxópel, tois roſ. Tarpès éévrmperoſpevºs

veðjiao. Euseb. Eccl. Theol. lib. iii.

c. 3. p. 164.
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were jointly concerned in every operation. As to Eusebius's

authority, where he has not reasons, nor elder Fathers to support

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 pardonable, 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 “shewing 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 author

“ity to do likewise,” is corrupting the text, which says nothing

of authority; though, if it had, it might be understood of such

authority, 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 shewn it; I can 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 shew, that one person may not be

delegate to another, without being unequal in nature. But you

are frightened, as usual, with the distinction of order and

nature; and run off in the utmost confusion. A “delegated

“ power,” you say, “cannot be equally supreme and indepen

“dent.” Come out of the clouds, and tell me what you mean by

supreme and independent. If you mean as great a power, and as

necessarily evisting, 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 supremacy 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 su

premacy of order being only in placing of words, I have shewed
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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 illus

tration. But you are still more offended at my styling my doc

trine 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 according 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”.

I had retorted upon you your own arguments against the

received doctrine of the Trinity; to shew the world how un

equal and partial you have been in the handling this contro

versy. You had several maxims about individual, about same

ness, 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; sub

stance and substance, where you could not say substances; indi

vidual 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 endea

voured to expose as it deserved. The reader may please to

look into my Defence, vol. i. p. 444, &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 sub

stance 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

* Totòs &s d\mbós rpués d'òeXqot. 8éðeukta 86 d8talperos oſſora kai oëk

Tptas 8e ot trpayuárov dviorov drapi- dućuotos. dváykm utav raúrms elva rāv

6amous—dx}\atorov kai époriuovoº- ayuármra, kai atav raúrms rºv dióvármta,

Amyris. Greg. Nazian. Orat. xiii. p. 21 1. Kai Tºv Tijs drpeVrias quoru. Athanas.

El 8é rpids éo riv, &ortep ofv kai fort, Ep. i. ad Serap. p. 678.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. Y y
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“attributes are. And as infinity, for instance, so every other

“attribute, power, or perfection, of the omnipresent Being, is the

“individual attribute, power, or perfection, of that one individual

“intelligent Agent, whose the omnipresent substance is,” p. 407.

The philosopher that fixed the earth upon an elephant, 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 sub

stance, it seems, is to be fixed upon the Person, (which is neither

substance nor attribute; but something between both.) and thus

all difficulties 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 con

fused ; but never thought it so wild and unaccountable as this

comes to. Do you consider that intelligent and agent are two

adjectives, which suppose a substantive, two attributes that re

quire substance for their support: Say that person is the subject:

but then what is person, but either substance, or attribute, or

nothing 8 Resolve it into its several ideas, and you will find that

person always implies intelligent and acting substance; not intel

ligent acting nothing. Now intelligence, and activeness, are

attributes only of God, that is, of the divine 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 culgar 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 himself, 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 foundation in our

way of forming and ranging our ideas for our more distinct per

ception. 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 attribute again into many ideas still more distinct and

particular. 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 of that way
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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 parcelled out the general confuse idea into several particular

ideas; as into person, power, goodness, &c. for the greater distinc

tion. 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

infirmity, rather than to the truth and strictness of things.

QUERY XX.

Whether the Doctor needed have cited 300 teats, wide of the purpose,

to prove what nobody denies, namely, a subordination, in some

sense, of the Son to the Father; could he have found but one

plain text against his eternity or consubstantiality, the points

in question ?

YOU have little under this Query but repetition and reference:

which requires no further notice. As to the Form of Baptism,

which you mention in the close, I have considered it in a distinct

Discoursea, 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.

QU E RY XXI.

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

cery strained and remote inferences, and very uncertain reasonings

from the nature of a thing confessedly obscure and above compre

hension ; and yet not more so than God's eternity, ubiquity, pre

science, or other attributes, which we are obliged to acknowledge

for certain truths 2 -

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 nature of God.” But what

think you of five of his propositions, where he denies the necessary

existence (for so you now understand self-evistence) of the Son

and Holy Ghost 2 Has the Doctor so much as one teat in the

* See my eighth Sermon, p. 171, &c. of this volume.

y y 2
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Scripture for any of them : Not a syllable, either in Old or New

Testament, but what he pretends to infer from very obscure and

wncertain reasonings about derived and underived, about acts and

no acts, about necessary agency being no agency, about will, coac

tion, &c. profoundly metaphysical and fanciful, 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 Scrip

ture 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 Catholic 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 appealedb

to the Doctor's own books, which is a fair procedure: and if you

have any thing to say in vindication of the Doctor, shew 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, having nothing to

plead in defence of the Doctor or yourself. This may serve to

blind a reader, and to conceal your shame: but it is not an

swering Queries. You fall again upon I 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 particular men's

“ philosophical explications of the manner of them.” Well then,

let it be the subject of our belief, that the Father is God, the

Son God, and the Holy Ghost God; and that they are the one

God of the Christians. 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; under

mining the doctrines themselves? Our dispute is about the

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 450, 451, 464.
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sense in which any of the Persons is God: let this be determined

by Scripture 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 ques

tion of prescience", eternity, or ubiquity; to leave 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 per

petually run into. And while we are bringing you plain Scrip

ture 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 co

ordinations, three supreme Gods, three substances, and I know not

what; all cavils taken from the manner of the thing, and in

tended 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

c 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 repug

nancy, 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 humble acknowledgment

of our ignorance in the high things of

God. And I would remind this au

thor, that this very instance about

prescience and free will carries much

greater difficulty in it than the doc

trine 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 shewn

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 perfec

tion of the divine Prescience, which

infinitely transcends our finite capaci

ties. 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 de

fended than the other. And if he

pleases but to point his logic, con

tained in page 6, against free will, or

rescience, with the same rigour 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 doc

trine of the Trinity, and few under

stand the controversy about the Tri

nity; committing the same blunder

twice, p. 12,; See my Supple

ment, p. 363 of this volume.
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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 concerning the

“worship of God and Christ (and not philosophical 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 me

diate 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 Pagans, 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 Scrip

ture styles the Son God, ascribing also divine titles, attributes,

glory, to him. Now let your question be put : “In what sense

“ these two propositions are, according to reason and the use

“ of language, best understood to be consistent.” I have at

large considered 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 pre

tence for. I have shewn abundantly that your argument from

the ecclusive terms is not, either according to reason or use of lan

guage, 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 I Cor. viii. 6. which you urge in such a

manner as if the whole Scripture was to yield to one text, and

that misinterpreted, has been often answered. 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

d Sermon IV. p. 84, &c. of this volume.



QU. xxi. OF SOME QUERIES. 695

position, according to my way of understanding Scripture, as yours

is to your Scripture position according to your way: only the dif.

ference is, that mine is the Catholic, approved way; yours is partly

Arian and partly Socinian.

Under this Query, I entered into a discourse about the mean

ing of believing mysteries, in answer to the objection, that our

doctrine is not intelligible. I shewed both of the doctrine in gene

ral, and of the particulars most usually excepted against, that

they are intelligible; as intelligible, at least, as omnipresence,

eternity, prescience, God's simplicity, self-evistence, &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 I have already shewn.” What is

absurd . The report I had made of learned men, and their differ

ing 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-evisting, the words a se, or of self, have any positive

meaning, or mean only that it does not evist of another. Some

have carried the notion of its being positive so far, as to say God

is the cause of himselfe, or even made himself, as Lactantius ex

presseth it : which is supposing the idea positive indeed, and is

manifestly 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

* The expressions of atroyev)s and

airoquºis, if strictly taken, lead to

such a meaning. As also er se ortus,

ea: seipso, and the like. Petavius cites

several testimonies of this kind. De

Trin. lib. v. cap. 5. p. 294.

Yióv Šavrov. Synes.

Solus Deus est, itaque principium;

qui ex seipso dedit sibilipse princi

pium. Zen. Veron.

Deus—ipse sui origo est, suaeque

causa substantiae. Hieron. in Ephes.

Id quod est, ex se, atque in se con

tinens. Hilar.

Ex se principium cui contigit.

Hilar. alter.

"Exet éé Éavrot rô elva, 6 €orri'

Zach. Mitylen.

Sui namdue principium.

Ex seipso procreatus—ipse se

fecit. Lactant.
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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 una

wares. He speaks of “necessity of existence,” as being “ante

“ cedently, in order of nature, the cause or ground of that

“existence f:” 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 ne

cessity absolute and antecedent (in order of nature) to the exist

ence of the first Cause, operating every where alike g. 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 h, as the

Schools speak, is negative; and does not mean that the first

Cause is either caused by any thing ad extra, or by itself, (much

less by any property of itself) but has no cause, is absolutely

uncaused. I was not therefore considering, whether any, or what

positive perfections are implied in self-existence, or in any being

that is self-existent, as you hastily apprehended, but whether

self-existence (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 determined, 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 dispute about the attribute of self-existence being po

sitive or negative, is by shewing 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 understood, is a mere negative expression:—and in

“ this sense only, learned men have told us, that it is to be

“understood by those ancient and modern writers, who have

“used that expression, as when St. Jerome saith, that God

* See Demonstration, &c., p. 9, 1o,

16. Letters, p. 35, 36, 16.

& Letters, p. 20, 37.

h Hanc Dei proprietatem quidam

ex recentioribus philosophis aseitatem

vocarunt, quia Deus, eo quod princi

pio caret, est a se, non ab alio; con

tenduntgue eam esse positivum attri

butum; "quod eodem quidem redit ac

id quod diximus, sed vocibus novis

sine causa expressum est. Clerici

Pneumatol. cap. 3. p. 150.
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“is self-originated, and St. Austin, &c.—All these and such

“like expressions are only to be negatively understood.” To

return.

You proceed to make two or three little exceptions (scarce

worth notice) to what you met with in my Defence. 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 an

swered. You acquaint me further, (p. 416,) that “two supreme

“Gods” cannot be “one supreme God;” which I readily agree

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 Scrip

“ture, 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 dicine

Unity: which again you have no Scripture for, but mere fanciful

speculations. You have the less reason to blame me for men

tioning 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. 439.) Your hints about a passage of Irenaeus, which

I had sufficiently explained k by another of Novatian, and a third

of Tertullian, are very trifling. Those heretics thought it mean

and degrading for God to become man: which made some of

them deny Christ's divinity, 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, whenever he differs

from us, be any thing more than a repetition of this assertion,

that being and person are the same, or that there is no medium

between Tritheism and Sabellianism : Which is removing the

* See Pearson on the Creed, Art. i. p. 39. * Defence, vol. i. p. 463.
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cause from Scripture to natural reason, not very consistently with

the title of his book.

