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TO    THE 

Right  Honourable 

Lord  Vifcoimt  Weymouth, 

TMy  Lord, 

are  ge- 
nerally written  in  the 

liigheft  Strain  of  Com- 
plaifance.  They  find  or  make 
thofe  worthy  Perfons,  to  whom 

they  are  addrefs'd,  Mafters  in 
every  way.  The  Patron  fel- 
dom  wants  any  Thing  that  is 

great  or  good,  except  the  Re- 
^■•■~-  A    2 



DEDICATION. 

putation  of  being  known  to  haye 
it ;  and  happily  it  falls  out  for 
him  that  the  Author  in  whofe 

Favour  he  is,  has  fecur'd  that 
Point.  Though  I  hope  and  wifti 
as  glorious  Things  of  Your 
Lordfliip  as  pollible,  and  am 
not  alone  in  thinking  You  give 
us  the  Prcmifes  of  all,  Your 
Friends  can  defire,  or  Your 
Enemies  (if  You  iliould  have 
any)  fear  in  You  :  Fve  taken 
upon  me,  with  great  Submiffi- 
on,  rather  to  be  Your  Advi- 
fer  than  Your  Pan egy rift.  My 
Intention  in  this  Addrefs  might 

juftly  be  called  a  ftrange  Pre- 
fumption ,  but  that  I  recom- 

mend Revealed  Religion;  and 
extreme  Vanity,  if  what  I  of- 

fer to  Your  Lordfliip  was  any 
Thing   of  my  own,    and   not 

the 



BE  T>  I  CAT  I  0  N. 

fche  Work  of  a  very  Learned 
and  Excellent  Perfon  ;  a  Perfon 

who  chofe  to  follow  good  Prin- 
ciples through  a  variety  of  Dif- 

ficulty and  Affli6]:ion ;  and  in 

better  Times,  when  diftinguilh'd 
Merit  might  have  expe6ted  a 
Reward,  was  honourablv  taken 

Notice  of  by  the  whole  Cler- 

^gy  o?  France  J  before  either  pro- 
vided for  in  Circumftances^  or 

dignify'd  in  Ghara6ter  by  his 
own  Country.  The  Satisfacti- 

on Your  Lordfhip  will  reap 
from  an  early  Regard  to  the 
DoClrines  in  thefe  Pieces  con- 

tained, is  inexpreffible.  How 

meanly  foever  they  may  be  fpo- 
ken  of  by  fome,  there  is  no 
folid  Virtue ,  no  comfortable 

Hope  without  them.  The  Pre- 
cepts of  our  great  Lord  leave 

A  ̂   ys 



2)  E  D  I  CAT  ION. 
us  not  to  the  Uncertainty  of 
Humane  Reafoning,  or  the  De- 
du6tions  of  fallible  Men  ;  and 
the  Example  of  God  manifeft 
in  the  Flelh  has  either  givea 
Life  and  Spirit  to  a  virtuous 
Praclice^  or  we  muft  defpair 
of  thofe  Advantages  from  any 
other  Quarter.  If  a  Creature 

can't  be  profitable  to  God^  where 
is, Merit  ?  If  no  Merit,  no  Re- 

ward but  by  Grace  ;  if  no  Re- 
ward but  by  Grace,  no  Difco-r 

very  of  it  but  by  Revelation. 
The  Schemes  of  Convenience, 

and  the  line-fpun  Thread  of'  the 
Moraliils  may  fliew  You  fom.e« 
thing  of  Virtue  ;  Point  of  Ho- 

nour may  contribute  to  bind  it 
upon  You;  but  the  only  firm 
Obligation  is  ftill  wanting,  the 
Divine  Authority  of  him  who 

has 



D  E  D  I  CJT  I  0  N. 

Jias  prefcrib'd  it.  The  Hopes  of 
^Reward  may  ibine  in  upon  You 
at  certain  lucid  Intervals^,  and 
ieave  You  again  when  You  moll 
want  them  ;  but  Revelation^,  my 

Lord,  the  defpis'd  Doctrines  of 
a  crucify 'd  Jefus,  God  and  Man, 
•can  only  give  You  any  rational 

iarance. 

T  H I N  G  s  of  this  abftrufe  Na- 

ture may  be  thought  utterly  im- 
proper for  Your  Lordfliip  now ; 

but  if  they  are  of  fo  great  CJfe, 
if  fo  much  depends  upon  them, 
the  Mind  can't  contra6l:  too  ear- 

ly an  Acquaintance  with  them, 
and  till  a  maturer  Age  fliall  have 
put  Your  Lordlhip  in  Poffellion 
©f  the  Learned  Languages  and 
Theological  Terms,  this  plain. 
Yerfipn  may  perhaps  contribute 

■  A  ̂   ipme^ 



D  E  D  I  CAT  10  N. 

fomethmg  to  Your  Inftru61:ion.' 
That  You  may  be  a  Defence  to 
Religion,  an  Ornament  to  Your 
great  Birth  and  Titles,  and  by 
an  Exemplary  Virtue  and  Holy 
Zeal  derive  a  Bleffing  upon  thofe 
ample  Fortunes,  which  the  Al- 

mighty has  beftow'd  upon  You, 
is  and  Ihall  be  the  fervent  Prayer of, 

My  Lord,  -^ 

Tour  Lordship's 

mofl  Obedient 

Humble  Servant 

and  Cba^lainy 

Fr.    Hoi^LAND. 
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THE 

Tranflator's  Preface, 

iY£  Writings  of  that  excellent  Prelate  Eijbop 

BuUj  in  Defence  of  our  Lord's  Divinityt  have 
been  fo  ejieemed  by  the  Learned  at  Home  and 
j4broad,  that  it  is  Jirange  they  have  not  been 

made  popular  by  a  Tranjlation  long  ago.  They 
have  extorted  the  Commendation  of  thofe,  who  approve  not 

what  they  maintain  ;  are^  at  the  lowefl,  allowed  to  be  wrote 
as  well  as}he  Caufe  would  bear-,  and  there  only  to  fail  where 

nothing  can  fucceed.  The  Authority  of  two  very  ivorthy  Per- 
Cons  may  be  thought  to  lie  againfl  this  pejign,  I  mean  Mr. 
Nelfon  and  Dr.  Waterland,  who  join  in  this  CharaUer  of 

the  Right  Reverend  Author  :  He  would  not  write  to  the 

Vulgar  ind  Unlearned,  (which  is  beginning  at  the  wrong  end, 

and  doing  nothing),but  to  the  Learned  and  Judicious ;  know- 

ing it  to  be  the  fureft  and  the  Ihorteft  Way,  and  that,  if  the 

Point  be  gained  with  them,  the  reft  come  in  of  courfe;  if  not, 

all  is  to  no  purpofe.  The  Difcretion  of  the  great  Man  wa& 

highly  commendable,  and  the  RefleUion  upon  it  very  juji  -,  but 
the  Circumjiances  of  our  Times  are  fuch,  as  will  not  fuffer 

the  fame  Method  to  he  accoumd  either  Keli^ioifi  or  Prudent.    Notwith' 



The  Tranflator's  Preface. 

Nbtwithftanding  this  Obfervation  upon  the  Btjljop's  ConduBi 
both  the  learned  JHen  concerned  in  ity  have  left  him  by  him- 
felf,  and  found  themfehes  under  a  Necejfity  of  defending  the 
fame  Principles,  he  did,  in  their  Mother-Tongue.  The  Suc~ 
cejfors  of  Sandius,  Epifcopius  and  Zuicker,  Afen  as  well 

skill' d  in  Languages,  as  they,  have  difcovered  a  nearer  way  to 
their  end  than  mature  Confideration,  and  a  feparate  Addrefs 
to  the  proper  Judges  :  They  have  filled  all  places  with  theiv 
vain  Boafts  of  the  Antients,  and  chofe  rather  to  make  Tro- 

felytes  upon  folemn  ungrounded  AJfertions  among  the  Peopky 
than  appeal  direU:ly  to  the  Judiciom.  It  is  now  no  longer 
our  Bujinefs  generoufly  to  engage  a  foreign  Adverfarj  of  our 

Lord*s  :  We  have  now  no  Occajion  to  crofs  the  Seas  for  jMen. 
of  this  mold.  Thofe  of  our  own  Soil  are  neither  few,  nor 

Jecret ;  neither  obfcure,  nor  timorous.  ■  They  write  and  tran- 
Jlate  without  end.  They  calculate  their  Schemes  for  every 
Age,  Sex,  and  Capacity.  Our  Bens  need  not  be  employ  d 
now  in  unravelling  the  Dejign,  or  dsteEling  the  Errors  of  a 
French  Jefuit,  a  Poliflti  or  Pruffian  Fugitive,  unlefs  we  will 
court  the  Fate  of  that  People,  who  Were  fo  hot  upon-^extmd' 

ing  their  Conquefis  Abroad,  that  they  lojl  their  Native  Coffh-^ 

But  though  our  prcfent  Condition  makes  it  necejfary  to  lay 
ajide  the  Bifjofs  Prudential,  it  may  perhaps  bethought  that  his 
learned  Pieces  will  not  bear  a  Trmflation  ;  that,  as  they  are 
made  up  of  Tefiimonies,  or  Authorities  and  Reafonings  upon 
them,  and  thofe  fometimes  built  upon  Philological  Critic,  foy 
when  tranjlated,  they  will  lofe  much  of  their  force,  fear ce  be 

intelligible,  but  by  no  means  pleafant,  and  from  the  reed  Tejii" 

many  of  Antiquity^  become  no  more  than  the  hear  fay  -of  a 
2\/lodern.  All  this  may  be  confejfed,  and  yet  there  may  be 
jufi  Reafon  for  this  Work^  What  has  been  often  pra^fed  by 
thofe  of  the  other  fide,  cant  by  them  be  rationally  blamed  in 
their  Adverfaries.  It  is  pretended  by  Dr.  Clarke,  Dr. 
\(Vhitby,  ̂ c.  that  the  Fathers  of  the  three  firfi  Centuries  are 
en  their  fide.  Speciom  Citations  are  publififd  to  that  purpofcy 

frequent  Appeals  to  MSS^  and  Configures  advanced  upon  the 

gld 



The  Tranflator's  Preface. 
eld  Readings,  Shall  it  then  be  deemed  a  Fault  on  the  othe^ 
Jide  to  oppoje  thefe  Citations^  to  clear  and  refcue  them  from 
their  refpeElive  fraudulent  PoJfcJforSi  to  throw  off  the  ImerpO' 
lationSi  and  fupply  the  Defetts  of  them  ?  To  pew  their  true 
Senfe-i  and)  which  is  often  necepiry,  to  point  out  where  they 
are  really  to  be  met  with.  Does  a  Papige  tranflated  lofe  its 
force  on  one  fidey  and  continue  as  good  as  ever  on  the  other  t 
Is  it  not  then  necejfary  to  engage  them  at  their  own  Weapon  i 

bj  this  Method  to  fatisfy  the  dtflraUed  JMinds  of  well-meaning 
Aien  5  to  foew  them  that  they  have  the  Voice  of  the  Scrip-' 
tures  fpeaking  for  them^  not  as  depraved  by  perverfe,  partial, 
and  fubtile  Comment s^  but  as  believed,  taught,  and  explained 
by  Perfons  ofHolinefs  and  Simplicity ,  from  the  ̂ pojiolical  Aga 
to  that  Period)  in  which  the  prefent  Creed  7ms  declared?  Butt 
beJideS)  if  this  is  ferioufly  the  Cafe,  why  have  we  tranflated 
the  Holy  Scriptures  f  Have  not  they  lojl  as  much  of  their 
Evidence  and  Authority  by  the  Verfions  as  any  other  tranflated 

Bool^  ?  I'm  afraid  more.  Are  they  confdered  as  tranflated. 
Original  J^Jiimony,  or  Hear -fay  ?  Humane  or  Divine  ?  Where 
are  there  greater  Difficulties  j  and  what  Volumes  has  it  coft 
the  Learned  to  make  them  underjlood?  Vpon  this  Account 
then,  as  well  as  from  the  ConduU:  of  the  Adverfary^  there 
lies  no  ObjeUion  to  this  Attempt.  It  may  be  allowed  that  the 
Pleafure  of  Reading  will  be  but  Jmall,  if  that  is  conceived 
chiefly  to  confifl  in  witty  and  quaint  Exprefjions,  furprizing 
Turns  of  Thought,  flo^ving  Periods,  and  an  agreeable  variety 
of  Jideafme  :  But  as  the  true  Ornaments  in  our  Author  s 

Way  were  an  exaEi  Method,  perfpicuity  of  Style,  and  jufl  Rea- 
foning,  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  he  who  talzes  Satisfa^ion  in 
a  Jearch  after  Truth,  the  fettling  his  own  Principles,  and  the 
promoting  Religion  in  a. profane  Age,  will  find  what  he  much 
wanted  and  defired. 

Befldes,  the  Defence  of  the  great  Prelate  could  not  be  fb 
effeSlually  made  any  other  way  as  by  a  Tranflation  of  thefe 
Pieces^  Dr.  Clarke^  Mr.  Whiftorij  and  others,  have  in  in- 

numerable Pajfages  of  their  Writings  reprefented  him  as  fpeakc 

ing  very  favourably  on  their  Jide,   and  as  inconfiflent,  where- 
foever 



The  Tranflator's  Preface. 
foever  he  oppojes  them.  Here  the  Englifh  Reader  ma^  fee 
his  whole  Scheme,  and  if  folicitom  about  Truth  and  Piety y 

make  a  folid  "Judgment  upon  him  and  his  Animadverters,  In 
abrupt  Fragments  there  is  opportunity  to  deceive,  but  where 
the  2i>hole  is  laid  before  us,  there  is  fiarce  room  for  a  Mi- 
jiake.  Here  he  may  perceive  the  Vnfairnefs  of  injifiing  upon 
all  Pajfages  feemingly  derogatory,  and  particularly  upon  the 
whole  SeBion  concerning  the  Subordination,  without  any  Nb' 
iice  of  thofe  other  Parts,  which  will  not  admit  fuch  a  Con- 
jiru^ion  ;  cr  the  leaft  Attempt  to  prove,  that  he  who  wrote  the 
one,  CQuldnot  rationally  be  the  Author  of  the  other. 

As  the  Defence  of  our  Learned  Author,  and  the  Manage- 

went  of  the  Controverfy  on  the  other 'fide  may  well  jufiify  this 
Attempt,  fo  I  hope  the  Difficulties  which  occurred  in  it  have 
rather  increafed  my  trouble,  than  will  give  any  IJneafinefs  to 
the  Reader,  It  is  greatly  to  my  Satisfa^ion,  that  this  way 
of  Writing  fo  full  of  Breaks  and  Citations  will  fcarce  admit 
Ornament,  or  Elegance,  Talents  I  dont  pretend  to.  All  I 

"ivould  promife  is,  that  the  Evidence  fJmll  appear  in  its  full 
force,  and  what  Spirit  foever  the  Book^  may  have  lofi  in  the 
Transfufion,  that  the  Senfe  and  Subfiance  fJjall  remain  found 

and  perfcU.  The  Citations  have  already  paji  through  fo  mOf 
ny  Hands,  both  Friends  and  Adverfaries,  that  though  they 
might  all  have  been  collated  with  eafe,  I  could  not  fee  any 
Rcafon  for  fuch  obfcure  Diligence.  I  therefore  have  contented 

my  fdf  with  jf^fifying  the  Author,  where  Dr.  Clarke,  &c. 
have  thought  fit  to  cenfure  him  \  in  which  part  of  the  Work, 
Dr.  Waterland  has  in  a  great  Meafure  prevented  me.  I 
have  in  fiwrt  endeavoured  to  make  a  good  Book  more  ufiful, 
and  with  all  my  Heart  wifi)  it  might  have  been  the  Bu/inefis  of 
an  abler  Hand, 

Aiy  Define,  and  the  manner  of  executing  it  thus  briefiy 

fimvn,  I  beg  leave  to  give  fiome  Account  of  this  way  of  Wri- 

ri'^g,  of  A^p'als  to  Amiquitj, 
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It  is  very  well  calculated  to  promote  the  Inter efl  of  Religi- 
m,  as  h  applies  to  the  good  Senfi  and  mature  Judgment  of 
idl  jMen,  Its  yipproaches  to  the  Mind  or  ZJnderfiandmg  are 
gentle  and  meek^  It  does  not  formally  dijpme,  where  the 
Sentiment  is  never  fo  Argumentative  i  nor  only  count  Names 
in  producing  fo  many  Perfons  of  the  fame  Opinion.  It  lays 
down  the  Evidence  in  its  full  Strength^  and  then  asks,  whe- 

ther it  is  conclufve,  or  not.  How  flrongly  foever  any  Thing 
is  urged,  it  may  be  conjidered  without  that  Reludance,  which 

dire6i  Oppojition  creates,  or  living  Controvertifls  raife  ',  and  if 
the  Mind  is  once  brought  to  a  mo  deft  Diffidence  of  it  felf  and 
a  due  Regard  for  the  Sentiments  of  Men,  as  learned  and  ho- 
wfi  as  thofe  of  the  prefent  Age,  and  blejfed  with  far  greater 
Opportunities  of  knowing  the  Truth  than  any  ̂ ve  have,  great 
SatisfaUiou  will  arife  from  it.  It  will  preclude  the  Fancies 

of  metaphyficd  Heads,  It  will  fettle  our  own  Reafon,  by  peev- 
ing itr  the  general  Suffrage.  It  will  adjufl  the  Senje  of  dif- 

ficult Scriptures,  and  give  us  a  rational  Account  of  the  Au- 
thority of  our  Bible.  To  its  own  intrinjic  Worth  it  has  this  to 

be  added,  that  it  has  been  of  great  force  with  Men  of  the 
hefi  Judgment  and  Temper,  and  that  thofe  who  through  the 
Intemperance  of  Oppojition  have  at  one  time  rejeEied  it,  at 
another  have  plumed  greatly  upon  it.  Indeed  it  would,  be  a 
wonder  not  to  find  this  general  Inclination  towards  it,  when 
humanely  fpeaking,  there  is  no  fironger  Argument  of  Truth 
than  the  Concurrence  offuch  Circumfiances  in  the  Evidence  for 
it,  as  we  find  in  this  Cafe,  viz. 

I.  Men  of  the  greate[i  Simplicity,  accufiomed  to  every 
Thing  more  than  the  ufe  of  their  Reafin,  may  eafily  be  drawn 
into  any  Schemes  ;  but  that  thofe  7vho  have  excelled  in  a  na- 

tural Ouicl^efs  ofVnderflanding,  have  been  admired  for  Arts, 
Eloquence,  and  Critic,  f)ould  give  in  to  the  fame,  and  exprefs 
themfelves  in  Subjiance  at  leafl  after  the  fame  manner,  would 

he  flrange,  if  the  Opinion  they  held  in  common  was  not  juflly 
grounded. 

z.  Thofe 
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2. Thoje  "who  have  been  trained  up  in  fervile  Employments^ 
md  by  the  Afemnefs  of  their  Condition  and  Bujlnefs  been  ufed 

to  bend  to  every  Sentiment ;  "who  had  not  much  to  lofe,  if 
nothing  to  gain,  might  be  led  to  thinks  Tpith  every  Alan  in  his 
turn  ;  but  that  Men  in  the  higheji  Glory  of  Civil  Affairs,  Men 
of  the  mojl  eminent  Station,  and  conjiderahle  Fortunes,  ftoould 
lay  themf elves  under  Odium  and  Incapacities  for  a  falfe  Notion 
is  fcarce  to  be  thought* 

3 .  The  Inhabitants  of  a  fmall  or  large  Kingdom  might  be 
brought  to  concur  in  Profeffion  by  Force  or  Artifice  ;  but  that 
People  of  difiant  Nations,  neither  under  the  fame  Governours, 
nor  the  fame  Forms  of  Government,  nor  a  common  Interefi, 

JJjould  agree,  is  fcarce  to  be  accounted  for  from  any  Thing  but 
the  Power  of  Truth* 

4.  The  Boldnefs  and  Extravagance  of  the  African  and 

Afiatic  Style  might  make  jome  Things  appear  grand  and  fur- 
priz,ing,  which  ivere  not  fo.  The  rough  Northern  Strain 
might  on  the  other  Hand  as  much  depreciate  great  MatterSy 
and  the  mutual  Diverfity  of  Idioms  might  render  it  d.ffcult  to 
rcprefent  the  fame  Thing  fo,  as  that  it  fJoould  actually  be 
known  to  be  the  fame  ;  but  here  again  to  find  all  Agreement 
fuppofes  a  great  deal  of  Truth, 

5.  The  Tempers  of  Men  ma!^  as  great  an  Alteration  in 

their  way  of  Writing,  as  any  Thing  ',  and  7vhere  this  notwith- 
(landing,  there  is  an  Agreement,  it  is  generally  Truth  that 
brings  them  together.  Some  write  with  an  Air  of  Authority, 
With  them  all  is  Aphorifm  and  Precept.  They  feem  to  fuppofe 
themfelves  out  of  the  way  of  being  quefiioned,  and  frequently 
fpeak^  7vith  an  almofl  unguarded  Simplicity.  .  Others  have  a 
more  flowing,  free  Vem,  back^evcry  Affertion  with  an  Argu- 

ment, and  prevent  an  ObjeElion  by  anfwering  unaskl'  A  third 
fort,  as  though  dfdaining  the  obvious  Clearnefs  of  the  one,  and 
the  authoritative  Simplicity  of  the  other,  fets  upfor  fomething 
dxyve  both,  and  often  arrives  at  fuch  an  Obfcurity  as  is  not  to 

be 
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he  mderftood,  orfuch  a  Nicety  as  is  not  to  be  bmlt  upon, 
^11  thefe  when  found  concurring  in  the  fame  Propojitioni 
though  not  taking  the  fame  VJay  to  illujirate,  explainy  or 
trove  it,  are  firong  Inducements  to  every  fiber  Jidan  to 
think  there  is  fomething  in  it.  What  Ignatius  commands 

and  teaches  ;  what  Barnabas'j  Allegories,  Hermas'j  Vifions, 
tCQ,  Clement 'i  Learning  of  the  Antients,  Tertullian'j  Suh- 

tlety,  Irenaeus'i  Traditive  Refearches,  Origen';  Critic  and 
Thikfophy,  dec.  embrace  ;  what  Verfons  of  all  Attain- 
ments.  Employs,  Climates,  Languages,  Interefis,  Tempers^ 
trndDefigns  have  confentiently  held,  comes  greatly  recommend" 
edto  every  modeji  fenjible  jiian, 

6.  But  this,  as  firong  as  it  may  feem,  is  not  all  that  we 
find  in  fome  Cafes,     Thm  when  thofe  divided  from  the 
Body,  fiill  hold  any  Opinions  held  by  that  Body,  it  is  a 
firong  Prefumption  they  are  true  ;  becaufe  it  is  naturally  to 
he  fuppofed,  that  halving  broken  through  that  Tendernefs, 
which  would  htwe  prevented  the  Separation,  they  are  now 

■preparing  to  make  the  Catalogue  of  their  Reafons  for  it  as 
large  as  they  can, 

7.  Again,  when  thofe  Per  fans  who  are  fufpeUed  of  He' 
refj  do  plainly  ground  their  Notions  upon  Principles  in  com- 

mon with  thofe,  who  are  by  themfelves  efleemed  Heretics, 
fo  that  the  Oppojition  made  by  the  Orthodox,  was  either  not 
firong  enough  againfl  the  antient  Heretics^  or  elfe  too  firong 
for  the  prefent,  this  is  alfo  another  promifing  Circumfiance ; 
hecaufe  it  mufi  be  thefon^e  of  Truth  only,  which  could  maize 
them  condemn  themfelpes  in  the  Perfons  of  others, 

8.  When  the  Scoffs  and  Narratives  of  profeji  Enemies, 
and  the  direU  Affrtions  of  thofe  7vho  in  fome  Points  divide 
from  the  Body,  and  the  plain  Confequenccs  of  their  Concefi 
Jions,  who  in  the  very  Point  in  Ouefiion  dijfent,  do  all  ap- 

pear to  confirm  the  Sentiment  and  Declaration  contended  for, 
7i^hat  can  be  defired  more  ? 

