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H E following QJer:es weye drawzz up, &

few Tears ago, at the Requeft of Fraends;
wmfz I had not the leqfi. apprebenfion of z‘/mr
ever appearing in ‘Print, as might be gtiefs ¢
from the negligence of the Style and Compofition,
T he Octafon of them was this. A C’lergymmz
i the Country, well effeenddin the Neighbours
hood where He lived, had unbappily fallen
m with Dr. Clarke’s Nottons of the Trinity
and began to efprufe them in a more open: ane
unguarded manner than the Dotlor Hzmﬁéf
had done. This gave fome uneafinefs. to-the
Clergy it thofe Parts, who could not but be
deeply concern’d 1o ﬁzm’ 2 fundamental, j/'tche*
of Relygion called in ngeﬂzo:fz s and ‘that tuo
by one of their own Order, and whom They
had a true Coucern and Valne Sfor.. It was
j)m’f wmed; chat a [Bicere and ingennions Mar
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The PR EF A C E.

(as He appeared to be) might, wupon prope
Application, be inclinable to alter bis Opi-
nion: And that the moff probable way to
bring Him to a Senfe of bis ifiake, was to
put Him to defend st, fo long t1ll He mght
perhaps [ée reafon to believe that 1t was not
defenfible. Wath thefe Thoughts, I was pre-
vatled upon to draw up a few Queries (Zhe
fame that appear now, excepting ondy: fome
flight verbal Alterations) and when I had
done. gave them to a commen Iriend to con-
vey to Him. I was the more mclined to i,
for my own Inftruction and Improvement, i
[0 momentous and important an Article: Be-
fides, that I bad long been of Opinion, that
70 method conld be more proper for the traii-
ing up one’s Mind to a true and found fudg-
ment of Things, than that of private Con-
ference in Writing 5 exchanging Papers
making Anfwers, Replies, and Rejonders,
110l an Argument fbounld be exhaufled on both
Sides, and a Coutrover(y at length brought
t0 @ Powt. In that private way (if it can
be private) a Man writes with Eafinefs and
Ereedom s 1s in no pain about amy innocent -
Sips o Miflakes; is under little or no Temp-
tatton to perfift obftinately in an Error (the
Bane of all publick Controver(y) but con-
cerwd only to find out the Truth, which (on
what Side foever it appears) is always Victory
s0 every honeft Mind |

1 bhad



The PREFACE
1 bad not long gone on with my Corre[poi-
dent, before 1 found all my Meafures brokei,
and my Hopes wntirely fruftrated. He bad
fent Me, in Manufcript, an Anfwer to my
Queries ; which Anfiwer I received and iead
with due Care; promisd Him immediately &
Reply s and foon after prepared and finifh'd
it, and convey'd 1t [afe to bis Hands. 1hen
it was, and not till then, that He diftovered
to Me what He bad been doing; [fignifying,
by Letter, how He had been over per(waded
to commit his Anfwer, with my Queries, £
‘ the Prefs; that They had been theré [ome
time, and could not now be recalled; that I
mufl follow 1Lim thither, if I intended any
thing farther s and mufl adapt my publick De-
fenfe zo his publick Anfwer, now altered and
improved, from what it had been in the
Manudcript which had been fent me. This
News furprized Me a little ar the firft; and
forry I was to find my Correfpondent fo ex-
tremely defivons of inftructing Others, inffead
of taking the moft prudent and confiderate Mes
. thod of informing Himfelf. As He bad left
Me no Choice, bur either to follow Him to the
Prefs,or to defift, I chofé what I thought moft
proper at that Time 5 leaving Him to nftrucl
the Publick 45 He pleafed, defigning my Self
to keep out of Publick Controver(y; or, at
leaft, not defigning the Contrary. Bur, at
length, confidering that Copies of my Defenfe
were got abroad into [evéral Hands, and
| A 2 MIghL



‘The PR EFACE
might perhaps,. fome time or other, fteal into
the Prefs without my Knowledge; and con-

fidering farther that this. Controver(y now
éfgm to grow Warm, and that 1t became

every honeft Man, <according to the Meafire
of his Abilities, to bear bis Leftimony i fo
good a Canfé; I thought it beft to revife my
Papers, to give them my laft Hand, and to
[end T hem abroad into the World ; whereThey
muft fland or fall (as I defive They Jbould)
“according as They are found to bave more oy

lefs Truth or Weight in Them. .

Dr. Clarke has lately publifp'd a Second
Edition of his Scripture-Dotrine: Where, 1
perceive, He has made feveral Additions and
Alterations, bunt has neutber retralted, wor
defended thofe Parts, which Mr. Nellon’s
dearned Friend vad judicionfly veplied to, i1
his Trie Scriprure-Doétrine continw’'d. I hope,
impartial Readers will take care to-read One
along with the Other. T

 One thing I muft obferve, for the Dottor’s
Honous, that in bis new Edition He bas left
out thefe Words of his former Introduion.
v A5 plain that every Perfon may reafon-
“ ably agree to fuchForms, whenever He can
“ 1 any Senfe at all recoucile them with
¢ Scripture. I hope, none hereafter will pre-
tend to make ufe of the Doctor's Authority,
#9% lublcribing 0 Yorms which They believe
L - f10F
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ot accordmmg ta the true and proper Senfe of.
the Words, and the known zutent of the Im-
pofers, and Compilers. Such Prevarication zs
m it [elf @ bad Thing, and wonld, in Time,
have a very ill Influence on the Morals of 4
Nation: If either State-Oaths on one Hand,
0¥ Chur(:11~SL1bf§:riptions onn the Other, ouce
come to be made light of and Subtilties ée
invented to defend or palliate (uch grofs ln-
fincerity ; we may bid farewell to Principles,
and Religion will be' little elfe bur difguis’d

Acheilm.

The learned ‘Doétor, i his Introdulfion,
has inferted, by way of Note, a long Quota-
tion ont of Mr. Nelfon’s Life of Bifhop Bull.
He can. bardly. be prefumed to intend any
Parallel between Bifbop Bulls Cafe. and . bis
own: And yet Readers may be apt fo to
take it, fince the ‘Doltor has not guarded
againft it, and fince otherwife it will not be
eafy to make out the pertinence of it. The.
Doitor basundoubtedly fome meaning in it,
tho I will not prefume to guefs woat.  He.
* obferves, ** That there 15 an exalt account
“ given, what Methad that learned Writer
‘« (Bithop Bull) zook to explain the ‘Dollrine
 of Juftification (viz. the very fame and only
““ Merhod which onght to be taken in explain-
“ jug all other Doltrines whatfoever) bow:

.."%_'ln.tgﬂduﬁt. D, 2§, 26.
Ay - v s



The P R.EF¥ A C E.
'« gealonfly He was accufed by many Syftemas

¢ tical Divines, as departing from the Do-
«« Frine and Articles of the Church, i what
“« He had done ; how learnedly and efteCtually
““ He defended Himfelf agamnft all his Adver-
« farics; and how luccefstul at length his Ex-
““ plication was, it being afier fome 1ears
< almoft univerlally recerved.  This account
15 true, but defetfive; and may want a Sup-
plement for the Benefit of common Readers,
who may wifh to know, what that excellent
Method of Bifbop Bull's was, by means of
which nvis Explication proved fo {uccelsful,
and came at length to be almoff univerfally
recerved, It was as follows.

8. An the firft place, his way was to ex-
amine carefully into Scripture, more than into
the Nature and Reafon of the Thing abfiraé?-
edly confider'd. He pirch’d upon fuch Texts
as were pereinent, and clole ro the Point;
d1d not chufe Them according to the Sound
only, but their real Senfe; which He ex-
plad jultly and navueally, without any wreft-
ing o7 {training. He neither neglected nor dif-
fembled the utmoft force of any Texts which
feem’d to make againft Him;but propofed them
faitly, and anfwer'd them folidly ; without
any artificial Elufions, or any fobtile or fur-
prizing Gloffes, | '

2. In
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2. In the next place, however cogent and
forcible bis reafonings from Scripture appear-
ed to be, yet He modeltly declined being con-
fident of them, unlefs He counld find them like-
wife lupported 4y the general Verdict of the
primitive Church; for which He always ex-
prefs’d a moft religions Regard and Venera-
tion: believing st eafter for Himfelf to err
112 interpreting Scvzpture, than for the univer-
fal Church to bave erved from the Beginning.
10 pafs by many other Inftances of his fincere
and great Regard to Anuquity, I jball here
mentwon one only. He * tells ‘Dr. Tully,
the moft [erions and folemn manner tmagin-
avble , that of there could but be found any
one Propofition, that He had matnrain’d in
all his Harmony, repugnant to the ‘Dolfrine
of the Catholick and Primitive Charch, He
wonld immediately give up the Caufe, [it
down contentedly under the veproach of 2 No-
velift, openly retralt his Error or Herely,
make a [6lemn Recantation iz the Face of the
Chrtftian World, and bind Himfelf to per-

- petual [ilence ever after. He knew very well
wpat He faid 5 being able to fhow, by an
Hiftorical Deduition, that bis ‘Doitrine bad
been the conffant Doltrine of the Church of
Coryft, tdown to the Days of Calvin, in the
Suxteen Century. |

* Bull. Apolog. Contr. Tull p. v,
+ Bull. Apol. Contr, Tulls p. 50, §1.