YOU begin with telling me, that “if two or more intelligent

“agents can be the same being, or subsist in 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-evistent, as you

have now explained yourself, you mean necessarily eristing. The

sum then of what you have here said amounts to this wise sen

tence; “If two or more intelligent agents can be the same

“necessarily existing being, or subsist in the same necessarily erist

“ing substance, (provided the agents be not all of them neces

“sarily 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

general principle, which he first insisted upon, viz. that “two

“persons cannot be one being;” which he chiefly grounded upon

the consideration of the imaginary composition implied in it. I

say, he appears to have given this up; being at length sensible

that he has allowed, in another case, substance and substance,

being and being, to make one substance and one being, without any

composition. But what the Doctor (or you) insist upon now,

is, that two such Persons cannot be one necessary Being or sub

stance; or that dericed 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

| 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 were

one Being, is because he would there

by have affirmed that they were one

Person. Ibid. p. 291.
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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

different, or whether underived expresses an essential perfection,

all that necessary evistence does, or only a relation of order, and

mode of existence. After all your pretences to Scripture, you

really resolve the dispute into this metaphysical question: and

you cannot advance your cause at all by Scripture, but by the

help of your metaphysics. You take your rise from I Cor. viii. 6,

to come at unoriginate: thus far is commenting upon Scripture.

The rest is philosophy, false philosophy, drawing inferences from

wnoriginate to self-evistence, 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 tipátov

veð60s, or fundamental error, lies in your philosophy, confounding

wnoriginate (as did the ancient Eunomians) with necessary ea

istence; which you have no foundation for: or if you be allowed

to make necessary existence the same with self-ealistence; you will

then never be able to prove that the Father alone is self-existent;

or that the self-evistence 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 are

still but where you were, till you call in philosophy and meta

physics 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 attending 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
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in nature, are not equally supreme in order, but two of them are

subordinate to one, the Head and Centre 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 always primarily in the

Father, yet is it common to all; only with this order, that the

Father has it from none, they from 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 confute: but, instead of arguments, you generally give us

only ambiguous words and names, to confound and perplex what

ought to be kept clear and distinct.

You tell me of running counter to Scripture and antiquity, 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: shew 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 Scrip

ture, 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 fictions

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 beforem 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 supremacy 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 claim

ing any acquaintance with them or interest in them.

You have a pretty argument (p. 425.) to prove St. Paul a

m Sermons, p. 43 of this volume.
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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 excluded the Son from the

one Godhead; an imaginary consequence drawn from 1 Cor. viii.

6. And next by supposing, that St. Paul allowed mediate and

inferior worship; another imaginary inference drawn from

1 Tim. ii. 5. Phil. ii. 1 1. After sporting yourself a while 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 expression,

where there are not two one-Gods; and therefore should rather

say, that our Lord is not that Person there 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 authority 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 deserving

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 further 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 heathens never asserted, but the contrary; as Dr. Cudworth

and other learned men have abundantly shewn. 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 pro

ceed : how well you have been able to answer the charge of

Polytheism has been seen before : and particularly as to Origen,

it has been shewn that his answer to the charge in his piece

against Celsus was nothing like yours, but directly contrary;

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 in

"Mr. Wade's Short Inquiry into the Doctrine of the Trinity, &c. p. 39, &c.
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ferior, 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 confesss a clear

thing.

You pretended, before, to bring Ante-Nicene and Post-Ni

cene writers against me, as to the point of charging you 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 understood not. I answered your

pretences, and produced full and plain testimonies" against you,

both from Ante-Nicene and Post-Nicene antiquity. One was

out of a fragment of Dionysius Romanus, preserved by Atha

nasius; 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;

besides that I have answered them aboveP. 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 dif

ferent purpose; meanly quoting Bp. Pearson for it: who con

tradicts you in the very same sentence, and represents the 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

• Defence, vol. i. p. 470. p Page 634.
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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. 470,) for the original ;

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 contrary to what you cited him for. Such

are your representations of authors; such your manner of using

the common reader.

QUERY XXIII.

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

telligible than the other 2

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

can be one God? -

Does the Doctor deny that every one of the Persons, singly, is God?

No : Does he deny that God is one 2 No: How then are three

one 2

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 conse

quence 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.

a Pearson on the Creed, p. 40.
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There is indeed one easy way ofcoming off, and that is, by saying that

the Son and Holy Spirit are neither of them God, in the Scrip

ture-sense of the word. But this is cutting the knot, instead of

wntying it; and is in effect to say, they are not set forth as divine

Persons in Scripture.

Does the communication of dicine powers and attributes from Father

to Son and Holy Spirit, make them one God, the divinity of the

two latter being the Father's divinity? Yet the same difficulty

recurs; for either the Son and Holy Ghost have distinct attri

butes, 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 di

cinity, and those attributes which are inseparable from the Father's

essence, they can have no distinct essence from the Father's ; and

so (according to the Doctor) will be one and the same Person, that

is, will be names only.

Q. Whether this be not as unintelligible as the orthodox notion of

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

dicine powers and attributes, without 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 prudence or foresight: he did not consider how it inevi

tably 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 evisting, that neither the Son nor the Holy

Ghost is necessarily evisting ; (so you now confessedly understand

self-evistence:) these are tenets not found in Scripture expressly,

nor so much as deducible by any consequence, or shadow of a
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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 per

ceive nothing of my mistaking the question, when you first an

swered the Queries; but should be forced to learn this at

length of the Modest Pleader, from whom you have been con

tent to echo it. Though my abilities are very slender, yet this

mean suggestion will hardly find credit, even among the lowest

readers that can at all distinguish between a probable 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 discretion. 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 dis

guising it, or unfairly running from it. You might think it suf

ficient, if your shifting and shuffling in so momentous a contro

versy (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 becomes you not, in the mean time, so magisterially

to correct 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 undis

guised 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 imagined Dr. Clarke and you had ad

mitted 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 further 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 tri

fling: 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

wATERLAND, vol. II. z Z
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again. Dr. Clarke's scheme, you say, is easily expressed in the

very words of Scripture. But had the Doctor gone no further

than Scripture, his scheme could never have been expressed at

all. Only, since he has told you where, and how, to understand

self-evistent, 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 compare 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 ingenuously 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 understand you very fully, that the

Father is one God, as being necessarily evisting ; 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 personally and

sometimes essentially. And what says Bishop 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. There

fore what? therefore 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

* Vol. i. p. 477,478.
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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 perplexities 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 substance, and then we have intelligent

agent substance, whether 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 further spe

culations thereupon, have been sufficiently obviated; or have

nothing contradictory to any thing I assert. I allow that three

stands for three, and three substances 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 sub

stances) 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 individual iden

“tical 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 opposition 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 subject, (or

suppositum,) being called Father and Son under different considera

tions, not really or personally distinguishedt. This is a just ac

count of Origen's sense in that passage. And it is observable,

that the Noëtians of that time would not have been blamed for

* Preface to Sermons, at the begin- roß tarpès, dAN’, ‘v oë Advov obortg

ning of this volume. Supplement to d\\& kai intoxetuévº rvyxávovras du

the Case of Arian Subscription, p. 332 porépous, kará ruas in wotas, oi kar’

of this volume. intôorraoru, Aéyéorèat trarépa kal vićv.

t Mi) 8waqºpew ré àpiðu% rôv viðv Orig. Com. in Joh. p. 186.

Z Z 2
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supposing the Father and Son to be £v oãolq, 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

ewistent substance, which serves you to play with, and you know

not what you mean by it. Do but define what a single evistent

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 an

other case, for fear of dividing the divine substance into num

berless substances. If you can admit substance and substance,

nay, this substance and that substance, where there are no sub

stances; why do you deal thus unequally with others? You must

allow that union is enough to constitute sameness, without mak

ing either complew or compound substance: otherwise you make

a complew or compound substance of God. Since therefore the

same or equal difficulties bear upon both, be so fair 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 oğala and itórragus,

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 separate substance,

nor, consequently, more persons more substances: so that what

you have to say in the following pages is mostly wide and foreign.

I may just throw a few strictures upon your account, as I pass

along. "ſtórraorus, you say, signifies singular identical substance.

Now, because you often speak of singular identical substance, as

if you really understood what you are talking about; let us

stop a while, 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 sub

stance under eatension; 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

commensurate, suppose, to the sun : pray tell me, if this be not

a singular identical substance, in your own way of reasoning. Con

sider only half of that; and then there is another singular iden

tical substance. Divide into quarters; and then you have four
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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 con

ceive divisible parts. Do I misrepresent you? Or are none of

those parts singular identical substances, but all one singular iden

tical substance 2 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 further 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 inseparable persons to be two singular identical

substances, till you divide the divine substance (as you conceive

it) into as many singular identical substances as there are con

ceivable 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, whether any two parts of the divine substance, in

your way of thinking, are poočata, or tavrootſoria, or Hovooúata ?

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 hither

to 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, (abou

specific, numerical, individual, identical, and the like, are not so

much owing to any difficulty 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 ovoia and intróoraorus, such as the learned will despise, and the
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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 Hypostases. 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, 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 appear that the word Trinity was yet

applied to this case.

In Athenagoras, we find plain mention made of the union 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 mentioned.

But upon the disputes raised by Praxeas, Noëtus, and Sabel

lius", (one after another,) it by degrees grew into common use

to express the distinction by persons, and the unity by one sub

stance. I know not whether Clemens of Alexandria may be

reckoned the first writer extant that expressly has the name of

one substance (uovaðuki, otor(a) applied in this case. It is certain

Tertullian has it, and persons too. And this became the usual

way of expressing what had been all along believed and pro

fessed, though under other terms. The Sabellians (by which I

mean all of Sabellian principles) charged the Catholics with

u Facundus Hermianensis is a little

mistaken, when he confines it to the

times of Sabellius: but if we under

stand him of Sabellius, and his pre

decessors, Nöetus 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 no

mine Personae. Tres credidit, et prae

dicavit, Patrem, et Filium, et Spiritum

Sanctum,_Personarum autem nomen

non nisi cum Sabellius impugnaret

Ecclesiam, necessario in usum praedi

cationis assumptum est; ut qui semper

tres crediti sunt, et vocati, Pater, et

Filius, et Spiritus Sanctus, uno quo

que simul et communi Personarum

nomine vocarentur. Deinde etiam et

subsistentiae dictae sunt, quoniam Ec

clesiae placuit, ad significandam Trini

tatem, et hoc nomen distinctioni per

sonali tribuere. Facun. Herm. lib. i.

. 8.

See what I have said above, p. 541.
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three Gods, and thereby first gave occasion to the Church to

make use of the word Person: for their answer 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 predicated, 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 predicated 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

Lices, 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 themselves united and inseparabley.

All the care to be take 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 ewpression, as being liable to abuse one way or other.

Three Spirits was a phrase generally thought to carry the dis

tinction too far: and therefore one Spirit became the more

common language; though even Jerome himself has been

thought to have used the phrase of three Spirits”.