'But 
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But  yet  Imufl  add  another  Circumjiance  of  this 

Evidence  j  if  ive  find  the  Fathers  from  the  firft  ex' 
prefjing  themfelves   after   that  manner  which  fome 
are  pleafed  to  call  inconjiftency  :.  If  they  ajjert  the 
Divinity  of  our  Lord  clearly^  and  at  the  fame  time 
maintain  his  Suh ordination  to  the  Father :   If  they 
have  done  thus  not  only  in  popular^  but  controver- 
fial  Pieces,)    and  their  Sentiment  has  been  embraced 
by  the  be  ft  fucceeding  Writer s^  nay  their  very  Words 
retained^   except  where  they  became  a   Subterfuge 
for  Heretics^  and  then  only  explained  in  the  Creeds^ 
not  reje^ed  or   altered  in  the  Writings  of  particu- 

lar Dolors,    is  it  not  ftrange  to   think  that  Men 
of  Simplicity )  Clearnefs^  Subtlety ̂   Learnings  and  an 
Inclination  to  teach  others^  fhould  all  confpire  toge'- 
ther   to   Write  in  fuch  a  Way   as  JJjould  puzzle 
fucceeding   Ages  to  under fi and  them^    fhould  feem 
contradi^ory   and   obfcure   to    the   greatefi   degree^ 
when  according   to   the  Arian   Scheme  there  is  no- 

thing in  Nature  clearer  or  more  eafy  to  be  expref- 
fed  than  that^    which   they  have   left  fo   intricate 
and  involved  ?  Is  it  not  ftrange  that  the  Poft-Ni- 
cene  Fathers  fljould  ftrenuoufly  contend  for  and  of- 

ten ufe  the  Terms  mofi  admired  by  the  Arians,    if 
they  were  thought  by  the  Antc-Nicene  to  infer  the 
Arian  Do^rine^  and  ufed  with  that  View  ? 

If  an  Evidence  thus  circumftantiafed  is  of  force 
to  perfuade^  our  Judicious  and  Learned  BifJoop  has 

fiirnijh'd  us  with  it.  He  has  defended  the  Nicene 
Creedj  and  plainly  fhewn  thc^t  the  Authors  in  An- 
tiq^iiity  prior  to  it^  notwilhftanding  they  lay  under 
all  the  difficulty  before  fuggefied^  have  entirely  con- 

curred in  the  Dotlrine  therein  defined,  They  have 
all  wrote  the  fame  Things.  Thofe  that  were  in 
other  Points  deemed  Erroneous^  have  confented  here. 

Thofe  who  in  the  Article  of  our  Lord^s  Divinity 
havt  gone  off  from  the  Nic:ne  Fathers^  ft  and  con- 
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demned  in  the   Perfon  and  Chara5ter  of  the  mors 
untient  and  confeffed  Heretics.     Thofe  who  fet  up 
for  the  Wits  of  their  jlge^    and  profejffedly  oppofed 
our  Holy  Religion^  f<^off^d  at  Chrijiianity  upon  the 
'very  Grounds^  for  which  no%v  Chrifians  would  have 
it  corrected.    'The  Controverfy  is  reduced  to  the  Proof 
of  this  Fa6i^  that  the  Nicene  Fathers  did  not  </<?- 
fine  or   declare  any  Thing  as  an  Article  of  Faith^ 
which  was  not  fo  from  the  Beginning.     It  is  not  writ' 
ten  in  Oppofition  to,  or  as  a  Supplement  of  the  Scrip-' 
ture-DoUrine^   hut  as  a  firong  Probability  that  the 
Do^rim  faid  to  he  contained  therein  by  the  Orthodox^ 
is  the  true  Senfe  of  Scripture.     It  claims  not  upon 
Infallibility^   and  Jiri5l  Certainty^  but  upon  this  ra- 

tional  Foundation  :   That  it   is  fcarce  pojjible  Men 
of  Senfh   and  Learning  fijould  not   underjiand  the 
jirft  Principles  of  that  Faith.)  which  was  delivered 
to  every  Catechumen  ;  that  pious  and  prudent  Men 
Jhould  endeavour  to   conceal  it  5    that   Men   under 
the  promife  of  Divine  Affjlance.^  and  the  Ufe  of  the  befi 
Means  fhould  be  deceived ;  and  that  thofe  Fathers  ̂ ivho 
were   before   the    Nicene   Council^    and  thofe  who 
were  after  it.^  Jhould  agree  in  the  Ufe  of  the  fame 
feemingly  depreciating  Expreffions^  and  yet  the  Mem- 

bers of  the  Council  neither  dif/enting  from  thofe  be-' 
fore  them^  nor  thofe  that  followed  them.^  but  agree^ 
ing   with    both  JJjould  give   us  a  new  Greedy   and 
put  a  Cheat  upon  the  IVorld.     It  no  further  med- 

dles with  any  Explanations  of  the  Myfiery^  where- 
foever  occuring.,   than  by   rendering  the  meaning   of 
the  Word^  plain^  to  fhew  the  general  Senfe  of  the 
Article,      It  wifloes  that  Men  in  all  Ages  had  flood 
clear  of  this  Prefumption^    and  by  believing  as  the 
Scripture  tedches^    and  the  antient  Dolors  confenti- 
sntly  expound^  had  kept  themfelves  free  from  endlsfsj 
unprofitable  Difputes.^  and  preferved  the  Peace  of  the 

Church.  ■  There  is  in  it  no  Contr overfly  about  JVords^ 
hut  from  the  Collation  of  an  Author  with  himflelfl, 

(a)  or 
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'  or  thofe  of  the  fame  Age^  or  others  with  whom  he 
either  plainly  pro feffed^  or  might  reafonably  he  fuppo^ 
fed  to  agree  in  Sentiment  j  no  depreciating  Holy  Scrip- 
ture^  nor  advancing  the  Tradition  of  the  truly  Ca- 

tholic Church  'j  hut  fuch  a,  temperate  Procedure^  as 
allows  the  one  to  he  what  it  truly  is^  the  greatefi  Au- 

thority^ and  the  other  the  foundeji  Explication.  It 
is  really  an  appeal  to  the  Senfe  of  Mankind  upon  the 
moji  facred  Do^rine  of  the  Churchy  and  Jiands  in 
need  of  no  other  Preparation  in  a  Reader  than  Hu- 

mility arid  a  foher  Mind.  So  impartial.^  as  that 
the  moft  rigid  and  expert  Writers  for  the  Avian 
Scheme  have  borrowed  their  frongeji  Objections 
from  it  5  and  fo  full^  that  out  of  it  the  Orthodox 

have  fupplyed  them  with  that  they  overlooked^  An- 
fwers  to  them.  It  is  to  he  lamented  that  the  fame 
Method  has  not  been  purfued  by  thofe  of  the  other 

fide  3  hut  that  fuch  a  Vein  of  Sophifiry  and  Mif- 

rep'efentation  has  run  through  their  fVorks. 

IVith  what  artful  Harangue  do  fome  of  them 
lament  the  daily  advances  of  Popery,  and  recom- 

mend the  Authority  of  Holy  Scripture  in  fuch  a 
flrenuous  manner.^  as  though  it  was  determined  by 
their  Adverfaries  to  lay  afule  that  Divine  Book  for 
humane  and  fallible  IVritings !  TVho  would  think 
that  after  all^  no  ■  more  was  intended  than  to  ufe 
the  hcji  means  of  underftanding  the  cliff  cult  Parts  of 
it  ?  Others  make  it  their  Bufinefs  to  cry  down  An- 

tiquity^ not  hy  foewing  that  it  is  of  no  Ufe  ;  but 
by  gravely  proving  that  it  is  not  equal  to^  nor  ought 
to  fuperfede  the  JVord  of  God ;  not  hy  any  other 

Argument  againfi  it,  than  what  will  affedl  all  hu' 
Tnane  IVritings  5  namely^  wife  Suggcfions  that  the 
Fathers  are  fallible  in  themfelves^  and  have  a6fually 

erred  in  many  Particulars.  'Thus  we  cannot  fubmit 
to  the  Authority  of  Scripture  without  rejecting  the 

Senfe  of  Antiquity  5  or  fcarch  after  the  Senfe  of  An- tiojiity 



The  Tranflator's  Preface. 

tiquity  withcut  doing  defpite  to  the  Scriptures.  'Tho* 
the  Bible  can  receive  no  new  Force  cr  Strength  from 

the  Fathers  j  'may  it  not  receive  from  them  fome 
Light  and  Explication  ?  Why  then  JJjould  i^e  ohjli- 
nately  refufe  our  own  advantage^  and  feparate  ThingSy 
which  may  with  the  great efi  Benefit  he  joined  together  ? 

Others  injifi  upon  the  Simplicity  of  the  mofi  an- 
tient  Creeds^  and  decry  all  fubfequent  Explications. 

1'hey  feem  to  think  their  Authority  greater  than  it 
■is  }  and  though  at  other  times  they  have  too  much 
Critic  to  allow  the  Creed^  commonly  fo  called^  to  be  the 
Apoftles.^  often  affert  it  is  fo  to  the  Populace.  Now 
what  are  Creeds  hut  Extratls  from  Scripture^  and  on- 

ly fo  far  good  and  obligatory  as  agreeable  thereto  ? 
And  what  (hould  give  a  fober  Man^  and  well  pleafed 

*with  the  Creed  commonly  called  the  Apoflles.,  any  dif- 

tafte  in  the  Nicene  or  Conftantinopolitan  ?  1'he  Ex- planation of  Difficulties  has  alway  been  allowed  and 

fraUticed^  What  is  the  New  'Teftament  in  many  parts 
of  it^  but  a  Comment  upon  the  Old  ?  What  are  the 
Promifes  of  God^  or  the  Do5irines  of  Salvation  the 
worfe  for  being  made  more  expUcite  ?  What  are  our 
prefent  Laws  in  great  part.^  but  an  Enlargement  of 
thofe  more  Antient^  as  remarkable  for  their  Soundnefsy 
and  much  more  fo  for  their  Simplicity  ?  Was  it  Ne- 
ceffity^  Expedience^  Tyranny  or  Conceit  that  multi- 

plied.^ and  extended  thew.  ?  May  not  the  Church  vary 
the  Expreffions  of  the  Creed  for  the  general  good.^  as 
well  as  the  State  alter  thofe  of  the  Laws  ?  May  not 
too  fjort  a  Creed  open  the  way  to  hnpofiure  as  well 
as  too  long  an  one  ?  Can  Words  mifunderflood  or 
ahufed  he  reSiified  without  an  Explication  ?  Is  it  im- 
poffible  there  fhould  be  miflake  or  defign  ;  and  if  ei- 

ther happens^  is  it  amifs  to  corre^,  or  oppofe  them  ? 
If  the  fame  Faith  is  profef/ed.,  the  Matter  is  not 
great  what  Creed  is  made  ufe  of.  And  if  any  thing 
is  amifs  in  one  or  another  of  them^  there  is  a  nearer 

(a  z}  way 
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way  to  mend  it  than  hy  endeavouring  to  pojfefs  the 
People  that  there  has  been  an  Attempt  upon  their  Un- 
derflandings^  and  a  real  endeavour  to  corrupt  their 
Faith  ever  fince  the  Days  of  the  Apofiles.  For  how 
port  and  Jimple  foever  the  Creeds  antienter  than  the 
Nicene  uere:^  there  is  a  fiiorier^and  a  plainer^  which 
Epifcopius  admires^  in  the  A5ts  of  the  Apojiles. 

Shall  we  7'eje£lall  the  other ̂   and  make  that  the  Stand- 
ard? And fh all  we  not  afterwards^  as  they  did^  en- 
large hy  way  of  Explication  ?  This  indeed^  if  Men 

would  talk  ferioufly^  mufi  be.  Both  Arians  and  Or- 
thodox agreed  at  Nice,  ̂ c.  that\  an  Explanation 

was  needful  j  both  offered  their  fever al  Creeds^  fo 
then  the  whole  Catholic  Churchy  without  Exception^ 
thought  the  antient  Simplicity  was  not  fi  expedient  as 
fomething  further^  or  at  hafi  that  an  explanatory 
Creed  was  lawful.^  that  to  clear  up  a  difficulty  was 
no  Impofition^  and  that  the  Length  or  floortnefs  of  a 
Creed  were  matters  either  in  themfelves  indifferent^ 
or  in  certain  Cir  cum  fiances  very  expedient. 

Others  are  employed  wholly  in  playing  upon  their 
Adverfaries  disjointed  fentences^  which  indeed  by 

themfelves  [peak  feemingly  for  them  5  but  when  con- 
Jidered  with  the  whole  Scheme^  from  which  they  are 

taken.y  are  firong  Arguments  of  the  Candour^  Con- 
fiflency  and  Diligence  of  their  refpeSiive  Authors.  They 
cunningly  go  off  from  the  ̂ iejiion  by  making  that  a 
Difquifition  of  Philology  in  general^  which  ought  on- 

ly to  have  been  a  fearch  after  the  Ufe  of  fVords 
among  the  Fathers  in  Particular.  Thus  becaufe  dyiv- 
v-^(Q^  ftgnifies  unbegotten  and  unmade^  they  infer  that 

our  Lord  is  cn'y  unbegotttn-,  becaufe  ymrfi'^ fignifies 
begotten  and  rnade.^  they  infer  that  our  Lord  is  on- 

ly made.  Flere  they  are  plainly  guilty  of  perverting 

the  Senfe  of  ihofe^  they  pretend  to  explain.  For  tho^ 
dyivvrfiQ^  doth  in  general  fgnify  both  unbegotten  and 
unmade^   no  Father  ever  ufed  it  in  the  former  fenfe 

concerning 
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concerning  the  Lord  Jefus ;  and  though  y£vv»}7©j  does 
in  general  fignify  begotten  and  ynade^  no  Father  ever 

ufed  it  in  the  latter  Senfe  concerning  our  Lord.  'They 
flay  not  to  ask  how  Origen,  Clement,  Irensens,  {§c, 
ufed  this  or  that  Word  j  hut  having  found^  -what  the^ 
generally^  received  Idea  and  mofi  extenfive  Senfe  is, 
they  take  it  for  granted  that  fo  the  Father  argued 

from  it. 

Others  again  argue  from  Principles  admitted  by  ths 

Fathers  to  fuch  Conclufons  as  they  never  made.  'Thus 
hecaufe  the  Fathers  allow  a  Subordination.^  they  con- 

clude that  the  fame  Fathers  hold  either  a  fpecific  Tfi- 
nity^  or  an  Lnferiority  of  Nature  in  the  Son^  d^c.  But 
both  thefe  Conclufons  they  were  fo  far  from  makings 

that  they  abhorred  them.  'They  had  too  much  Philcr 
fophy  to  admit  that  a  Subordination  implyed  an  Infe- 

riority of  Nature  -,  and  too  much  Religion  to  receive 
Polytheifm.  They  conflantly  affert  an  Equality  and 
an  Unity. 

Thefe  Men  regard  not  the  different  Ends  and  D^- 
figns  of  the  Writers .  Frompopular  Trad.s  they  cite  what 
iS  no  where  to  he  met  in  the  more  accurate  Pieces. 

From  an  eager  Opposition  to  the  Sabellians  they  will 
have  them  to  he  Arians  j  and  from  their  warm  con- 
tefts  with  the  Arians  they  infer  that  they  are  Sabel- 
iians.  They  endeavour  either  to  make  them  their  own^ 
or  foew  that  they  are  not  worth  notice  by  fuch  Me- 
thodsj  as  would  introduce  univerfal  Confufton^  and 
render  it  too  difficult  to  find  cut  any  Things  but  the 
fancied  Errors  of  thofe^  who  fould  teach  us. 

They  find  fault  with  the  ufe  of  Met aphy  Ileal  jfrgu- 
mentSj  though  they  deal  in  them  as  often  as  their  Ad- 
verfaries  ;  and  are  by  no  tneans  for  admitting  remote 
Confequences.  Granting  what  they  call  remote^  to  b^ 
really  fo^  if  the;  confequences  arejuf^  the  difficulty  of 
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coming  at  them  is  no  ObjeSiion  agalnft  them.  Neither 

Reafon^  nor  Scripture  encourage  us  to  believe  that  J'ruth 
is  always  upon  the  Surface  j  and  both  our  Lord  and  bis 

^pojiles^  in  points  of  the  greateji  Impcrtance^  confu- 
ted thofe^  ijoith  whom  they  bad  to  do,  by  Implications. 

In  a  Word,  one  while  they  call  the  fir  earn  of  Anti" 
quity  theirs^  another  while  they  care  not  whether  it  is 
or  not.  When  urged  with  Scripture  they  produce  an 
antient  Comment  in  a  partial  manner,  h"  ben  urged 
with  Antiquity  they  produce  a  flaufible  ambiguous 

1'ext.  'They  defire  there  may  be  no  names  of  Dijlin^^m^ 
but  what  they  JJjall give,  and  are  as  uneafy  to  be  cal- 

led what  they  deferve,  as  if  they  really  thought  them- 
fehes  in  the  wrongs  In  fpite  of  Argument  this  mujt 
be  the  Conclufon.^  that  the  Do^rine  of  their  Ad'u.erfa- 
ries  is  only  Scholajiical,  and  their  Tenet  purely  Sabel- 
3ian  i  two  Points  which  they  lo"je  to  ajjert^  but  caffH 
be  prevailed  with  to  prove. 

I  ask  pardon  for  this  Digreffion^  and  floall  now  leave 
the  Reader  to  perufe  the  excellent  Pieces  tranflated  for 
him,  after  I  have  rather  pointed  oui^  than  cited  at 
large  what  our  famous  C\\\\\\v\gx\roxih  fay i  in  favour 
cf  Antiquity.  In  his  celebrated  Book  pri fit ed  at  Ox- 

ford 1638,  he  has  confidered  the  Rule  of  Faith,  ancL, 
the  Interpretation  of  it.  In  both  the fe  particulars, 

he  greatly  depends  upon  the  Voice' of  the  Fathers,  the 
Primltivs.  Church,  and  Univerfal  Tradition.  He 
affirms  it  to  be  a  Thing  credible  in  it  felf  ̂   He 
makes  it  the  Bafis  and  Foundation  of  Scripture  > 
char,  upon  which  it  refts,  and  from  which  it  hath 
its  Aiteilation.  He  allows  that  the  Churches  Intcr- 

pretaiion,  the  Univerfal  Church,  is  always  true  *. 
He  challenges  his  Adverjarylo  prove  any  Interpretar 

"p.  62.  §.  aj".  p. (>9.  §.  47,  46.  p. 98.  §.  up.  p,  114.  §.  Iff, 
p.    140.  §.    27.  p.    148.   §,    36.   p.    2ZO.    §.   f3.  a    p. 84.   §.   87, 

SS,  89.  p.  72.  §,  5-3.  p=  ij^,  §.  46.  p.  184.  §.  5)0.  _    '.. 
"       ,   .  tioa 



The  Tranflator's  Preface. 

tionofhisbyUniverfal Tradition ;  andpromifeSjWe 

are  ready  to  embrace  it.  No  Man  can  ajfert  it  high- 

er^ or  fay  a  greater  deference  to  it  than  he  does.  He 

feems  indeed  almofi  to  confine  the  ufe  of  it  to  one  Pointy 

the  proving  the  Canon  of  Scripture.  But  this  does 

not  make  his  Authority  the  lefs  in  any  other  cafe. 

For  he  plainly  confejes^  nay  contends  for  it^  that 

'where  it  is  Vniverfal^  it  is  of  it  felf  emdently  credt- 

lie.  Every  one  then  is  left  to  judge  for  himfelf^  where 

it  is  Univerfal^  and  wberefoever  it  is  fo.^  Mr.  Chil- 

lingworth  has  given  us  his  Judgment :  that  nothing 

■  more  is  re^ui/tte,  it  is  qf  it  felf  evidently  credible. 

(*4) The 



The  Reader  is  defir'd  to  corred  the  Errors  occa-' 
fioned  by  the  great  Diftance  between  the  Author 
and  the  Prefs. 

In  the  Firfl  Volume, 

■pAGE  a  I.  Read  World,  for  Word.  p.  25.  r.  appojite.  f.  oppo- 
■^  jtte.  p.  zf.  r.  Mortal,  f.  Moral,  p.  6z.  Spiritual,  f.  Spiritu.  p. 
89.  r.  into.  f.  in.  p.  izp.  in  the  Notes,  r.  Chapter,  f.  Church,  p. 

139.  Notes,  r.  Chapter,  f.  Chrift.  p.  ij-p.  r.  o«r.  f.  one.  p.  167. 
a  Comma  ̂ hcv  Number,  p.  168.  r.  took,  f.iook  p.  199,  r.  World, 

f.  Word.  p.  222.  r,  Invifible.  f.  F^-Z^/e.  p.  240.  Notes,  v.  Chapter. 
i.  Church,  p.  246.  r,  almofi.  f.  ̂sf  w2o/?.  p.  286.  r.  fame.  f.  one, 

p.  30^-.  r.  ow^/.  f".  w^/.  p.  327.  r.  ̂ e?.  h  f/;;iif.  p.  330.  r.  Niis. 
f.  iV«.  p.  35"2.  Notes,  r,  Zonaras.  f.  Zonarus.  p.  361.  iniert 

[//:;cwj  after  [^e  fli/w^yj  had'],  p.  377.  r.  ayrS-  f.  dvTa.  p.  393, 
zhtr  potentially,  add  [then  he  may  he  fuppos'd  to  fay  the  Father  ex- 
tfied  not  aeiually,  but  potentially],  p.  394.  r.  in  potentia.  f.  poten- 

tial, p.  411.  r.  time.  i.  him.  p.  416.  iniert  after  [w/V/?  God]  [but 
he  -was  not  the  Word  of  God]  according  to  our  Author,  &c.  p.  417. 
r,  in  the  four  Chapters  tf.-  in  the  fourth  Chapter,  p.  426.  r.  /  Aj. 

i.f-iy.  p.  434.  r.  no.  f.  knoiP.  p,  45?,,  r.  that.  f.  a. 

In  the  Second  Volume. 

p  A  G  E  7.  Read  defide.  for  de  ftdm.  p.  14.  infert  after  [ought  t» 
-*-  be  caird]fo,  ind  t  hen  a  Comma,  p.  if.  r.  our.  f.  o»e.  p.  31. 
r.  more  in  the  Father  them  in  the  Son.  p.  68.  r.  fo.  f.to,  and  a  Cora- 
ma  aherflngular.  p.  77.  dele  this  and  the  Comma  after  Generation, 

p.  8r.  r.  cannot,  f.  f^w,  p.2j"i.  r.  ?^.  f.  ̂.he.  p.  25-5-.  r.o«r.  f.  o«e. 
p.  261.  Notes,  infert  after  [very  remarkable]  that  the  J-evffs.  p. 

265-.  deie/fi-ygi.  p.  297.  r.  both.  f.  Br, Bull.  p.  317.  r.  Eleuthe- 
ripis.  f  Eleutherus.  p.  372.  r.  Men.  f.  «?e„  p,  373.  r.  imprudent- 

ly, f.  imttidently. 
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T  O    T  H  E 

N  an  Apology,  which  T  pubhilf  d 
for  a  Book  entitled,  Tk  Harmo- 

ny of  the  Jpoftles^  the  firft  Fruits 

of  my  Studies,  being  forcM  up- 
on it  by  a  very  grievous  and 

  unjuft  Calumny,    I  usM  thefe 

Words :  "  That  I  had  drawn  out  certain  Hifto- 

"  rico-EcclefiafticalThefesconcerningthe  Son's 
"  Divinitv,  in  which  I  was  perfuaded,  I  had 

"  clearly  demonilrated  the  Confent  of  the  anti- 
"  ent  Dodors  before  the  Nice^e  Council  with 

"  the  Nice^ie  Fathers,  both  with  refped  to  the 

"  Cbnfubftantiality  and  Co-eternity,  by  Tradi-- 
"  tion  from  the  Age  of  the  Apoft les ;  but  that 

"  for  want  of  Health,  and  through  a  great  ma- 

"  ny  other  Cares  and  Bufinefs,  I  could  not  as 

"  yet  make  up  the  fcatterM  Sheets,  and  finifh 

the  imperfed  Work.''  This  drew  upon  me  the Requeib 

a 



To  the  R  E  A  D  E  rJ 

Requefts  of  learned  Men  and  Friends  from  all 
Qiiarters,  that  I  would  heartily  fet  about  the 

compleating  fo  necefTary  a  "Work.  For  they fuggefted  that  the  Writings  of  San<iius,  an 
open  and  a  bold  Defender  of  the  Arian  Blal^ 
phemy,  as  the  truly  Catholic  Doarine,  and 
approved  by  all  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers,  were 
every  where  in  the  Hands  of  our  youno-  Stu- 

dents in  Divinity  and  others.  At  laft  over- 
come with  their  Importunities,  (though  not 

then  enough  at  leifure,  or  in  Health  fu^cient 
forfo  great  a  Work),  I  again  turn'd  over  the 
Works  of  the  Primitive  Fathers  ;  the  Tefti- 
monies  I  had  formerly  colleded  for  my  De- 
fign  I  diligently  re-examin'd,  made  fome  Ad- 

ditions to  them,  and  very  carefully  weigh'd 
what  was  offer'd  by  Sandius  and  his  Accom- 

plices ;  then  I  digefted  the  rude  Materials  in- 
to as  eafy  and  natural  an  Order  as  I  could. 