A 4 3. Be-



Jhe PR EF A CE
‘- 3." Befides this, He demonfirated, wvery
glearly, that the moff antient and valnable
Confeflions of the Reformed Churches Abroad
were ntirely in bis Sentiments. He examin'd
them with great Care and Exaltnefs, - and
snfwerd the contrary Pretences largely and

folidhy.

. 4. L0 compleat- AU}, He vindicated bzs Do-
girine farther, fromthe concurring Sentiments
of our own moft early, and moft judicions
Reformers: s alfo from the Articles, Cate-
¢hifm, Liturgy, and Homilies of the Church
of England: - And this with gireat accuracy
gnd [irengvh. of Reafon, without the mean
Arts of Equivocation ¢ Sophiftry.

5. Lwmay add, fifthly, that bhis manuer of
Writmg was the moff cobvincing, and moft
ingaging ¢maginable : Acute, ftrong, and ner-
vous;” learned throughout s and fincere t0 a
fernpulons Exallne(s, without artificial Co-
Jours or ﬁzzdz'ea_’ Dilguifes, which He utterly
abhori’d. - The good and great Man breaths
an every Line : - A Reader, after a few Pages,
iy b tempted almoft to throw off bis Guard,
“and 2o refign HimfClf implicitely into fo- fafe
Mands, A Man thus quabified- and accom-
Phr’d, bhaving trae Fudgment to take the
tight Side of a Queftion ; and Learning, Ability,
and Yntegrity 2o fer it off to the greateft Ad-
Vantage, conld not fail of Succefs; efpecially
S . confidesr-
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confrdering that the moft judicions and' leagmf
ed of our Clergy, and Thofe. beft.affected, m,; .
the Church of England (fich as Dr. Hame
mond, &c.) bad been in the fame Sefztzmmts
before; and Bifbop, Bull's bittereff Adfveﬁ.“‘i‘;-

[aries were ﬁzcﬁly Syltematical Men_ ( j/‘a-?‘f' A

verly fo called) and fuch” as bad. been -bred-

up (during the gréar Rebellion ) 7 Z‘/Je Pre-,;.,. :;:-.f .35
deftinariain and Antinomian Tewets, as My, -

* Nelfon obferves. * There was -another- Cips
cumfiance which, Mr. Nelfon a[fo takes T 1o
tice ofs namely, bis writing in'Latin: Which
fhowed bis_thorough }’Mgmwzt of Men and
Things. He wonld not write_to. the. Vulgat

and Unlearned (which is érengzzzmg ‘at the.

wrong -end, and doing nothing.)’ but. to z‘/ﬂe
Learned mzez’ Judicious;  k#owing it to be the

fureft and the fhorteft way; and thas, if -the
_Pomt be gaind with Them, ke reﬁ come
in of Courfey if not, all is t9 no pur pofe.. This

became @ Man, ho bad a Caufe that He:
conld tiufk to; and coufided only in the ﬁrength A
of 25 Reafons By fuch landable: mzd ingenu; "

ous Methods, that excellent Man prewzlgé
over his Adverfarics; Truth ¢ver Error, Anti-
quity over -Noveley, the Church of Chriff .
over Calvin and bis Diféiples; If. any Man
elfe kas fuch a Cale to defend as Bzﬁa?
Bull had, and is able, to manage it in fueh-g..

Method, by ﬂyowzag that it ﬂmzdy a‘pw 136&
* Nelfon’s Life of Bull, pags 08, ey :{‘

 Nelfon's Life of Bull, pag. g4 = -
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fame immoveable Foundations of Scriprure and
Antiquity, confirm’d by the concurring Senfe of
the judicious part of Mankind; then He need
wor donbt but 1t will prevail and profper, in
any Proreltant Conntry, as univerlally as the
other did. But if feveral of thofe Circum-
flances, or the moft confiderable of them, be
wanting; or if Circumflances be contrary,
then it is as vain to expelt the like Succefs,
as it 15 to expelt Miracles. It muft not be
forgot, that the [ame good and great Prelate,
afterwards, by the fame fair and honourable
Methods, the fame ftrength of Reafon and
profound Learning, gamw'd as compleat a
Viltory over the Arians, in regard to the
%ﬂejﬁm avout the Faith of the Ante Nicene

atpers: And his Determination, iz that
particular, was, and flill is, among Men of
tie greateft Learning and Fudgment, as uni-
verlally fubmitted to as the other.  His ad-
miraple Treat1fé (by which He being dead yet
{peaketh) »emaius unanfwerd zo this Day;
and will abide ViCorious to the Eund. But
¢nongh of this.

I am obliged to fay fometbing in Defence
of my general Title. ( A Vindication of Chrif¥’s
Divinity) becanfe, I find, Mr. Potter, fince de-
ceasd, was rebuked by an* Anonymons Hand
for fuco a Title. The pretence is, that onr

‘. Apology for Dr. Clarke Pref.

.y
{
L Y

Hdver.
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Adverfaries do not difown Chriff's Divinity,
as the Title infinuates. But to what purpofé
is it for Them to contend about a4 Name,
when They give up the Thing, 1t looks toe
like Mockery (though They are far from in-
fending 1t) and caunot but remind us of, Hail
King of the Jews. No body ever [peaks of
the Divinity of Moles, or of Magiftrates, o7
of Angels, though called Gods i Scripture.
If Chrift be God, i the relative Senfe only,
why fhould we [peak of His Divinity, more
than of the Other 2 The Chriftian Church bas
all along ufed the word Divinity, i the firiff
and proper Senfe: If we muft change the Idea,
let us change the Name £00; and talk no more
of Chriff's Divinity, but of his Mediatorfhip
only, or at moft, Kinglhip. This will be the
way to prevent Equivocation, keep up pros
priety of Language, and fhut out falfe 1deas.
I know no Divinity, but fuch as I have de-
fended: The other, falfly fo called, is xeally
none. So much for the Title. "

In the Work it felf; I have endeavord to
unravel Sophiftry, detelt Fallacies, and take
off Difguifes, 2z order to fet the Controver/[y

- #pon a clear Foot s allowing only for the

- Myfterionlnefs of the Subject. The Gentle-
men of the New way have bitherto kept
- pretty much in generals, and avoided coming
Yo the pinch of the Queftion.  If they pleafe
- §q [peak to the Pont, and put the Caufe up-
072

|
'l
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2.2 Joort Iffue, as may mf Iy be done, that
i all that is defird. I doubt not but all

Attempts of that kind will end (as they bave
ever, done) in the c/e:zrzzzg up of the Truth,

the Difappointment of- its. Oppofers, the Foy

| £ g00d Men, and the Honour of our Bleffed

rds whofe Divinity has been the Rack of

Oﬁme to the Difputers of-this World, now
Jor 1600 Tears ; @Ifwzzy.v attackd by fome or

other, in every Afge and.-always Trivmphant.

~To Him, with the Father; and the Holy Ghott,

Three Perfons of ‘the: fame divine Power, ‘Sub-
ftance . -and Perfecf’aons be . all Honour and
Glory in all Churches of thc Saints, now
and for evermore." |

. | -
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1o God beﬁdes me, fjﬂ - Thy Throne, 0 God;,
"5 §s Heb. 1.8
Is there 2 God befides|  Chrift ¢ame; who 1§ oe
me? Yea, there is nojver:all God blefled for evers
God, Iknow not any, Ifec.| Row. 9. §,
44 3. - Who- being in the Form_
I am God and there islof God Phil, 5. 8.
none like me; Before me| Who being the Bnghta
there was o God form’d; |nefs of his Glory,, and the
neither fhall there be after |exprefs Image of his Per
- me; Ifc'z 46. 9. {on. Heé L 3

QUERY L

~ Wi’aetber all other Beingsy bifr des the one Supremé God, be
~ wor excluded by the Texts of laiah (10 which ynany

- more might be_ added) and confequently, awhether' Chriff
-~ can be God at all, nwlefs he éué thé ﬁzme with the Sne

| preme God 2 p 2. | . |
O QUERY I -
Whether the Texts of the New Teftament (in the fecond

Column) do not” [boow thas > He' (Chrift) s mot exc[udeo&
am:i therefore - mnft be the [fame God? p. 6.

QUERY TIIL

- Whethet the Woid (God ) i Str{pmre, can }‘mﬁnaél} be
- iy ppos’d 16 carry -An ambiguous meanings’ or be ns'd it
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4 different Senft, when applied to the Father and Son;
in the [ame Scripturey and even in the fame verfed (See

Joh. 1. 1.) p. 47

QUERY IV.