But the greatest debate of all was about three Hypostases,

begun at Antioch. The Arians had used the phrase to signify

three substances, understanding them to be different 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 therefore danger on either side; either of dividing

the substance by making three Hypostases, or of confounding the

Persons by making one. This difference was at length com

promised, (A. D. 362,) in a synod at Alexandria, where Atha

nasius presided: either manner of expression was left indifferent,

so long as they agreed in one common faith, meaning both the

* See Hippolytus contr. Noët, and

Tertull. adv. Prax.

Y Zoas kai (oily, póra kai pås,

dyabâ kai dyadov, 86%as kai 86%av

eeów £kaorov &v 6ewpºral uávov, rod

wow xopišovros rà dxõptorra. Orat. xiii.

p. 21 I.

* 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.—

Porro Spiritum Sanctum aperto no

mine vocat. Hieron. in Galat. tom. iv.

cap. 14, p. 168.
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same thing under different terms. So that puta intégraorts or ſpels

iTooTácrets might be asserted, in like manner as pâs 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

ancients intended, never to make the Persons one, nor the God

head many.

The Latins” could hardly bear the phrase of tres substantiae :

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 different kinds of substance;

neither of which could be borne: and therefore una substantia

became the common language: but so that the real distinction

between Father, Son, and Holy Ghost was kept up, to guard

against Sabellianism. Indeed Hilary uses tres substantiae"; 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 Ca

tholic 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

distinction, or union, in such modes of speech as were thought

most proper to it. Provided both a real distinction, 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

* Et quisquam, rogo, are sacrilego stantialia, coessentialia. Sed cum

tres substantias praedicabit? Hieron. quaereretur a patribus, ut diceretur,

Ep. ad Damas. tom. iv. p. 20. § tria; necessentias, nec substan

Sub nomine Catholicæ 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.

Quia nostra loquendi consuetudo

jam obtinuit, ut hoc intelligatur cum

dicinus essentiam quod intelligitur

cum dicinus substantiam : non au

demus dicere unam essentiam, tres

substantias, sed unam essentiam vel

substantiam, tres autem Personas.

August. Trin. lib. v. c. 9. p. 838.

Sunt tria quaedam coeterna, consub

tias, nec naturas dicere ausi sunt; ne

aliqua forte diversitas credereturessen

tiarum, aut naturarum, aut substan

tiarum : sed dixerunt tres Personas,

unam essentiam ; ut una essentia de

clararet Deum unum, tres autem. Per

sonae Sanctam Trinitatem ostenderent.

Fulgent. de Trin. cap. iii. p. 330.

b Idcirco tres substantias esse dix

erunt, subsistentium Personas per sub

stantias edocentes, non substantiam

Patris et Filii diversitate dissimilis

essentiae separantes. Hilar. de Synod.

p. I 17o.
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substantiae. Yet we find, that for a long season the phrase of

Tpeſs üToo Tácrets was almost as much a bone of contention among

the Greeks, as tres substantia among the Latins; and that it was

with great difficulty that it at length prevailed, and became the

common language"; 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 substance considered as

wnited, but distinguished at the same time. Three substances

(whether iTootágets or substantiae) 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 predi

cation.? Persons 2 But Sabellius had wrested and depraved the

sense of the word person to an ambiguous or sinister meaning.

Substances? But that was also liable to misconstruction, and to

be perverted to another extreme. However, the Greek iToortá

orets, by degrees, obtained to signify the same as Tpóorotra évviró

orata. And so long as no division be understood, the phrase

may serve very well: and so perhaps might the Latin substantia,

had not custom carried it the other way. The Latins have since

invented tres subsistentia, tria supposita, instead of tres substantiae;

though the very Schoolmen have not scrupled tres substantiae,

with the addition of incommunicabiles, or relative d, to intimate

that the Persons are not divided substances, but that they are

united, and depending 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 substantiae, and yet una

• Quamobrem gratis Basilius Ro

manis objiciebat, quod cum nominum

Graecorum vim ignorarent, illarum

duarum vocum significationem con

funderent; quandoquidem alii e Grae

cis nativa patriaequelinguæ non ignari

prorsus, earum discrimen non satis in

telligebant. Le Quien Panopl. p. 28.

* Est aequivocum substantiaenomen,

et saºpe significat essentiam Potest

etiam significare suppositum ; et max

ime si addatur prima substantia, quia

suppositum, maxime per se subsistit.
Unde in hac significatione admitti

possunt tres substantia in Deo, non

vero in priori. Et propter hanc equi

vocationem vitandam, multi ex anti

quis patribus negarunt hanc locutio

nem, ne viderentur cum Ario sentire,

qui essentias in Trinitate multiplicabat

—et ita D.Thomas dicit juxta consue

tudinem Ecclesiae non esse absolute

dicendas tres substantias; addendo

vero aliquid, quod determinet signifi
cationem, dici posse ut tres sub

stantia incommunicabiles, seu rela

tiva. Suarez. Metaph. Disq. xxxiv.

sec. 1. n. 6. p. 177.
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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 understood, but not easy to be expressed. You

would find 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 inti

mate, that you may not be too severe upon others, merely about

a mode of eapression, (which is all the case,) when in a parallel

instance the objection may be as strongly retorted upon your

selves. 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 shew that substance and substance, considered

in union, must always make substances. Yet a great part of what

you have been endeavouring under this Query, as well as what

Dr.Whitby 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 pur

pose. What Mr. Whiston professedly (and you covertly) intends

from that passage 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 indeed, 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 be

fore, and how this sentence, which I shall presently produce at

length, came in. The oration is a panegyric upon Athanasius;

wherein he runs through the most remarkable incidents of his

life: his sufferings and his services, his great prudence, fervent

zeal, and undaunted 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 extreme of Sabellius

* Whiston's Reply to Lord Nottingham, Add. p. 92.

‘ Greg. Naz. Orat. xxi. p. 380,381.
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(who had too much contracted the Godhead by confounding the

distinction) and the other extreme of Arius, who had divided

the Godhead into separate Deities. He describes afterwards the

many difficulties 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 Catholics 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 destroyed :

and Arianism, unscriptural Arianism, brought in, in its room.

Many, who were in their hearts true friends to the ancient doc

trine, 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, 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 ad

herents. 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 con

stancy, 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 concerning the Son, and

“more concerning the Holy Ghost, (where to be only less impious

& Greg. Naz, p. 386. h Ibid. p. 387.
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“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 divinely 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 unwritten noveltyi.”

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, Athanasius, with a

few adherents, had the courage to speak out the truth boldly,

without mincing it: and that this 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 trans

lated exaptorón, according 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 confession of the dicinity of the Holy Ghost,

and in the like expressive words. All this well agrees with what

Nazianzen had said but a few pages before, that, notwithstanding

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 influres of the Holy Spirit".

That this was all his meaning, may appear further, 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

i Tôv Hév yöp &\\ov dirávrov, Soot

rod kað’ huas A&yov, Tpixii vevepºmué
- - - - */ - w

vov' kai troAMøv pièv čvrov rôv trepi

rów viðv dppoo roëvrov, TAevdvov 8é

oirwai kai 8tappijónv, rôv rpióv utav

6eórmra kai otoriav ćyypdqos énoxoyń

oras' kai & rô woxAó rôv marépov

- - - - * rº - -

rów trepi to trvedua rö &ytov, ºv6a kai
- r

rô jrrow doréSelv, Eto'é8eta évopto 67'
- -

&\{yov 8é Tóv kar' duºporepa trywaivov

ros' trporos kai Hovos, # kouëſ, ov
-- - y - - - - -

6\iyots, drotoMuſ, thu d\#6etav oraq6s

dpuðu% trepi rôv viðv exaptorón Tpáre

pov, rotºro trepi rod dyiov rvetuaros

airós éumveworêels to repov, &c.

Nazianz. Orat. xxi. p. 394.

k Greg. Naz. Orat. xxi. p. 381.

! Ibid. p. 387.
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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 ascensionm. 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 be made for his ora

torical manner of setting forth Athanasius'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, perverted by the Arians. For, as to other places,

it is certain, 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 condemned all that had been done

by the Arians in the Council of Ariminum n ; and professed their

steady attachment to the Nicene faith. Athanasius assures

the emperor Jovian, in that very year 363, that the Nicene faith

was universally received by all the Churches of Spain, England,

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 Eusebius of Nicomedia,

Macedonius, and Eudoxius, had successively held the see for

above 20 years; and must of course have corrupted great num

bers: 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 thither, about the year 378. ,

To return. I have nothing more to say to your long account

m Totºrov čvelvat woulſo, kal airly Arians, sect.83. p. 279, &c.

rod trueſuaros rºv 6eórmra, &c. Greg. o Athanas. Epist. ad Jovian. p.

Naz. Orat. xxxvii. p. 609. 787.

n See Tillemont's History of the
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of Hypostasis, which does not at all affect me: when you are

once able to fix and settle the precise meaning 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 substances, 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 innu

merable substances: so that you cannot condemn my way of

thinking and speaking, but with the shame of self-contradiction,

and condemning your own selves.

I had told you in my Defence, vol. i. p. 479, that to say the

one God is one Person only, and the Father that Person, is the

essence of Sabellianism, and the doctrine of Paul of Samosata P.

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, eaclusive of a real Son ; as Sabellius and Paul

of Samosata taught. I have shewn you above, that the Church's

doctrine was to make both one God: and this was done by

the defenders of the Catholic faith, even against the Praxeans,

Noëtians, and Sabellians. You add, that Paul of Samosata,

and the Sabellians, 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 the same as if you should

style the Father Creator, Redeemer, 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

P Kai yap, rå Övri kai atrol of 800 a ragw, kai rod dytov rvetuaros

‘pauêv siva 6eot's ow8é 6eórmras, d\\á trpóoroſtov čv rôv eeów dua rig Agyº

plav 6eórmra—oiros &é of Aéyet uávov ºpaqiv, &s āvěpotov čva kai Töv airou

€eov 8tá rà my), elva röv trarépa, Ääyov. Epiphan. de Paul. Samosat.

d^\á uávov eeów dwalpóv, Öorov to kar’ Haer. lxv. p. 609.

airów, rºw row viod 8e0rmra kai inró
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Father, was alone, with them, the one God'. I shewed 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-evistent God" 2

This I demonstrated very distinctly to you in my Defence; and

you take not the least notice of it. The reader will suspect you

had a reason for slipping over so material a point.

I retorted upon you your plea from 1 Cor. viii. 6. asking, how

you can make two Gods, in contradiction to St. Paul, who says

there is but one * You distinguish between 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 distinction 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

‘l ºdorket 88 (IIavXos 6 ×apoorateús) &c. Gregory Nyssen's observation is

€eóv trarépa, kal viðv, kai äytov truet

Ha £va eeów. uń elva è row viðv

rod esot, €vumáorrarov, d\\á čv airó

es;, &omep duéAet kal 6 228éAAtos,

&c. Epiph. Har. lxv. p. 698.