The  Work  thus  finiflit  lay  by  me  five  Years.  ' 

I F  you  ask  why  it  came  out  fo  late,  I'll  tell 
you  plainly.  I  oflerM  h  to  three  Bookfellers 
luccefTively  upon  very  fkir  Terms.  All  of 
them  upon  one  pretence  or  another  refusM  to 
undertake  it ;  ah'aid,  I  fuppofe,  left  the  Ob- Icurity  of  the  Author,  and  the  Difficulty  of 
the  Subjea  (what  few  car'd  to  fpend  their Time  upon)  would  make  the  Book  fell  but 
dully.  This  not  facceeding,  my  {lender  For- 

tunes, and  my  large  Family  would  not  permit me  to  take  the  only  way  that  was  kk,  and 
print  it  my  lelf.  ' 



To  the  Reader. 

Upon  this  I  brought  the  negleded  Work 
home  with  me,  and  laid  it  in  my  Study,  con- 

tenting my  felf  with  having  endeavoured  (as 
much  as  lay  in  me)  the  Defence  of  Divine 
Truth,  and  the  Gratification  of  my  Friends. 

After  it  had  been  bury'd  there  a  long 
time,  at  laft  upon  Advice  of  a  Friend,  I  rais'd 
it  up  again,  put  it  into  the  Hands,  and  fub- 
mitted  it  to  the  Judgment  of  that  excellent 

Perfon  and  finifh'd  Divine  Dr.  W,  Jans^  the 
worthy  Regius  ProfefTor  of  Divinity  in  Oxford, 
He  according  to  his  ufual  Candour  took  the 

Trouble  of  reading  it,  honoured  it  with  his 
Suffrage,  commended  it  to  the  Favour  and  Pa- 

tronage of  the  Great  Bifhop  of  Oxford^  and 

ealily  obtain'd  from  his  fmgular  Humanity  and 
Love  for  Catholic  Truth,  that  it  fhould  be 

printed  at  the  Theatre^  and  publifh'd  at  his 
Charge.  After  all  this,  a  great  deal  of  other 

Bufinefs  in  the  Prefs,  delay 'd  the  finifhing  it Ibme  time. 

Indeed  if  I  could  have  forefeen  the  great 
Delays  of  the  Publication,  you  fhould  have 
had  fomething  more  accurate,  elegant  and  full. 

For  I  composed  the  Work,  as  I  told  you  be- 
fore, upon  the  preiTmg  Importunities  of  Friends, 

who  demanded  out  of  my  Colle£lions  from  the 

Fathers,  examin'd  and  improved,  a  prefent  An- 
tidote againft  the  poifonous  Writings  of  San- 

dius.    Afterwards  when  the  Bookfellers  gave 

me 



To  the  R  E  A  D  E  R. 

And  now,  Reader,  (if  thou  art  a  Lovet 
of  Truth  and  Godlinefs),  whatfoever  in  this 
Work  fhall  tend  to  confirm  thy  Faith  in  a 
primary  Article  of  Chriftianity,  will  be  juft 
Caufe  why  we  fhould  both  give  Thanks  to 
Almighty  God.  I  defire  of  thee  only  this  re- 

ward of  my  Labour,  (and  this  I  earneftly  de- 
fire),  that  thou  wilt  fometimes  remember  me, 
(a  fmful  Man),  and  mine  in  thy  Prayers.  Fare- 
wel  in  our  Saviour  Chrift,  our  Lord  and  our 
God. 

A  DE- 



A 

DEFENCE 
6  F     THE 

MiCENE  FAITH. 

The    P  i  E  A  M  B  L  E;> 
i  N      W  H  I  C  H 

The  Occapon^  Defgn^  and  'DivijJon  of  the 
whole  Work  is  Jet  forth, 

HE  firfi  cecumeriical  Council  heldatJVice 

has  always  had,  amongft  all  good  Chrifti- 
ans,the  greateft  Authority  andEftecm,and 
not  undefervedly  :  For  neVer  was  there 
a  Synod  in  the  Chriftiari  Worlds  which 

might  more  juftly  be  call'd  univerfal  and 
free  ,*  never  an  Aflembly  of  Bilhops  and  Prelates  more 
venerable,  more  facred  fince  the  Death  of  the  Apoftles* 

There  ('as  Ep/febim  ̂   "tells  us)  were  met  together  the  chief  of 
the  Minifiers  of  God  out  of  all  the  Churches,   ivhkh  had 

I  De  Vit.  Conft.  I.  3.  c.  7,  (^c.  p.  401.  Ed.  Valefii* 

B  fled 



2  A  DEFENCE  of 
filled  all  Europe,  Africa  and  Afia,  One  [acred  Honfe^  M 
it  7vere  inUrged  by  God,  contained  in  it  Syrians,  Cilicians* 

Phenicians  and  Arabians  ;  bejides  the  Paleftines,  iEgypti- 
ans,  Thebaeans,  Libyans,  and  others  from  Mefopota- 
mia.  One  BiJJjop  came  from  Perfia,  nor  was  the  Scythi- 

an Bifloop  wanting  to  make  up  this  ̂ jfembly,  Pontus  and 
Galatia,  Pamphylia  and  Cappadocia,  Aha  and  Phrygia 
fent  the  choice  of  theirs.  The  Thracians,  Macedonians, 
Achaeans  and  Epirotes,  thofe  alfo^  who  were  at  a  very 

great  diflance  beyond  them,  were  prejent.  From  Spain  ̂   it 
felf  that  celebrated  Per  fin  Hofius,  was  one  of  the  JSTum-' 
her  in  Council  with  them.  The  Place  of  the  Bijhop  of 
Rome,  the  Imperial  City,  who  was  abfent  becaufe  of  his 
old  Age^  was  pipplisd  by  his  Presbyters.  Such  a  Cro7vn 
Sonne cied  and  joyned  by  the  bond  of  Peace,  did  this  one  Em- 

peror Conftantine  alone  dedicate  to  Chrifi  his  Saviour,  as 

a  glorious  Aionument  of  Gratitude  for  the  KiUories  obtained 
ever  his  Enemies,  confiituting  this  Affmbly  as  a  certain  I- 
mage  of  the  Apofiolical  Choir  in  our  times.  In  this  Coun- 

cil were  above  2  50  Biiliops,  {Athanafius,  Hilarius,  ye- 

ro?ne,  Rujfnus,  Socrates,  ̂   and  many  others  fay  that 
318  Biiliops  fate  in  this  Synod)  but  the  Presbyters,  who 

accompany  d  them,  the  Deacons,  Acolyths,  ̂ c.  were  at- 
mofi  innumerable.  Now  of  thefe  Alinijiers  of  God,  Jbme 
were  very  remarkable  for  Eloquence,  fime  for  Severity  of 

Life  and  indefatigable  Pains',  others  were  adorned  with 
/ylodcjly,  and  Affability  ;  fime  were  veneraMe  for  their- 

adojanc'd  Age ;  others  excell'd  in  a  juvenile  Vigor  of  Body and  Mind,  &c. 

2.  The  Bufinefs  of  this  Synod  was  for  the  mof! 

part  concerning  the  chief  Article  of  the  Chriftian  Re- 
ligion, namely,  concerning  the  Dignity  of  the  Perform 

of  our  Saviour  Jefus  Chrifl:,  Whether  he  was  to  be 

Worlhip'd  as  True  God,  or  to  be  placed  in  the  Rank 

'  Valeiius  upn  the  Vlaci.  ^Ibid.  Socrates  mentions  500  (Book 
I.  Ch.S.  p;  17.)  mid  Cites  Eufebius  f$r  \t ;  but  in  the  fame  chdptet, 
after  a  Recital  of  the  Creed,  fays  they  were  318.  p.  i p. 

©I 



the    'N  I  C  En  E    V  AITH,  g 
or  Order  of  Creatures,  or  Beings  fubjed  to  the  True 

God  ?  If  we  imagine  that  in  a  Queftion  of  the  Great- 
eft  moment  all  the  Governors  of  the  Church  have  mon- 

ftroufly  errU  and  perfuaded  the  Chriftian  People  into 
this  their  Errors  how  can  we  believe  the  Words  of 

our  blefled  Lord,  that  he  would  be  •with  the  yipoflles,  and 
of  confequence  their  Succellbrs,  to  the  End  of  the  World? 
(For  fince  the  Promife  extends  to  the  End  of  the 

World,  Chrift  muft  needs  be  fuppos'd,  in  the  Perfons 
of  his  Apoftles,  who  were  not  to  live  fo  long,  to  in- 

clude their  Succeffors-.^ 

3 .  Almoft  as  often  as  I  confider  thefe  things,    I  re- 
colled  with  Indignation,   aind  Horror,   the  marvellous 
Ignorance,   or  rather  impious  Madnefs  of  thofe,   who 

have   dar'd  openly  to  rail  at  the  venerable  Fathers,   as 
Perfons,    who   either  malicioufly,    ignorantly,    or  un° 

advifedly  have  deprav'd  the  Catholic  Dodrine  concern- 
ing the  Perfon  of  [efus  Chrift,  delivered  down  by  the 

Apoftles,  and  preferv'd  in  the  Chriftian  Church  in  the 

three  firft  Centuries.     Of  this  Stamp  was  Sab'mm  the 
Macedonian  (to  fay  nothing  of  thofe  old  and  illuftri- 
ous  Calumniators,     and  Enemies  of  the  Nicene  Creeds 
the  Arians)  whofe  rafh  and  immodeft  Cenfure  of  the 
Council  of  Nice-i    Socrates  relates  and  confutes ,    Book 

the  1/?,  of  his  Eccl.  Hift.  Ch.  8.  '  where  that  excel-^ 
lent  Hiftorianj    after  he  has  told  us  that  he  therefore 

wrote  the  Hiftory  of  that  Council,  that  he  might  fi- 
lence  the  Calumnies  of  fuch  as  fuggefted  that  it  had 

err'd  in  a  matter  of  Faith,   adds  thefe  Words:  Neither 
let  us  believe  Sabinus  the  Macedonian,  who  calls  the  Per- 

fons  met  in  that   Council  ignorant  plain  Men.      For  this 
Sabinus  BifJoop  of  the  Macedonians  at  Heraclea  a  City  of 
Thrace,    who  colkBed  the  AEls  of  fever al  Councils,    de- 
tides  the  Bipops  of  the  Nicene  Council  as  rude  and  weal^ 
Men,    not  taking  notice   that  he,   at  the  fame  time,   in- 

volves Eufebius,    who  after  a  long  md  ffri^t  Examination 
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&f  ft  embraced  the  Creedy  in  this  AccufAtion,  Moreovef 
Jome  things  he  has  on  purpoje  omitted,  fome  things  he  has 

perverted,  and  changd  ,•  hat  has  wrefled  all  to  his  own 
Senfe  and  Defign.  He  praijes  Eufebius  as  a  creditable 

Witnefs,  the  Emperor  as  a  very  knowing  'Per [on  in  the Chrijiian  Faith  j  bm  blames  the  Nicene  Creed  as  drawn 

^p  by  ignorant  and  unskUffil  Men.  The  Words  of  that  Eu- 
febiuSj  whom  he  calls  a  wife  Man,  and  veracious,  he  know- 

ingly defpjfes :  For  Eufebius  writes,  that  the  Minifiers  of 
the  Nicene  Council  were  fome  of  them  remark^^hle  for 

Wifdom,  fome  for  Conjlancy  and  Fortitude ;  and  of  the  Em^ 
peror  he  fays,  that  he  brought  them  all  to  Unanimity  and 

Concord.  The  fame  Socrates  ̂   in  the  ph  Ch.  of  the 
fame  Book  blames  Sabinus,  becaufe  he  had  not  confi- 

der'd  this,  namely,  that  though  the  Fathers  of  the  Synod 
were  rude  and  unlearned,  yet  they  were  enlighten  d  by  God, 
and  his  Holy  Spirit,  and  therefore  cotid  not  err  from  the 
Truth.  Socratesktms  to  have  thought  that  the  illuminating 
Grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit  was  prefent  always  with  an 
univerfal  Council  of  Bifhops,  to  preferve  them  from 
Error,  efpecially  in  neceflary  Articles  of  Faith.  If  any 
Man  is  unwilling  to  admit  this,  let  him  take  the  Rea- 

fbning  of  Socrates  thus  '.  —  The  Nicene  Fathers,  how 

rude  and  ignorant  foever  fuppos'd,  were  certainly  for 
the  greateft  part  pious.  Now  it  is  incredible  that  fo 
many  holy  and  approved  Men  meeting  together  from 
all  parts  of  the  Chriftian  World  (who,  how  ignorant 
foever  in  other  refpefts,  could  not  but  know  the  Do-=' 
iflrine  of  the  Trinity,  that  Introduftion  to  Chriftianity, 
which  ufually  was  given  to  the  Catechumens ;  or  what 

they  had  received  from  their  Anceftors  concerning  that 
Matter)  could  wickedly  confpire,  inftead  of  the  old 

Faith  in  a  primary  Article  of  our  Religion,  to  coin  a' 
new  one» 

4.  But  to  defcend  lower,   in  the  Memory  of  out* 
Fathers,  Fauftm  Socinm  Senenjts  in  his  2d  Epiftle  to  Ra* 

'■  pag.  i6t  27. 



the  N I  c  E  N  E  Fait  h.  ^ 

]de€ms  affirms  that  the  Knowledge  of  the  true  Doftrine 
concerning  God,  namely,  that  the  Father  alone,  was 
True  God,  continued  till  the  Council  of  Nice.  That 

Knowledge,  fays  he,  continued  jvithout  Controverjy  till  the 
Council  i  and  ceafed  not  amongji  thofe  who  profejfed 
Chriji,  fome  time  after.  For  through  all  that  time  (as  is 
f  lain  from  all  the  Writings  of  thofe  Days)  the  Father  of  our 
Lord  Jefus  Chrifi  alone^  was  believed  to  be  that  one  true 
God,  whom  the  Scriptures  every  where  proclaim.  If  in 
this  Place,  when  he  fays  that  all  the  Antients,  till  the 

Council  of  Nice,  believ'd  that  the  Father  of  Jefus 
Chrift  alone  was  that  one  true  God,  he  is  to  be  un- 

derftood  of  the  Prerogative  of  God  the  Father,  as  a- 
lone  of  himfelf  true  God,  we  confefs  it  is  very  right : 
But  then  this  is  nothing  to  Socinus  his  purpofe ;  and 
befides,  it  is  certain  that  the  knowledge  of  that  Do- 
ftrine  did  not  only  continue  till  the  Nicene  Council, 
but  has  always  been  in  the  Church.  But  if  this  Pro- 

pofirion.  The  Father  of  Jefus  Chrift  alone  is  the  one 
true  God,  be  underftoocT  exclfifively,  fo  that  the  Di- 

vinity of  Chrift  be  taken  away,  or  deny'd,  which  Di- 
vinity the  Nicene  Synod  defin'd,  that  the  Son  was  true 

God  of  true  God  (this  is  certainly  v/hat  Socinus 

wou'd  havej  then  we  contend,  that  it  is  plainly  falfe, that  all  the  Antients  till  the  Council , of  Nice  believed 

fo  ',  nay,  we  v/ill  ihew  that  they  all  taught  that  the 
Son  is  of  the  fame  Nature  with  the  Father,  and  there- 

fore as  truly  God  as  the  Father.  Hence  the  fame  So-^ 
cinus,  elfewhere,  viz..  in  his  5d  Ep.  to  the  fame  Matt, 
Radecius  ( con f  radioing  himfelf,  as  he  often  does)  con- 
feffes,  That  from  the  infancy  of  the  Church,  there  had  been 

'very  many  (innumerable)  pious,  learned  Aden,  Martyrs  too, 

who  had  embraced  this  grievous  Error,  viz.  that  yefks 
Chrifi  is  that  one  God,  who  created  all  things,  or  'certainly 
begotten  of  his  proper  Subjiance.  Now  that  the  Son  of 
God  is  begotten  of  the  proper  Subftance  of  God,  and 
therefore  very  God  of  very  God,  is  the  very  Sum  of 
that  Dodrinej  which  the  Nicene  Fathers  aiierted  againft 

^riui,  "'         B  3  ~  ).M. 
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5.  7^,  Simon  EpifcofiHs^  in  other  refpe<3:s  a  learned 

Divine,  but  an  utter  Stranger  to  Eccleliaftical  Antiquitya 
although  he  thinks  differently  from  Socinm^   nay,  has 
publickly  defended  the  Pre-exiftence  of  the  Son,  not 
only  to  the  Bleffed  Virgin,   but  alfo  to  the  Creation, 

againft  Socinus,    fpeaks  unworthily,   intolerabh^'  of  the 
Faith  of  the  Nicene  Fathers ;    he  inveighs  againft  the 
Nicene  and  the  other  Creeds  concurring  with  it,  which 
were  made  after  the  third  Century,  (whether  his  Folly 
or  his  Impudence  is  the  greater,  I  leave  others  to  fay  ) 

*'  As  to  other  fucceeding  Creeds  ( fays  '  he )    which 
''  were    m.ade  by  oecumenical  Councils,   as  they   are 
"  call'd,    they,  becaufe  of  later  Date,   are  not  to  be 
*'  compar'd  with  thofe  (namely,  with  the  Symbols  and 
Confeffions,  by  v/hich,'  as  by  certain  Tokens,    in  the 
three  firft  Centuries,  Chriftians  were  difcerned  from  In- 

fidels,  and  Catholics  from  Heretics )    "  and,   if  we 
*"  may  fpeak  the  plain  Truth,  they  rather  feem  to  have 
^^  been   huddled  up,    by  quarrelfome  and  ambitious 
^'  Bifhops,  out  of  Heat,  Fury,  and  Party  Rage,  than 
*'  to  have  proceeded  from  compofed  Minds."     Now, 
that  you  may  know  the  Nicene  Creed  is  here  ftruck  ata 

he  prefently  adds,    "  For  who  is  ignorant  of  the  fharp 
^'  Difputations  in  the  Synod  of  TV/ce,  and  the  obftinate 
"  Contentions  rais'd  among  the  Bifhops  ?  "     Who  can 
think  that  fuch  Reflections  fhould  come  from  a  com- 

pofed Mind?  that  a  fober  and  a  modeft   Perfon  fhould 
thus  lafh  the  venerable  Prelates  of  that  moft  Augufl 
Synod  ?     But  to  the  Matter  in  hand.     He  is  not  afraid 
to  fay,    that  the  Nicene  Creed  was  huddled  up  by  the 
Bifhops  out  of  Heat,    Fury,  and  Party  Rage.     The 
!f,mperer  Ccnftaritine^  who  prefided  in  this  Synod,  in  his 
Epiflle  to  the  Churches  concerning  it,  exprefsly  tefli- 
fies,  ''  that  in  his  prefence  all  things  were  examined  as 

"  they  ought  to  be  ̂»'*     Again  in  his  Epiftle  to  the 

'  Inftitut.  Theolog.  lib.  4.  cap.  34^         ̂   Eufebius  in  the  Life  of 
Conftantine,  book  g.  ch^^.  '^1'  t'  4°^' 
■   '■■■■        ■"■  -  Church 
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Church  of  Alexandria,  he  '  fays  *'  that  he  wss  prcTent 
"  among  the  Nicene  BiihopS;,  as  one  of  them,  as  their 
*'  Fellow-fervant,  and  fo  examined  the  Truth,  that 

*'  whatfoever  feem'd  to  beget  Doubt  or  Diviilon  was 
"  ftridly  fifted  and  laid  open.'*  Socrates  makes  this 
Note  upon  thePaffage^  — "  The  Emperor  therefore 
*'  wrote  thus  to  the  People  of  Alexandria^  to  iliew 
*'  them  that  the  Definition  of  Faith  bad  not  been  made 

'*  at  once,  or  perfundorily ;  but  with  much  Difquifi- 
"  tion  and  Trial  ;  that  not  fome  things  only  were  dif- 
"  covered,  and  others  concealed,  but  that  all  things,  what- 
■*'  foever  tended  to  the  Eftabliiliment  of  the  Doclrine, 

'^  were  moved;  that  thougli  it  was  defined  with  Sim- 

''  plicity,  it  was  firft  examined  with  Exadinefs."  Nay, 
Epifebim  himfelf,  who  fate  next  to  the  Emperor,  (a  juft 

Writer 3  5  a  moderate  one,  and  not  unfair  to  the  Anans) 

exprefsly  fays,  "  that  all  the  Billiops  did  unanimoufly 
'*  fubfcribe  the  Creed  made  in  that  Council,  not  in- 

**  deliberately,  raflily,  or  unadvifedly,  but  after  an 
^'  accurate,  deliberate,  diligent  Scrutiny  into  every 
''  Sentence  thereof,  and  particularly  that  of  the  Cout- 

^'  fubftantiality,  before  the  Emperor."  SztEnftbim'^m 
his  Epiflle  to  his  own  People.  In  the  Beginning  of  the 
Council  there  were  great  Difputes,  but  by  the  pious  and 
pacificatory  Oration  of  the  Emperor  they  were  eafily 

compofed,  as  the  fame  '  Eufebius  teftifies. 
6.  The  Anonymous  Author  of  a  Book,  publifhed 

fome  time  ago,  and  entitled  Irenimm  Irenicorum,  &c. 
boldly  pronounces  the  Nicen:  Fathers  Maimers  of  a  nejp 

Creed^-i  and  endeavours  all  thrdugh  the  Work  to  prove 
the  fame  by  accumulated  Teftimonies  of  \\\^  Ante-Nicene 
Fathers,  in  appearance  contradicting  the  Nicene  Creed. 

*  Socrates  book  i.  chap.  9.  />.  15"  and  26.  Eulebius  confirms  the 
former  part  of  thk  Citation  in  almoft  the  fame  Words,  in  the  place 

juft  cited.  *  p.  26.  ^  See  Vaklius  upoyi  Euleb.  lib.  3. 
cap.  2.  de  vita  Conllant.  ^  Socrates  book  i.  ch.  §.  p.  20,  21, 
22.  s  Eulebius  in  ihe  Life  c/ Conllantinc,    bool:  3.  chap.  13. 