Whether, [ippofing the Scripture-Notion of God to be ng
more than that of the Author and Governor of the
Untverle, or whatever it be, the admitting of Another
10 be Author and Governor of the Univerle, be not
admitting another God; contrary to the Texts before
cited from Haiah; and alfo to Ua. 42. 8.——48. 11
where he declares, He will not give his Glory to Ano-
ther? p. 73.

QUERY V.

Whether Dr. Clarke’s pretence, that the Authority of Fa-
ther and Son being One, tho’ they are two diftinit Beings;
makes them not to be two Gods, As a King upon the
Throne and his Son adminiftring the Father’s Go-
vernment , are not two Kings; e not trifling and
inconfiftent ¢ Fory if the Kiﬂg’: Son be not 4 King, be
cannot troly be called King; if be is, then theye are
two Kings. So, if the Son be not God in the Scrip-
ture-Notion of God, ke cannor truly be called God;
and_then how is the Dollor confiftent with Scripture, or
with Himfelf? But if the Son be truly God, there are
two Gods #pon twe Doltor’s Hypothefis, ps plainly as
that one and one are two: and [0 all the Texts of
aiah cited above, befides athers, ftand full and clear
againft the Doilor’s Notion. . 79.

TEXTS, proving an ‘Dm'ty of divsite At
trioutes in Father and Son, applied

To the one God, To the Son,

Thou, even Thou only| Heknew allMen &cgoi»a
Jknoweft the Hearts of all| 2: 24. - Thou knoweit all
| | the
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and Finite ¢ p. 89.
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%
;ﬁi in the fame phrafes p. 100.
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|
I

[Vhether Eternity does not imply neceffary Exiftence of
the Sons, which is inconfiffent with the Dofor’s Scheme?
And whether the * Doltor bath not made .a» elufivey

b Reply. p. 227 '
equivos
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made Heaven, the Heaven [ were allthings Created; He
of Heavens with all their |is before all things and by
Hoft, the Earth; and all{him all things Confift, Co-

things that are therein &c.|lf. 1. 16. 17. .
Neb, 9. 6. Thou, Lord, 1n the Be~

In the Beginning, God {gimnning, halt laid the Foun-
Created the Heavens and {dation of the Earth; and
the Larth, Gen. 1. 1. the Heavens are the Work

of thy Hands, Hel. 1. 10.

QUERY XII

Whether the Creator of all Things was not himfelf Uncredt=
ed; and therefore conld wot be EE Crv ity 5 madeé

ont of nmothing? P. 194.

"QUERY XL

Whether there can be any Middle betieen 5efﬂg wade ot
of mtfafﬁg, and ont of ﬁmezbiﬂg; that is, between zgf;gg:"
ont of nothing, and out of the Father's Subffance; be-
tween being eflentially God, awnd being a Creature?
Whether, confeqriently, the Son muft not be cither eflens
tially God, or elfe a Creature? p. 202. - -

QU ERY XIV.

Whether Dr. Clarke, who cvery where denies the Con'ubs
Jiantialisy of the Son as abfurd and contradifbory, does
noty of Cﬁ?"’ﬁ’qﬂfﬁfﬁa ﬂﬁrm the Son to be a Creatnre
2 * 3 . .
e2 Csx ovwwy, and fo fall znder his éwn cenfure, and
is Selfecondemn’'d 2 p. 212,
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QUERY XV

Whesher be alfo wnft notsy of Confequence, affirin of the
Somy that there Was a time when he was not, fince
God mnrft exift before the Creature; and therefore is
agaiis Self-condemsn’d ( See prop: 16: Scripi DoGr: )
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And whether he, does not equivacate in [aying ¥ elfewhere
that the [econd Perfon has beer always with the. firfs.}
and that, there bas been no time, when he swas not fo:
And laftly, whether it, be not a vain. and weak_ attempt
t0. pretend to, any middle Way between the Qrthodox
and the Arians; or 1o carry the Son's Divinity the leaft
higher. thar. they didy withont taking in tue Confwbftan-
tiality? p. 214 _

Drvine Worfbip due

To the one God, ’ To Chrif,

Thou fhalt have no o-{ They worfhip’d him,
ther Gods. before me, Exod.' Luk, 24. 25.

26, 3. Let all the Angels of God
Thou fhalt Worfhip the | worfhip him, Heb. 1. 6.
Lord thy God, and him| That all Men fhould ho-
only fhalt thou ferve, Matt. | nour the Son, even a5 they.

4. IO, | l’honour the Tather, }ah

¢ 23,

QUERY XVL

Whether by thefe (of the firlt Column) and the like Teits,
Adoration and Wor[bip be not [0 appropriated to the one
God, as to belong to him only? p. 2.29.

| QUERY XVIL

Whesher, notwithffanding, Worfbip and Adovation be ut; ¢
gually ane to Chrift; and confequently, whether it. nuff
not follonw that he is the one Gody and not ( as the A-
tians fuppofe) a diftinit inferior Being? p. 353,

 QUERY XVIIL
W hether Warfkip and Adoration, both from Men and Angels;
- was not_dse to himy long before the Commencing of. bis

“.Scripts Dofts, pr 418 o
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Mediatorial Kingdom, as he was their Creator and
Preferver (See Col. 1. 165 17.) And whether that be
aot the [ame Title 1o Adoration which God the Father
Liathy as Author and Governor of the Uxiverfe, #pon the
Doltor’s own Principles¢ p. 267,

QU ERY XIX.

Whether the Dollor haih not Jiven a very pﬁ?‘?fﬁl Acconnt
of Joh. §. 23. founding the Honour dye to the Son,
on this onlyy thar the Father hath committed all Judg.
ment to the Sony wbken the true Reafon aﬁgn’d by. onr:
Savionry and illuflrated by feveral Inflances, is, that the
Son doth the fame things that the Father doth, hath the
fame Power and Awthority of doing what he will; and
therefore bas a Title to as great Hononry Reverence, and
Regardy as the Father bimfelf hatht And it is no Qb-
jettion to this, that the Son is there [aid to do nothing
of himfelf, or 10 have all given Him by the Faher ;
fince it is own'd that the Father is the Fountain of all,
from whom the Son derivesy in an ingffable mannery bis
Effence and Powers, [o as to be one with him, p. 278,

QUERY. XX,

iWhether the Doflor need have cited 500 Texts; wide of the
purpofes to prove what uo Bnd)f demies, namely a Subor-
dination, s fome Seunfe; of the Son to the Father ;. conld
He bave fonnd but one plain Text againft his Eternity
or Confubltantiality, the points in Queftion? p. 298,

QUERY X¥IL

Whether he be not forc’d to [mpply his went of Scriptare-
proof by wery firain'd and rvemote Infercnces, and wvery
sucertain Reafonings from the Nature of a thing, confef-
fedly, Obfiure and above Comprehenfion; and yet not
more [o than God's Eternity, Ubiquity, Prefciencey
or other Atribmes, which et e are obliged to dcksow-
lecize for eertaim Truihs? p. 394.
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QUERY XXIL

Whether bis (the DoCors) whole performances wheneyer
" He differs jrom #ss be any tbing more than 4 Kepetition
of this Affertiony that Being and Perfon are tve (ame,
or that there is #no Medium bevween Trithetlm and Sa-
bellianifm 2 which is removing the Canfe from Scripture
t0 natnral Reafons not very Confiftently with the Title of

bis Book,  p. 3126. |
QUERY XXII.

Whether the Doltor’s Notion of the Triity be move clear

 and intelligible tfam? the other 2 ' | |

The D.ﬁwk)} in the Conception of the Trinity is, bow Thyce

~ Perfons can be One God, "

Does the Dotlor deny that cvery One of the Perfons, fingly,

i God? No: Does be dery that God is One? No: how
then are Thrce One

Docs one and the [ame Authority, exercifed by all, make
them one, numerically or individually one and the fame
God? That is hard to conceive how three diftintt Beings,
chcofding to the Doltor’s Scheme, can be individunally oue
Gody that is, three Pcrfons one Perfon.

If therefore one God necefJarily fignifics but vne Perfon, the Con-

o fequence is irrefiflible ; enber that the Father is that oxne
Perfony and none elfey wnich is downright Sabellians(m ;
or that the three Perfons are three Gods, |

Thus the Dollor’s Scheme is liable to the fame Difficaliies

- with the! othér. | |

There is indeea one cafy way of coming offy and that is,

by [aying that toe Son and Holy-Spirit are neither of
shem Gozy in the Sgripture-fenfe of the Werd,  But this
is cutting the Kuot, inflead of untying ity and. is in ef -
feit 1o jﬂ)", tf:quf are not fet forth as divine Peifons i
Scripture, A

Does 1we Communication of divine Powers and Attributes

- _f;;gm- Fathery 10 Son and Holy Spirit, make them e
Gad, the Dl?iﬁi{y qf (90 139 {ff{tq‘r_ (ge{;afg t_/ae Father’s
A ST Divinity ¢
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Divinityt Ter the fame difficnlty recurs: -For either the
So# and Ha/y-thﬂ have d{ﬂiﬂ& Attribﬂfe.f, and 4 diw
ftinft Divinsty of their own, or they bave not: If they
bave, they are (Hpon the Dottor’s Principles) diftinét Gods
from the Father, and as muco as Finite from Isfinite s
Creature from Creator; and then how are the} onet If
they have noty then, fince they bave no other Divinity,
bt that individual Divinity and thofe Artvibntes which
are infeparable from the Father’s Effence, they can have
no diftinG Effence from the Father's; and [o (accord-
ing 1o the Dottor) will be ane apd the fame Perfon, that
is, will be Names an[)/. '

Q. Whether this be not as nnintelligivle as the Orthodox Nb.
tion of the Trinity, and liable to the like Diflicnlties: A
commurication of Divine Powers and Attributes, withont
the Subftance, being as bard to_ conceive, nay, much bays
der than a communication of Both together? p. 343.