IIai)\os 6 Xapoorareis €eóv čk rms

map6évov ćuoMoyeſ, esov čk Našaper

3d6évra tº pièv ºrpoopiouſ? Tpó

alóvov Svra, rm &e indpéet ék Našaper

dvaðetx6évra tva is sin, pnoriv, 6 ini

trávra Geós, ò marip. Athanas. contr.

Apollinar. p. 642.

“Ov yūp 2a3éAAtos Aéyet Tpºvvuov,

roorov Eiváutos évouáčew dyevvmtov.

Greg. Nyss. contra Eunom. p. 676.

alias 248.

Utergue haereticorum istorum sin

gularem in Deo personam asseruit;

quod de Sabellio nemo prorsus igno

rat: de Paulo Samosateno testan

tem Epiphanium audivimus. Petav.

Dogm. vol. v. p. 6.

r See my Defence, vol. i. p. 480,

worth the reciting: he says thus:

“To charge our doctrine with

“Sabellianism, or Montanism, is much

“the same as to impute to us the blas

“phemy of Eunomius. For if any one

“carefully 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 doctrine; as not admit

“ting 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. #. whom Sabellius

“calls the trinominal God, 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. ix.

p. 676. alias 248.
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the help of a distinction, and one much better warranted than

yours; why are we blamed, and you freed : I have before shewn

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 crea

tures and false gods. You have hare 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 be

twict 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, 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, canting 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 eayress Scripture-distinction that I am ridi

culing: as if ridiculing what is really ridiculous, and what is very

profanely called eaſpress Scripture, (viz. the distinction of two

adorable Gods, supreme 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
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“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 nature 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 saying that

Christ is “by nature truly God,” &c. has not either grossly con

tradicted himself, or meanly equivocated. It might have become

this Modest Pleader either to have confessed the charge, or to

have shewn how to get clear of it. All he can say is, that “the

“Son has, by that nature which he derives from the Father,

“true dominion:” and so has every lawful magistrate true do

minion, in as just a sense as is here understood of Christ, a do

minion derived from God. Is this what according to use of

language, and custom of speech, has been understood by the

phrase God by nature ? And how has Christ, by nature, true do

minion, 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 Scripture,

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 approving the putting

it in a definition of the supreme Being, as an essential character.

That is to say, because self-evistence 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-evistent an am

biguous term, and an equivocal word, is ridiculous. To which it

is sufficient to say, that to deny it is much more so.

3. The third pretence is, that to call self-evistence a character

merely negative, is absurd. That is according as it is under

WATERLAND, VOL. II. 3 A



722 A SECOND DEFENCE Qu. xxiv.

stood: for to make it positive, in some cases, is infinitely absurd;

as hath been shewn above.

4. A fourth cavil is, that the distinction of essential and per

sonal has no place here, because both the Person and the essence

are self-existent. But this is begging the question. The essence

belongs to three Persons; self-evistence, or underivedness, to one

only: therefore though necessary evistence be an essential cha

racter common to all, self-existence is not.

5. A fifth cavil is against my including supreme in the defini

tion of the divine nature, abstracting from the consideration 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 substance, 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 yourself.

Your argument to prove that a person may be God on ac

count of dominion before any dominion commenced, has been

already answered. As to the sense of Gal. iv. 8. I referred to

what has been said by a learned gentlemant 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 toſs på

qūget obot 0eois, or shorter, about qºrel Oeos, God by nature,

what it should signify; whether substantially and essentially God,

or really God, as having true dominion. The reasons for the

former interpretation are such as follow :

1. The common use of the term qiſaſts, for essence, or sub

stance.

2. The use of pigel Oeos in that sense among Greek writers":

as particularly by Irenaeus and Athanasius; and by Gregory

Nyssen in relation to this very text.

3. Worship is required to be given to God principally on ac

* See my Sermons, p. 14o of this

volume.

t The Scripture Doctrine of the

Trinity, &c. p. 19, &c. True Scrip

ture Doctrine Continued, p. 73, &c.

Edwards's Critical Remarks, p. 18.

u Naturaliter Deus, in opposition

to one that only bears dominion, who

is God verbo tenus. Irenaeus allows

the distinction, but rejects the appli

cation. Iren. lib. iv. cap. I.

€eov čvra karū rºv qºorw, Örep 6

marip. Athan. vol. ii. p. 43.

qºore: €eós. Athan. in Psal. p. 83.

Greg. Nyss. contr. Eun, p. 9.. See

above, p. 570. Eustathius, Fabric.

vol. viii. p. 174, 185. Wid. Cleric. de

Art. Crit. p. 103.
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count of his being 6 &v, or Jehovah ; that is, on account 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 &v,

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 dominion 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 dicine 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 dicine; 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 pºrts in Scripture, to signify

state, condition, capacity, &c. and even customs only. But if the

places be well considered where the expression páret, 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 perceive that it relates to something inherent,

innate, permanent, fixed and implanted in any thing from the

first. 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 contained in the law, (Rom. ii. 14,) in oppo

sition to the doing the same by a superinduced law. We are by

nature children of wrath, born such in opposition to the super

induced 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.)

* Naturam aliter dicinus cum pro- qua, ex illius damnati poena, et mor

prie loquimur naturam hominis, in tales et ignari, et carni subditi nasci

qua primum in suo genere incul- mur. August. de Lib. Arbitr. lib. iii.

pabilis factus est: aliter istam in cap. 19.

3 A 2
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“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 nature. Whatever is God by nature, as

Christ is now supposed 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 dicine perfections, and consequently, the

divine substance, coeval with the Father; that is, from all

eternity?

I may add, that whatever passages may be brought of the

use of bioet, yet they come not fully up to the case; unless

qºſoel Oeos could be shewn 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-evistent and

supreme. This observation is to the purpose, and is not without

its weight. But as the Pagans had several schemes of theology,

and several hypotheses in respect of their gods, and it cannot be

certainly known what hypothesis AEmilian went upon; we can

not 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 generally supposed äyévrot, eternal, and

necessarily evisting; which answers to 0eol karū diſgu', gods by

nature”. Besides that, as many Pagans as supposed the inferior

y Tis yap ºuas kokāei kai roorov, * The primary and archical beings,

efirep dari eeds, perá ràv karð ‘pivorw according to Proclus, were the Pagan

6eów Tpoorkvely; Euseb, lib. vii. cap. deities.

II. P. 335. "Amavres obv Ógot trómore 6eoAoyias
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gods to be nothing but the polyonymy of their one supreme God,

must have thought them all to be 0eol karū diſaw, gods by

ſtature.

I may add, that it seems highly probable that AEmilian de

signed 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 the Pagan gods and their own 2 The

heathens had before this time learned to refine their theology,

and to pretend as much in honour of the Pagan divinity, as the

Christians pleaded for theirs: and the dispute now was, which of

them could most clearly make good their plea".

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 toſs u}) pºore, oval 0eois, but

toſs pil púret obot 066; 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 sub

stance, and not one God as upon our principles. But St. Paul's

expression is very right. The fault of the Pagans was not in

worshipping 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 Chris

tians to worship many gods, were there really many gods by

nature: but the fault is in worshipping any that are not gods by

nature, or more gods than there really are; which fault is com

mitted by worshipping 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 substance; is

neither affirmed nor denied in the place of St. Paul: only the

Pagans are condemned for worshipping those as gods, which had

eloiv upévot, rà iſpára karū ‘pūow

6eous énovouáčovres trepi raora rºw

6eoMoyukºv in tortiumv trpayuarečeoróat

ºpaqi. Procl. Plat. Theol. lib. i. cap.

3. p. 5. Vid. Plotin. Ennead. 2. lib.

lx. cap. I.

Ai rôv 6eów oëorial oë8é éyévovro.

Tà yāp del Sura oë8émore yivovrat.

Sallust. de Mund, cap. ii. p. 244.

a Cum de re loquimur dicina vo

biscum, hoc utostendatis exposcimus,

esse Deos alios natura, vi, nomine :

mon in simulachris propositos quos

videmus, sed in ea substantia in qua

conveniat aestimari tanti esse nomi

nis oportere virtutem. Arnob. contr.

Gent. lib. iii. p. 101.
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not the nature of gods, or what was necessary to make them

really gods.

3. It is further pleaded by Dr. Clarke, that the true notion

of idolatry is the ascribing to any being such worship and honour

as does not belong to it.

To this pretence see a sufficient answer in True Scripture

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 contradicting him

self; 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 definition I gave from Melanc

thon, 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 eren from

the beginning, did believe the eternity 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 cen

sures passed upon the heretics, or particular passages of the ancient

est 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

presumption, 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

hypothesis.

I had modestly appealed to the oldest creeds, not directly, but

as interpreted by those that recite them. And where was the pre

sumption 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,

* True Script. Doctr. p. 76, 78, &c. c P. 193 of this volume.
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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 heinous

ness 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 cen

sures passed upon the Ebionites. 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. Irenaeus", the oldest Father that mentions the Ebionites,

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

“ (6 Oeos) had not come to man?” In another place, he says,

“Wain are the Ebionites, not admitting 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

Fathers") 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 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 writersf of the Ebionites (and of

* 'Avakpurel 6° kai rot's 'H8wdovovs’

trós 8twavral ora,6nval el H; 6 6.e0s jv 6

Tºv orarmpiau airóv čni yºs épyaord

Plevos; firós àv6poros Xophore elseebv,

ei Pº 6 €eós éxophém eis àvěpotrov;

Iren. lib. iv. cap. 30. p. 271.

Vani autem et Ebionari, unitionem

Dei et hominis, per fidem, non reci

pientes. Iren. lib. v. cap. I. p. 293.

Non recipientes Deum ad commix

tionem 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.

* Kai yap kākeivot jrot WriMöväv6po

trov ćuoMoyoboru reqvkéval rôv Xptotôv

els rôv Stov, 6eórnros atroë ro rāNevrov

dpvoúuevot. Hippol. Fragm. vol. i. p.

281.

Accedit his Theodotus, haereticus

Byzantius, qui-doctrinam intro

duxit quae Christum hominem tan

tummodo diceret, Deum autem illum

negaret. Auctor. Append. ad Tertull.

de Praescript. cap. 68.

'Apymatóéov diroo ragias. Euseb. lib.

v. cap. 28.

Paul of Samosata, his crime was

denying his God.

Too kai Tôv below rov čavrot kai kū

puov dpvoupévov. Epist. Syn. Antioch.

apud Euseb. lib. vii. cap. 30.