I.   ■  B  4.  This 
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This  Work  CmcelUm  ^  fays  contains  Arguments  and 
Teftimonies  irrefragable.  Chrijiopher  Smdim  has  em- 

ploy'd  himfelf  the  fame  way  in  his  NhcUhs  Ecclef.  Ht- 
jioriit,  the  jfecond  Edition,  with  large  Additions  of  Fa- 

bles and  Contradiftions.  It's  his  whole  Bufinefs  (lliame- 
lefs  Scribbler  1 )  in  that  piece,  to  perfuade  his  unlearned 
Readers,  and  fuch  as  are  not  converfant  in  die  Antients, 

that  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers,  to  a  Man,  were  of  Arim's 

Mind.   ' 
y.  What  I  moil:  wonder  at,  is  that  Petavms,  a  great 

Man,  very  learned,  one  who  pretends  the  utmoft  re- 
fped  for  the  Council  of  Nice,  and  every  where  pro- 

feffes  to  own  the  Creed  confirm'd  in  it,  againft  the 
uiriansy'  to  be  Apoftolical  and  Catholic,  fhould  grant to  the  Ariam,  what,  if  true,  does  moft  effedually  tend 
to  eftablifh  their  Herejy,  and  utterly  to  take  away  and 
overturn  the  Creed  and  the  Authority  of  the  Nkene 
CounciU  viz.^  that  moft  of  the  A?ite-Nicene  Bifhops  and 
Fathers  were  of  Ariuss  Opinion.  To  this  purpofe  he 
fpeaks  Ch.  5.  §.  7.  Booh^  i.  concerning  the  Trinity, 
««  Some  of  the  Antients  had  this  Opinion  of  the  Dr- 
«*  vinity,  and  the  Diverfity  of  Perfons  in  it,  that 
*■'  there  is  one  fupreme,  unbegotten,  ihvifible  God, 
«'  who  produced  the  Logos  in  Sound  and  Voice  from 
*'  himfelf;  but  that  this  Logos  or  Word  was  not,  as 
*'  Voice  and  Sound  are,  tranfient  and  diffipable  ;  but 
*«  fuch,  being  incorporate  and  fubfifling,  as  fhould  af- 
'«  terwards  make  all  other  things.  They  faid  that  hfe 

**  was  then  produc'd  by  the  fupreme  God  the  Father, 
«*  when  he  determin'd  to  create  the  Univerfe,  that  he 
**  might  be,  as  it  were,  his  Minifler.  This  Notion 
<'  fome  exprefs  more  clearly,  others  more  obfcurely: 

"*'  Of  the  former  fort  are  Athenagoras^  Tatian^  Theo- 
<"=  philm,  TertPillim  and  LaBantius.  But  thefe  as  well 
"  as  the  others  mentioned  (and  he  had  mentioned  all 

^^  the  Primitive  Fathers  before)  thought  that  the  Fa- 

«  Differtat.  Theolog,  i.  §.  ii§.  in  fine. 
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5*  tlier  was  fuperior  to  the  Word  in  Age,  Dignity  and 
**  Power,  but  yet  aflerted  him  to  be  the  Son  of  the 

«'  Father's  Subftance,  or  Nature;  by  this  one  thing 

«'  they  diftinguiih'd  him  from  what  is  properly  a  Crea- 
"  ture,  ftill  fuppofing  that  he  had  a  Beginning  as 
"  much  as  the  Creatures,  that  is,  was  not  a  diftinct 

*'  Subfiftence  from  Eternity."  And  again  plainer  than 
in  the  former  paffage,  c^.  8.  §.2.  of  the  fame  Book: 

f*  It  is  very  clear  that  v^rms  was  a  true  Pktomji,  and 

^'  follow'd  the  Opinion  of  thofe  Antients,  who,  before 
"  the  matter  was  difcover'd  and  determin'd,  fell  at  the 
*'  fame  Stumbling-block.  For  they  alfo  taught  that 

<'  the  Word  -s^as  produc'd  by  God  the  Father,  yet 
*'  not  from  Eternity;  but  before  he  made  rhe  World, 
*'  and  in  order  to  be  his  Affiftant  in  the  Creation  of 

*'  it.  They  did"  not  think  that  he  immediately  and 
*'  of  hirafelf  made  all  things :  which  is  Phtlo's  Opini- 
5'  on  alfo  in  his  Book  Of  the  Maker  of  the  World. 
*'  Therefore  what  Alexander  comolains  of  in  his  E- 

^^  piftle,  and  what  others  fay,  who  have  wrote  againft 

*'  this  Herefy,,  that  uir'ms  was  the  Author  of  an  O- 
^'  pinion  before  unheard  of,  feems  to  me  Rhetoric  and 

^'  Hjperbole ;  for  I  have  produc'd  a  great  many  Anti- 
f '  ents,  who  have  taught  the  fame  things." 

8.  Thus  then,  according  to  Pctav'ms,  we  are  to  de- 
termine :  (i.)  That  the  Herefy  of  Arius,  condemn'd  by 

the  Nicene  Fathers,  did  in  the  raaia  agree  with  the 
Ante-NiceneVsiihtxs,  (1.)  That  the  Dodrine  of  the 

true  Divinity  of  the  Son  was  neither  determin'd,  nor 
known  before  the  Council  of  Nice.  (7, .)  That  Alex- 

mder,  and  the  other  Catholics-^  who  ̂ ccus'd  Arim  of 

'^  new  Dodrine,  before  unheard  of  in  the  Catholic 
Church,  fpoke  largely,  after  the  manner  of  Orators 

(in  plain  Terms)  ly'd  egregioufly,  (as  the  yefms  often 
do)  to  ferve  the  Catholic  Caufe.  Unhappy  Arias  I 

Had  Petavim  liv'd  in  his  Time,  v/hat  an  Advocate, 
what  a  Patron  would  he  have  enjoy'd  !  What  made 
fetavins  write  thusa  is  not  eafy  p  fayo  Some  think 

■   ■■  '  he 
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he  was  an  yirla^,  and  cunningly  endeavour'd  to  inftiH 
the  Poifon.  So  Sandim  {Nml.  Hifl.  Bed.  L.  i.  p. 
156.  Ed.  Pojl.)  very  plainly :  "  When  I  confider  what 
"  Petavim  fays,  that  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  taught 
*'  as  Anm  did,  and  that  Articles  of  Faith  are  to  be 
*'  proved  by  Tradition,  I  think  it  impoffible  that  he 
"  fhould  not  believe  the  infallible  Confequence  of  thefe 
5'  Premifes,  namely,  that  the  Arian  Trinity,  not  the 
5'  ConfubftantiaHty,  is  an  Article  of  Faith.  He  had  two 
*^  Reafons,  I  fuppofe,  for  making  the  contrary  Conclu- 
,"  fion.  (i.)  That  he  might  avoid  the  Inconveniences 
"  of  a  Defedion  from  the  Roman  Catholic  to  the 

*'  Arim  Perfuafion.  (2.)  That  he,  a  Jefuit  and  an 
*'  Adverfary,  might  furnifh  the  Arians  v/ith  a  ftronger 
*'  Proof  of  their  Dodrine;  efpecially  when  it  was  fuf^ 
^'  ficient  to  prove  the  PremifTes,  and  leave  every  fober 
''  Man  to  draw  fuch  a  Conclufion,  as  v/ould  difcover 

"  his  Notion  of  the  Trinity."  But  I  think  it  appears 
from  Petavim's  Writings,  that  the  Conjedure  of  this 
vain  Man  is  falfe  ;  and  that,  if  he  had  any  fubdolous 
Intention,  and  was  not  moved  only  by  that  ufual  Sau- 
cinefs  and  Confidence  of  his  in  cenfuring  the  Fathers, 
he  was  endeavouring  to  ferve  the  Papal,  not  the  Arian 
"Caufe.  For,  granting  the  Catholic  Dodors  of  the  three 
firft  Centuries  (as  Petavm  contends)  were  guilty  of  the 
fame  Error,  which  the  Council  of  Afice  afterwards  con- 

demned in  Arius,  thefe  two  things  naturally  follow  : 
(i.)  That  little  Credit  is  to  be  given  to  the  Fathers 
of  the  three  firft  Centuries,  to  whofe  Authority  the  Re- 

formed Cathohcs  efpecially  appeal ;  becaufe  they  had 
pot  fufficiently  difcerned  and  difcovered  the  chief  Heads 
of  the  Chriftian  Faith.  (2.)  That  oecumenical  Coun- 

cils have  a  Power  of  making,  conftituting  and  declaring 
new  Articles  of  Faith.  From  which  Confequences  it 

rnay  feem,  that  there  is  an  ample  Defence  of  thofe  Ad- 
ditions  the  Trent  Fathers  have  made  to  the  Rule  of 

Faith,  and  obtruded  upon  the  Chriftian  World  ;  altho* 
this  being  granted^  the  Creed  of  the  Romanifts  is  not 
^i'"  ~  '    "         '"      "  ''        eftabliihedi 
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eftablifhed ;  becaufe  the  Convention  at  Tref^t  may  more 
properly  be  called  by  any  other  Name  than  that  of  a 
generalCouncil.  But  thus  the  Mafters  of  this  School  have 
no  Scruple  to  build  their  Pfeudo-Catholic  Creed  upon 
the  Ruins  of  the  truly  Catholic  Faith.  The  very  Ora- 

cles of  God  are  to  be  condemned  as  obfcure,  the  holy 
Dodors  of  the  Primitive  Church,  the  Bifhops  and 
Martyrs  to  be  accufed  of  Herefy,  that  the  Creed  of 
the  degenerate  Romamfis,  and  the  Authority  of  their 
Church  may  by  any  Methods  be  preferved  entire.  And 
yet  thefe  Sophifts  abhor  us,  as  accurfed  Chams,  as  thofe 
who  deride  and  defpife  the  reverend  Fathers ;  they  boaft 
that  they  follow  the  Faith  of  the  antient  Dodors,  and 
very  greatly  revere  their  Writings.  I  dare  not  certainly 
affirm,  that  Petavms  wrote  with  this  View,  I  leave  it 
to  the  Searcher  of  Hearts  :  This  hov/ever  I  mull:  fay, 

that  what  the  Jefuit  has  wrote,  fo  grateful  to  the  mo- 
dern Brians,  that  they  all  look  upon  and  embrace  him 

as  their  Patron,  is  manifeftly  contrary  to  Truth,  inju- 
rious and  contumelious  to  the  holy  Fathers,  as  well  Ni- 

cene  as  Antc-Nicene. 

9.  This  then  is  the  Scope  and  Defign  of  my  'Work, 
clearly  to  pew  that  all  the  approved  Fathers  of  the  Church^ 
before  the  Nicene  Conncil^  nay.,  even  from  the  Apojiolic 
Age^  taught  the  fame  thing  {although  fometimei  in  diffe- 

rent Words  and  manner  of  Jpeaklng'^  concerning  the  Divinity 
of  the  Son.,  which  the  Nicene  Fathers  determined^  againjn 
Arius,  and  the  other  Heretics, 

Vouchfife,  O  blelled  Jefus,  the  Coeternal  Word  of 
the  Eternal  Father,  I  humbly  befeech  Thee,  ( I,  the 
greateft  of  Sinners,  the  meaneft  of  thy  Servants )  to 
blefs  this  Work  which  I  have  undertaken  for  thy  Ho- 

nour, and  the  good  of  thy  holy  Church,  (I  call  thee 
to  witnefs  who  knoweft  the  Heart).  Of  thy  infinite 
Mercy  and  great  Goodnefs  towards  thofe  that  love  thee, 
fupport  and  affift  my  Weaknefs  in  this  Great  Affair. 

^ifi9en„  '  -'  '  
■ 

;.'   ' '^  10.  Thg 
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10.  The  NICENE  CREED,  as  we  Iiave 

it  in  Eufebim's  Epiftle  '  to  his  Ce/areans,  in  Athm^Jius's 
Epiftle  *  to  Jovkny  and  others,  ftands  thus : 

"  ̂ ATE  Believe  in  one  God  the  Father,  AI- 
V  V  "  mighty,  Maker  of  all  things  vifible  and 

«  invifible.  And  in  one  Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  the  Son 
<«  of  God,  the  only  begotten,  begotten  of  the  Father, 
««  that  is,  of  the  Subftance  of  the  Father.  God  of 

''  God,  Light  of  Light,  true  God  of  true  God,  be- 
<'  gotten  not  made,  confubftantial  with  the  Father, 
*«  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  things  in  Heaven, 
''  and  things  on  Earth,  who  for  us  Men,  and  for  our 
<'  Salvation  came  down,  and  was  incarnate,  and  be- 

<'  came  Man,  fufFered,  and  rofe  again  the  third  Day, 
'«  and  afcended  into  the  Heavens,  and  comes  to  judge 
«  the  Quick  and  the  Dead ;  And  in  the  Holy  Ghoft. 
^«  And  the  Catholic  and  Apoftolic  Church  doth  ana- 
<*  thematize  thofe  Perfons,  who  fay,  that  there  was  a 
«'  time  when  He  the  Son  of  God  was  not :  that  He 
*«  was  not  before  He  was  born ;  that  He  was  made  of 

"  nothing,  or  of  another  Subftance  or  Being  ;  or  that 

<f  He  is  created,  or  changeable,  or  convertible." 

11.  The  Doflrine  of  the  Son  of  God,  as  in  this 

Creed  comprehended,  fo  far  as  belongs  to  our  prefent 

Purpofe,  may  be  reduc'd  to  thefe  Heads : 

I.  The  Sons  Pre-ex'iflence  before  the  Blejfed  Virgin,  and 
confecjuentlj  before  the  Creation,    and  the  Creation  of 
the  World  by  the  Son, 

IL  The  Confubjiantidity  of  the  Son  ',   that  he  is  not  of 
any  created  mutable  EJJence,  but  of  the  very  fame  iV^-? 
ture  with  the  Father. 

III.  The  Sons  co-eternal  Exijience  with  the  Father, 

*  Socrates  ̂ o<?/;  i.  chap.  S.  p,  2o,  i^c.  *  Athanafius  Tom. 
|.  p.  2.  p,  781.  Ed.  Bened. 

■  ly.  Th^ 
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iV.  The  Subordination  of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  as  Att" 

thor  and  Principle  of  him ;  which  is  exprefTed  by 
the  Nicene  Fathers  after  this  twofold  Manner : 

(i.)  As  they  call  the  Father  the  one  God.  (2,.)  As 
they  call  the  Son  Qod  of  God,  Light  of  Light,  bcc. 

All  thefe  Points  we  will  prove  in  Order,  and  lliew 
upon  every  one  of  them  that  the  Ante-Ntcene  Faith 
doth  exadly  accord  with  the  Nicene. 

SEC  T.    I. 

Of  the  Sons  T^re-exiJIence  before  the  Blejjed 
Virgin  Mary,  and  even  before  the  Crea^ 
tion  of  the  Ivor  Id  by  him, 

Chap.     I. 

The  Thefts  propounded^  and  its  firfl  Part,  viz^ 
Of  the  Son's  Pre-exillence  before  the  blef- 
fed  Virgin  Ma?;^  demonftrated, 

IN  this  Thefis  we  will  explain   what   the  Ante' 

Nicene  Fathers  thonght  of  the  Son's  Pre-exift- 
cnce. 

THESIS. 

ALL  the  Catholic  Do6tors  of  the  three  firfl  Centuries 

taught.  That  Jesus  Christ,  he  who  was  af^ 
terwards  fo  called,  exifted,  before  he  became  Man,  or 
before  he  was  born  according  to  the  Flefh,  of  the 
Blefled  Virgin,  in  another  Nature,  far  more  excellent 
than  the  Humane  Nature  i  that  he  appeared  to  Holy 
Men,  giving  them  an  Earneft,  as  it  were,  of  his  In- 
garnation  f  that  he  always  prefided  over  and  provided for 
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for  the  Church,  which  in  time  to  come  he  would  redeem 
by  his  own  Blood  ;  and  of  confequence  that  from 
the  Beginning  the  whole  Order  or  Thread  of  the 

Divine  Difpenfation  (3iS  Termliim  {peaks)  ran  thro* 
him  ;  farther  yet,  that  he  was  with  his  Father  before 

the  Foundations  of  the  World,  and  that  by  him  all- 
things  were  made. 

1.  Tho'  the  Ariam  never  deny'd  this,  it  may  not  be 
amifs  briefly  and  in  a  few  Words  to  demonftrate  it  againft 
fome  other  Oppofers  of  the  Catholic  Dodlrine  concern- 

ing our  Saviour.  We  affert  two  things  in  this  Thefis, 
by  way  of  Gradation  :  (i.)  That  the  mtient  Fathers 
believed  and.  taught  that  Jefm  Chrift  was^  before  he  became 
Man,  that  he  appeared  to  holy  Men,  &c.  (2.)  That  he 
ivas  with  his  Father  before  the  Foundations  of  the  Wbrld^ 
and  that  all  things  were  made  by  him, 

2.  As  to  the  former  Part  of  this  Thefis,  the  Fathers- 
of  the  firfl  Ages  in  general,  teach,  that  the  Son  of 

God  frequently  appear'd  to  the  holy  Men  under  the 
Old  Teftament;  yea  they  explain  all  thofe  Appearances, 
in  which  the  Name  Jehovah  and  divine  Honours  are 

given  to  him  that  appears,  (altho*  at  other  times  he  is 
cali'd  the  Angel,  or  an  Angel)  of  this  very  Son  of  God. 
He  is  a  Stranger  in  the  Fathers  who  knov/s  not  this  y 
I  have  a  mind  notwithftanding  to  produce  fome  Tefti- 
monies  of  this  Matter  out  of  the  Antients  for  the  fake^ 
of  Beginners  in  Divinity,  who  have  not  yet  proceeded 
fo  far  as  the  reading  the  Fathers;  (a  Study,  which  next, 
to  the  holy  Scriptures,  fhould  be  the  Foundatioa  of 
all  Theology.) 

5.  ̂  Juflin  Martyr  in  his  Dialogue  with  Tfj/'^o  largely 
fhews,  that  it  was  Chrift  who  appear'd  to  Abraham  »»- 
der  the  Tree  in  Mamre;  who  was  the  Lord,  that  re- 

ceived Fower  from  the  Lord  the  Father  of  all  Things, 
fo  r.dn  down  Fire  and  Brimftone  upon  Sodiovny  who  ap- 

*  Juftin  Martyr,  Ed.  Colon.  ii$8<J.  p.27_f,  177,28©,  281,282.      , 

pear'd^
' 
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pear'd  to  yacob  in  the  Nighty  who  ivrefikd  with  him 
under  the  Image  of  a  Man,  who  comforted  him  in  his 

Exile-,  and  laftly,  Tvho  appeared  to  Mofes  in  the  burning 
BuJJo. 

4.  Iren.cm  ̂   is  of  the  lame  Opinion  with  Jufiin 
concerning  him  who  appeared  to  Mcfes  and  Abraham, 
He  who  was  ador'd  by  the  Prophets  as  living  God,  is 
the  God  of  the  Living,  and  his  Word,  or  Logos;  who 

both  fpoke  to  Mofes,  and  blam'd  the  Sadducees,  and 
gave  us  the  Refurred:ion.  ^  Again,  Man  had  learnt 
before  in  Abraham,  and  had  alfo  been  accuftom'd  to 
follow  the  Word  of  God,  (the  Logos;)  (or  Abraham 
by  Faith  following  the  Precept  of  the  Word  of  God, 
freely  gave  up  his  only  begotten  and  beloved  Son  a  Sa- 

crifice to  God.  And  ̂   a  little  after.  The  Lord,  whofe 
Day  he  defir'd  to  fee,  was  not  unknown  to  Abraham, nor  the  Father  of  the  Lord;  for  he  had  learnt  of  the 

Word  of  the  Lord,  and  believ'd  him,  ̂ c, 
5.  Theophilm  ofAntioch,"^  in  his  2d  Book  to  Autolycusl 

afTerts  that  it  was  the  Son  of  God  who  appear'd  to  Adam 
immediately  after  his  Fall,  who  affuming  the  Perfon  of 
the  Father  and  Lord  of  all  came  into  Paradife  under  the 

Perfon  of  God,  and  convers'd  with  Adam.  I  confefs 
Theophilm  in  this  fame  Place  does  not  fpeak  very  ho- 

nourably of  the  Son  of  God  ',  but  I  fliall  clear  that matter  elfewhere. 

6.  Clemens  of  Alexandria  *  /ays  the  fame  things  as 
Jufiin,  He  fays  his  Fadagogpts  (by  whom  he  every 
where  means  Chrift)  appeared  to  Abraham,  to  yacob, 
wreftled  with  him,  and  laftly  manifefted  himfelf  to 

Mofes.  The  fame  Perfon  in  another  Place  ̂   fays,  that 
Chrift  gave  the  World  the  Law  of  Nature,  and  the 
written  Law  of  Mofes.  Wherefore  the  Lord  (from  the 
Words  before  it  is  plain  he  means  Chrift)  deriving  from 

'Irenseus  Ed,  Colon.  i6aj-,  lib, 4.  cap.  11.  p.  518.  '  Lib.4. 
cap.  15.  p.  329.         3  Ibidem.  •»  Appendix  Op.  Juftin.Marr. 
p.  100.  A.         ?  Clem.  Alex.  Leyden  1616,  p.  82.         iV-S°7' 
Strom,  7, one 
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one  Fountain,  both  the  firfl:  aiid  fecond  Precepts  which 

he  gave,  neither  over- look'd  thofe  who  were  before 
the  Law,  fo  as  to  leave  them  without  Law  ;  nor  fuf- 

fer'd  thofe  who  minded  not  the  Philofophy  of  the  Bar^, 
barians,  to  do  as  they  pleas'd.'  He  gave  to  the  one 
Precepts,  to  the  other  Philofophy,  and  concluded  them 
in  Unbelief  till  his  coming,  when,  whofoever  be- 

lieves not,    is  'without  excufe. 

_  7.  In  like  manner  TertulUan  ̂   aga'mji  the  yews,  Ch.  p,' 
lie  that  /poke  to  Afojes  was  the  very  Son  of  God,  who 

always  appear  d.     Many  other  Places  ̂   there  are  to  the 
fame  purpofe,  but  what  is  the  moft  plain  and  full  is  irf 

the  16'th  Ch^.'^ltx:  o^Yiis^odkz^d^nik  Praxeas : Ifivasthd 
Son  who  judg'd  the  World  from  the  beginning,  de- 
ftroyM  the  lofty  Tower,    confounded  the  Languages) 

punijfh'd  the  whole  World  with  a  Deluge :    It  is  he 
who  being  Lord  rain'd  Fire  and  Brlmjione  from  the 
Lord  upon  Sodom  and  Gomorrah,     It  was  he,   who  a^- 
v/ays  defcended  to  converfe  with  Men  from  ̂ dam  to 
the  Patriarchs  and  Prophets  in  Vificns,  in  Dreams,  ̂ c^ 
from  the  beginning,  fecting  before  us  the  order  of  that 
Difpenfarion  which  was  afterwards  manifefted.     He  aU 

ways  meditated-,  or  exercised  thofe  great  things  he  was  in 
Time  to  perform.     God  cou'd  not  otherwife  converfe 
wiih  Men  upon  Earth,  than  as  the  Word,  which  was 
to  become  Fleih.      He  was  therefore  previoufly  em- 

ploy'd  in  thefe  things,    to  lay  a  Foundation  for  our 
Faith,    that  we  might  the  more  readily  believe  that  the 
Son  of  God  was  come  into  the  World,    when  we 

inew  he  had  formerly  done  fo.     The  reji  of  the  confenti" 
int  Tefiimonies  ̂   of  the  Catholic  DoEiorSy  before  and  after 

■p.  194.  Tertull.  Ed.Parif]  ̂ ^7f-  *  Contra  Marcion.  hb.2. 
cap.  7.  6c  lib.  5.  cap.  6.  8c  contra  Praxeam  cap.  14.  p.  5*09.  '  O- 
rigen  contra  Celfura,  Lib.  3.  p.  119,  8c  lib.  6.  p.  329.  Novat.  dd 
Trinitare  cap.  aj,  i6,  8c  27.  Cypr.  Tra6t.  3.  de  Simplic.  Praelat. 
Athanaf.  Orst.  4.  contra  Arianos.  Hilar,  lib.  4.  8c  la.deTrinit. 
Philoilr.  Haeref.  84.  Chryfoft.  hom.  ad  pop.Antioch.  cap.  8.  8c  in 
cap.  7.  ad  Hebrseos.  Ambro£  lib.  i.  de  bis  qui  initiantur,  cap.  3. 
Augullin.  Ep. 99,  III,  112.  Leo,  Ep,  17.  Theod,  Quaeft.  68. 
ia  Gen.  q-c. 
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the  Council  of  Nice   I  ihall  only   refer    to  in   the 
Margin. 

8.  Some  there  are,  who  laugh  at  thofe  Dreams,  this 

Dotage  of  the  Fathers,  and  are  well  fatisfy'd  that  the 
Angel,  who  thus  appear'd  to  the  Patriarchs,  ̂ c.  and 
was  ador'd  by  them,  was  only  a  created  Angel,  one 
that  fo  bore  the  Name  and  Perfon,  one  that  fo  nego- 

tiated the  Affairs  of  God,  as  an  Embaffador  does  thofe 
of  his  Prince. 

<>.  To  thefe  Men  I  anfwer :  (  i. )  Granting 
the  Fathers  were  miftaken,  this  however  is  furcj 

that  they  believ'd  our  Saviour  Jefus  Chrift  exifted  be- 
fore he  was  born  of  the  Blefled  Virgin,  which  is  as 

much  as  we  attempted  to  prove.  You'll  fay,  it  is 
likely  they  were  deceiv'd  in  the  Conclufion,  who  err'd 
in  the  Premifes.  I  ccnfefs  it,  fuppoiing  they  had  on- 

ly built  their  Conclufion  upon  thefe  falfe  Premifes;  but 
the  Cafe  is  quite  othervvife.  For  though  the  Fathers 
life  this  Argument  in  feme  Places,  they  every  where 
plainly  tell  us,  that  they  are  concluded  by  other  clear 
Texts  of  Scripture,  and  by  Apoftolical  Tradition,  as 
we  will  fhew  in  its  proper  Time  and  Place.  But  (2.) 

I  am,  and  always  fhall  be,  afraid  of  interpreting  Scrip- 
ture contrary  to  the  flreara  of  Antiquity,  unlefs  upon 

the  mofi:  clear  Arguments  againft  it,  a  Cafe  which  I  be- 
lieve will  never  happen.  The  ccnfentient  Judgment  of 

primitive  Antiquity  would  furely  outweigh  a  Multi- 
tude of  Probabilities  and  plaufible  Reafonings.  But, 

you'll  fay,  you  have  very  plain  Reafons  in  the  Cafe before  us. 