QUERY XXIV.

Whether Gal. 4. 8. may not be enongh to detérmine the
difpute bevwixt us; fince it obliged the Dailor to confefs
that Chrifft is * by Nature truly God, as truly as
Man 1s by Nature truly Man.

He equivocates, there, indeed, 45 Ufnal. For, be will have i
to fignifys that Chrift is God by Nawnrey only as baving
by thar Nanie which be derives from the Father, true
Divine Powcr and Dominjon:  that isy be is traly God
by Natzre, as having a Nature diftinll {vom and infe
vior 10 God's, wanting 1 the moft LEffential Charaéter
of God, Self-exiffence. What is this but trifling With
Wordsy and playiny faft and loofe? p. 370.

QULERY XXV.

Whetner it be wot clear from all the gennine vemains of An<
tiguity, that the Catholick, Church before the Council of
Nice, and even from the beginniﬂg, did believe the E=
ternity and Confubftantiality of the Sony if either the
* Reply pe 81, + Reply p. 92 |
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iAo} Creeds, as imerpreted by thoje that vecite them
ar the Teflimonies of the earlieff Writers, or the pﬁéﬁc@
Cenfitres pafs'd mpon Hereticks, or particular pafjages of
she Antientelt Fathersy can amount to a proof of a :{pizig
of this Natdre? p. 378. |

QUERY XXVL

¥ hether the Dollor did not equivocate or prevaricate frange-
ly in [aying * The Generality of Writers before the
Council of Nice, were, in the whole, clearly on his
{ides when it is manifefty they were, in the gencral,
w0 farther on bis fide; than the allpving a Subordina-
tion amonnts to; no further than onr own Church is on bis
[fidey while in the main points of difference, the Eternity
‘and Confubltantiality, they are clearly againft him!
That is, they were on bis fide; [o far aswe acknowlezge

bim 10 be righty byt no farther. pv.389.

QUERY XXVIL

Whether the Learned Doltor may not reafonably be [upposd
1. fay, the Fathers are on his fide with the fame
Meaning and Referve as be pretends owr Church-Forms
to favour him; that is, provided he may interpret as be
Pl_edﬁ*:, and make them [peak_bis Senfe, however Contra
dictory to their own :  And whether the frae Keafon wfa)*
be docs not care to adimit the Teffimonies of the Fathets as
Proofs, may ot be, becanfe they are againft him ?

Ps 422
QUERY XXVIIL

Whether it be at all provabley that the primitive Charch
[ropld miflake in (6 material a Point asthis is; or that
the whole Stream of Chriftian Writers [Lould miftake in
telling us woat the Senfe of the Church was; and whe-
tner fuch a Clowd of Witizelfes can be fer afide swithont
eakentng the only Proof owe have of the Canon of
Scripture, and the Integrity of the Sacred Text? p. 4 56.
# Astwer to Dr, Wells pag, 28.
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QUERY XXIX.
Whither private Reafonings in a matter above oir Cotit
prebenfion, be a [afer Raule to go byy than the geﬁc?*df
 Senfe and Fadgment of the primitive Church, in the
 fift 300 Years; ory [uppofing it dostbtfud what the Senfe *E?f-:
the Church was within that time, whether what was
determin'd by a Comncil of 300 Bifbops foon after, with
i the greatcft Cave and Deliberation, and bas [atisfied Me
. of the greateft Senfe, Picty. ard Learning, all over the
- Chriftian World, for 1400 Tears fince, miy #ot fmtg_@
U wife and good Men now ¢ p. 460,

5 QUERY XXX |
j IWhethery [uppofing the Cafe doﬁ{é'{fzﬁﬂ it be not 4 wife M&?@ﬂi
L part 1o take the [afer Side; rather to think r00 bighly
- than 100 meanly of onr Bleffed. Savionr; vather. to- pay
" seodeft deference to the Fudgment of the Antient ai

Modern Church, than to lean 10 one’s own TnderFinds

ing ¢ P. 475
QUEIERY XXX

| Whether any thing lefs than clear and evidént Deronftris
. tiony on the fide of Avianifm, onght to move a Wift
and good Man, againft fo great Appearances of- Truthy

on the fide of Orthodoxy, from: Scripture, Reafofis
and Antiquity: And whether we may not wait loig

before we find [ch Demonltration? p. 481,
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DEFENSE
. OF SOME
Q UERTIES
RELATING TO
Dr. CLARK FE’s
ScueME of the H. IRINITY'
| iN ANSWER To a

; CLERGY-M‘A‘N in the C"O'UNTRf.‘

Compare the followmg TEXTS.
T am the Lord, zmd The Word was God

‘there is mowe elfe 5| Joh. 1. 1..

There 15 no God be-| T by Throne, O-God,
fides me, a. 45. 5. | Heb. 1. 8.

 Is there a God be-|  Chrift came, who is
f des me? Yea, There|over all God bleffed
45 n0 God,, I know not | for ever, Rom. 9.5.

Eem)f 1. 44. 8. Who bemng i the
T amGod and there | Form of God, Phil.2.6.
25 none like me s Be-|  Who bewmg the

fore me there was no | Brightuef of bis Glo-
;GM" formid, weither |ry, and the exprefs

fba/l there be after|Image of bis Per/(m
e, ) 46. 9. Heb. 1. 3.
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2 A DEFENSE Qu. L |

Quervy L

Whether all other Beings, befides the one
Supreme God, be not excluded by the Texts
of Maiah, (o which many more might be |
added) and confequently, whether Chraft !
can be God at all, wnlefs He be the fame

with the Supreme God ?

Ty Ty ——-— .

Wiy F——

¥
1
!
¥
}
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HE Sum of your Anfiver to this Query, :

is, that the Texts cited from UHaiah, .

the firft Column, are [polken of one Perfon on-
ly, p. 34. The Perfon of the Father, p. 39.
And therefore all other Perfons, or Beings
(which you make equivaient) how divine fo-
ever, are neceffarily excluded; and by Confe-
guence, our Lord fefus Chrift s as much
excluded from being the one Supreme God, as:
from being the Perfin of the Father, p. 40.
You ipend fome Pages, in endeavouring to |
fhow, that the Perfin of the Father only is'
the Supreme God; and that the Perfon of the'
Son is not Supreime God. But what does this.
fignify, except it be to lead your Reader off |
from the Point which it concern’d you to {peak
to ¢ Inftead of anfwering the Difficulty propos'd,
which was the part of 4 Relfpondent, you chule
to {lip it over, and endeavor to put me upon
the Defenfive; which is by no means Fair,
“Your Bufinefs was to ward off the Confequence
which T had prefs'd you with, namely, this:
That if the Son be at all excluded by thof
| Texts

——— T e pm—
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Texts in the firft Column, He is altogether ex-
cluded; and is no God at all. Hc cannot, up-
on your Principles, be the fame God, becaufe
He is not the fame Perfon: He cannot be ano-
ther God, becaufe excluded by thofe Texts. If
therefore He be neither the {ame God, nor ano-
thet God ; it muft follow that He is no God.
This is the difficulty which T apprehend to lie
avainf{t your Scheme; and which you have not
fufficiently atrended to. |

I fhall therefore charge it upon you once
asain, and leave you to get clear of it, at
leifure,

[ fhall take it for granted, that the defign
and purport of thole Texts, cited from 1/azab,
was the fame with that of the firft Command-
ment : Namely, to draw the People off from
placing any Truft, Hope, or Reliance in any
bur God, to direct them to the only proper
objet of Worthip, in oppofition to all Things
ot Perfons, befides the one Supreme God. < Nei-
“‘ther Baal nor Afbtaroth, nor any that are
« efteemed Gods by the Nations, are {trictly and
“ properly fuch. Neither Princes nor Magifirates,
“however called Gods in a loofe Metaphorical
“Senfe, are firictly or properly fuch. No reli-
“gious Service, no Worihip, no Sacrifice is due
‘““to any of them: I only am God, in a juft
“Senfe; And therefore I demand your Homage
“and Adoration.- Now, upon your Hypothefs,
we muft add ; chat even the Soz of God Him-
felf, however divine He may be thought, is

bz . really
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really no God at all, in any juft and proper
Senfe. He is no more than a wommal God,

and ftands excluded with the reft: All Worthip
of Him, and Reliance upon Him, will be fdo-
latry as much as the Worlhip of Angels, or
Men, or of the Gods of the Heathen would be.
God the Father He is God, and He only; and
Hinme only [palt thon ferve. This 1 take to be
2 clear Confequence from your Principles, and
unavoidable. |

You do, indeed, attempt to evade it by fup-
pofing thar, when the Father faich there 25 w0
Grod befides me, the meaning only is, that
there is no Supreme God befides me.  But will
vou pleafe to confider.