Hebion discipulus Cerinthi, in mul

tis ei similiter errans, Salvatorem nos

trum hominem de Joseph natum, car

naliter aestimabat, nihilaue in eo divi

nitatis fuisse docebat; sed sicut omnes

F. sic et eum gratiam Dei ha

uisse adserebat, non tamen Dominum

Majestatis, et Dei Patris Filium cum

Patre sempiternum credebat. Phi

lastr. Haer. cap. 37.
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such others as the Ebionites) both before and after the Nicene

Council. The great impiety of such men was in their being

āpumorſ0eou, deniers of Christ's divinity, blasphemers 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 reviving the impiety of Ebion, Artemas, and Paul of Samo

sata. 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 dis

covering 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 dicinityg, and the eternity of the Word. He

proceeds to observe, that the Valentinians and Cataphrygians

were censured ; from whom arose the doctrine of necessary ema

nations: to which weak piece of calumny I have answered

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 shewnh.

3. Sabellius, it seems, was censured for teaching individual

consubstantiality: that is, for nonsense. For consubstantiality and

individual (in the Sabellian sense of individual) are repugnant,

and contradictory as possible. Nor did Sabellius ever teach

consubstantiality at alli. Whether the Modest Pleader has here

shewn a zeal according to knowledge, let any man judge that

Knows antiquity. He takes no notice of Sabellius's being con

demned for confining the Godhead to one real Person, (instead of

extending it to three,) upon the very same principles on which

Arius afterwards founded a different heresyk; viz. the appre

hension of there being no medium] between making the Son to

12a3éAAtos 8e rod Sapooraréos IIai

\ov, kai rāv kar' airóv čtrièéðeukral Tºv

yvápmv 8eóourðs yúp Tāv č 'Apetov

ötaipeou, riſ dvauperiki, karaméTroxe

TAdvn. Athanas. contr. Apoll. lib. ii.

p. 942. -

s See Bishop Bull, D. F. p. 178.

Jud. Eccl. cap. 2.

h See:Montfaucon's preface to the

first volume of Athanasius, p. 24.

i "Qortrep yap puoreſ à épistºw 301)w

Tris dorqāArou oùros kai"Apelos kai

Sašé\\tos puoreſ róv A&yov rºséu d\m

6eig ópokoyias toū āpoovortov. Epiph.

Haer. lxix. n. 7o. p. 797.

s See my Defence, vol. i. p. 469,

45 I.

Apeios uév wrpós Tºv SağeX\tov Tot

At&vos 86%av dravrioral pil 8vvmteis,

rijs dp6.js $émeone tria reos, ºrpéorq arov

eeóv Tów viðv row esot, Soyuarigas.

Socr. E. H. lib. iv. cap. 33. p. 256.
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be the self-existent Father himself, and eacluding 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 doctrine 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

“subtilties,” &c. The reader, I suppose, understands by this

time what these and the like complaints 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 con

stant method thus to proclaim your defeat.

You durst not enter upon the main question debated under

this Query. It was whether the Ante-Nicene writers, in general,

taught a proper consubstantiality. You were before of opinion

that it was a figurative or oratorical consubstantiality. I suffered

not the reader to go away with any such weak pretence, instead

of a just answer. I laid before you several reasons to the

contrary, such as, I thought, might be depended on: and I per

ceive 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 Fa

thers 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 properly, 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 inferred a

division of the Father's substance. I thought there must have

been at least some colour for the objection; as indeed there was,

if the Catholics professed a proper consubstantiality: otherwise
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there was none at allm. For who could be silly enough to

imagine that angels or archangels, or any creature whatever,

might not be created without a division or abscission of the divine

substance?

You endeavour at something (p. 472.) by way of reply; telling

me that the ancients, “by denying all division, abscission, or

“ diminution, did not mean to affirm that the Son was the

“individual identical substance of the Father.” I would be

glad to know what this phrase, individual identical, &c. means

with you. I think it plain, that the objectors, in inferring a

division of substance, thought of the same substance; and the

Catholics by denying division, asserted the same undivided sub

stance. 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 diminution 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 fire be consubstantial to another, as I think the Fathers

believed; the very instance proves the thing I am speaking of.

I have however explained above what they meant by diminution,

and what by denying it in this case.

4. A fourth argument I drew from another noted objection

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 like principles with you and

Dr. Clarke. To which you say nothing.

6. In the sixth place, I threw in a heap of reasons ; reasons, I

think, and not words only: to one of which, relating 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

m See my Defence, vol. i. p. 498.
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much distressed in this Query: for otherwise, who would believe

that a man of your abilities, after so long considering, would

leave any thing unanswered :

Aye, but after all, you say, Dr. Clarke's propositions will re

main 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 propo

sitions have really nothing contrary to the Son's eternity, or

consubstantiality, or necessary evistence, (which comes to the

same;) if they leave to God the Son that honour and that wor

ship 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 propositions pass as very harm

less, innocent, trifling propositions, 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 perfections, the divine worship, &c. of God the Son,

(as I conceive 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 Governor’’ &c.

Now as to this matter, I will be very frank and plain with you.

Do but sincerely and plainly acknowledge that God the Son is

coeternal and consubstantial with the Father, of the same dicine

substance, necessarily evisting, 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 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 Eu

nomians 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 pretended by any honest or good man. It is possible
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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; that

what you have put into ambiguous, 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 it be asserted or de

nied; but about the sense and meaning of supremacy: whether

supremacy is to be asserted in such a sense as to make the Son

a creatnre, or in such a sense only as is consistent with his being

essentially God, and one God with the Father. 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 divinity, the essential

“ divinity, of the Son, is no difficulty.” 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 admitted 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 further, you either contradict yourself,

or equivocate in a childish manner 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.

Whether the Doctor did not equivocate or precaricate 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 further on his side, than the allowing a subordination
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amounts to ; no further than our Church is on his side, while in

the main points of difference, the eternity and consubstantiality,

they are clearly against him 2 that is, they were on his side, so

far as we acknowledge him to be right, but no further.

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 precaricate;

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

evistent is necessarily existent, I shall point out to you what pro

positions of the Doctor's are flatly contrary to the Ante-Nicene

writers in 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, 1oth, 11th, 12th. So is

the 14th, in part, if by self-evistent he meant necessarily earisting.

His 17th is directly contrary to the ancients, in sense, though not

in words. The 19th has no manner of foundation in antiquity.

The 25th has no foundation in antiquity : the ancients are

contrary. The 33rd is not agreeable to the primitive doctrine.

The 38th is oddly expressed: the covert meaning directly con

trary to the Ante-Nicene faith. The 39th is contrary to the

ancients.

As to proposition 43, the ancients knew nothing of supreme

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 Defence, 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 pre

varicating 2 Are we not to take his sentiments from any other

part of his writings, as well as from his propositions 2 But to

proceed. -

What you add about supremacy and subordination has been
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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,

more briefly, whether such dicinity as the Church maintains, is

consistent with Sonship. You have hit the matter right: but

why have you pretended all the while to lay no stress on meta

physics, when you here rest the main debate 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 evisting 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 pri

marily in the Father, secondarily in the other two Persons, and

common to all three. The dominion 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 con

“substantial;” 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 evisting, 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 con

sequence 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,

m See my Defence, vol. i. p. 503, &c.
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to deny the eternity, not directly, but implicitly, by asserting the

Father alone to be necessarily evisting. 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 attack

ing 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 Oeos, God, to be

a relative word. This I shewed to be contrary to all antiquity,

a few instances excepted: your reply to this article hath been

obviated above, p. 540.

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 shewn. However, the ancients (about whom our pre

sent 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 ridi

culously 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 resur

“rection.” You here make references only, which I may answer

by references”.

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. How

ever, if both together be ever called 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 sig

“nifies the Father.” The quotations of the ancients from the

Old Testament have been abundantly vindicated above. See

Query II, p.409, &c.

9. You run counter to all antiquity, in admitting an inferior

God besides the supreme; and allowing religious worship to both,

o Defence, vol. i. p. 432, &c. See above, on Query xviii. p. 679, &c.
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You appeal to St. Paul, which I have often shewn 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 there

fore 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 instrumental, and re

serving 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 2

11. You run counter to all antiquity, in supposing (not say

ing) the Son to be a creature. That you suppose it, and really

mean it, under other terms, hath been shewn P.

12. You contradict all antiquity in resolving the foundation 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.

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 supposed 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, pro

vided he may interpret as he pleases, and make them speak his

sense, however contradictory to their own; and whether the trite

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

P See my Supplement, p. 324, &c. of this volume.
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proofs, since I disapprove of the Doctor's making them illus

trations only.

You think, it had been just in me to declare upon this head.

Verily, I thought I had declaredP 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 additional proofs, when compared with plain Scrip

ture proof; of no moment, if Scripture is plainly contrary; but

of great moment where Scripture looks the same way, because

they help to fix the true interpretation in any disputed 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 lawyers, are the best comments upon an act of Parlia

ment made in or near their own times: though it be nevertheless

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 Doctor'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" 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 further", having found

and noted a sufficient number for my purpose; which was to

awaken the reader's caution, and to prevent his relying too

implicitly upon the Doctor's representations. And you will con

sider, that it was not merely for inaccuracy in his translations,

that I blamed him, (such as a man may innocently commit, or

º

P Defence, vol. i. p. 538. Script. Doctr. p. 295, 296, 297, 304,

* See my Defence, vol. i. p. 533, 312, 314, 322. 2nd edit. The most

&c. shameful of them is a version, in p.

r The learned reader will observe 312, of a passage cited at the bottom

more instances of like kind, in of p. 311.

wATERLAND, vol. ii. 3 B
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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

Doctor'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 look into my

Defence, that I may not be at the trouble of repeating.

1. In the first passage, I complained of two false renderings;

one of the words, oùk els ávaipeou, another of the word āraú

yagua, 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 shew

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 shew the sense of the

author, or to judge of the Doctor's version. It was undoubtedly

the Doctor's business either not to cite or translate the author

at all, or to render his words faithfully, so far as he did pretend

to translate from him. And though the Doctor's particular design,

in that passage, might be to shew that Athanasius allowed the

Father to be styled the only God, (Mark xii. 32,) yet he had

a more general design running through his performance, which

was to keep the reader in the dark as to the ancient way of

"inderstanding it, in opposition to false gods, or idols only: to

serve which general design, he perverted the sense of that pas

sage in his translation of it.

2. The second passages which the Doctor had mistranslated,

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 Athanasius,

who meant no opposition but to idolst. I observed, that Atha

nasius would have said, or had said, in other words, as much of

the Son, as he has there said of the Father. To which you reply,

* Töv d\mówów kai čvros &vra Geóv, Gent. p. 9. -

röv rod Xpworroſ, marépa. Athan, contr. t See my Defence, vol. i. p. 524.
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that you “will not undertake to answer what Athanasius would

“ have said, were I to indite for him : but you deny that he has

“ said it.” I shewed before what Athanasius had said, in that

very treatise", namely, that the Son is the ºv, signifying emphati

cal evistence; which amounts to the same thing he had before

said of the Father. And to shew further 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 treatise. 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, rôv àAmöivöv kai čvros évra (9eów,

signifying that he is the true God, and that he exists emphatically:

and it is manifest, that Athanasius 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 transla

tion, 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 above

“all begotten being.” He might, indeed, have done so, and

have thereby shewn himself as ill a critic, as before a partial

writer. For what if some copies read yewuntils, 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

yevvmtöv instead of yewmróvº. The sense must determine us in

such cases, and a critical judgment of the principles laid down in

One thing is certain, that however yeumråsthe same treatise.