ID.  Firft  it  is  objeded:  Exod.  iii.  4.  we  read  that 

God  /poke  to  Mofes  out  of  the  Bufl)  of  Fire ',  and 
Exod,  xix.  20.  and  xx.  i.  that  God  gave  him  the  Law, 
whereas  notwithftanding,  it  is  manifeft  from  other 

Scriptures  that  it  was  a  created  Angel  who  appear'd,  and 
fpoke  to  Mofes  in  thofe  Places.  For  the  Law  is  call'd 
by  the  Author  of  the  Epiftle  to  the  Heb.  ii.  2.  the 
Word  ffoken  by  Angels.  Compare  Gal.  iii.  ip.  And 
Stephen  exprefly  fays,  ABs  vii.  that  m  Angel  ajfeard  to 

C  Mofes 
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Mofes  m  a  Bujhi  v.  30.  And  v.  3  5*  that  the  Law  ivM 
given  by  the  Difpojitien  of  Angels^  Moreover  in  that  illu- 
ftrious  Appearance  to  Abraham  in  Mamre,  Gen.  xviii, 

I,  2.  tho'  one  is  dignify 'd  by  the  Name  of  Jehovah,  It 
is  plain  all  the  three  were  Angels  5  for  the  Author 
of  the  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  plainly  fays,  that  they 
"were  Angels,  7i>ho  were  entertain  d  by  Abraham  and  Lot, 
Chap.  xiii.  v.  2. 

1 1 .  I  anfwer,  When  the  Fathers  generally  afTert  that 

the  Angel,  who  appear'd  to  Abraham  and  Mofes-,  and 
to  whom  the  Name  Jehovah  and  divine  Honours  are 
attributed,  was  the  Son  of  God,  it  admits  two  Senfes, 
either  (i.)  That  he  was  God,  /.  e,  the  Son  of  God 

fignify'd  by  the  Name  of  an  Angel,  becaufe  he  took  to 
himfelf  a  Body,  a  vifible  Shape,  fuch  as  the  Angels 
ufuallytake;  or  (2.)  That  the  Son  of  God  was  in  an 

Angel,  /.  c.  that  it  was  an  Angel  who  aflTum'd  a  Body, 
and  that  the  Son  of  God  v/as  in  that  Angel  by  an 

efpecial  Affiftance  of,  and  Prefence"with  him.  Accord- 
ing to  the  former  Hypothefis  we  thus  anfwer:  That 

the  Son  of  God  is  call'd  the  Angel,  the  Angel  of  the 
Covenant,  and  is  therefore  in  thofe  Appearances  faid  to 
be  an  Angel,  becaufe  he  afted,  as  they  did,  when  they 

-appear'd  to  Men ;  that  it  is  falfe  that  he  was  a  created 
Angel,  who  fpoke  to  Mofes  in  the  Bufh,  and  on  Mount 

Sinai.  Nor  can  that  be  evinc'd,  becaufe  it  is  faid  by 
Stephen  t  and  by  the  Author  of  the  Epiftle  to  the 
Hebrews,  that  the  Law  of  Mofes  was  given  by  Angels, 
in  the  plural  Number.  For  as  much  as  nothing  doth 
hinder,  but  that  God  might  have  been  prefent  in  Sinai, 

altho'  in  token  of  his  Majefty  guarded  with  a  Multi- 
tude of  Angels;  nay  that  the  Faft  was  fo  is  moft  certain 

from  T)em.  xxxiii.  2.  and  Tfal.  Ixviii.  17.  As  for  the 

three  that  turn'd  in  to  Abraham,  no  more  needs  to  be 

faid  for  reconciling  the  Apoftle's  Words,  than  that  two 
of  them  were  created  K  ngels,  and  the  third  the  Son  of 
God;  thus -^i^r4^<«zw  acknowledges  his  divine  Majefty, 
and  therefore  pleads  with  him,  as  the  fupreme  Judge,  to 
refpite  the  Deftru<^ion  of  the  Cities  of  FentapoUs.    Thus 

Andr€A$ 
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Andrem  Rivetus  ̂   anfwers  this  Objeflion.  Many  o£ 

the  Anticnts,  Jews  and  Chriftians,  have  embrac'd  the 
latter  Hypothefis.  Trjpho  the  Jew  in  Juflin  "  contends 
that  two  Perfons  appear'd  to  Mofes  in  the  Bufh,  that 
the  Angel  was  in  the  Flame  of  Fire,  but  that  God  in 
the  Angel  talke^i  with  Mofes.  Juflin  anfwers  him  that 
he  can  fafeiy  grant  this,  but  afterwards  endeavours  to 

prove  the  other.  Trjpho' s  Opinion  feems  to  be  the  re- 
ceiv'd  Opinion  among  the  antient  Jejvs.  Thus  Stephen 
plainly  fays,  that  an  Angel  appear  d  to  Mofes  in  a  Bujh, 
Ads  vii.  30.  but  that  God  fpoke  thefe  Words  to 

Mofes,  — •  I  am  the  God  of  thy  Father s,  v.  3  i,  &c. 
Compare  Exod.  iii.  v.  2.  with  v.  4,  5,  6.  Clemens, 

Alexmdr.  ̂   fays  it  was  the  Son  of  God  who  led  the 
People  of  Ifrael  in  the  Wildernefs  \  and  he  alfo  fays  in 
the  fame  Place,  that  it  was  an  Angel  that  led  Mofesy 

&n  Angel  who  reprcfented  the  evangelical,  the  govern^ 
ing  Power  of  the  Word-,  and  pofefed  the  Dignity  of  the 
Lord.  A  little  after  he  fays,  that  the  Word  was  an 

AngeU  under  the  Old  Teflament,  i.  e.  appear'd  to  Men 
by  Angels.  In  this  Senfe  he  calls  the  Son  afterwards, 

the  Mjflical  Angel,  becaufe  at  that  time  he  conceal'd  his 
Majelty  under  that  Appearance.  Of  the  fame  Opirfion 
were  many  of  the  Pofl-Nicene  Fathers.  Thus  Athana.' 
fitis  fays  (Oration  againfl:  the  Arians  4.)  concerning 

the  Angel  which  appear'd  to  Mofes  in  the  Bufh,  ''  It 
^'-  was  an  Angel  that  appear'd,  bur  God  fpoke  in  him." 
Thus  Jerom,  (upon  Gal.  iii.)  "  Now  in  that  he  fays 

^'  [the  Law  was  orJained  by  Angels,']  he  means  that  in 
^''  all  the  Old  Teftament,  where  an  Angel  is  faid  to 
'^  appear,  and  afterwards  God  is,  as  it  were,  brought 
'^  in  fpeaking ;  the  Angel  indeed,  whichfoever  it  is  of 
"  the  many  miniftring  Angels,  really  appears ;  but  the 
*'  Mediator  fpeaks  in  him,  and  fays,  /  am  the  God  of 

*'  Abraham,  &c.''  Thus  Augufline  (^gMnih  Maxim/n. 

Lib.  3.  near  the  end  ̂     "  I  ask,  who  appear'd  to  Mofc£ 

*  Comment,  in  Ho£  cap.  li.  v.  4, -f ,  6.  »  p.  282,    zS?. 
!  P-  82,  83. 

C  %  <*  IB 
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"  in  the  Fire,  when  the  Bi.lh  was  in  a  Flame  ?  Tho* 

*'  the  Scripture  declares  that  an  Angel  appear'd  there  j 

*'  \An  Angel  of  the  Lord  aj^f  eared  to  him  in  a  'Flame  of 

*«  Fire  in  theBufJo;']  yet  who  doubts  but  that  God 
"  was  in  the  Angel  ?  ''  Thus  Gregory  upon  Job^  (Pre- 

face, chap.  2.)  "  The  Angel  faid  to  have  appear'd 
"  to  Mofes  is  fometimes  called  God,  fometimes  an  An- 

**  gel :  An  Angel  for  this,  that  he  miniftred  to  God 
"  in  fpeaking  outwardly  ;  God,  for  that  prefiding  in 
**  him  inwardly  he  gave  him  power  to  fpeak.  When 

"■  therefore  the  outward  Speaker  is  direded  by  the  in- 
"  ward,  there  is  faid  to  be  an  Angel  in  Miniftration,  and 

"  God  in  Infpiration."  Fulgentim  alfo  writes  after  the 
fame  manner  againfl:  Maximus-,  &:c.  This  Senfe  of  the 

Antienrs  Teems  to  me  confirm'd  by  Fxodus  xxiii.  20. 
where  God,  that  is,  the  Son  of  God,  according  to  all 
primitive  Antiquity,  fpeaking  to  A4ofes^  promifes  that 
he  will  fend  his  Angel  before  the  People  through  the 
Wildernefs,  and  that  his  Name  fliould  be  in  the  midft 

of  him.  It  was  truly  an  Angel  who  went  before  the 

Jfraelites  to  the  promised  Land,  but  then  it  was  an  An- 
gel, in  whom  God  had  plac'd  his  Name,  with  whom 

he  was  in  an  efpecial  manner  prefent.  It  is  manifefl: 

from  the  Words  of  Trypho  that  the  antient  yews  ne- 
ver dreamt  of  the  Novel  Fancy  of  fome  modern  Chri- 

ftians,  namely,  that  it  was  a  mere  Angel,  who  appear- 
ed to  Mofes-i  called  himfelf  the  God  of  Abraham.^  and 

willingly  admitted  the  divine  Worfliip  apply'd  to  him. No,  it  was  too  abfurd  and  abominable.  Who  can 

think  that  the  Angels  aded  their  God,  that  he  com- 
municated to  them  his  incommunicable  Namie^,  or  al- 

lowed them  to  reprefent  him  as  that  they  might  re- 
ceive all  that  the  Creature  can  give  ?  Well  fpoke  the 

learned  ̂   Camera :  *<  —  The  Advocates  often  reprefent 
*•  their  Clients;  but  it  was  never  heard  that  an  Em- 

"  baffador,  propounding  the  Commands  of  his  Prince, 
«'  fpoke  otherwife  than  in  the  third  Perfon,  My  Mafier 

I  ̂notations  upn  the  zd  ch^p.  zd  v.  of  the  Ep,  to  the  Hebr. 

.  fays 
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'''  feys  thus.  Of  this  we  have  an  illuftrious  Tefli- 
*'  mony  in  the  Prophets,  whofe  ufual  Form  is  \_  faith 

*'  the  Lord~\;  nay,  the  Angels  in  the  Vifions  profefs 
*'  that  they  are  fent. "  Hence  even  Grotius  '  in  a  cer- 

tain Place  confeiTes,  that  he,  v/ho  publifn'd  the  old 
Law  in  Sinai,  v/as  a  fingukr  Angel,  guarded  with  o- 
ther  Angels,  not  a  mere  Angel,  but  united  with  the 
Logos. 

12.  Grant,  you'll  (ay,  that  it  was  God,  who  under 
the  old  Teftament  fpoke  and  appear'd  to  holy  Men, 
by  an  Angel,  or  under  the  reprefentation  of  an  Angel, 

why  after  all  do  you  conclude  tha':  it  muft  be  the  Son  of 

God,  according  to  the  Antients  ?  '  I  anfwer,  From  Apo- ftolical  Tradition.  As  God  the  Father  made  the  World 

by  his  Son,  fo  he  reveal'd  himfelf  to  the  World  by  the 
fame  Son.  Therefore,  though  the  Son  of  God  did 
not  familiarly  converfe  with  Men,  as  incarnate,  till  the 
lift  times,  yet  from  the  beginning  he  prefided  ever 
the  Church,  and  communicated  himfelf  to  holy  Men 
under  the  old  Teftament,  after  a  fecret  and  hidden 

manner.  Thus  ̂   Clem.  Alex.  —  Formerly  the  Word  in^ 
jlruUed  his  People  by  Mofes,  then  by  the  Prophets, 

Thus  ̂   Origen,  — God  has  not,  as  aivak^d  out  of  a  deep 
Sleep,  fent  among  us  Jefus,  for  good  reafons  novj  at 
laji  incarnate,  though  ahvajs  heaping  Benefits  upon  A4an^ 
hind:  For  nothing  that  is  good  has  befallen  Aian  ivithout 
the  prefence  of  the  divine  Word  upon  the  Souls  of  thofe, 
who  were  ever  fo  little  a  time  capable  of  receiving  fuch 

operation  of  the  divine  Word.  Tertullian  '^  fpeaks  more 
i  ully  and  plainly.  —  The  Son  has  always  appear  d,  has 
always  worl(J.  by  the  Authority  t:nd  Will  of  the  Father,  be- 
caufe  the  Son  can  do  nothing  of  himfelf  but  what  he  feeth 
the  Father  do,  ̂ c.  fo  all  things  are  made  by  the  Son,  and 
without  him  was  nothing  made.  Neither  do  you  only  thinks 
that  the  Word  was  made  by  the  Son,  but  aljo  every  thing 

elCe  that  has  been  done  by  God.      Then  follows  a  ̂  Paf- 

«  Grotius  npn  Galat.  ;.  19.         *  p.  98.         '  Origpri  co  tra 

Ctlf.  p.  3ip.  119.  16;-.  Ed.  Cantab.         •«  p,  5-09.       ''Ibd. 
C   5  fage 
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fage  before  cited)' — God  conld  not  otherwije  convey fe  with 

jMan  upon  Earth  than  bj  that  Wordt  •which  was  aftenvards 
to  be  made  Tlefo. 

13.  There  is  another  Objedion  in  our  Way,  which 
feme  very  learned  Men  boaft  of  as  unanfwerable.  They 
fay  that  this  Opinion  of  the  Fathers  is  diametrically  op- 
pofite  to  Scripture.  For  the  Divine  Author  of  the 

Epifileto  the  Heb.  plainly  fays  {Ch,  i.  v.  i,  2.)  that 
Cod  who  in  former  times  hath  in  divers  manners  Jho-' 
ken  to  the  Fathers,  and  Prophets,  hath  in  theje  laji 

Dajs  fpoken  by  his  Son.  By  the  laft  Days  is  mani- 
feftly  intended  the  Days  of  the  Gofpel ;  therefore  be- 
fore  thofe  Days  the  Son  of  God,  or  God  by  his  Son 
had  never  fpoken ;  otherwife  the  Author  would  not 

have  rightly  oppos'd  the  laft  time  of  the  Gofpel  to  the 
antient  time  of  the  old  Law,  if  in  both  thefe  times  the 

Son  of  God,  or  God  by  the  Son  had  appear 'd  3nd 
fi5oken. 

14.  Ludovict4s  de  ̂   Tena  proppfes  and  anfwers  this 
Objedion  in  Words  barbarous  and  uncouth  (as  the 
manner  of  the  Schools  is)  but  in  Senfe  found,  folid  and 

agreeable  to  what  you  have  feen  in  the  Antients,  he 
makes  the  Contrapofition  to  confift  not  in  the  thing 

it  felf,  Whether  the  Son  ever  appear'd  before,  or  not, 
but  in  the  way  and  manner  of  his  Appearance  j  which 

manner  being' fo  much  beyond  all  the  other  manners 

in  which  he  before  appear'd,  the  Oppofition  is  ftill 
good,  and  the  Excellency  of  the  Gofpel  above  the  Lawj 

plain.  ̂   Jnpn  Martjr  in  his  Apology  (call'd  in  the 
common  Edit,  the  firft,  but  really  the  fecond)  thus 

fpeaks  concerning  the  Word,  or  Son  of  God  i  — The 
Word  was  and  is  in  all  things,  he  foretold  thofe  things 
that  were  to  come  by  the  Prophets,  and  by  himfelf, 

being  made  Man  and  teachirig  thefe  things.  --  Where  he 
informs  us  that  the  Word,  or  Son  of  God,  manifefted 

him.ielf  under  the  old  Teft^ment  to  the  Prophets,  and 

by  them  to  others  j   but  that  in  the  laft  Times  he  de^ 

I  IX^on  the  Bificulties  of  tke  P/^f^  Heb.  i ,     «  p,  4,8, 4.9. 
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liver'd  the  heavenly  Dodrine  to  us  himfclf,  having 
taken  our  Nature  upon  him ;  and  that  herein  doth  e- 
fpecially  confift  the  Excellency  of  the  Gofpel  above 

the  Law.  Of  the  fame  Mind  is  Clem. '  Alex.  —The 
Lord  led  his  antient  People  indeed  by  Mo/es,  but  his 

new  People  by  himfelf  Face  to  Face.  ̂ »d  a  little  after- 

Tvards  *,  — Tothe  old  People  there  was  an  old  Covenant  ; 
the  Law,  which  carry'd  Terror  along  with  it,  was  their 
Rule,  the  Word  was  an  Angel ',  but  to  the  new  Peo- 

ple a  new  Covenant  is  given,  the  Word  is  begotten. 
Fear  is  turned  into  Love,  and  that  myftical  Angel  Je- 
fus  is  born.  Tertullian  fays  the  fame  in  a  Place  after- 
cited. 

15.  We  fee  then  that  nothing  folid  is  brought  againfl 
the  Fathers  out  of  the  holy  Scriptures,  let  us  enquire 

whether  the  Scriptures  don't  plainly  favour  their  Senti- 
ments. St.  Vanly  I  Cor.  x.  5).  clearly  teaches  that 

the  guardian  Angel  of  the  Ifraelites  in  the  Wildernefs 

^of  whom  it  is  faid,  Exod.  xxiii.  20,  0'C.  Beware  of 
him,  hear  his  Words ,  provoke  him  not,  for  he  will 

not  fpare  thee,  nor  forgive  thy  Sims  ;  for  my  Name  is 
in  him)  was  the  Son  of  God,  who  was  afterwards, 
called  Chrift.  Neither  let  us  tempt  Chrifi,  as  fome 
of  them  tempted,  and  were  dejiroyed  of  Serpents* 
Thefe  Words  at  leaft  ihew  that  Chrift  was  with  the 

People  of  Ifrael  in  the  Wildernefs,  and  that  he  was 
tempted  by  them.  That  Heretic  Socinus  excepts  againft 
this,  and  fays  St.  Faul  wrote,  Let  us  not  tempt  Chrift, 
as  fome  of  them  tempted,  but  that  he  did  not  write, 
as  fome  of  them  tempted  Chrift;  and  therefore  that  the 
Sentence  may  be  made  up  of  another  Word,  viz.. 
God :  But  this  is  trifling.  There  are  very  many  Ex- 

amples in  this  elliptical  Way  in  Scripture.  Thus?  John 
viii.  55.  Abraham  dejird  to  fee  my  Day,  and  faw. 
But  the  moft  oppofite  Example  of  this  kind  we  have. 
Dent.  vi.  \6.  Thou  [halt  not  tempt  the  Lord  thy  God^  as  thou 
temptedji  iff  the  Place  of  Temptation.     Where  th?  latter  part 

Jp.  8z.  »p.  83. 
C  4  of 
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of  the  Verfe  is  manifeftly  referr'd  to  the  [Lord  thy  God] 
exprefTed  in  the  former  without  any  repetition.  Be- 
fides,  we  might  ask  in  our  turn,  why  it  was  not  added  [as 

fome  of  them  tempted  God]. '  If  that  be  the  meaning  of 
the  Verfe,  which  this  Heretic  gives,  no  Reafon  can  be 
given  for  the  Ellipfis ;  but  if  that  be  the  meaning  of 
it  (and  it  certainly  isj  which  we  contend  for,  the 

Reafon  is  plain  :  The  Words  wou'd  have  been  much 
more  furprizing  and  ftrange,  if  the  Name  of  Chrift 
had  been  repeated.  Befides  the  Particle  ̂   is  here  of 

great  force,  and  fhews  that  the  Apoftle  is  to  be  under- 
ftood,  as  though  Chrift  was  tempted  by  the  Ifraelites 
in  the  Wildernefs.  For  to  what  purpofe  fhould  he  fay 
[as  alfo]  when  in  the  former  member  of  the  Sentence 
there  was  no  mention  of  God,  but  of  Chrift  only? 

^  Grotius  aftiam'd  of  this  low  Stuff  of  the  Sociniam 
cafts  about  for  fomething  better.  We  muft  by  all 
means  read  [neither  let  us  tempt  God]  fo  fays  the 
moft  antient,  the  Akxmdrim  Manufcript.  Is  the  AleK- 
andrim  Manufcript  of  Authority  fufficient  to  fet  afide 

fuch  a  Confent  as  may  be  cppos'd  to  it  ?  the  antient 
Books  us'd  by  the  SjrUc  and  Arabic  Interpreters,  the 
Viilgate-,  St.  Ambrofe^  Chrjfojiom,  and  T^eophjU5i\ 
Thefe  all  have  [Chrift]  not  [God],  Thus  all  the 

old  Copies  collated  in  the  Poljglgtt^  except  that  of  Lin- 
coln^ which  reads  Kjf/oj',  or  Lord,  another  Scripture* 

Name  for  Chrift.  The  great  Man  gives  us  another 
Reafon  for  his  Criticifm,  Chrijl  is  the  Name  of  a  Man, 
who  was  not  in  being  at  that  Time.  To  this  there 
is  an  eafy  Anfwer,  that  Chrift  is  here  put  for  the 
Son  of  God,  who  in  the  Fulnefs  of  time,  after  he  had 

taken  upon  him  humane  Nature,  was  call'd  Chrift,  by 
a  known  fcriptural  Figure,  a  Synecdoche  of  the  whole, 
ore.  After  the  fame  fophiftical  manner  Grotms  deals  with 

another  clear  Teftimony  of  the  Son's  Divinity;  Colfijf. 
i.  V.  i6.  It  is  certain,  fay  he,  that  all  things  were 
created  by  the  Word,  but  what  goes  before,  fliews,  that 

I  See  Camcro  u^ion  the  Fiiue.       '  Grotius  in  locum. 
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Chnfl  is  here  treated  of,  the  Name  of  a  Man:  there- 
fore iiCTiSn^  would  be  better  tranflatedj  v^rre  fet  in  or- 
der, received  fome  new  ftate  or  fojition.  But  it  rhofe 

Words  of  the  Apoftle  muft  not  be  underftood  of  a 

Creation  properly  fpeaking,  1  iliould  think  the  Scrip- 
tures inexplicable,  and  that  nothing  ccitain  can  be  con- 

cluded from  the  mod  exprefs  Paflages  of  them. 
1(5.  From  thefe  Premifts  it  is  manifefl:,  that  what  the 

Fathers  deliver'd  concerning  the  appearances  of  the  La- 
gos, or  Son  of  God  to  the  Patriarchs  and  holy  Men 

under  the  old  Teftaraent  is  not  their  vain  Comments, 

but  Apoftolical  Tradition.  I  will  add  (and  it  is  well 

worthy  the  Reader's  Obfervation)  that  either  the  A- 
poOles  did  not  firfb  teach  this  Dodrine,  but  receiv'd 
it  from  the  Jewip  Traditions ;  or  that  what  the  Apo- 

stles were  taught  concerning  this  matter  by  the  holy 
Ghoft  did  perfedly  accord  with  that  Tradition.  Philo 

Jiidam  ̂   fajs  with  St.  Paul,  that  the  Angel  who  pre- 
lided  over  the  Ifraelites  in  the  Wildernefs  was  the  Word, 
the  firft  begotten  of  the  Father,  by  whom  he  governs 
all  things.  The  Place  is  very  exprefs  in  his  Book  of 

AgrimltMre  •:,  — "  For  God,  as  a  Paftor  or  Kina,  governs 
*'  by  certain  Law  and  Rule  the  Earth,  the  Water,  the 
*'  Air,  the  Fire,  all  Places  and  Animals  chat  are  in  them, 
"  Moral  and  Divine;  the  Nature  of  the  Heavens,  the 
*'  Periods  of  the  Sun  and  Moon,  the  Revolutions,  and 

f  -harmonious  Motions  of  the  other  Stars,  having  {^t 
*'  over  them  his  true  Word,  his  firft  begotten  Son, 
*'  to  take  upon  him,  as  the  Viceroy  of  the  great  King^ 
"  the  care  of  his  ficred  Flock  :  And  it  is  faid  fome- 

*'  where,'  Behold,  lam,  and  I  will  fend  mj  Angel  before 
*'  thj  Face  to  kee-p  thee  in  the  Way.'"  1  his  Opinion  is  aifo 
the  fame  with  that  of  the  antient  Chriftians  concern- 

ing the  Appearance?  to  Adam  after  the  F?]l  to  Adofa 
in  the  Bulh,  and  to  Abraham.  So  In  his  Book  of 

Dreams  '■  he  fays,  "  The  holy  Logos  enjoins  to  fc^me 
^  what  they  are  to  do,   as  a  King  ;    others  acquaint^. 