1. That you have not the leaft Ground or
Realon for putting this Senfe upon the Text.
ft is not faid there is no other Supreme God
befides me; but ablolutely, zo Other.

2. If this were all the meaning, then Baal
ot Afptaroth, or any of the Gods of the Na-
tions, might be look’d upon as zuferior Deites,
and be {erved with a fubordinate Worthip, not-
withftanding any thing thefe Texts fay, with-
out any Peril of Idolatry, or any Breach of the
firlt Commandment. So/omon might Sacrifice
to Afptaroth, and Milcom s to Chemdfb and
Moloch, provided He did but ferve the God of
Ifrael with Soveraign Worthip, acknowledg-
ing Him dupreme. And this-might furnith the
Samaritans with a very planfible excufe, even
from the Law it felf, for ferving their own
% £ Kings ¢, 11, Gods
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Gods in Subordination to the one Supreme
God; fince God had not forbidden it.

3. You may pleafe to confider farther, that
there was never any great Danger of cither few
or Gentile falling into the Belief of many Sz-
preme Gods; or into the Worthip of more than
one as Supreme. 'That is a Notion too filly
to have ever prevailed much, even in the igno-
rant Pagan World. What was moft to be guard-
ed againft, was the Worfhip of zzuférzor Deities,
befides, or in Subordination to, one Szupreme.
It cannot therefore reafonably be imagined that
thofe Texts are to bear only fuch a Senfe, as
leaves room for the Worthip of infer#r Di-
vinities.

The Sum then is, that by the Texts of the
Old Teftament, it is not meant only that there
is no other Supreme God; but abfolutely o
Other: And therefore our blefled Lord muft
cither be included and comprehended in the
one Supreme God of Ifrael, or be entirely ex-
cluded with the other pretended, or nominal,
Deities. I fhall clofe this Argument with St.
Auftin’s Words to Maximan, the ArianBithop,
who recarr’d to the fame Solution of the Diffi-

culty which you hope to Shelter your felf in.
‘“ * Repeat it ever lo often, that the Father

* Clama quantum vis, Pater eft Major, Filius Miror, refpondetur
tibi; duo tamen funt Major & Minor. Nec ditum eft Dominus
Deus tuus Major Dominus unus et : {ed di€um cft Dominus Deus:
tuus Dominus unus eft. Neque diGum eft, non eft alius squalis
mihi, {ed diGum eft, non eft alius preter mes  Aut ergo Confiterc
Patrem & Filium unum effe Dominum Deum, aut aperte nega Do-
minum Deam efle Chriftum, Augafl, L 2, ¢, 23. p. 727,

B 3 is
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““ is greater, the Son Jefs. We dhall anfwer
‘“ you as often, that the greater and the Jefs

¢ make Two. And it is not faid, 74y greater
s T ord God is one Lord: But the Words are:

¢« The Lord thy God is one Lord: Nor is it
« faid, There is none other Equal to me, but
<t the Words are, Zhere is none other Befides
«« spe, Either therefore acknowledge that Fa-
«« ther and Son are one Lord God; or in plain
¢ Terms deny that Chrift is Lord God at all.
This is the difficulty which I want to {ec
cleard. You produce Texts to fhow that the
Father fingly is the Supreme- God, and that
Chrift is excluded from being the Supreme God :
But I infit upon it, that you mifunderftand thofe
Texts; becaufc the Interpretation you give of
them, is not reconcilcable with other Texts;
and becaufe it leads to fuch Abfurdities as are
too fhocking even for your {elf to admit. In
fhort; cither you prove too much, or you
prove nothing at all.

Query IL

Whether the Texts of the New Teflament (in

the fecond Column) do mot fpow that He
(Chrift) zs not excluded, and therefore muff
be the fame God?

HE Texts cited, if well confidered, taking
in what goes before or after; are enough
to fhow that Chrift is not excluded among the
o - nominal
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wominal Gods, who have no Claim or Title toour
Service, Homage, or Adoration. He is God be-
fore the World was, God over all bleffed for
ever, Maker of the World, and worfhip’d by the
Angels; and therefore certainly He is not ex-
cluded among the womzinal Gods whom to wor-
thip were Idolatry.  But fince all are excluded,
as hath been before fhown, except the one
Supreme God, it is very manifeft that He is
the fame with the one Supreme God. Not the
fame Perfon with the Father, as you ground-
lefly object to us, but Arother Perlon in the
fame Godhead; and therefore the Supreme God
is more Perfons than one. You argue, p. 40.
that 7f Chrift be God ar all, it wnavordably
follows that He cannot be the fame mndividual
God with the fupreme God, the Father. By
individual God, you plainly mean the fame 72-
dividual divine Perfon, which is only play-
ing upon a Word, miftaking our Senfe, and
fighting with your own Shadow. Who pree
tends that the Son is the fame Perfon with the
Father ¢ All we afferr is, that He is the fame
Supreme God; that is, partaker of the {ame
undivided Godhead. [Tt will be proper here
briefly to confider the Texts, by which you at-
tempt to prove, that the Son is excluded from
being the one Supremec God: only let me re-
mind you, once. again, that you forget the part
you was to bear. Your Bufinefs was not to
oppofe, but to 7efpond: not to raife Object-

ons againft our Scheme; but to anfwer thofe
B 4 which
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which were brought again{t your own. = You
obferve * from Fobn 8. 54. Matt. 22. 31, 32.
and A¢&s 3. 13. that God the Father was the
God of the Fews, the God of Abraham, Ifaac,
and Facob. Very right. But how does it appear
that the Son was not 2 Could you have brought
ever a2 Text to prove, that God the Son was
not God of Abraham, Ifaac, and facob; 1
muft then have own’d that youa had argued
pertinently. - ‘
- You next cite, Fob.17.3. 1 Cor.8.6. Eph.
4. 6. to prove that the Father is fometimes .
ftiled the only true God, which is all that they
prove. But you have not fhown that He is
fo called in oppofition to the Son, or exclufive
of Him. Ir may be meant in oppofition to
Idols only, as all Antiquity has thoughr; or it
may fignify that the Father is primarily, not
exclifrvely, the only true God, as the firfk
Perfon of the blefled Trinity, the Root and
¥ountain of the other Two. You obferve 1that
m thefé and many other Places, the one God
15 the Perfon of the Father, in Contra-
diftinétron to the Perfon of the Som. It is
very certain that the Perfon of the Father is
there diftinguifh’d from che Perfon of the Son;
‘becaufe they are diftinétly named : And you
may make ‘what ufe you pleafe of the Obfer-
vation, againft the Sabellians.; who make but
onc Perfon of two. But what other ufe you
can be able to make of it, Ifee not; umnlefs
you can prove this #egazzve Propofition, that
“'*"*' Pag. 74. - + Pag, 3'4:, , - no
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no {ufficient realon can be affign’d for ftiling
the Father the only God, without fuppofing,
that the Son is excluded. Novatzan's Remark
upon one of your Texts, fob. x7. 3. (Thee,
the only true Gad and fefits Chrift whom thow
haft fent) may deferve your Notice. * He ap-
plics the Title of the only true God to both,
fince they are join’d together in the fame Sen-
tence, and eternal Life is made to depend upon
the knowing of one, as much as of the other.
He did not {ee that peculiar Force of the ex-
clufive Term, (only) which you infift fo much
upon. He kuew better; being well acquainted
with the Language, and the Doctrine of the
Chriftian Church. His Conftruction, to {peak
modeftly, is at lcaft as plaufible as yours. If
you can find no plainer or clearer Texts againft
us, yowl not be able to help your Cavfe. As
to 1 Co7. 6. 6. All that can be realonably ga-
thered from it, is, that the Father is there em-
phatically ftiled one God; but without defign
to exclude the Son from being God allo: as
the Son is emphatically ftiled one Lord; but
without defign to exclude the Fatber from be-
mg Lord alfo. Realons may be affign’d for the
Ewmphafis in both Cales; which are too obvi-
ous to need reciting. One Thiag you may
pleafe to oblerve; that the Difcourfe there,

* St noluiffet fe etiam Deum Intelligi, cur addidit, & quem
mifitti Jefum Chriftum, nifi quoniam & Deum accipi voluit : Novat.
irm. Cv 24
- See the fame Argument tllufirated and improved by the great

Athanafius; Orat. 3. p. 558 Voli 1. Edit: Beged. -
| Y'- '4-, 5# |
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V. 4, §. is about Jdsls, and nominat Gods and
Lords, which have no claim or title to religious
Worthip. Thefe the Father and Son are both
equally diftinguithed from: which may infi-
nuate, at lcaft, to us; That the Texts of the
O!d or New Teftament declaring the Unity and
excluding others, do not exclude the Son, 4y
whom are all Things: So that here again you
have unfortunately quoted a Paffage, which in-
ftead of making for you, {eems rather againft
you. You have another, which is £ph. 4. 6.
One God and Father of all, who is above all,
and throngh all, and i yon all. A famous
Paffage, which has generally been underftood
by the * Antients of the whole Trinity. Above
all as Father, throzgh all, by the Word, and
in all by the Holy Ghoft. However that be,
this is certain, that the Father may be realon.
ably called the one, or only, God, without the
leaft Diminution of the Son’s 7¢4/ Divinity : a
fuller Account of which Matter you may pleafe
to fee in Dr. Fzddes’s Body of Divinity, Vol 1.
p. 383, B, As to the remaining Texts cited
by you, {ome are meant of Chriit as Man, or
as Mediator : And thofe which certainly re-
fpet him in a higher Capacity, may be ac-
counted for on this Principle, that we referve,
with the Antients, a Przority of Order to the

Father, the Firft of the Bleffed Three.