" 'O & Beös &v éorri kai oë or ºv6eros,
* * - M y - •

8tó kal 6 rotºrov A&yos &v éori kai oë
- » w * * -

orêvéeros, d\\ā eis kai uovoyev's Geós

dos dyados ré, éavrov A&yº kai

aúró 8vri esq, rºv oréumaorav Šuaxv

Bepvá kai kaðiormou. Athan. contr.

Gent. p. 40.

* IIavraxoi, rºv rod Aéyov 6eudºrm ra
º -

8Aétrov, oùx ért Hév drarăral nepi

Beow, advov 8é roorov trpoorkvveſ, kai
- - - -

8t', airot kaxós rôv trarépa yuvéorket.

Ibid. p. 87.

‘Eyvaptorón eeós d\móivös, esot,

eeós Aéyos. P.88.

y ‘Yreperrékelva tráorms yewmrºs oëorias

6 rod Xpworrow trarip. Athanus. contr.

Gent. p. 39.

* "AAAos Hév eart rôv yewmrów kai

Táorms ris krioreos, tows 8é kai uévos

rod dyadoù tarpås intápxel A&yos, &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 #MAos róvºyevnrów, &c.

3 B 2
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be rendered, the Doctor is entirely false in ranking the Son

under yeumrūs oëorias, because Athanasius, in the very page,

clearly exempts him from the rà yewmrå, from created beings.

You may, if you please, say, from the begotten beings, 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 yewmrås in one place, and yewmtöv 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 blamable: first, for tripping

in his logic, by opposing efficient to ministerial cause, when the

same may be both efficient and ministerial; and secondly, for

faultering in a momentous article 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 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 instance, that

whenever you throw out this kind of language, it is a certain

mark of your distress, and of your not being able to make any

solid reply. Let us see whether it does not hold true here, as

well as in former instances. 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 maintains upon

second thoughts: but I may presume to judge of a written trans

lation. 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 Father was not ministerial. He continues the same

thought all along, concluding the Father to be the Maker, (not

supreme Maker only) of all things; therein shewing his supreme

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 approaching nearer to Catholic

* Oix in airoi, ºpm, d\\& 8, atroč.

iv huas dvaréuyn ti riv ráv 5Aov

Troumrukºv rod trarpós ač6evriav. Euseb.

Eccl. Theol. lib. i. c. 20.

The Doctor's translation, or para

phrase.

“Whereas he might have expressed

“it thus, All thingswere 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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principles: though it still looks a little suspicious, that you are

every where scrupulous 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 shewed to be insufficient in my Appen

dix. As to Basil, the Doctor had dealt as partially by hime.

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 (however

wnequal,) 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

being 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".

Why then was he quoted, and mistranslated, to confirm an inter

pretation entirely different from, may, contrary to his own :

6. I found fault with the Doctor's partial rendering a noble

passage of Irenaeuse. That Irenaeus was not speaking of the

Son, considered in a representative capacity, (which the Doctor,

without any warrant", would express by év uoppi, Geoû,) is

manifest from Irenaeus's referring to John i. 1. which describes

the Son as God, before that fictitious representation the Doctor

speaks of. Therefore the rô 6eiköv kal évôofov, 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

subsequent representation.

7. I took notices of a passage in Justin cited by the Doctor,

* Defence, p. 489, 525, 560.

* Page 3o4.

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 im. lawfully and

with moral effect: but Basil means

natural power. The Doctor inter

prets 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. 525,

r;61.

” see my Sermons, p. 106 of this

volume.

g Defence, vol. i. p. 526.
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and truly rendered, but set in a false light to deceive the

reader; as if God the Son were not himself Creator and God

of Abraham, but one personating the Creator and God of Abra

ham.

I observed, that the Doctor could not have confuted the Jew,

as Justin did, while he goes upon the supposition of the Son's

personating the Father: a plain and evident token of the Doc

tor's misunderstanding and misrepresenting 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 himself God?

Might not the Jew insist upon it that it was an angel only,

personating God? Why must it be another, 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 Per

son, 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

answered.

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 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 Doctork for skipping over some very material

h For if he always spake in the fessedly cite passages of Scripture to

name, &c. of the Éia. no texts prove the Son to be Lord God: that

could be brought to prove him Lord title or name then no less expresses

God, because Lord God would ex- the Person and authority of the Son,

ress the Person and authority of the than of the Father. True Script.

}. but it is evident that Jus- Doctr. Continued, p. 146. -

tin, Irenaeus, and others, do pro- * Defence vol. i. p. 526. K Ibid.
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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 Catholic 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 substantiae 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 resolving the unity,

very like to yours: yet he maintains the etermity! and consub

stantiality of God the Son; wherein 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 per

factions, and not merely an inequality in respect of original :

which is more than Novatian's words prove; or, at least, than

they appear to me to prove. I shall give the passage in the

marginm, which must decide this matter. Novatian there

many ways expresses the same thing, that had the Father and

Son been equal in respect of original, had they both been

underived or unbegotten, there might then have been just pretence

aequatione in utroque ostensa, duos

faceret innatos, et ideo duos faceret

Deos. Si non genitus esset, collatus

cum eo (qui) genitus non esset, et

. inventi, duos Deos merito

reddidissent non geniti; atque ideo

duos Christus reddidisset Deos. Si

* As to Novatian's supposing the

Father prior to the Son, } accounted

for it in my Defence, vol. i. p. 355,

356. I shall here add a few parallel

expressions from other Catholic writ

ers, who undoubtedly believed the

coeternity.

Ex quo ostenditur semper fuisse

vaporem istum virtutis Dei, nullum

º, 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 divi

nitate, cum Spiritu Sancto, ante ipsum

nullus est primus. Zen. Veronens.

Serm. in Earod. ix.

IIós obv oëk #v rô dé àpx.js—ó

pumbév #xov trpoenwootºuevov čavrot, et

tº rôv č of exel rô elva' ot, 8taorràuart

inspéxorra, dAAá rà alrig m.porera

yuévov. Basil. contr. Eunom. lib. ii. p.

735: ... . -

m Sienim natus nonfuisset, innatus

comparatus cum eo qui esset innatus,

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 ge

nerans de se alterum Filium, merito

collatus cum Patre, et tantus deno

tatus, duos Patres effecisset, et ideo

duos approbasset etiam Deos. Si

invisibilis fuisset cum invisibili col

latus, par expressus, duos invisibiles

ostendisset, et ideo duos comprobasset

et Deos. Si incomprehensibilis, si et

caetera quaecumque sunt Patris; me

rito dicinus, duorum Deorum quam

isti confingunt controversiam susci

tasset. Nunc autem quicquid est,

non ex se est, quia nec innatus est.

Novat. c. 31.
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for making them two Gods. He adds, that had they been both

invisible and incomprehensible, they had then been two Gods. To

understand which, we are to remember that it was the general

doctrine of the Fathers, that God the Son might be visible and

appear in a place, per assumptas species, by visible symbols; but

that God the Father might not, it being unsuitable to the cha

racter of the first Person to be sent, and consequently to appear

in that manner. Upon this hypothesis, had the Son been invisible

and incomprehensible, 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 difference as to

essential perfections, but only of the difference 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. Other

wise Novatian admits the Son in his own nature to be omni

present, as well as the Father, as is plain from his words". See

this point more fully cleared in Bishop Bullo. The whole course

and tenor of Novatian's discourse 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 executes 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:

n Si homo tantummodo Christus,

uomodo adest ubique invocatus 2

um haec hominis natura non sit sed

Dei, ut adesse omni loco possit. No

vat. cap. 15. See True Script. Doctr.

Continued, p. 17o.

• Bull. D. F. sect. iv. cap. 3.

P Cujus sic divinitas traditur, ut

non aut dissonantia, aut inaequalitate

divinitatis, duos Deosj vi

deatur. Subjectis enim ei, quasi Filio,

omnibus rebus a Patre, dum ipse cum

his quae illi subjecta sunt, Patri suo

subjicitur, Patris quidem sui Filius

probatur, caeterorum autem et Domi

nus et Deus esse reperitur. Ex quo

dum huic qui est Deus, omnia sub

stracta (leg. substrata) traduntur, et

cuncta sibi subjecta Filius accepta re

fert Patri, totam divinitatis auctori
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“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 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 shewn 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 shewn to be the one true and eternal God, from whom alone

“this efflux of the Godhead being sent out and communicated

“to the Son, revolves again to the Father by communion of sub

“stance. The Son is indeed shewn 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 gentleman",

that what you would make a reason for non aqualitate, is suffi

ciently 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, without any Sonship, which makes

tatem rursus Patriremittit; unus Deus

ostenditur verus et aeternus Pater, a

quo solo haec vis divinitatis emissa,

etiam in Filium tradita et directa,

rursum per substantiae communionem

ad Patrem revolvitur... Deus quidem

ostenditur Filius cui divinitas tradita

et porrecta conspicitur; et tamen

nihilominus unus Deus Pater proba

tur; dum gradatim reciproco meatu

illa majestas atque divinitas ad Patrem,

# dederat eam, rursum ab illo ipso

ilio missa revertitur, et retorquetur.

Novat. cap. 31.

a True Scripture Doctrine Con

tinued, p. 172.

* Dum non aliunde est quam ex

Patre, Patri suo originem suam de

bens, discordiam divinitatis de nu

mero duorum Deorum facere non

potuit. Norat. cap. 31.
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the wnions. 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 com

munication of substance and Godhead, without the supposition

of equality of nature and Godhead ? A little before, he had said,

the Word was divine substancet: and he here speaks of the God

head 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 Father, as any man is of the same human nature with

his Fatheru. What is this but, in other words, declaring equality

of nature or Godhead? There is therefore no reason for altering

Novatian's text*: however positively you may express yourself on

that head.

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 Doetor's expres

sion, (which I found fault with,) “in acknowledgment returned:"

besides that the Doctor was not there translating accepta refert,

but reciproco meatu revertitur, &c. -

* Si ambo vocarentur Patres, essent

profecto natura dissimiles : unusquis

que enim ex semetipso constaret, et

communem substantiam cum altero

non haberet; nec Deitas una esset,

gy* una natura non esset. Fulgent.

sp. contr. Arian. p. 52.

Duos autem Deos dicere non pos

sumus, nec debemus: non quod Filius

Dei Deus non sit, imo verus Deus de

Deo vero ; sed quia non aliunde quam

de ipsouno Patre Dei Filium novimus,

proinde unum Deum dicimus.—Si

verus Deus est, et de Patre non est,

duo sunt, habentes singuli et volunta

tes proprias, et imperia diversa. Greg.