I  P-  '3^-  Ed.  Parif,  ij^i.       ■    !  P-  4^3'  4°4- 
-  <'ed 
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«  ed  with  him  he  profitably  inftruds  as  their  Mafter ; 
*'  fome  as  a  Councellor  he  leads  into  the  beft  advice ; 

*'  others,  who  of  themfelvcs  know  not  what  is  good 
"  for  them,  he  greatly  aflifts.     To  fome  as  a  Friend  he 
*'  fpeaks  gently,  by  perfuafion  brings  them  into  know- 
**  ledge  of  great  Secrets,  fuch  as  the  Profane  are  not  ad- 
''  mitted  to.     And  fometimes  as  he  fpoke  to  Adamy  he 
"  ̂ ks,   where  art  thou  \  — When  he  comes  into  an 

*'  AfTembly  of  his  Friends,  he  never  begins  to  fpeak 
**  before  he  has  called  them,    before  he  has  fpoke  to 
*«  them  all  by  Name,  to  fecure  their  Attention  in  order 
*«  to  the  perpetual  remembrance  of  his  oramUtr  Words* 
"  Thus  in  another  Place  it  is  faid,   be  Jilent  and  hear. 
**  After  this  manner  he  called  Mofes  cut  of  the  Bufb. 
*«  As  foon  as  he  faw,  fays  the  Place,  that  he  came  nearer 
"  to  fee  the  thing,   God  called  him  out  of  the  Bufh, 

"  faying  Mofes,  Mofes i    who  anfv/er'd,  What  is  it? 
"  So  Abrakim,  ̂ c."     The  fame  Philo  ̂   in  the  fame 

Book  thought  the  Lord,  who  rain'd  Fire  and  Brimftone 
upon  Sodom  and  Gomorrah,  to  be  the  fame  Word,  as  do 
the  Ecclefiaflical  Fathers.     For  after  he  had  cited  thofe 
Words  of  GeneJiSi  the  Sun  was  rifen  upon  the  Earth  when 
Lot  entred  into  Zoar,   and  the  Lord  raimd  Briwflone  and 

Tire  upon  Sodoni  and  Gomorrah,    he  immediately  adds, 
?'  For  the  Word  of  God,  when  he  viflts  the  Earth, 
«*  affifls  thofe  that  are  virtuous,  or  inclined  to  be  fb, 

*■'  in   affording  them  all  Refuge  and  Safety  ;    but  to 
f  thofe  who  oppofe  him  he  fends  inevitable  Ruin  and 

*«  Deftruftion." 
17,  Grotius  objeds,  that  Philo  calls  created  Angels 

XQyoi,  or  Words,  becaufe  they  in  their  Capacities 
are  Meffengers  and  Interpreters  of  the  divine  Will ; 

but  that  does  not  fignify  much,  for  though  it  be  ve- 
ry true,  yet  in  the  Place  alledged,  and  many  others9 

which  I  might  eafily  add  to  them,  it  is  manifefl,  that 

a  certain  fingular  Word,  fo  call'd  by  Way  of  Emi- 
licnce,  who  is  the  firfl  begotten  Son  of  God,  and  by 

confe*^ 



the  NicENE  Faith,  27 

confequence  fuperior  to  Angels  and  the  whole  World, 
is  denoted.  But  if  Philo  does  in  fome  Places  fpeak 

Ijefs  honourably  of  the  Word  of  God,  his  firft  begot- 

ten Son,  he  may  well  be  excus'd,  as  being  in  an  Age, 
in  which  the  Myftery  of  the  Trinity  was  not  fully  re- 

veal'd  to  the  j^e-xy/.  Nay,  we  ftiould  rather  wonder that  in  fuch  Darknefs  he  fhould  fee  fo  clear.  In  one 

Place,  he  '  fays,  that  this  Word  of  God  is  above  the 
whole  World,  the  moft  antient,  the  moil:  noble  of  all 

Creatures.  In  another  ̂   Place  he  calls  him  the  Word 
of  God,  which  made  the  World.  And  a  little  after, 

the  invifible  *  fpiritual,  divine  Word,  the  Word  of 
God,  the  fuper-c^leftlal  Scar,  the  Fountain  of  the  fen- 
lible  Stars,  And  ̂   in  another  Place  he  calls  him  not 
only  the  rrioft  antient,  the  moft  holy  Word,  but  al- 
fo  the  eternal  Image. 

18.  That  no  Man  may  fufped  that  Philo  platoni- 
zes  here  (as  fome  not  well  read  in  the  JewiJJ)  Litera-r 
ture  have  thought,  whereas  the  contrary  is  rather  true, 

that  Plato  was  oblig'd  to  the  Jewsy  Philo's  Country- 
men, for  his  Notions  of  the  WordJ  the  yewijh  Author 

of  the  Book  intitled,  the  Wifdom  of  Solomon  ('not  Phi- 
lo-i  as  fome  have  vainly  dreamt,  but  a  much  antienter 
Perfon,  as  is  evident)  philofophizes  after  the  fame 

manner  concerning  the  Word.  Speaking  of  the  An- 
gel, who  fmote  the  firft  born,  Ch.  xviii.  15.  he  fays, 

^hj  Almighty  Word  came  down  a  fcrce  Warriour  from  the 
Heavens,  from  the  regal  Thrones  into  the  midji  of  a 
Land  of  DeJiruElion.  Where  it  is  manifeft  he  fpeaks 
of  the  Word  imperfoned.  It  is  alfo  as  clear,  that  he 
fpeaks  of  a  divine  Perfon,  not  fome  miniftring  Angel, 
as  Grotius  would  have  it ;  becaufe  he  calls  this  Word 

Almighty,  and  afcribes  to  him  a  regal  Throne  in  Hea- 
ven. To  which  add,  v.  16.  ke  food,  and  fiWd  all 

"ivith  Death,  he  touched  the  Heavens,  and  -walked  upon 
the  Earth.  In  thefe  Words  are  fignify'd  his  Power, 
and  Greatnefsj  who  polfeffes  all  things,  and  fhews  forth 

I  P-  H'  I  Pv^  !  F'  4*  t  P-  ̂ ^^-  ̂ ^^■ 
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his  Might  in  Heaven  and  Earth.  Herein  perhaps  (fo^ 
I  dare  not  affirm  it)  this  x\uthor  is  miftaken  when  h^ 

makes  the  dejlrojing  Angel,  the  fame  with  the  Word  *• 
For  the  mofl  antient  Interpreters  have  thought  him  a 
mere  Angel.  Be  that  as  it  will,  it  is  clear  that  this 

antient  and  venerable  Writer  thought  that  the  very 
Word  did  fometimes  defcend  from  his  regal  Throne  in 
Heaven  in  the  Likenefs  of  an  Angel,  was  fent  by  the 

Father,  and  is  therefore  call'd  the  Angel  in  Scripture. 
MaJiHs  cites  a  very  old  Rabbinical  Book,  the  Tanchwnah, 
and  Rabb.  Gcrundenjls  to  this  purpofe.  See  the 

Words  at  large  in  his  Commentary  upon  yopna,  Ch. 
V.  V.  13,   14. 

19.  It  is  efpecially  to  beobferved  upin  this  Head, 
(and  learned  Men  have  long  fince  obferved  it)  that  the 

Chaldee  Paraphrafes,  almoft  a^.  often  as  mention  is  made 
in.  Scripture  of  God  fpeaking  with  us,  affi  fling  us,  or 
converlmg  among  us,  have  rendered  the  Name  of  [God] 

by  the  [M-'ord']  llgnifying  that  in  thofe  Places  the  Scri- pture treated  of  the  Son  of  God,  who  is  called  The 

Word,  whofe  Property  it  is  to  tranfi61:  with  us.  Gen,  iii. 
8.  Thej  heard  the  Voice  of  the  Lord  God.     The  Targum 

of  Onhelos  and  yonathan  have  it   the  Voice  of  the  Word 
of  the  Lord  God*  v.  9.  God.  called  Adara.  The  Jeru^ 

fdem  Targum  —  the  Word  of  the  Lord  —  underftanding 
it  as  before  we  have  faid  Philo  does^  Gen.  xxi.  20.  God 

•ivai  ivith  him.  Onkelos,  the  Word  of  the  Lord.  V.  iz* 
Cod  is  2pith  thee,  —  Onkelos,  the  Word  of  God.  Ofea  i.  7. 

And  I  TPill pre/erve  them  by  Jehovah,  their  God.  Jonachan's 
Targum,  Jind  J  -will  keep  them  by  the  Word  of  the  Lord  their 
God.  This  Place  the  antient  Chriflian  Writers  generally 
expounded  of  Salvation  by  Chrifl:.  To  take  off  the  force 
of  thefe,  and  the  like  innumerable  PalTages  in  t\\tTargfimss 

fome  Perfons '  obferve  that  the  Word  ̂ "lO^t]  or  "iD'O, 
which  we  tranflate  7"/?^  Word,  is  fometimes  no  more  than 
dvTXii  ipfe,  the,  or  the  verj ;  but  this  is  trifling.     For  grant 

*  Soe  jacobus  Capellus  ri^on  John  i.  i,  concerning  the  Torce  of  this 
'Exlrejjion. 

the 
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the  Obfervation  be  fometimes  true,  I  deny  It  to  be  fo 

in  the  Cafe  before  us.  Not  to  fay  that  Philo,  and  the 
Author  of  the  Book^  of  Wifdom,  both  antient  Jevjs, 

own'd,  (as  has  been  prov'd)  a  certain  Word  of  God 
the  Father,  aPerfon,  or  Subfiftence,  really  diftind  from 
God  the  Father,  who  was  wont  to  defcend  to,  and 

converfe  with  Men;  there  are  in  the  Chaldee  Paraphra- 
fes  fome  Places,  that  will  not  bear  this  Interpretation, 
Gen.  XX.  5.  The  Hebrew  Text  is,  ̂ nd  God  came 
to  Abimelech.  Onkejos  and  Jonathan  read,  yind  the 
Word  came  from  the  Face  of  God  to  Abimelech ;  which 
can  never  be  underftood.  And  the  God,  very  God,  or 
God  himfelf  came  from  the  Face  of  God.  Pfalm  ex. 

V.  I .  Jonathans  Targum^  as  Petrm  GalatinuSi  '  and  that 
excellent  Perfon  Pauim  ̂   Fagius  inform  us  (for  the 
Tar  gum  upon  the  Pfalms  is  either  loft,  or  was  never 
printed)  thus  paraphrafes.  The  Lord  [aid  to  his  Word, 
Jit  thoH  on  my  right  Hand;  which  according  to  thefe 
Critics,  muft  be  pleafantly  rendered.   The  Lord  faid  to 
himfelf^  Jit  thou   But  no  more  of  this  Stuff. 

20.  It  is  now  clear  from  the  Premifes,  with  how  great 
Authority  the  antient  Dodors  of  the  Church  affirmed 
him  to  be  the  Son  of  God,  who  formerly  appeared  to 
holy  Men  under  the  Old  Teftament,  by  the  glorious 
Name  Jehovah^  and  received  from  them  divine  Honours. 
The  careful  Reader  will  obferve  that  I  have  proved  the 

Confubftantiality  of  the  Son,  at  the  fame  time  that  I  on- 
ly intended  to  prove  his  Pre-exiftence  before  the  Bleffed 

Virgin.  For  from  the  Premifes  it  is  very  clear,  that  the 

Ante-Nicene  Fathers  have  unanimoufly  taught,  and  that 
by  the  Suffrage  of  the  New  Teftament  and  the  old 
Jewijlo  Dodors,  that  he,  who  appeared  to  Mojes  in  the 

burning  Bufti,-  and  in  Mount  Sinai.,  and  Vvho  talked  with 
him,  and  who  Ihewed  himfelf  to  Abraham^  &:c.  was  the 

Word,  or  Son.  But  it  is  certain  that  he  Vv-ho  appeared, 
is  called  Jehovah,  He  who  is,  the  God  of  Abraham,  Ifaac 

and  Jacob,  dec.  which  Titles  are  proper  to  God  only, 

I  Lib.  3.  Chap.  iS.        I  upon  Dvctzr.  Chap.  j. not 
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not  fuited  to  any  Creature.  This  is  the  very  Argument 
the  Fathers  generally  ufe  to  prove  that  the  Son  of  God, 
rot  any  mere  created  Angel,  appeared  at  thofe  times ; 

becaufe  he  who  appear 'd  was  called  Jehovah^  and  had  di- 
vine Honours  paid  him  ;  things  incommunicable  to  a 

Creature,  and  proper  to  God  alone  j  whence  it  follows, 
they  all  believed  the  Son  true  God.  But  I  leave  this 
Matter  to  its  proper  Place,  the  fecond  Sedion,  and  pro* 
ceed  to  the  remaining  part  of  this  Thefis» 

V^^7^7^7^(^  ^7^l^7 

.'iN 

Chap.     II. 

The  Second  Tart  of  this  Thefts  is  confirmed^ 
That  he  pre-exifted  before  the  World  and 
made  it. 

TH  E  other  Part  of  this  Thefis  is  defign'd  to  ihew that  the  Antients  thought  the  Son  was  begotten 
of  the  Father  before  the  Foundation  of  the  World,  and 

that  all  things  were  made  by  him.  There  is  no  neceffity 
of  dwelling  upon  this  Head.  In  the  following  Sedions 
much  more  excellent  things  will  be  alledged  of  the  Son. 
I  will  therefore  content  my  felf  here  with  fome  few  Te-^ 
ftimonies  in  the  Apoftolical  Age,  or  the  next  after  it,  and 
and  that  becaufe,  in  thefe  times  efpecially,  our  modern 
Photinians  impudently  boaft  that  their  Opinion  prevailed 
in  the  Church  of  Chriji. 

2.  We  have  an  Epiftle  under  the  Name  of  St.  Barna.' 
hasy  firft  printed  in  our  own  Age.  Our  learned  Dr. 
Hammond  y  the  great  Ifaac  FbJJipu,  and  others,  have 
thought  the  Apoftle  Barnabas  the  Author  of  it,  up- 

on this  account  chiefly,  becaufe  Clemens  Alexandr, 
Origen^  and  other  Antients,  cite  it  under  his  Name. 
Nor  have  the  Patrons  of  the  contrary  Opinion  any 
thing   to   oppofe  to  them,    except   that  the  Author 

of 
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of  the  Epiftle  feems  to  interpret  fome  PafTages  of  the 
Old  Teftament  too  myftically.  But  Dr.  Hammond,  in 
his  Dijfert.  i.  againU  Blo»del,  gives  a  probable  Reafon  of 
this,  where,  after  he  has  in  the  preceding  Ciiapter  given 
the  Character  of  the  Gnofiics,  he  fays :  «  This  Cha- 

*'  rader  gives  great  Light  to  the  '  Epiftle  of  the  Apo- 
*'  file  BarmbaSi  which  (being  a  prolix  and  compli- 
*'  cated  Riddle )  would  otherwife  have  puzzled  the 
*'  Readers.  Thofe  Difciples  of  Simm,  with  their 
*'  boafted  Knowledge,  u  e.  their  Faculty  of  myfti- 
"  cally  interpreting  the  Holy  Scripture  accommoda- 
«  ted  many  Myfteries  of  the  old  Teftament  to  their 
**  impure  Purpofes.  Barnabas  takes  Occafion  from 
**  this,  almoft  throughout  his  whole  Epiftle,  to  op- 
*'  pofe  his  own  Myftical  and  Cabaliftic  Interpretations 
*«  of  the  old  Teftament  to  the  Doftrines  of  the  Gno" 

"  fiics."  The  Dodor  alfo  fliews  in  what  follows,  how 
excellently  that  whole  Epiftle  tends  to  confute  the  Do- 

tage of  thefe  Heretics.  Be  this  as  it  will,  the  Tefti- 
monies  of  the  Antients  before  fpoken  of,  the  Phrafes 

us'd  by  him,  and  proper  to  the  Apoftolical  Age,  the 
Simplicity  of  the  Style,  and  the  Herefies  he  oppofes, 
fuch  only  as  fprung  up  under  the  Apoftles,.  certainly 
ftiew  him  to  be  a  very  antient  Author,  Not  far  from 
the  beginning  of  his  Epiftle,  according  to  the  old  La- 
tin  Verfion  (for  we  have  not  the  Greeks  in  that  Part) 

*  Againft  this  Epiftle  Dr.  Whhhy  oppofes  what  is  faid  by  T.Hfebms, 
p.  78.  Eccl.  Hifi.  that  it  was  iv  fo-S-Oif.  and  Co?e/fr;«^'s  Judgment 
upon  it,  as  prefixt  to  the  Epiftle.  But  unfortunately  it  happens 
that  our  Author  does  not  ufe  it  as  the  Epiftle  of  an  Apoftle,  but 

of  a  very  antient  Author,  (idly,)  'Ey  vg^oh  in  EufeSius  does 
not  fignify  fpuriotis,  but  as  not  only  Valefius,  but  he  himfelf  has 
interpreted  it,  dnbious,  of  the  fame  Credit  with  the  Apocalypfe, 

an  approv'd  Author.  (See  this  very  Page,  and  Page  83.J  (idly-) 
Cotelerius  is  fo  far  from  rejefting  it  as  the  Writing  of  a  very  an- 

tient and  good  Author,  that  he  greatly  magnifies  it,  {ays  it  is  a 
moot  Point,  whether  it  belongs  to  the  Apoftic  BarJiabas,  or  notj 
but  whether  it  does  or  not,  declares  it  by  the  Suffrages  of  the  An- 

tients, always  to  have  been  of  great  Authority,  and  never  by  any 

one  charg'd  with  Hcreiy. 

this 
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this  Author  fpeaks  thus  concerning  our  Lord.  ̂   u^fid 
for  this  end  the  Lord  fujfered  for  our  Souls,  though  he 
is  the  Lord  of  the  ivhole  World,  to  whom  God-,  before  the 
Confiitution  of  the  Worlds  faid,  Let  us  make  2\4an  after  our 
Image,  and  Similitude.  And  a  little  after  he  calls 
xkit  Sun,  the  Workyf  the  Hands  of  the  Son  of  God.  There 

is  in  the  fame  Chapter  a  famous  Paffagej  ̂   Then  he  dis- 
covered himfclf  to  be  the  Son  of  God:  For  if  he  had  not 

come  in  the  Flefh,  how  fijould  we  ivho  faw  him,  have  been 
faved,  who  looking  uj)on  the  corruptible  Sun,  the  Work^of 
his  Hands,  are  not  able  to  bear  up  againfi  its  Rays  ?  Laft- 
ly,  Chap,  9.  he  has  rhefe  Words  concerning  our  Savi- 

our :  ̂   Herein  you  have  the  Glory  of  Jefus,  that  all  things 
are  in  Him.,  and  for  Him. 

3.  Hermas,  or  the  Author  o^  the  Pajior,  is  of  the 

fame  Opinion.  Of  the  Antiquity  of  this  Author  Gro- 
tius  upon  St.  Mark^(Chap.  2.  v.  §.)  tells  you,  JVho- 
foever  the  Author  is,  he  is  verjantient,  as  appears  by  Iren^- 

iis  and  Clement,  who  ufe  his  Words',  and  indeed  it  is 
tnanifefi  that  he  was  contemporary  with  Clemens  Roma- 
nus.  Thus  the  old  Woman  fpeaks  to  him  in  the  fe- 
txnd  Vifion  near  the  End  :  ̂   Thou  fjjalt  write  two 
Copies,  and  fend  one  to  Clement,  dnd  another  to  Grapte. 

Ng7v  Clement  will  fend  it  into  foreign  Cities.  Altho' 
Blondcl  rages,  like  a  mad  Man,  againft  this  Author  and 
his  Writings,  calls  them  the  Dreams  of  a  Prophet  in 

IMafquerade,  and  him  an  impure  Dogmatizer,  the  Foun- 
tain of  the  Novatians  and  Pelagians,  the  Gulph  of  Mon- 

taniflical  Superflitions  (becaufe  he  makes  Bifhops  a  Su- 

perior Older  to  Presbyters,  p.  80.  and  p,  11 6".  a  thing 
he  could  never  bear)  yet  the  Judgment  of  Antiquity, 
much  to  be  preferred  before  the  Cenfure  of  the  learned 
Blondely  had  another  Opinion  of  both.  The  Pajior  is 
cited  by  Iren^us  under  the  Name  of  Scripture.  Well 
frjs  the  Scripture  then.  Believe  firfi  of  all,  that  there  is  one 

*  Co':c]cna'J's  y^poflo'.fcal  Tnthcr',  Vol.   i.  p.  60,  61.  Ed.    Ant- 
■^'^crp.    1698.  the  cl.l  Tra  :ftHtion,  the  Original  is  lofi.  •  p.  16. 
\  p,  40,  *  p.   78. 

Cod, 
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Godi  7vho  appointed-,  made  and  perfe^ed  all  Takings  of  no- 

thing* ^  This  is  Eufebius's  Obfervation,  and  the  Place  is? 
found  verbatim  m  Book^  z.  Aland,  i.  of  ̂  Hermas,  as  now 

extant.  ̂   Bellarmine's  Note  is  much  to  the  Purpofe  in 
this  Cafe,  viz,.  That  Irenatts  would  not  call  that  Scrip- 

ture which  was  written  by  an  Author  of  his  own  Age, 

not  an  Apoftle,  or  one  who  had  heard  them.  '^  Clem. 
Alex,  cites  him  often,  and  exprefsly  owns  a  Power  di- 

vinely /peaking  to  Hermas  bj  Revelation.  Tertullian,  whilft 

a  Catholic,  in  Anfwer  to  a  PafTage  out  of  Hermas  alledg'd 
for  aCuftom  he  did  not  like,  does  not  rejed  the  Autho- 

rity, but,  as  is  ufual,  in  confidering  other  Scriptures  en- 

deavours 5  to  evade  it  by  a  qualifying  Interpretation. 
And  in  '^  another  Place,  after  he  f;ll  into  Montanifm,  tho' 
angry  at  the  Taflor  by  reafon  of  his  allowing  a  fecond 
Repentance  to  Fornicators  and  Adulterers,  (as  indeed  the 
whole  Scripture  does)  calling  him  the  Paftor  of  Adul- 

terers, and  denying  his  Canonical  Authority,  he  rejects 
him  in  an  honourable  manner,and  gives  him  place  next  to 
the  Author  of  the  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrejvs,  written  as  he 

fuppos'd  by  Barnabas.  According  to  this  PalTage  ano- 
ther of  the  fame  Book^  fhould  be  interpreted,  where  ̂   Ter- 

tullian  calls  this  Piece  falfe  and  adulterate,  that  is,  as  he 

himfelf  afterwards  fays,  not  Canonical.  ^  Origen  alfo 
cites  this  Book  very  often,  and  in  a  certain  place  calls  it, 

not  only  a  ufeful  Writing,  but  divinely  infpir'd.  Eufebim 
cites  it  ̂xom  Irenceus.  ̂   Athanafms  ufes  it  alfo,  and  calls  v: 

a  very  ufeful  Book  ;  a  Judgment  of  that  great  Msn's, 
which  every  unprejudic'd  Reader  will  approve.  Rptfinui 
'°  gives  it  the  fame  Place  in  the  New  Teftament,  as  to 
the  Books  of  Tobit^  &c.  under  the  Old.  So  does  Je- 

rome in  his  Vroloi.  Galeat.  and  in  his  Book  of  Ecclefiafti- 

cal  Writers,  he  fays,  "  The  Paftor  is  publick^  read  in" 
*'  fome  Churches  of  Greece^  truly  an  ufeful  Book,  and 

*  140.  Eccl. Hift,        ̂ Descriptor. Ecclef;  de  AuftoreLibri,  qui 
P/!i/?or  infcrlbitur.  '  Colder.  Apofi.  lathers,  />.  8  j-.        ■*  p.  161. 
Strom.  I.  Ed.  LiigcJuni  Batav.  1616.  5  Tertul.  p.  154.  de  Ora- 
tione.        ̂   P-5"8a.  dePudicitia.        7  p.  ■j'63.        *  In  Rom.  c.  i6. 
9  p.  49.  Tom.  I,        t"  In  Symbol,  c.  37. 