* Iraneus ‘]. 5+ 18 p.315. Ed.Bened.  Hippolytns Contr, Noet.
C.14.p- 16, Fabric. Ed. Athanafius Ep.ad Serap,  Marius Victorin,
B.P. Tom.4. p.258. Hieronym. Tom.4. p.1. p-362.Ed, Bened.

This
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This may ferve for a general Key to explain
the Texts mention’d, or others of like import.
] cannot, in this place, defcend to Particulars,
without running too far into the Defenfive ;
and leading the Reader oft from what we began
with. Had you pleas’d to obierve the rules of
(tri&t method in difpute, you ihould not here
have brought Texts to ballance mine : but
{hould have referved them for another place.
All you had to do, was to examine the Texts
I had {et down in the {econd Column; and to
give fuch a Senfe of them as might comport
with your own fypothefis, or might be un-
ferviceable to mine. You fhould have thown
that fob. 1. 1. Heb. 1. 8. and Rom. 9. 5. may
fairly be underftood of a nommal God only;
onc that {tands cxcluded, by the Texts of the
firt Column, from all Pretence, or Title, to
rcligions Homage and Adoration: For, as I
have before oblerved, He muft either be entire-
ly excluded, or not atall: and if He be not
excluded, He is comprehended in the one Su-
preme God, and is one with Him: or, at leaft,
you fhould have fer before the Reader your
Interpretation of thole Texts, and have fhown
it to be confiftent with the Texts of Ifazab.
Lor example, take fob.1.1.

“ In the Beginning was the WoRrbp, and
““ the W oR D was with the oNE SUPREME
“ Gop, and the WoRD was ANOTHER

* Gop inferior to Him, a CREATuURE of the
‘““ GREAT
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«« GReAT Gop: All Things were CREAT-
Ep by this CrReaTurE, O

This Interpretation, which is really yours,
as fhall be fhown in the Scquel, is what you
fhould have fairly own’d, and reconciled, if
poffible, with the Texts of Ifazah, (pur-
pofely defign’d to cxclude all znferzor, as
well as co-ordinate Gods) and particularly
with Ifziah 46. 9. Before me there was e
God form'd, neither fpall there be AFTER
ME: Words very full and expreflive againtt
any Creature-Gods. But, inftead of this, you
tell us, God could not be with Himfelf, as
if any of us faid, or thought, that was St
Fobrw’s meaning. Thus you induftrioufly run
from the Point, mifreprefent our Senfe, and
- artfully conceal your own. In this flight man-
ner, you pafs over the three hrft Texts alrcady
mention’d ; but you think you have fome Ad-
vantage of the Queriff, in relpect of Phil.
2. 6. and Heb. 1. 3. and not content to fay,
that they come not™up to the point; you are
very pofitive, that they prove the direct con-
trary to that for which they are alledg'd;
and exprefs your wonder that they fbould be
offer’d. Whether you really wonder ar a Thing,
which no Man who is at all acquainted with
Books and Learning can wonder at; or whether
only you affect that way of talking, I deter-
mine not; but proceed to confider what you
have to offer againft my Senfe of the two Texts.

Upon
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Qu. 1L of fome QUERIES. §:

Upon Phil.2. 6. you prels me with the Au-
thority of Novatian; whom, I do aflure you,
[ very much refpect, as 1do all the primitive
Writers. As to Novatiaw's luterpretation of
Phil. 2.6 it fhall be confiderd prefently ; on-
ly, in the firft place, let me oblerve to you, that
a5 to the main of my Argument, built upon
thar and other Texts, He was certainly on my
Side. He * cites If2. 45. 5. and underftands
it of God the Father; not {o as ro exclude
the Son from being comprehended in the one
God, but in oppofition to falfe Gods only.
He proves the Divinity of Chrift from his
receiving Worthip of the Church, and his
being every where prefent, T befides many
other Topicks ; and makes Him § Confud-

ftantial with God the Facher. This is as much

as I mean by his being onze with the Supreme

God; and therefore Ihave nothing to fear from
this Writer, who agrees fo well with me in
the main, and cannot be brought to bear Evi-
dence againft me, unlefs, at the fame time, He

be found to contradi¢t Himfelf. This being

* Ego Deus, & non eft prater me, Qui per cundem Prophetany
refert: Quoniam majetatersn mieam non dabo alteri, ut omnes cum
fuss Figmentis Erhnicos excludat & Hazrericos. C. 2. p. 708, See
alfo the Citation absve p. ¢

T Si Homo tanrummodo Chriftus, quomodo adeft ubique invo-
catus, cumy hec hominis natura non {it, fcd Dei, ut adefle omni
loco poffit? C. 14+ . 915,

-+ Unus Dens oftenditur verus & zternus Pater, 2 quo folo hzc
vis Divinitatis emifla etiam in Filium tradita & directa rurfum per
Subftantic  Commuunionems ad Patrem revolvitur,  Father is bhere
fliled emphatically the one God, but flill comprebending, not exclnd-

g the Son, contubfantial witk Himn Ch, 31, p. 730,
premls’d,
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premis’d, let us now fce what He jays to the
Text above mention'd, Phil.2.6. rle fasth of
the Son (1 ufc your own Words, p. 35.) that
tho He was in the Form of God, yet He ne-
ver compared Himfelf with God bis Father.
You have tranflated the laft Words as if they
had run thus; Des, patr: fuo. The Words
are, Nunquam fe ‘Dev Patri ant comparavit,
aut contulit.  Never compared Himfelf witlh
God the Father. The Realon tollows, Mewmor
fe effe ex fuo Patre: Remembring He was
from bhis Father : That is, that He was de-
gotten, and not umbegotien. He never pre-
tended to an eguality with the Father, in re-
fpet of his Original, knowing Himlelf to be
fecond only in Order, not the fi7/f Perlon of
the ever Blefled Trinity. You may lee the
like Expreliions in * Hilary and T Phaebadius
who can neither of them be fulpected of
Arianizing in that Point. You afterwards cite
{fome other Expreflions of Novatian, particu-
larly this: Duo equales vents duos Deos
merito reddidyffent.  Which you might have
vrender’d thus: Had they both been equal (in
refpect of Original, both uabegotten ) They
bad undoubtedly been two Gods.

Sec the T whole Paflage as it lies in the Au-

¥ Hilary Trin. 1 3. ¢ 4. p. 816. Ed. Bened.

+ Phaiuds p. 304. |

¥ St enim natus non fuiflet, innatus comparatus cum €o qui
eflct innatus, aquatione in utroque oftenfa, duos faceret innatos, &
ideo duos ficeret Deos.  Si non genitus effet, collatus cum eo
{qui) genitus gon effet & zquales inventi, duos Deos merito reddi-:

thot
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thor himfelf, and not maim’d and murilated as
you quote it, from Dr. Clarke. There is no-
thing more in it than this, that Father and Son
arenot two Gods, becaufe They are not both ##-
originated : which is the common An{wer made
by the Catholicks to the charge of Trizheifin;
' not only before, but after the Nicene Conncil;
2s mipht be made appear by a Cloud of Wit-
nefles, were it needful.  What you are pleas’d
wo call @ moft firong Teflzmony againft an 0b-
Jolnte Cocguality (meaning this Paflage of No-
vatian) is, if rightly underftood, and compared
with what goes before and after, a moft {trong
Teftimony of fuch a Coequality as we contend
~for. And therefore Dr. #7hitby, having for-
merly cited the whole Paragraph as a full and
clear Teftimony of the Son’s 7es/ Divinity,
concludes thus. 'The Author, fays He, in this
Paffage, ¢ *does in the plaineft words imagin-
“ able, declare thar Chrift is God, egual to
“ the Father in every relpect, excepting only
« that He is God of God. The Doftor indeed
has fince chang’d his Mind; and now talks as
confidently the other way, upon f this very
Paffage.  Whether He was more likely to fec
cleariy then, or fince, 1 leave to others to

diffeat non geniti; atque ideo duos Chriftus reddidiffet Deos, {1
fine Origine eflet, ut Pater, inventus, & ipfe principium omnium,
ut Pater, duo faciens principia, duos oftendiflet nobis confequenter
& Deos. C, 31.