Nazianz. Op. vol. i. p. 728. Ambros.

Op. vol. ii. p. 347.

Quicquid extra eum est, cum con

tumelia ei honoratæ virtutis æquabitur.

Si enim aliquid quod non eae ipso est,

reperiri potest simile ei, et virtutis ejus

dem ; amisit privilegium Dei sub con

sortio coæqualis : jamque non erit

Deus unus a quo indifferens sit Deus

alius. At vero non habet contumeliam

proprietatis æqualitas, quia suum est

quod sui similé est ; et er se est quod

sibi ad similitudinem comparatur; nec

extra se est, quod quæ sua sunt potest:

et profectus dignitatis est genuisse

potestatem, nec alienasse naturam.

Hilar. de Trin. p. 934.

t Substantia scilicet illa divina, cujus

nomen est Verbum. Novat. c. 31.

u Ut enim præscripsit ipsa natura

hoininem credendum qui ex homine

sit: ita eadem natura præscribit et

Deum credendum esse qui ex Deo sit.

Novat. cap. 1 1.

x I mayhere cite a passageofHilary,

which may serve as a just comment

uponthis ofNovatian; beingextremely

like it, and carrying the same thought,

probably, in it.

Insunt sibi invicem, dum non est

nisi eae Patre nativitas, dum in Deum

alterum naturæ vel erterioris, vel dis

similis non subsistit, dum Deus ex Deo

manens non est aliundequod 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 naturæ erterioris answers to

Novatian's of non dissonantia ; as

also his non dissimilis to the other's

non inaequalitate.
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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 sentence, and had styled the Word divine

substance a little before: and he is here plainly speaking of the

divine substance being porrecta and tradita, communicated from

Father to Son, and recurring to the Father as Head. If vis

answers to the Greek bºwapus, as I conceive it here does, it means

the same as the living and substantial power of God, the same

that we express by effluw, 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 Godhead ex

tends to him, or is communicated to him. Compare this with

what the author says in another place”; 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 substantia 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.

lo. I had remarked" upon the Doctor's rendering a passage

of Athanasiusb, 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. Accord

y Cum radius ex, sole porrigitur,

portio ex summa; sed solerit in radio,

quia solis est radius, nec separatur

substantia, sed extenditur. Tertull.

Apol. cap. 21.

Prolatum Filium a Patre, sed non

separatum. Contr. Praw. cap. 8.

z Qui idcirco unum potest dici, dum

er ipso est, et dum Filius ejus est, et

dum ex ipso nascitur, et dum ex ipso

processisse reperitur, per quod et Deus

est. Novat, cap. 23.

Si homo tantummodo Christus,

quomodo dicit, Ego ea Deo prodii et

veni 8 cum constet hominem a Deo

factum esse, non ex Deo processisse

Deus ergo processit ex Deo, dum

qui processit sermo, Deus est qui pro

cessit ea Deo. Novat. cap. 23.

a Defence, vol. i. p. 528.

* ‘O orapko6eis Köpios kai esos judov

"Imorows Xplorës 6 warp obk to ruv, où8'

dos ékéivot palev, 6 uévos eeós. Athan.

contr. Greg. Sabell, p. 47.
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ingly, the same author censures them (p. 39°.) for making the

Son pávos, 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 Persons. This therefore being all that

the author intended against the Sabellians, it seems to me plain,

that the construction I before gave of Ös ékéivot païev, 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 his

making Father and Son one perfect substance"; and his asserting

one Godhead of bothe. In another placeſ, he censures the Sabel

lians for making the Son the one and only God; but how? So as

to deny the distinct Personality, 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 6 pdvos

Oeds. 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 6:

for as to pdvos Oeds, only God, that it is often applied to the Son,

cannot be denieds: and this consideration might be sufficient to

make the author put in the restriction of Ös ékeſvot païev to the

latter branch of the sentence, which he did not to the former,

where it is 6 [Iarijp. For there is a sense wherein the Son is

ô pudvos Oeos, but he is not à IIarīp in any sense: which shews

the reason why the author expressed himself as he did.

II. I took noticeh 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; di.

° IIós oëk diroo raoria oraq is dpvel

oréal rà rpia, kal uðvov elva, Aéyew rôv

ºpdorkovra oix elul povos, 3rt 6 tréuvas

He marijp uer' éuot, €orri iðoy yūp

8wo trpóorotra. Athan. tom. ii. p. 39.

d Mta 86 oëora oboria reMeta. P. 41.

e Mia 6eórms tarpès kai viod. P. 42.

f Oi Tºv rpudôa plová8a trotoovres

vo0sºeuv kai rºw diroorroMºv, &amep rºw

yévvmarty, intzelpotorw' stoo yūp &vra

qaori rod warpès rêv viðv, diyuaoruńv

dvěpárov ºpyāčeoréal, routéorriv, airów

rów va kai advov esov, oùros dire

orráA6al rôv ºvéparov, où eeów mapá

€eoû. P. 47.

g Móvº róv mávrov dwépétrov ee;.

Clem. Alexand. p. 84.

Töv orvpurávrov Geów eva udvov

viðv év trarpi. P. 142.

Christus Jesus solus esset Deus.

Aristid. apud Petav. Praef. ad 2. tom.

Theol.

Toi esot Aéyos pévos éebs d\mós

puðvos Geós &s 6 trarip. Athan.

in Psal. p. 83. nov. collect.

Yiów advov eipnorðas esov, &c. Greg.

Naz. Orat. xxxvi. p. 586.

'Eué 8é uávov Beöv eiðéval, &c.

Euseb. in Psal. p. 503.

h Defence, vol. i. p. 528.
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rectly the reverse. Had 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 Defence. You seem to forget the Doctor'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-earistent.) Now can any thing be more unfair or

fraudulent, than to cite authors as styling the Father the only

God, to countenance a proposition in such a sense as those

authors detested and abhorred : All the apologies you can

possibly invent can never make such a practice righteous, or

honest.

13. I remarkedk upon a passage cited out of Nazianzen;

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 com

menting upon it, without 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 upon another note of the Doctor's, on a pas

sage in Irenaeus, and gave several reasons to shew 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 Doctor

had read the text of Irenaeus wrong; which you civilly acknow

ledge, and thank me for the notice. But there are still two

questions betwixt us relating to that place. First, whether it

should be āyévvmtos or āyévnros, and next, whether the Son be

included by Irenaeus, in that place, in the dyévmros Oebs, sup

posing that to be the reading. It was needless for you to heap

passages upon me to prove that none but the Father should be

* Vol. i. p.528. k Ib. p.529. l Ibid. eiSokoúvros, kai kexedovros, too be viot,

m 'O yewmrås kai werMaguévos dw- mpāororovros kai &mutovpyoivros, too be

6poros kar’ sixóva kai épotooru roi, mustparos rpéqovros kai at8avros.

dyevvirov yiveral eeoo" rod uév trarpès Iren. lib. iv. cap. 38. p. 285.
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styled áyévvmros, unbegotten, or unoriginate; which I readily allow.

All the question is about àyévnros, uncreated, unmade, eternal, or

necessarily existing. The reasons why I think dyevijrov to be the

reading in Irenaeus are these:

I. The translator's rendering it by infecti: which however I

acknowledge to be of less weight, because he is sometimes mis

taken 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

âyévnros is opposed to things made, things of transient and pre

carious existence. The opposition runs between the things made,

and the Maker of them n :

III. Another very weighty reason is drawn from the opposition

between yewmtös &v6poros, and dyevijrov Oeoû : that the reading

is yeunrós, not with double v, is evident from the whole chapter;

where the opposition runs between man made", 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 6 yewſrös àv6poros, and roß dyevſtov Oeoû.

The next question is, whether the Son be here included under

âyevijrov Oeoû. 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, troumrås, Maker, according to Irenaeus;

which shews that he is included in the dyévmtos Osós. And

again, it is Irenaeus'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 WordP: which still further confirms my construction

of that passage; and I now submit it to the judgment of the

* Tº uév eeg, del kará rà airá

ăvri, kai dyevvirº indpxovrt—rd 8é

ovéra ka86 Peréneura yewéorea's dpx|v

i8tav foxe, karū rooro kai to repetorðat

8st airá roi, metroinkóros, où yāp #85

vavro dyevvmraelva rā veoari yeyevvm

Héva. Iren. p. 283.

Volunt similes esse factori Deo, et

nullam esse differentiam infecti Dei et

nunc facti hominis. P. 285.

• 'Ekelvos àpri yeyovës—veogri

ſº dv6porov, Sri pº dyevvmtos fiv.

. 284.

"Eðet be rôv àvěporov trpárov yewé

a6a, Kaiyevéuevovačjaaw, &c. p.285.
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* *
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- - +
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. QI2.
p &#. jam adharebat illi Filius,
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Spiritus in sermone, ideo pluraliter

pronuntiavit, faciamus, et nostram.

Tertull. adv. Praz. cap. 12.

Unum enim sunt, quorum imaginis

et similitudinis unum est homo factus

exemplum. Hilar. de Trin. lib. v.

cap. 8.
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learned reader. As to my translating eiðokoëvros 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 Defence 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 misrepresentation. 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

āśioua, dignity, I have answered it above. Your reason for Tpo

Teráx0a signifying more than priority of order, is very peculiar,

viz. because Basil in another place has both ráðel and āšušuart:

therefore when he makes mention of order only, (as in the word

trporeráx0ai,) he meant more than order. You might perceive,

by the reason given in both places, that "poreráx0at applied to

the Father, and Táčev Šećrepos applied to the Son, answer exactly

to each other, and literally signify order, and nothing elser. And

had you attended to Basil's reasoning, where he allows àétéuart

as well as Tāšet, you would have perceived that it was rather ad

hominem, or for argument sake, than any thing else. For admit

ting that the Son or Holy Ghost were àétépart, as well as rášet,

second and third, (as Eunomius pretended,) yet he shews 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 àéuépart trpáros, 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 content to

throw off under the name of a quibble; because you could not

account for the Doctor's foul play in mistranslating it, and

warping it to his own hypothesis. Why was not the word &mutovp

yńuara 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?

* Vol. i. p. 531. * See another passage of Basil above, p. 723.
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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 been made of it. Mr. Whistons 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 Defencet: and this one pretended instance of un

fairness is brought up again, and aggravated, by another gentle

manu, 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: betraying 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 pretend, 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 distinction*, 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

shewn 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 con

sistent with equality of nature, and with the unity of the same

Godhead common to Father and Son. If this be your supremacy,

all is right and well. But it is ridiculous in you to quote ancients

* Primitive Christianity Revived, Append. ii. p. 44.

vol. iv. p. 154. * Defence, vol. i. p. 522.

t Vol. i. p.3% &c. y Preface to Script. Doctr. p. 18.