D  much 
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"  much  cited  by  antient  Authors."  Much  more  may 
be  read  concerning  this  matter  in  the  Defence  of  St.  Ig- 

natius by  the  right  reverend  and  very  learned  Prelate  Bi- 
fhop  Pear  fin  \ 

4.  In  order  to  eftabliih  the  antient  Credit  of  this  Au- 
thor, which  with  me  is  a  matter  of  fome  Importance,  I 

will  briefly  confider  the  Objedions  made  againft  him  by 
the  Moderns,  efpecially  the  Reformed,  (i.)  They  fay 
he  teaches  Doftrines  which  are  not  Apottolical.  Thus 

ScultetHs^  and  after  him  Rivet :  "  In  the  third  f^ifion "  the 

*'  old  Woman  preaches  Purgatory. "  But  thefe  great 
Men  are  in  this  greatly  miftaken.  When  Hermas  en- 

quires, whether  thofe,  who  in  that  Vifion  are  caft  out 
of  the  Tower  into  the  Fire,  fhall  ever  have  the  Grace  of 

Repentance,  or  be  able  to  obtain  a  Place  again  in  the  Tow- 
er ?  The  old  Woman  anfwers :  They  are  capable  of  Re- 

pentance, not  of  a  Place  in  this  Toiver  \  hm  they  pall  be 
fut  inamuch  loiverPlace,  after  they  have  been  afii^cd,  and 
filled  up  the  Days  of  their  Sins.  And  for  this  Reafin  fiiall 
he  taken  out  of  the  Fire,  becaufi  they  have  confidered  the  good 
Word.  Then  fijall  be  freed  from  their  PunifiomentSt  if 

they  fieriotifiy  thinly  upon  their  evil  Works ;  but  if  they  do 
not,  they  fiall  not  be  fiaved  for  the  Hardnefi  of  their  Heart. 

^  Similitude  6.  near  the  End  you  have  a  parallel  Place  : 
*'  For  an  angry  Man  takes  Pleafure  in  Satisfying  his  own 

"  Temper ;  fo  an  Adulterer,  a  Drunkard,  a  Backbite:",  a 
"  Lyar,  a  covetous  Man,  and  a  Deceiver,  and  the  likejare 

"  gratify 'd  in  indulging  their  Difeafe.  All  thefe  Sweets 
*'  and  Pleafjres  are  hurtful  to  the  Servants  of  God  ; 

*'■  therefore  for  thefe  they  are  tormented  and  puniilied. 
*«  There  are  alfo  Pleafures  which  bring  Salvation.  Ma- 
<«  ny  take  Pleafure  in  Works  of  Goodnefj,  being  drawn 
"  to  them  by  the  Satisfadion  they  give.  This  Pleafure 

*"'  then  is  profitable  to  the  Servants  of  God,  and  gives 
"  Life  to  them.  But  thofe  before-mentioned  are  hurt- 

"  ful,  and  end  in  Torment  and  Pains.  Whofoever  there- 

««  fore  lliall  abide  in  them,  and  not  repent,  fliall  purchafe 

I  Pars  prior  Vind.  Ignat,      f  p,  80.  Patr,  Apoftol.      f  p.  107. 

«  to 
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"  to  themfelves  Death."  Where  it  is  mofl  plun,  that 
no  Regard  is  had  to  a  Papal  Purgatory  (a  Monkifh  Fig- 

ment unknown  to  the  three  firft  Centuries)  but  to  thofe 

purging  Punifhments  and  Afflidions,  which  God  of  his 

Mercy  fends  upon  Sinners  in  this  World  for  their  A- 
mendment.  Thus  the  Pafior  fully  explains  himfelf  in 

the  /ame  Jixth  Similttude  ̂   a  little  before  the  former  Paf- 
fage  :  There  he  fays  that  he  faw  Cattle,  which  a  certain 
Shepherd  drove  into  a  Precipice  fo  full  of  Thorns  and 
Briars,  that  they  could  not  get  out;  but  being  intangled 
there  fed  upon  the  Briars  and  Thorns,  and  underv/ent 
great  Torments  from  his  Guidance ;  for  he  drave  them, 
and  neither  gave  them  time  or  place  for  Reft.  Nothing 

can  be  clearer,  unlefs  what  you  find  in  the  third  F'ijion, 
which  plainly  overthrows  the  Dodrine  of  ̂   Purgatory. 
*'  When  therefore  I  faw  them  thus  beaten  and  afflided, 

"  I  was  forry  for  them,  becaufe  they  were  greatly  tor- 
"  mented  and  had  no  refpite.  I  faid  then  to  the  Shep- 
"  herd  that  was  with  me.  Pray,  Sir,  who  is  this  im- 
*'  placable  fevere  Shepherd,  who  has  no  Mercy  to- 
''  wards  thefe  Catde  ?  This  Shepherd,  fays  he,  is  a 
**  Meffenger  of  Vengeance  to  the  Juft.  To  him  are 
^'  delivered  thofe  who  have  gone  aftray  from  God,  and 
"  ferved  the  I.ufts  and  Pleafures  of  this  World.  He 

"  punifhesthem  with  feveral  fevei-e  PunlQiments  as  they 
"  have  refpeclively  deferved.  I  would  know.  Sir,  fays 
"  I,  what  fort  of  Punifhments  thefe  are  ?  Obferve> 

"  fays  he,  thefe  are  the  feveral  Punifhments  and  Tor- 
'^  ments,  which  Men  daily  endure  in  their  Lives.  Some 
*'  have  Loffes,  others  Want,  others  divers  Difeafes  j  fome 

"  the  Inconflancy  [of  Friends],  others  Injuries,  from  un- 
"  worthy  Men,  and  many  other  Exercifes  and  Inconve- 
*«  niences.  When  then  they  have  fuffered  all  this  ASi- 
"  dion  and  Trouble,  they  are  delivered  over  to  me  for 
**  good  Admonition,  they  are  ftrengthened  in  the  Faith 
"  of  the  Lord,  and  the  remainder,  of  their  Days  ferve 
[\  him  with  a  pure  Mind.     And  when  they  have  begun 

'p.  io<5.  =  t>.  \o6,  107. 
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"  to  repent,    the  wicked  Adions  in  which  they  have 
*'  been  employed,  arife  up  into  their  Thoughts.     Then 

"  they  give  Glory  to  God,  faying  that  he  is  a  juft  Judge? 
"  and  that  they  have  defervedly  fufFered  all  thefe  things 
"  according  to  their  Deeds.     But  for  the  future  they 
"  ferve  God  with  a  pure  Heart,  and  have  fuccefs  in  all 
"  their  Affairs,  receiving  from  God  whatever  they  de- 
*'  fire.      Then  they  give  Thanks  that  they  have  been 
''  delivered  over  to  me,  and  now  fuffer  no  Trouble, 

"  ̂ c"        Thofe  then  '  ivho  are  about  to  repent i   if  they 
JJjall  repent,  JImU  be  firong  in  the  Faith  j  if  they  repent  now 
whilfl  the  Toiver  is  building.     For  if  the  Tower  be  fnifl^ed^i 
there  is  no  Place  for  any  one,  but  he  JJmU  be  reprobate.   He 
only  jhall  have  it,  ivho  is  now  placed  in  the  Tower.  Ano- 

ther Objedion  is,   that  he  alferts  Free-will :    but  this 
is  frivolous.    Free-will  a(5ling  with,  and  under  Grace  he 
alTerts,   and  fo  do  the  Scriptures  j   fo  do  the  Catholic 
Doftors  of  the  firfl:  Ages.     That  is  a  greater  Refledion, 
which  the  Papal  as  well  as  the  Reformed  Divines  caft 
upon  him,  namely,  that  he  allows  only  one  Repentance 
to  Perfons  who  have  fallen  into  grievous  Sins,  after  the 
Grace  received  in  Baptifm.      The  Words  alleged  are 

thefe :    ̂   /  fay  unto  thee,   if  a  Aian  flml  fn  after  that 
great  and  holy  Calling,  he  hath  one  Repentance  ;    but  if  he 
jhall  fin  often,  and  repent,  it  JJjall  not  profit,  he  f1  jail  hardly 
live  unto  God.     The  Pajlor  feems  to  fpeak  here  of  thofe 

who  having  fallen  after  the  regenerating  Grace  receiv'd, 
and  being  reftored  by  Repentance,  every  now  and  then, 

often  relapfe,  and  repent.     He  juftly  condemns  this  de- 
fultory  Repentance.     Hedefpairs  not  of  their  Salvation, 
but  aflerts  that  their  Cafe  is  difficult.     So  before  in  the 

fame  Chapter,  he  cppofes  the  finning  often  to  the  one 
Repentance.     For  ihewing  how  a  Man  ought  to  behave 
himfelf  towards  his  Wife,  whom  he  has  juftly  divorced, 
if  ilie  repent,   and  defire  to  be  received,   he  fays,   he 
ou^ht  to  receive  the  Sinner  that  repents,  but  not  often ; 

for^  the  Servants  of  God   have  but  one  Repentance. 

Again; 
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Again,  if  you  interpret  fubinde  [afterwards]  then  the 
Paflor  is  to  be  underftood  of  Penance  to  be  performed 
before  the  Church,  and  Abfolution  ccnfequent  upon  it, 
which  the  feverer  Difcipline  of  that  Age  did  never  fuffer 

to  be  repeated  in  many  Places,  akho'  they  did  not  exclude- 
thofe,  who  had  f-equently  lapfed,  from  the  Hope  of 

obtaining  Pardon  at  God's  hand.  Thus  Acefim  explains 
the  Novatian  OpinionjC^c.  '  Thd'  ive  ought  not  to  admit  thoje 
to  the  Commumon  of  the  holy  Adyfteries,  7vho  after  Baptijm 
have  fallen  into  that  Sin  7vhich  the  Scriptures  call  a  Sin  unto 
Death,  yet  ought  we  to  exhort  them  to  Repentance,  and  to 
expeEi  the  Remiffion  of  Sin,  n  t  from  the  Priejis,  but  from 

God,  ivho  has  Poiver  and  Authority  to  forgive  Sins.  In- 
deed, explain  Hermas  as  you  will,  this  is  certain,  that 

he  excludes  not  the  lapfed  from  the  Hope  of  living 
with  God  :  He  only  fa)S,  as  I  before  noted,  that  their 
Cafe  is  difficult.  The  Epiflle  to  the  Hebrews  was  a 
long  time  before  it  was  received  by  the  Church  of  Rome^ 
upon  account  of  a  like  Paffage.  What  Grotius  has  no- 

ted upon  chap.  vi.  v.  4.  &c.  of  that  Epiftle  is  worthy 

Obfervation.  So  much  by  way  of  Digreffion  in  De- 
fence of  Hermas ;  let  us  now  fee  what  this  Author  fays 

againft  the  Arians. 
5.  The  Teftimony  of  this  venerable  Apoflolical  Wri- 
ter concerning  the  Pre-exiftence  of  the  Son  is  very  fla- 

grant. Thus  he  fpeaks  in  the  ninth  Similitude,  "■  The 
Son  of  God  is  more  antient  than  anj  Creature,  infomuch  that 
he  was  of  Counfel  to  his  Father  in  making  the  Creatures. 
The  Author  of  the  Irenicnm  acknov/ledges  this  Place, 

and  is  of  our  Opinion  about  the  Antiquity  and  Autho- 
rity of  the  Writer  of  it.  Neverthelefs  in  order  to  de- 
fend his  abfurd  Notion,  that  ̂ uflin  Martyr  firft  taught 

the  Pre-exiftence  of  the  Son  before  the  World,  and  of 

the  Creation  of  the  World  by  him,  and  learnt  it  fi-om 
Plato  ',  he  thus  endeavours  to  elude  it  ̂ :  "  It  is  altogether 
«'  uncertain  whether  he  means  Chrift  by  the  Son  of  God, 

«'  when  he  fays,  in  his  ninth  Simil.   Thar  the  Son  is 

2  SocrateS;  p.  32,        \  p.  Apoft.  Patr.  i  i_f .      ?  F-  ̂  f  -  Irenic. 

P  ̂   ^'  more 
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*'  more  antient  than  any  Creature."  Uncertain  alto- 
gether !  Then  furely  Sceptics  are  the  wifeft  Men,  and 

there  is  no  Certainty  in  humane  Affairs,  Nay,  iays 

this  monjmoHs '  Author,  the  Holy  Spirit  is  called  by  Her- 
mas  in  the  fifth  Simil.  ̂ and  other  Places,  ih.Q  Son  of  God. 
But  here  the  Heretic  is  utterly  miftaken,  and  clearly  be- 

trays his  own  Ignorance  of  that  primitive  Antiquity  and. 
Faith,  which  heboafls  he  has  difcovered  more  plain  than 
ever  it  was  before.  Herman  no  where  calls  the  Holy 
Ghofl,  the  third  Perfon  of  the  Divinity,  the  Son  of  God. 
The  Words  this  Author  refers  to  are.  The  Son  of  God  is 

a  Holy  Spirit-)  not  The  Holy  Ghofi  is  the  Son  of  God;  as 
is  manifeft  to  any  one  v/ho  confulrs  the  Place :  For  there 
Hermas  is  fpeaking  of  nothing  elfe  but  the  Son  of  God, 

who  was  made  a  Servant  for  our  Salvation,  and  took  up- 

on him  that  Body  in  which  he  convers'd  with  Men  as  a 
Servant.  But  how  is  the  Son  of  God  called  by  Hermas 
Holy  Spirit  ?  In  refpe<5t  of  his  Divinity,  as  he  was  a 
moft  Holy  Spirit,  exifting  from  his  Father  a  moft  Holy 
Spirit ;  in  which  Senfe  the  Title  of  Holy  Spirit  may  be 

given  to  every  Perfon  of  the  Trinity.  The  third  Per- 
fon of  the  Divinity  is  called  Holy  Spirit  properly,  not 

with  refped:  to  his  Nature,  (  for  fo  the  Father  and  Son 

have  a  right  to  this  Title  ̂   )  but  upon  account  of  his  in- 
eifable  Spiration  from  the  Father  by  the  Son.  The  an- 
tient  Writers  have  not  always  exadly  obfcrved  the  Dif- 
tindion  betwixt  the  Generation  of  the  Son  and  the  Pro-i 

cejiion  of  the  Holy  Ghoft.  by  Spii-ation  (  as  the  great 
Grotim  has  truly  faid  in  his  Notes  upon  A4ark  ii.  8.)  : 
Thefe  are  his  ̂ ?/ords,  *'  The  Divine  Nature  in  Chrift 

'*  is  ca; led  Spirit,  not  only  as  being  incorporeal,  in  which 
*'  fenfe  that  Name  belongs  to  the  Father  ,*  but  alfo  be- 
^'  cauie  the  Word  generare,  or  to  beget,  ufed  in  diftin- 
*'  guiihing  the  Logos  and  Holy  Spirit,  and  aTavy'^ui', 
-''  or  to  dart  forth  as  a  Ray  of  Light,  ufed  by  the  Greeks 
"  fometimesj  is  by  them  alio  rendered  in  a  loofer  terra 

*  p.  13.         -  p.  105-.  S.  5".         I  Greg.  Nyflen.  Orat.  i.  contra 
Eueqto.  p.  5-7.  Ed.  Pari£  161  f. 
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««  \_fpirare]   to  breathe,  denoting  any  Emanation  what- 
**  foever,  or  Emiffion,  2iS  Tertullian  ('^Q^ks :  For  Tertul- 
<'  Urn  has  affirmed  againft  Praxeai,  that  the  Son  as  well 

"  proceeds  as  is  derived."     See  the  Holy  Scriptures, 
Mark^  ii.  8.    Rom.  i.  3,4.    i  Tim.  iii.  i^.'  Heb.  ix.  14. 
I  Pet.iu.  18,  19,  20.    St.  John  vi.  v.  65.  compared 

with  V.  5  6".     But  however  this  be,  it  is  very  certain  that 
the  Son  of  God,  the  fecond  Perfon  in  the  Deity,  is  in 
many  Places  of  the  Fathers,  called  Spirit,  Spirit  of  God, 
Holy  Spirit,     If  any  one  is  fo  much  a  ftranger  to  this 
way  of  fpeaking  in  the  Fathers,  that  he  knows  not  this, 
Grotipis,  in  the  Places  before-mentioned,   will  give  him 
abundant  Satisfaction,  and  tell  him  likewife  that  Hermas 

was  the  Patron  of  it.      To  Grotius's  Authorities  from 
the  moft  antient  Fathcr>  I  will  add  two,  the  Author  of 

the  Epiftle  commonly  faid  to  be  Bamabas's,  and  Ignatius. 
The  former  in  the  feventh  Chapter  fpeaks  tlius  of  Chrift : 

'  He  was  about  to  offer  the  Vehicle  of  the  Spirit  a  Sacrifice 
for  our  Sins.     Heri-  the  humane  Nature  of  Chrift  is  cal- 

led the  VeiTel  or  Vehicle  of  the  Spirit,  viz..  of  the  Di- 
vinity,  as  the  fam»e  Author  afterwards  expounds   it. 

Hence  (by  the  bye)  we  may  underftand  Heb.'ui.v.  14. 
where  it  is  faid,  that  Chrift  offer'd  himfelf  to  God  with- 

out blemilli  by  the  eternal  Spirit ;    /.  e.  the  eternal  Divi- 
nity of  the  Son  offered  to  God  upon  the  Altar  of  the 

Crofs  the  humane  Nature  perfonally  (as  we  fpeak)  uni- 

ted to  himfelf  ̂ .     Ignatius  thus  infcribes  his  Epiftle;    To 
the  Smjrn^ans-i   ̂   much  Greeting-,  in  the  immaculate  Spirit, 
the  Word  of  God;  where  the  Word,   or  Son  of  God,  is 

plainly  called  immaculate,  or  Holy  Spirit. 
6.  To  conclude  this  clear  Point  :  Whofoever  isafFe6l- 

ed  by  the  Words  of  this  anonymous  Author,  may  eafily 
free  himfelf  from  the  Scruple,  by  confulting //^rp??<^  in  the 

Place  cited.     About  the  Beginning  of  this  Simil.  ̂   the  Pa- 

'  A  poll.  Patr.  p.  21.  c.  7,  *  An  Interpretation  never  taken 
"'    '  :e,  thoH'ih  he  ufes  ti 

wii^uity  Of    the  Woi 
Apofl.  Pdtr.  p.  34, 

£ms  p.  1 1 1 , 
D  4  flor 
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ftor  had  reprefented  to  Hermas  a  very  large  Field  encom- 
pafled  with  twelve  Mountains,  in  the  middle  of  it  a  large 
old  Rock  higher  than  the  Mountains,  in  which  there  Teem- 

ed to  be  lately  hewn  a  new  Gate  brighter  than  the  Sun.  Af- 
ter the  Paftor  had  finifhed  his  Sir/iil.  Herman  asks  for  an 

Interpretation  of  it;  and  firfl;  of  the  Rock  and  the  Gate. 
The  Paftor  tells  him  they  were  the  Son  of  God.  Hef- 
mas  then  asks,  why  the  Rock  is  old,  and  the  Gate  new  ? 
To  which  the  Paftor  anfwer?,  That  the  Son  of  God 

is  older  than  every  Creature,  er^.  that  the  Gate  is  there- 
fore nev/,  becaufe  he  appeared  in  the  laft  Days,  that 

they  who  would  obtain  Salvation,  might  enter  into  the 

Kingdom  of  Heaven  through  him.  Then,  for  an  II- 
luftration  of  the  Simil.  of  the  Gate,  he  compares  it  to 

a  walled  City  with  one  Gate  ;  and  adds,  ''  As  there  is 
*'  no  Entrance  into  that  City  but  by  that  one  Gate, 
"  fo  there  is  no  Entrance  into  the  Kingdom  of  God, 
"^  but  by  the  Name  of  his  Son,  who  is  moft  dear  to 

"  him."  And  a  little  after  he  again  fpeaks  to  the  fame' 
purpofe  :  "  Good  God  !  that  a  Man  iliould  not  fee 
'■^  in  fo  clear  a  Lij'ht  !  What  Chriftian  is  ignorant  who 

*^*  this  Son  is,  that  is  moft  dear  to  his  Father,  who  ap- 
'*=  peared  in  the  laft  Days,  who  is  the  Gate,  by  which 
*'  alone  we  Sinners  have  accefs  to  the  Father,  and  an  En- 

"  trance  into  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven."  But  beiides 

thefe  there  are  many  other  things  in  this  S'mil.  tending  to evince  who  this  Son  of  God  is.  For  the  Paftor  fhews 

a  Tower,  which  is  the  Church,  built  upon  the  Rock  ; 
he  fpeaks  of  the  feveral  Gifts  and  Graces  of  the  Holy 

Spirit  (adumbrated  in  the  Simil.  by  Virgins)  ;  he  fiys, 
Tloej  that  have  believed  God  by  his  Son,  have  put  on  this 
Spirit  ;  plainly  diftinguiftiing  the  Son  from  the  Spirit, 
Then  he  commemorates  the  Apoftles  and  Doflors  ( re- 

prefented by  Stones)  who  have  preached  the  coming  of 
the  Son  of  God.  Then  he  fpeaks  of  the  Gentiles  (lig- 
nified  by  Mountains)  converted  to  the  Faith  of  the  Son 
of  God  ;  all  Nations  have  heard  and  believed,  and  arc 

called  onl)^  in  the  Name  of  the  Son  of  God.  Who 
does  not  fee  that  all  thefe  things  belong  to  the  Son  of God, 
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God,  /.  e.  to  Chrift  ?  What  pious  Man  does  not  deteft 
the  incredible  Impudence  of  this  anonymous  Scribbler  § 
So  much  for  Hermas, 

7.  Igncaim,  who  was  made  Bilhop  of  Antloch  by  the 
Apoftles,  fhall  come  next.  His  feven  Epiftles  mention- 

ed by  Eufebius,  firft  publifhed  in  Latin  from  two  En- 
glijl}  Manufcripts  by  Primate  Vper,  afterwards  in  Greeks 
(except  the  Epiftle  to  the  Romans)  from  the  Medkaan 
Copy,  by  the  very  learned  Jfaac  Vojjim^  have  been  fuffi- 
ciently  defended  againft  Blondel  by  Dr.  Hammond  and 
Vbjjim,  and  againft  Bailie  by  the  Bifhop  of  Chejier.  All 
impartial  Perfons  now  conclude  them  genuine,  notwith- 

ftanding  the  Ejforts  of  the  Obfervator  ̂   upon  Pear/on, 
who  has  endeavoured  to  raWyDaille's  broken  and  defeated 
Forces.  This  Ignatius,  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  MagneJIam, 

fpeaking  of  Chrift,  fays,  ̂   Who  before  Ages  was  -with  the 
FatheYy  and  in  the  End  appeared.  But  more  of  Ignatius 

■  hereafter. 

8.  Juflin  the  Philofopher  liv'd,  wrote,  andfuffered 
Martyrdom  in  the  Age  after  the  Apoftles.  This  Period, 
the  firft  Succeffion  of  the  Apoftles,  as  the  excellent  Pa- 

lejim  ̂   has  rightly  obferved,  is  continued  to  the  Times 
of  Marcus  Antoninus.  For  in  his  Reign  Poljcarp,  the 
Difciple  of  St.  John,  now  above  a  hundred  Years  old:, 
fuffered  Martyrdom,  according  to  the  Roman  Martyro- 
]ogy,  upon  Jan.  z6.  A.D.  167.  But  Jufiin  wrote  both 
his  Apologies  io  Antoninus  Pirn ̂   who  died  in  the  Year  161, 

and  m  his  Reign  (as  Falejius'^  contends)  bled  for  the 
Chriftian  Religion.  All  confent  that  he  was  a  Martyr 
for  the  Faith  before  16 j.  Hence  Judin  calls  himfelf  a 
Difciple  of  the  Apoftles.  Now  this  very  antient  Fa- 

ther, this. glorious  Martyr,  every  where  in  his  Writings 

freely  profefled,  and  ftrenuoufly  defended  the  Son's  Pre- 
exiftence  before  the  World,  and  his  Creation  of  it,  as 
the  common  and  received  Dodrine  of  the  Church, 

againft  Jews  and  Gentiles.    I'll  only  produce  two  Pla- 

*  Tublljhed  at  Rhoan  in  Normandy,  1674.  ̂   y^]  ̂ ^  p^j.j.^ 
Apoft.  p.  iS_f6.        3  Annot.  in  Eulcb,  p.  39.        "^  Id.  p.  76,  77. ces. 
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ces.  In  his  apology,  commonly  called  tKe  frjl,  after  lie 

has  fpoke  of  the  Father,  he  adds  of  the  Son :  '  H^  Son,  he 
Tvho  done  is  properly  called  the  Son^  the  Word,  ivas  with  the 
Father  before  his  Wbrkl,  and  begotten  of  him  ;  for  in  the 
Beginning  he  made,  and  fet  in  order  all  things  by  him,  &c. 