* Ubi verbis difertiffimis oftendit ( Novatianus ) Chriftum efle
Deum, Patri zqualem paremque, co tantummodo excepto, quod
fit Deus de Deo. Whith. Trail. de Vers Chr, Deitate, p. 67.

+ Whitly, difguifitio Modett: p, 164,

judge
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judge, who will be at the Pains to compare
his former with fome of his larter Writings.

You have given us the Sum of the 31/
Chapter of Novatian, as it ftands colleited
by the Learied “Dr. Clarke in bis excellent
Anfwer to Mr. Nellon’s Friend. You may
next pleafe to confult the no lels excellent Re-
ply, by Mr. Nelfow’s Friend, p. 170, @c. where
you may probably meet with Satisfaction.

But to return to our Text, Phil. ». 6. The
words, sy "Apretfuor wynowils TO ey foet O¢w, you
tranflate ; He did not affeé?, did not clam, did
not affume, take upon Him, or eagerly de-
fire, to be Honoured as God.  Afterwards,
p. 36. He never thought fit to claim to Him.
felf Drvanity, or more literally, you fay, He
never thought the Divinity a Thing to be [o
catch'd at by Him, as to eqiial Himfelf with
God bis Father. This you give both as No-
vatian’s Senfe, and as the zrue Senfe of the
Text. And you endeavor to confirm it from
the Authorities of Grotzns, Tillotfon, Whitby,
and Clarke ; who, by the way, are very diffe-
rent from each other in their Interpretations of
this Place, hardly two of Them agreeing roge-
ther. * However not to {tand upon Niceties,
I may yield to you your own Intérpretation of
this Paflage, d4id not affeét to be Honoured as
God; For the ftrels of the Caule does not feem

. * I am perfwaded that tle Words may wery juftly be rm::cﬂ:ated He
did "not very highly walue, did not iafifp npon, his equality with Ged,
but condsfeended, &c,

- {o
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fo much to lie in the Interpretation of ‘thofe
Words, as of the Words foregoing, viz. ‘o5 c»
;,wp@n @8 umpxwv “ Who being 1 the Form

« of God, that is, * truly God ( which befk
« anfwers to the Autithefis following, the
«« Form of a Servant {ignifying as much as
«“ tyuly Man) and therefore might juftly have
« aflumed to appear as God, and to be always
«« Honoured as fuch, yet did not do it, at
« the time of his Incarnation: but for a Pat-
« tern of Humility, chofe rather to veil His
« Glories, and, in appearance, to empty Him-
“ {elf of Them, taking upon Him human Na-
« ture, and becoming a Servant of God in that
«“ Capacity, ©c. What is there in this Para-
phrafe or Interpretation, cither difagrecable to
the Scope of the Place, or the Context, or to
the fober Sentiments of Catholick Antiguity,
not only after, but before the Council of Nice;
as may appear from the Teftimonies cited in

¥ Tertullian’s recital of this Text, and Comment upon it, are worth
Remarking. Phne de fubltantia Chrifti putant & hic Marcionitz
Suffragari Apoﬂolum (ibi; quod Phantafma Carnis fuerit in Chrifto,
quamn dictt, Quod in Effigte Dei conftitutns non rapinam exiflunavit
Pariari Deo, fed exhanfit [émef:p/}m accepta Effigie fervi, non veri-
tate; ¢b fimilitudine Hominis, non in Hominc; ¢ Fignra inventus
ut Homo, non Subftantia, id eit, non Carne.~~———— Numquid
ergo & Hic qua in Effigic cam Dei collocat? Xque non eris Deas
Chriftus were, fi nec Hoimo were fuit in Effigie Hominis Conflitutus,
Contr, Marc. L 5. ¢. 20, p.486.  Non {ibi magni aliquid deputat
quod ipfe qu:den mqualls Deo, & unum cum Patre, eft. Orig. in

_ Eplﬂ ad Rom. Z 'L Ofag JUJEP AEF&I{E{.; EJUTW n’. a ‘;E’ =w:q YA G)saf
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Concil, Antzoch Labb. Vol 1. p. 848: 'O wvﬂ/m; 78 O ?w'}"@*'

Osag u"'ug,,;m v O, wexbvoney murap v Ty dvboy drhy avieyg
wurigzrs. Hippolytus, Vol 2. p. 2. Fabric.
Tie reft of a’lya Paffage is excelently well worth the Reader’s perufal.

C the
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the Margin? Now, if this be the Senfe of it
which I might farther confirm by the Autho.
vities of Athanafius, Ferom, Auffen, Chry
foftom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, and others
of the Antients, befides * Bifhop Pearfon and:
tBithop Rull among the Moderns, why fhould
you wonder to find it again cited in the fame:
Caule, being {o full and pertinent to the Mat.
ter in Hand? Next, we may proceed to the
‘other Text, which you as groundlefly pretend
to be diretly contrary to that for which it is:
alledged. It is Hebr. 1. 3. Who being the
Brightnefs of bis Glory, and the expref;
Image of his Perfon, &c. Here you are {o
obliging as to cite only one Paffage out of
Eufebius, againft me, I would fay, for me.
Eufebius, writing againft the Sabellians, prel
{fes Them with this Text, and argues thus from
it. ¢ The Image, and that whereof it is the
““ Image, cannot both be the fame Thing (in
““ the Sabellian Senfe) but they are Zwo Sub-
“ ftances, and two Things, and two Powers:
from whence He rightly infers, or plainly
means to do, that the Father is not the Soz,
but that they are really diftinct. What is
there in this at all repugnant to what the
Yueryff maintains ¢ The force of your Ob-
jection lies, I fuppofe, in this, that Father and

X On the Creed: Artigle 2.
+ Def. Fid. N. 49. 0. Prim, Trad, p. 38, Qui unus locus, fi
recCte expendatur, ad omngs Hxrefes adverfus Jefu Chrifti: Domirt

noftri, perfonam repellendas. fufficie Dy B. pa 37,
| Son
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Son are cdlled Jvo &Ea'f% AU W@if;m@cg and e
Juepes, inconfiftently, you imagine, with z74;-
vidual Confobftantialiry. o

I will not be bound to vindicate every Ex-
preffion to be met with in FEz/ebius: But, al-
lowing for the Time, when it was wrote, be-
fore the fenfe of thofe Words was fix’d and de-
termin’d, as it has been fince; there may be
nothing in all this, which fignifies more than
what the Catholick Church has always meant
by two Perfons; and what all muft affirm;
who believe a real Trinity. So 2 Prerius
call'd Father and Son -scias o, meaning no
‘more than we do by two diftin&t Perfons :
And Alexander Bithop of Alexandria, the
firft Champion for the Catholick Caufe againft.
Arins, in his Letter to Alexander Bithop of
Confantinople, fcruples not to call Father and
Son bYdve wegfualz 3 and Tertuliian intimates
that they are © due res, fed Conjunéie; and
Methodius vfcs d5vo dwdpes, meaning two Per-
lons. Thele or the like ftrong Expreflions,
occurring in the Cazholick Writers, were only
to guard the more carcfully againft Sabellza-
arfim, the prevailing Herefy of thofe Times.
But after Arzanifiz arole, there was greater dan-
‘ger of the oppofite extreme: And therefore
they began to {often this manner of Expreffion;
left any fhould be led to think, thar the Per-
fons of the Trinity were fo diftinét as to be

2 See Phot. ‘Cod;*llg,. P, 30::; b Apud Tilcod. L 1. e 4_
-~ Contr, Prax. ¢ 8. p.sog.  d Phot, Cods 235. p.137.

C 2 indepen-
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indépendent of, feparate from, and aliene’ to,
cach other. ‘Thus, inftead of dvo Qérm, Which
might be innocent before, and is ufed by
* Origen, They chofe rather to fay, f ¢ds &
Qutos: rather than fay, due effentie, which
might be liable to miftakes; They woula fay,
Efentia de Effentia, as Deus de Deo.  The
defign of all which was, fo to affert a real Di.
{tinction, as not to teach three abfolute, inde
pendent, or feparate Subftances; {o to maintain
the diffinction of Perlons, as not to divide the
Subftance., Three rea/ Perfons is what I, what
every Zrinstarian, what all {ound Catholicks
aflert. Now let us return ro the Text, Heb. 1.3
Having thown you that £#nfebiis’s Comment
is nor pertinent to our prefent Difpute, nor a
all affets the Caufe that | maintain, which, I
aflure you, is not Sabellianifin: Now let me
proceed a little farther, to vindicate my ule of
that Text; which, you pretend, is ftrong againft.
me. Origen perhaps may be of fome Credit
with you; and the more for being admired by
the Arzans, and much cenfur’d by many of the
Catholicks, but after his own Times. 1 Hi
Comment, upon a parallel Text to this, roge-
ther with this alfo, is pretty remarkable. < If
““ He (Chrift) be the Image of the zzuvzfible,
“ the Image it felf muft be znvifible too. 1
¢ will be bold to add, that {ince He is the Re-
* {emblance of his Father, there could #o# hav:

* Comment. in Joh. p. y0. + See Athanaf. V. 1. p.5753s
+ Apud-Athanaf, Decret. Synod, Nic, Vol 1. p. 233.

beer:
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« heen a Time when He was not. He goes
on to argue, that fince God is Light, and Chrift
the 'Amatyacua, or fhining forth of that Light,
quoting this Text, that They could never have
been feparate onc from the other, but muft
have been Co-eternal

» Dionyfius of Alexandria, another Anute-
Nicene Writer, draws the very fame Inference
from the fame Text. And dlexander Bithop
of Alexandria, in his circular Letter, b extant
in Athanafins, makes the like ufe of it. The
latter part of the Text eipecially, the words,
expre(s Image of bis Perfin, were very fre-
quently and triumphantly urg’d by the Cazbo-
licks againft the Arzans: by ¢ Alexander of
Alexandria, & Athanafins, © Hilary, t Bafll,
s Gregory Nyffen, P Gregory Nazianzen, 1 Cy-
24, and Others.