* Primitive Christianity Revived. 1st ed. Reply, p. 5, 6.
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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 un

derstood 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 themselves, against twenty

clear, plain, undoubted principles? which if you were able to do

with success, it would not be proviug 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 perverting 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 ancients, it seems, were for supremacy, amidst all their variety

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 meta

physical speculation upon self-evistence, and that again into neces

sary easistence; then adding sundry other metaphysical specula

tions, 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 supremacy: if they had,

you would have allowed them, I suppose, in this single instance,

to run into metaphysical 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, employ the

little you have, in direct opposition to it. Certainly, the ancients,

being so much given to metaphysics, could have been metephysical

on your side of the question, as well as you are now : but either

they were wise enough to distinguish false mataphysics from

true; or, they had not so learned Christ. But to return.

WATERLAND, VOL. II. 3 C
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I intimated” how a Romanist might, in Dr. Clarke's way, fill

pages with quotations wide of the purpose, and call them con

cessions, 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-Nicene Catholics as he quotes in that manner:

and how many Ante-Nicenes it ought to be understood of, may

appear from what I have shewn of their being in very opposite

sentiments to his, in the most material points of our dispute.

But allowing your plea, is it any justification 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 practice of courts, resolutions of

Judges, or books of Reports, for the sense of laws? All helps,

for the understanding of Scripture, ought to be made use of:

and recourse 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 accounted in all ages of the Church? What you

have further 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 di

rectly or indirectly makes the Son Tavrokpárop, Almighty. Of

three of them no reasonable doubt can be made: and three are

* Defence, vol. i. p. 534,535. Aóyov, p. 277. Advapus trayºparis–

* Page 562 of this volume. 6é\mua mavrokparopurév, p. 646. ‘H

Toº mavrokpáropos kai trarpukot viot ºbſorus iſ rô uávº travrokpárops

Aáyov. p. 148. Tov mavtospáropa eeów trpoorexegrárm. p. 831.
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sufficient. The fourth only says, that the nature of the Son

is trpoorexerrárm, most intimately united to the alone Almighty;

which, according to Clemens's notion of their union, is supposing

both Almighty. But this I need not insist upon, having three

plain testimonies besides; two of which have been vindicated

above. You cite another passage" of Clemens, and you translate

it most shamefully, to serve your hypothesis, in these words;

“He is irresistible as being Lord of all; most certainly irre

“sistible, because ministering to the will of the good and su

“preme 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 perfectly) ministering to the will of the good

“and Almighty 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 any

thing here further 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 mis

take 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 weakening the only proof we have of the Canon of

the Scripture, and the integrity of the sacred tewt?

THE Modest Pleader thinks it not material to inquire, “whe

“ ther 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 depend 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 supe

rior to his own. Metaphysics were indeed first brought in by

heretics, and were much encouraged by Arius, Eunomius, and

• oë6 tº repov koxv6ein ror fiv 6 d See Bull. D. F. sect. ii. cap. 6.

trávrov kūpios, Kai PáMora èvrmperów Nourrii Apparat, vol. i. p. 954. Lord

ró roi dyadoù kai tavrokpároposésà- Nottingham's Answer to Whiston,

Hart trarpós. p. 832. p. 5.
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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 su

“premacy of the Father's dominion.” And yet the certain

truth is, that he has no 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 do

minion, or say that they are unius Potestatis, unius Dicinitatis,

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 subordination (like mine) is a coordination: and so, I pre

sume, their supremacy is no supremacy, but must be stretched

further 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 introducing 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 con

“troversy, representing other men's opinions otherwise than in

“ the words of the persons themselves, are no manner of evi

“dence.” 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 somebody. 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 cau

tion 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
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to what he says about weakening the canon of Scripture, I

refer to my Defencee; where that matter is fairly and fully

stated.

I now come to you. You repeat the pretence of supremacy:

which requires no further 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 comprehension, be

a safer rule to go by, than the general sense and judgment of the

primitive Church in the first 300 years: or, supposing it doubtful

what the sense of the Church was within that time, whether what

was determined 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 14oo

gears since, may not satisfy wise and good men now Ż

I HERE meet with nothing but what has been abundantly

answered or obviated. Your former pretences were ;

1. That the Nicene Council knew nothing of individual con

substantiality.

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 épooúatov.

All these pleas were particularly examined and confuted in my

Defence: and you have been content to drop them, as indefen

sible, without any reinforcement.

You have nothing further but a few trifling quibbles 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 con

sideration.

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

* Vol. i. p. 541, &c.
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our blessed Saviour; rather to pay a modest deference to the

judgment of the ancient and modern Church, than to lean to one's

own understanding 2

I MUST take notice of what the Modest Pleader here pre

tends, 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 answer, 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 dis

honouring the Father,) we err on the right side, as erring on the

side of the precept ; whereas the other is erring against the pre

cept. This I urged before ; and neither the Modest Pleader nor

yourself take the least notice of it. However, I rested my ar

gument upon this further 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 commands of Scripture,

“rather than to the additions of any human and fallible judg

“ment.” But where is his modesty to call his unscriptural in

ventions 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 in

fallibility? Since we are comparing human with human, and

fallible with fallible judgment; 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 proba

bility, to say no more, against you: nor will any thing less than

demonstration be sufficient to support your pretences, in opposition
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to the current judgment of the Christian world. In modesty,

the novelists ought to pay a deference to wiser men than them

selves; 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

answered in its place. Only I must take notice of one very

peculiar piece of grave banter: your accusing me as appealing

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 unac

countably denying 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 Tritheists,

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 Sabellianism, 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 evi

dence of demonstration. As to the charge I made (p. 558, vol. i.)

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 unde

niably 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 Tractsg. 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 understands it

better than some who have succeeded him in it, and who have

been content sometimes to borrow from him. But that by the

* Vol. i. p. 541, 542, & Emlyn's Tracts, p. 165.
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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.

QUERY XXXI.

Whether any thing less than clear and evident demonstration, 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 consequences in this case, I

have distinctly considered it elsewhere'.

Among all the charges I made, you will hardly meet with any

such general charge as is here brought against me, of “subvert

“ing all science, and all religion,” without shewing how or why.

When I make a charge, I signify upon what I found it, and give

you the liberty of defending yourselves if you can. This other

method of general 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 any thing he

could have mentioned without exposing himself, 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 extraordinary, 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 this Query is entirely dropped: no demonstration

given of the new scheme, nor so much as pretended ; no answer

to five particulars which required satisfaction. As you begin, so

h In my Defence, and in this Se- Subscription, vol.ii. pp. 663,664,694,

cond Defence, and particularly in my 695. --

Supplement to the Case of Arian º' Supplement, vol. ii. p. 664, &c.



QU. xxxi. OF SOME QUERIES. 761

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 published,) 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 in

genuous 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 many gross and palpable abuses upon the readers, nor

have undertaken to defend what was at first sight plainly inde

fensible. 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
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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 2

III. Whether it be true 3

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 necessarily

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 Father,

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

0706.

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 2 All

that relates to this question is resolvable into three other

questions:

1. Whether there can be three Persons necessarily existing 2

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, generation ?

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 negative,

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, shewn to be so.

2. As to the second question, no one has hitherto been able to

determine it in the negative; though often attempted. And



au.sax. OF SOME QUERIES. 763

there is this reason to be given why it never can be done; that

no certain principle of individuation 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 subordination is not consistent

with the unity, (though it might with the equality,) our ideas of

the unity are too imperfect 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 shewn, that the distinction may 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 ob

jected to as a thing impossible, the objectors should shew that

there cannot be any eternal reference or relation of one to the

other, as head, fountain, or centre: which is the sum of what

eternal generation amounts to ; and which (though often at

tempted) could never yet be proved to carry any thing contra

dictory in it. Not to mention that could it be really proved to

be absurd 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 eternal 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 2

For the resolving of which, we must have recourse to Scripture

and antiquity. Whoever undertakes to debate 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 controversy

of the Trinity may be easily brought to a short issue, and be com

prised in two sheets of paper. The strength of the adversaries
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most certainly lies in the question of the possibility: and if they

have any thing considerable to urge, it may be despatched 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 Scripture and an

tiquity; 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 con

ceived to lie, and my desire to submit every doctrine (not ex

cepting even those which we call fundamental) 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 undertaken. 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 philosophy,

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 inferences or deductions. And let

the world see whether any modern improvements in philosophy,

logic, or metaphysics, 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.



ANSWER

TO

THE POSTSCRIPT.

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 unrighteous report; which

was not made in the fear of God, nor under a sense of the com

mon obligations of humanity 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 throughout misled by mine 2

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 ex

amined for himself: 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 Post

script is to intimate to the world that he differs from me in one

part of his scheme, which you think very considerable: an argu

ment, sure, that he did not take things upon trust from others;

but considered and examined carefully, before he gave into

them.

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 dome with design, or

was purely blunder, the author of the Postscript (for I would

* See Dr. Calamy’s Sermons, p. 345.
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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 common 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 threat

ening 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 de

fend 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 subordi

nation, (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 Scrip

ture and antiquity. As to Scripture, allowing any natural subor

dination of Christ, as God, to be inconsistent with his essential

Divinity; the question then will be, whether your proofs of any

such natural subordination (distinguished from economical) are

plainer, stronger, or fuller than the proofs of the essential Di

vinity. Here, I conceive, he will have the advantage very evi

dently, both in the number and the strength of his proofs. Your

pretended voluntary generation he will reject as an unscriptural

dream of human invention: your Scripture proofs of the neces

sary evistence of the Father will stand upon no better a foot than

his Scripture proofs of the necessary evistence of the Son. Your

pretences from the prepositions of, by, through, or in, he will re

solve 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
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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 under

stood, as high as the sixth century", if not higher.

As to antiquity, you will be able to prove a natural subordi

nation, very plainly, from the earliest Fathers: but not more

plainly than Dr. Calamy will be able to prove the consubstan

tiality, coeternity, omnipresence, omniscience, 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 ques

tion will be, whether you have more and 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 matter; 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 pro

ceeds from the Father; the Father from none : this is the differ

ence of natural order which the ancients, and after them those

two excellent moderns speak of; viz. that the Son is referred

* See Jobius apud Photium Cod.ccxxii. p. 624,625. Sermons, p. 20,49,263.
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up to the Father as up 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 econo

mical. If Dr. Clarke has represented subordination otherwise,

pretending Bp. Pearson's or Bp. Bull's authority for it, he has

done unfairly; and perhaps Dr. Calamy intended no more than

to condemn the notion so represented d. Which is not con

demning either Bp. Pearson's, or Bp. Bull's, or my doctrine;

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 them

selves. 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 sacred 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.

d “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 pas

“sages of our learned author, (Bishop

“Bull,) and with the whole scope and

“ purport of his reasonings for the

“truth of the Nicene doctrine, must

“evidently perceive that these are all

“placed in quite another 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 incon

“sistent, at least, with the same, as

“ the Doctor very well knew.” Nel

son's Life of Bull, p. 326, 327.

END OF WOL. II.
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