This may fatisfy you that it was neither
ftrange, nor new, to alledge this Text in favor
of Chrift’s Divinity. When you have any thing
farther to objed, it fhall be fairly examin’d. In
the mean while, let it ftand, to fupport the Se-
cond Query ; which rerurns upon you, and ex-
pects a fuller Anfwer. That it may come to

a "Amuyseq v o Br Qurde e, miving vy wiTog aidieg s, Srrvg
Juz 04 T8 Quris, diAey G5 e ad To aauvpacma.  Apud Athanaf.
de Sent. Dionyf. p. 253 \

b NIds avopne® 7y el T m'rg}:;, 5 Wy ehuy TEAEE wgy WAT
e 7% murpss.  Apud Athamafi Vol, t. p. 299.

¢ Epift. ad Alexand. Theodor. p. 17 d Orate 1. s 424. de
Synod. p.743, ¢ De Trin. p. 97¢. 1084 115, t Contr.
Bunom. p. 28. 89. g Contr. Eunom, p. 46o. b Orat. 36.
: Dial, 5. de Trin.

C 3 you
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you recommended in the beft Manner, and in
the beft Company, I fhall here fubjoin the Tefti-
monies of the Ante- Nicene Writers, all declar-
ing that the Son is not cxcluded from being the
one God, but is included and comprehended
therein: that is, tho’ the one God primarily
denotes the Father, yet not exclufively, but
comprehends the Son too. Now, as often as
the primitive Writers ipeak of Father and Son
together, as the one God, in the Singular, they
bear witnefs to this Truth. See the Teftimonies
of Irenxus, Athenagoras, Tertullian, Cle-
ment of Alexandria, and Origen, collected in
2 Dr, Fiddes’s Body of Divinity, to which may
be added b Hippolytus, © Lactantius, and even
Eufebins Himiclf, who acknowledged 4 one God
1 three Perfouns, as Socrates informs us,

I proceed next to other Teltimonies more
exprefly declaring, that the Son is not excluded
from being the one Supreme God, by the fe-
veral Texts of Scripture, which affert the unity;
but is always underftood or implied, as com-
prehended in the fame one God. € Irenzus ays
“ that thc Holy Scriptures declare the oze and

a Vol. 1. p. 389, ¢ée. |

] / / ef ! .} F e f
b Oixerovsix qupPuving cuviiren sg o Oy, tig YL esty o Gzog,

T N / : v WY s ! LAY 3 N ’ re
O Yep MEASUWY TIULT1p, O OF UImMEEWY ‘yog, TO O quiEtilov Epoy mYEUMY.
2 L} \ s i T TR S \ / A ~ o ef ~ o
O &y MTEP ENS mﬂﬂm:?, . :) 11'5; 2_13‘; ZielyToY, TO J\E M}’fﬂ'p‘ ?:‘VEUH_;& WV

P 3} o/ \ ) * F Y ' f 1
::;ma:#. AAAws er gie eey YOILIOU J) Jbvccy;:-:?u, £ely Ju ) 0vTTG AUTE

5 "yl w dyiw oyl mszimmpsy,” Hippol. Contr, Noct, p.15, 16,

Yabric, Edit, ¢ Lib. 4. c. 29.
) d {I-E?“ @iﬂf 01' TP‘U;? 'mﬂ;ﬁﬂ- SUCHI‘- E- Hl ]- I- C. 23! p. 48:
¢ Univerfe Scriptur®e ~—————unum & Solum Deum, ad ex-

cludendos alios, pradicent ommnia feciflc per Verowm Sunin, &c.
L2, ¢, 27, p. 155, Bened. Edit, |

““ only
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« gnly God, excluding all Orthers, to have
« made all Things by His Worp. Others
are excluded but not his #ord, that is, his Son,
by whom He made all Things, as Ireneus
conftantly underftands it. At other times, He
fiys, < God * made all Things by Hmfelf:
“ interpreting Hzmfelf, by His Word and by
<« His Wifdowm ; that is, His Son, and the Holy
« $pirae. Certainly, he could not think that
God, in his Declarations of the Unity, meant

to exclude what was fo near to Him, as to be
jultly (not in a dabellian Senfe) interpreted
Himfelf. Many more Paffages of the like Im-
port might be cited from this primitive and ex-
cellent Writer. I thall only add a | Paffage or
two to thow, that He look’d upon the Son as
the only trae God, as well as the Father. He
obferves, -that the Holy Scriptures never call
any Perfon abfoluiely God or Lord, befides

* Fecit ea per femetipfum: hoc eft per Verbum & Sapientiam
fuam,  Adeft enim ei {comper Verbum & Sapientia, Filius & Spiritus,
per quos, & in quibus, omnia libere & {ponte fecits Lib. 4,
C. 20- p. 253

T Nunquam neque Prophere neque Apoftoli alium Deum nomi-
naverunt, vel Dominum appellaverunt, prater Verum ¢ Solum
Denms L.3. ¢ 8, p.182.  Negue igitur Dominus, neque Spiritus
sanctus neque Apoftoli eum qui non eflet Deus, definitive & abfo-
iute Deum nominaffent alignando nifi eflet Vere Deus. Lo 3+ ¢, 6.

Nsw fee what follows,

Utrofque Dei appellatione fignavit Spiritus & cum qui ungitor,

Filim, & cum qui ungit Patrem. L.3. c. 6. p. 18o.
* This Father goes on, im the fame Chapter, to produce [everal other
Inftances from the Holy Scripture to  prove that the Son is called
(definitively and abfolutely). God. That'is plainly his meaning, as any
Man wmay fee by looking into the Chapter. 1 may add that He ap-
plies the Title of Solus-Deus to Chriffe L.g. ¢ 17, p. 354

C 4 the
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the only true God; and yet prefently after rakes
notice, that both Father and Son are by the
fame Scriptures abfolutely fo called. See the
places in the Margin: For though a4foluzely
be not there “exprelsd, yet it is neceflarily
implied, and is undoubtedly the Author’s mean-

lﬂg

~ We may go on to Tertullzan, who is o full
and clear to our Purpofe, that nothing can be
more fo. Out of many Paffages which might
be cited, I fhall here content my felf with one
out of his Book againft Praxeas. < * There
¢« is thercfore one God the Father, and there

““ is none Qther befides Him : By which He
‘“ does not mean to exclude the Son, but _4no-
““ ther God. Now the Son is not Another
““ from the Father. Furthermore, do but ob-
*“ {ferve the drift and tendency of this kind of
‘“ Expreflions, and you will find, for the moik
““ part, that they concern only the Makers

* Tgitur unus Deus Pater, & alius abfque eo non eft: Quod ipfe
inferens, non Filtum ncgat, fed Alium 'Deum. Ceterum Alius 4
patre Filius non eft. Denique, infpice fequeatia hujufmodi pro-
nuntiationum, & invenias fere ad kdolorum Factitores atque Cultores
Definitionem carum pertinere; ut multitudinem falforum Deorum
Unio divinitatis expellat, habens tamen Filium quanto individuom
& infcparatum a Patre, tanto in Patre reputandum, etfi non nomi-
natum. At quin {1 nominallet illum, feparaflet, ita dicens, Alius
przter me non eft, nili Filius meuss Alium cnim etiam Filium
feciffet, quem de aliis excepifiet. Puta Solem dicere: LEeo Sol, &
ahus preeter me non éft, ni radius meus; nonne denotzffes Vanitatem ;
quafi non & Radius in Sole deputetur. c. 18. p. §10.  Compare
Irenaus, b 4+ ¢, 6. p. 234, 235. Non ergo Alins erat qui cognofce-
batur, & Alins qui dicebat nemo cognofcit Patrem, fed unus & idem,
omnia {ubjiciente ei Patre, & ab omnibus accipiens Teftimonium
quoniam Verz Homo, & quoniam Vere Dellsimemcems -
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