In  his  Dialogue  with  Trypho  :  ̂   But  thps  Offspring,  which 
really  proceeded  from  the  Father,  2vas  with  the  Father,  be- 
fore  all  things  were  made,  and  to  him  the  Father  fpoke.  Let 
us  make  Alan,  &c.  / 

9.  Tatian,  the  Difciple  of  Juflin,  explaining  the  com- 
mon Notion  of  the  Chriftians  in  his  Days,  concerning 

the  Son  of  God,  fays,  ̂  We  know  him  the  Principle  of  the 

World.  And  a  little  after,  Th.it  heavenly  Word,  '^  a  Spi- 
rit begotten  of  his  Father,  and  Reafon  of  his  rational  Power, 

made  J\4an,  the  Image  of  Immortality,  in  Imitation  of  the 
Father,  7pho  begot  him.  And  again,  The  Word  made  the 
Angels  before  the  Formation  of  Man. 

10.  AthenagorO'S,  t\\t  Athenian,  next  to  Jufiin,  a  ve- 
ry learned  Philofopher,  and  a  great  Ornament  of  the 

"Chriftian  Profeffion,  in  his  Book  written  to  M.  Aurelius 
Antoninus  and  his  Collegue,  giving  an  Account  of  the 
Chriftian  Faith  in  the  Trinity,  firfl  fpeaks  of  God  the 

Father,  and  then  fubjoins,  '  By  whom  all  things  were  made 
by  or  through  his  Word,  fet  in  order  and  eflablifloed.  A 
little  after  he  calls  the  Son,  The  Firfc-begotten  of  the  Father t 
that  he  tnight  be  the  Pattern  and  Life,  the  Idea  and  Energy 
of  all  things. 

1 1.  Laftly,  Irenam  (in  his  Youth  a  diligent  Hearer  of 

Tolycarp,  and  therefore  j^fily  placed  by  ̂  Eufebius  in  the 
firll:  Succeffion  of  the  Apoitles)  thus  fpeaks  of  the  Word, 

or  Son  of  God  '' :  "  But  nothing  which  is  made,  and 
"  in  Subjeftion,  fhall  be  compared  with  the  Word  of 
*'  God,  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  who  is  our  Lord 

<"'  }efus  Chrift:  For  whether  they  are  Angels  or  Arch-? 
.*'  angels,  or  Thrones  or  Dominions,  St.  John  ms  told 

»p.44.  =p.  i8,-.  3  Apfe.-sd.  Juft.  Mart.  p.  i4f,  ̂ ^.14.6. 
3  Append.  Jail.  Mart.  p.  10.  —  ibid.  «  Eufeb.  Ecclef.  Hift.  1.  f. 
c.  io.  p.  1/2.        7  lien. lib.  |.  cap.  8.  p.  ijo. 

(C 
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"  us,  they  were  all  appointed  and  made  by  him,  who 
**  is  God  over  all,  by  his  Word.  For,  when  he  had 
"  faid  of  the  Word  of  God,  that  he  was  in  the  Father, 

"  he  added,  u4ll  things  were  made  by  him-i  ̂ W  'without 

*'  him  wa4  not  any  thing  made."  Again;  ̂   "  For  the 
"  Son,  that  is,  the  Word  of  God,  prsdifpofed  thefe 
"  things  from  the  Beginning,  (the  Father  il:cod  not  in 
*'  need  even  of  Angels)  that  he  might  make  the  World, 
"  and  form  Man,  for  whom  it  was  made." 

Tho^e  that  know  the  Fathers  know  very  well,  that 
the  other  Fathers  of  the  firft  three  Centuries  are  of  the 

fame  Mind  as  the  afore-cited  :  Thofe  that  are  not  ac- 

quainted with  them,  I  hope,  will  take  my  word  for  it, 
till  I  have  the  Opportunity,  in  the  following  Sections,  of 

laying  before  them  their  Teftimonies  concerning  this  mat- 
ter, much  more  ample  than  any  yet  produced.  Thus 

much  for  the  Pre-exiftence. 

D}\  GRABE'j-  Annotations  upon  Barnaba?, 

Gainst  this  Notion  of  the  Pre-exiftence,  fo  fb- 

lidly  confirmed  by  Bifhop  Brdl,  Luki  Mellier, 
Minifler  of  the  Word  of  God  (or  rather  fome  Perfon 
under  that  fivStitious  Name)  has  wrote  a  Book  in  %voy 
printed  at  London,  and  intitled,  The  Faith  of  the  firjl 

Chrijiians  demonjlrated  from  Barnabas,  ̂ -c,  in  Oppofition 
to  Dr.  G.  BuW'i  Defence  of  the  Mesne  Creed.  It  fliall 

be  my  Bufinefs  (and  I  hope  agreeable  to  the  Reader) 
to  fhew  how  frivolous  his  evafive  Anfwers  are. 

2.  The  firft  thing  I  fliall  take  notice  of,  is  his  Refle- 
(51;ions  upon  our  Author  for  his  Citation  of  Barnabas. 

S.  1.  chap.  1.  A'lellier  fays,  (i.)  That  Barnabas  there 
fpeaks  myftically,  with  refped  to  the  new  Creation 
made  by  Jefus  Chiifl:  in  the  laft  Times,  (z.)  That  he 
does  not  attribute  thofe  Words  to  God  talking  with  the 
Son,  but  to  the  Scripture  prophefying  of  Chrift.  (3.) 
Granting  thefc  Words  to  be  reprefented  as  fpokcn  to  the 

I  Lib.  ̂ .  cap.  17. 

Son 
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Son  by  the  Father,  they  are  to  be  underftood  in  a  pro- 

phetical Senfe,  as  relating  to  the  Chrift,  who  was  to  bej 
not  to  the  Son  as  really  exifting.  He  fupports  his  firft 

AiTertion  thus  :  Chap.  6.  '  The  Words  are  ufed  of  the 
mw  Creation  only  ;  therefore  they  mufl  alfo  be  myjiicallj  un~ 

derfiood,  chap.  5.  ̂   Suppofing,  but  not  granting  this  to 
be  the  Cafe,  where  is  the  Confequence?  Could  not  5^r- 
vaba4  ufe  the  fame  Paffage  at  one  time  in  a  literal,  and 
at  another  time  in  a  myftical  Senfe  ?  Nay,  did  he  not 
ad  thus  in  the  Place  before  us  ?  He  faid  that  the  Words, 

Let  us  make  Man^  &c.  were  fpoken  to  the  Son  the  Day 
before  the  conftiruting  the  World.  But  thofe  Words 

refpe(9:  the  old,  not  the  new  Creation  ;  therefore  Bar- 
nahas  is  fb  to  be  underftood.  But  admit  that  Bar/iabas 

took  them  in  a  myftical  Senfe,  muft  not  that  Senfe  be 
built  upon  the  literal  ?  How  could  Barnabas  fuppofe 
ihem  to  relate  to  the  Son  in  the  new  Creation,  if  he 

had  not  found  them  fpoken  to  the  fame  Son  by  the  Father 
in  the  old? 

5.  He  fays  thefe  Words  were  not  fpoken  by  the  Fa- 

ther, but  the  Scripture,  So  Barnabas  has  it  ̂,  The  Scri- 
pture faith^  Wo  to  them  that  are  ivife  for  themfehes  only, 

chap.  5.  Thus  faith  the  fame  Scripture,  '^  He  -was  -wounds 
ed  for  our  Iniquities.  And  again  the  fame  Scripture,  The 
JVets  are  not  Jet  in  vain  for  the  Birds  \  and  immediately 
after.  To  whom  he  fpoke  before  the  Conflitution  of  theWorld. 
Who  \  The  fame  Scripture.  Now  this  I  deny.  The 
preceding  Places  are  all  the  Words  of  the  Prophet  con^ 
cerning  others  in  the  third  Perfon  \  not,  as  thefe,  the 
Words  of  one  to  another  in  the  fir  ft.  (2.)  The  Words 

do  not  immediately  follow  the  others  in  the  Places  afore- 
cited, but  at  the  diftance  of  two  Periods.  (3.)  It  is 

very  abfurd  to  fay  the  Scriptures  fpoke  of,  or  to  Chrift, 
before  they  themfelves  exifted,  namely,  upon  the  fixth 
Day,  the  Day  before  the  Confummation  of  all  things. 
(4.)  Mclliefs  Criticifm  falls  hard  upon  himfelf,  and  if 
may  juftly  be  affirmedjthat  the  Words  he  infifts  upon  as 

'  p.  ip.  Patr.  Apoft.  T  Vol.  or  p.  6i.  in  theoldVerfon>      '  p,(5o, 

aReav 
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a  Reafon  for  throwing  out  thofe  he  does  not  like,  do 
much  better  deferve  that  Ufage  themfelves.  For  (i.) 
They  are  no  more  in  the  old  Latin  Verfion  than  the 
other.  (2.)  The  Words  he  refufej  it  is  probable,  were 
omitted  by  an  ignorant  Copyer,  as  tautologous,  (fb  it 
often  has  happened,  when  a  Word  is  immediately  re- 
peatedj  but  the  Words  he  infifts  upon  are  very  like  an 

Addition,  v^ry  un\\kQ Barnabas.  (3.)  They  are  incon- 
fiftent  with  the  Place,  and  confequently  abfurd. 

4.  Melliers  third  Objedion  is,  Thar,  fuppofing  Bar-- 
nabas  reprefented  God  fpeaking  to  his  vSon,  the  Words 
are  to  be  underftood  as  prophetical  of  the  Chrift,  who  was 
to  come,  not  as  direded  to  him  now  exifting.  Thus 
in  another  place  Barnabas  afferts,  that  God  fpoke  to  us 
Chriftians,  Increafe  and  multiply,  and  have  dominion  over 
the  Beajisi  &c.  C  in  the  end  of  Chap.  6. )  but  who  can 
think  that  Barnabas  then  believed  that  there  were  fuch 

Perfons  as  the  Chriftians  I  Here  our  Adverfary  deals 

deceitfully,  not  only  not  citing  Barnabas's  Words,  as 
every  where  elfe  he  does,  but  alfo  tranflating  them  falfe, 
and  reading  [God  fpoke]  when  the  Original  plainly  has 

it  [God  foretold].  Befides,  though  it  fliould  be  grant- 
ed, that  God,  when  he  bleffed  our  fiift  Parents,  fpoke 

to  us,  Increafe,  Sec.  this  would  not  affe6b  the  Cafe  at  all : 
For  ̂ dam  was  the  Type  of  us,  and  therefore  God  might 
typically  fpeak  to  us  in  him  ;  but  Chrift  was  not  in 
the  old  Creation  typified  by  any  Perfon  with  Regard  to 

the  new.  The  other  Places  alledged  out  of  Barnaba-s  by 
this  Author  are  nothing  to  his  Purpofe.  They  are  the 
Commands  of  God  to  his  People  by  the  Prophets ;  they 

related  to  that  prefent  Age,  and  their  SuccefToi-s ;  they 
were,  as  the  Apoftle  fays,  Rom.  xv.  4.  written  for  our 

Vfe:  But  no  fuch  thing  can  be  fiid  of  the  Words  be- 
fore us.  What  Mellier  has  faid  further  from  this  Author 

is  either  frivolous  or  impertinent. 
5 .  I  proceed  to  defend  another  Pafifage  of  Barnabas^ 

cited  by  Biilipp  Bull,  wherein  it  is  faid,  that  the  Sun  is 

the  Work  of  his  Hands,  /'.  e.  of  the  Son's,  concerning 
whom  he  is  theiw  Ipeajdng.     Mellier  fays  that  the  old 
^-.-  -   ,  ._._  >  Inter- 



46  J  DEFENCE^/ 
Interpreter  renders  it  [the  Work  of  the  Hand  of  God] 
and  confequently  read  fo  in  the  Greeks  To  which  I 
anfwer,  (i.)  That  though  he  read  fo,  it  does  not  fol- 

low that  Barnaba4  wrote  fo,  and  it  is  certain  that  he,  and 

the  Copy  he  ufed  were  both  alike,  grievoufly  corrupt. 
(2.)  Mellier  confefles  the  Yerfion  imperfed  here,  and 
if  fo,  why  not  rather  amend  it  from  the  Original,  which 
is  perfeft,  than  corred  the  Original  by  it  ?  Now  it 
may  well  be  thought  that  the  CreeJ^  is  right,  and  the 
Verfion  wrong,  becaufe  the  Reading  of  the  Verfion  is 
fcarce  ever  met  with  in  the  facred  Writers,  but  that 

of  the  Greek  is  very  famJliar  ;  and  becaufe  the  Corrupti- 
on of  the  Latin  is  more  eafily  to  be  accounted  for  than 

that  of  the  Greek-  (3-)  Laftly,  fuppofing,  but  by  no 
means  granting,  that  Barnabas  wrote  as  Mellier  reads, 
yet  the  Argument  is  not  at  all  the  weaker  on  our  fide. 
For  thus  it  flands :  If  Men  can  t  behold  the  Sun,  the 

Work  of  God's  Hands,  or  a  Creature ^  much  lefs  could 
they  have  bore  the  Sight  of  Chrift,  if  he  had  not  come 
in  theFlefli.  Now  this  would  be  abfurd,  if  Chrift,  as 

well  as  the  Sun  was  the  Work  of  God's  Hands,  or  a 
Creature.  Barnaba^s  therefore  took  him  for  the  Creator, 

not  a  Creature,  till  incarnate*  Our  Adverfary  wasfen- 
fible  of  this,  when  he  made  another  Alteration  in  fome 

preceding  Words,  writing  [feeing  Godj  inftead  of 
[feeing  him],  and  contending  that  God  the  Father  is  un- 
derftood  there.  In  this  Place  he  is  as  well  fupported, 
as  in  the  former  ;  he  has  neither  Reafon  nor  Authority. 
Irlis Latin  Verfion  is  maimed,  and  not  able  to  affift  him  ; 

and  Barnabas  muft  be  excufed  too,  becaufe  he  can't  fpeak 
againft  himfelf.  In  thofe  Words,  How  flodl  Men  be 
faved  beholding  him^  he  manifeftly  alludes  to  the  Brazen 
Serpent,  which  in  his  twelfth  Chapter  he  had  largely  ex- 

plained, and  exprefsly  called  a  Type  of  Chrift,  becaufe 
though  dead,  as  Chrift  was  upon  the  Crofs,  he  could 
heal  others,  and  he  iliould  immediately  be  cured,  he  who 
looked  upon  him  ;  where  the  Word  cured^,  or  faved,  is 

the  fame  as  in  the  controverted  Paflage.  It  was  not  ad- 
vifedly  done  then  by  Mellier  to  change  sivih  into  ®i°v^ 

whea 
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when  all  he  could  gain  by  it,  was  only  the  fixing  that 
Crime  upon  himfelf,  which  he,  p.  20.  had  injurioufly 
charged  upon  the  Orthodox,  namely,  corrupting  the 
Words  of  St.  Barnabas.  Much  more  might  be  faid  in 
this  Cafe,  but  to  be  fliort,  I  pafs  on  to  another  Place 

of  Barnahai-,  chap.  12.  All  things  are  in  him  md  for 
himj  i.  e.  Chrift.  Melliers  Senfe  of  thefe  Words,  />.  2 2. 
is,  that  in  him  all  liich  Types  and  Prophecies  were  ful- 

filled, and  for  him  inftitured.  (i.)  This  is  forced. 

(2.)  Not  to  be  paralell'd  by  any  Place  of  Barnabas,  or 
any  other  facred  Writer.  Whereas,  fuppofing  the  Paf- 
fage  underftood  of  the  Creation,  and  Prefervation  of  all 
things  by  him,  St.  Paul  has  faid  the  fame,  Colojf.  i.  16, 
All  things  ivere  created  bj  him-,  and,  all  things  were  crea- 

ted by  him  and  for  him ;  and  v,  1 7.  All  things  conjifl  in 
him.  Thus,  O  Bleffedjefus,  that  great  and  fplendid 
Glory  is  truly  thine,which  thy  infidious  Socinian  Advef- 
fary  impioufly  obfcured,  and  unjuftly  limited. 

Dr.  GRAB  E'j  Annotations  upon  Henna?, 

TO  pervert  that  Place  in  Hermas,  where  he  fays 
the  Son  is  more  antient  than  every  Creature,  A^el- 

her,  after  Zwickers  Example,  brings  another  Place  of 

the  fame  Author,  Book^  i.  Vif,  2.  '  where  he  fays,  that 
the  Church  was  created  before  every  thing,  i.  e.  accord- 

ing to  his  Explication,  was  decreed,  predeftinated 
by  God  firfl:.  After  the  fame  manner  he  would  inter- 

pret the  Place  before  us,  but  Hermas  has  made  it  very 
difficult,  by  the  Addition  of  thofe  Words,  He  ivas  in 
Counfel  with  his  Father,  at  the  Creation  ;  furely  then,  in 
being,  really  exiftent,  not  only  predePcinated,  not  a 
Perfon  intended  to  be  cf  the  Counfel  long  after  it  iliould 

be  executed.  ̂ or-doQS Mellier, p.  3.  help  his Caufe, when 
ht  fays.  He  was  therefore  faid  to  be  in  Counfel  with 
his  Father,  at  the  Creation,  becaufe  then  he  had  him  in 

his  Mind,in  his  all- wife  Purpofe.    Strange,  wrefted  In- 

■■*  p.  78.  Patr,  Apoil-.   •  •    ■ vention! 
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vention  !  As  for  the  alledged  Place  concerning  the  Church* 

I'm  of  opinion  Pfeudo  Clement  gives  good  Light  to  it. 
Book^  I.  Recogn,  S»  iS.  '  where  he  fuggefts  the  Pre-exift- 
cnce  of  Souls,  as  Cotelerm  well  obferves.  Hermas,  I 
believe  was  of  the  fame  Opinion,  and  therefore  faid, 
the  Church  was  antienter  than  every  Creature,  becaufe 
he  held  the  Souls  of  the  Faithfrl  to  be  fo. 

»  Ap.  Patr.  p.  493. 

SECT.    11. 

Of  the  Confubflantialitj  of  the  Son. 

Chap.     I. 

The  Thefis  propounded.     The  Word  o/xobot©- 
explained^  (5cc. 

IS  H  A  L  L  be  pretty  large  upon  this  Queftion,  be- 
caufe the  whole  Controverfy  between  the  Catho- 

lics and  the  Ariam  turns  upon  it.  Here  then  I 

propofe  copioufly  to  illuftrate  and  confirm  this  The- 

fis ' THESIS. 

That  it  was  the  conftant,  and  confentlent  Opinion 
of  the  Catholic  Dodors  of  the  three  firft  Centuries, 
That  the  Son  of  God  is  conjttbjiantmli  i.  e.  of  the  fame 
Subfiance  with  his  Father,  not  of  any  created,  mutable 
Ejfence,  but  altogether  of  the  fame  Divine,  unchange- 

able Nature  with  his  Father^  and  therefore  very 
Cod  of  very  God, 

Before  I  enter  upon  the  Proof  of  this  Pofition,   I 
will  premife  fomething  concerning  the  true  Senfe,  and 

antienc 
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antlent  Ufe  of  the  Word  Homooufan,  ufed  by  the  Ntcene 
Fathers  in  their  Creed.  The  Arians  raifed  a  mighty  duft 
about  this  Wordj  infomuch  that  many  of  the  Catholics, 
Lovers  of  Peace,  and  wearied  with  their  Clamours,  began 

to  difallow  it,  as  we  learn  from  '  HiUrj.,  &c.  This  impious 
and  turbulent  JFaftion  fometimes  affirmed  it  patronized 
Sabellmnfm ;  fometimes  the  direct  contrary,  that  it  made 
a  Partition,  or  Divifion  of  the  Divine  Eflence  ;  and  hilly, 

to  ("hew  how  low  they  could  defcend,  that  it  introduced  a 
certain  Subftance,  prior  to  Father  and  Son,  of  which  they 
did  equally  partake.  All  rhis  Logomachy  I  will  now 
clearly  prove  to  be  groundlefs. 

2.  Homooujton  in  the  beft  Greek  Authors  is  faid  to  be, 
that  which  is  of  the  fame  Eifence,  Subftance,  or  Nature^ 

with  fomething  elfe.  Thus  the  Notation  of  the  Word. 

Thus  Porphyry,  ̂   If  the  Souls  of  Animals  are  of  the  fame  JVa" 
ture  with  ours.  Thus  Arijfotle,  ̂   All  the  Stars  are  of  the 
fame  Nature.  After  the  fame  manner  Iren^us  "^  ufes  it  in 
explaining  the  yalentinian  Tenets.  The  Heretics  taught 
that  what  was  fpiritual  could  not  be  formed  by  Achamoth.) 
as  being  of  the  fiipe  Nature  with  her.  Again,  That  llie 
firft  out  of  an  Anijnal  Subftance  made  the  King  and  Pa- 

rent of  all  things,  as  well  of  thofe  things  v/hich  v/ere  of 
the  fame  Nature  with  him,  as  of  thofe  which  proceeded 
from  Matter  and  Paffion.  Again,  That  Hylicm  was  in 
Appearance  like,  but  not  of  the  fame  Nature  with  God. 
Again.  That  the  Demeurgm  himfelf  knew  not  the  Birth 
of  Mother  Achamoth^  which  fhe  conceived  by  the  ConteW' 
plation  of  thofe  Angels,  which  attend  the  Saviour,  it  be- 

ing fpiritual  of  the  fame  Nature  with  its  Mother.  Thus 
in  Theodotus^  Excerpts  at  the  end  of  the  Works  of  Cle- 

mens Alexandr.  ̂   This  Word  is  faid  to  be  ufed  by  the 
G-:ofiics  ;  which  Heretics  accommodated  many  others,  and 
this  Word  among  the  reft,  ufed  concerning  the  Trinity, 
to  their  vEons.     This  is  confirmed  by  the  very  antient 

"  In  Libro  de  Synodis.  "^  De  abftincntia,  lib.  i.  n.  19.  ?  Ci^ed 
By  an  anonymoui  Author  of  the  famous  Opinions  about  the  Soul,  pu&- 

fifhed  with  Origen'^  Philocalia.  4  Irenaci  Opera,  Colon.  161^,  lib.  i. 
p.  22,  6^24.  5  Clejiit  p. /7 1 . 

E  Chri- 
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Chriftian  Author  of  a  Book,  imkkd,  Pamafidres,  aPeribn 

who  was  no  Gmjik,  how  greatly  foever  he  might  be  mif- 
taken  in  other  refpefts :  He  fays  exprefsly  (as  I  fhall  fhew 
hereafter)  that  tne  Word  is  Homooufm  wi:h  the  Father. 
The  Author  of  a  Piece,  intitled  Ou^liiones  Grtedmica  ad 

Chrijiianos,  printed  with  Jujiins  Works,  '  fays  of  the  Soul, 
that  it  is  Homoou/ta,  or  of  the  fame  Suhjhnce  with  Angels 

and  D5:mons.  Agaftm  *  is  faid  by  Photius  to  have  taught 
many  impious  Doftrines,  and  this  among  the  reft,  that  the 
Soul  IS  conftibflmtial  with  God.  The  ̂ me  he  fays  after- 

wards of  the  Sun  and  Moon,  ufing  this  Word.  Laftly, 

^  Theodorct  brings  a  Citation  out  of  yJpollmarls,  where  he 
fays,  that  Men  are  Homoouf.oi-,  of  the  fame  Nature  with  ir- 

rational Animals  with  refpedfc  to  their  Body,  which  is  void 
of  P^eafon,  but  not  fo,  Plctcroujioit  of  another  Nature,  or 

Subftance,  with  refpe6t  to  that  which  is  rational  in  them. 

3 .  That  the  Nwene  Billiops  affirm'd  the  Son  to  be  con- 
fubftantial  with  the  Father,  in  this  very  Senfe,  fhall  be  made 

plain  to  all  impartial  Men,  to  all  who  are  not  manifeflly  of  a 
contentious  Spirit,  from  the  Words  of  the  A//«;zf  Creed.  For 
after  the  Fathers  had  faid  that  the  Son  of  God  was  the  only 
begotten  of  the  Father,  they  immediately  add  thefe  Words, 
that  is,  of  the  Subfiance  of  the  Father.  What  that  means 

they  fliew  in  the  following  Words,  God  of  Qgd,  Light  of 
Light,  very  God  of  very  God ;  begotten,  not  mad&m  Then  they 
fubjoin  this :  Of  the  fame  Subftance  7vith  the  Father,  as  com- 

prizing all  that  had  been  before  faid  of  the  Son.  Again, 
in  the  End  of  the  Creed  they  fufficiently  declare,  what 

they  would  have  us  underfhnd  by  Homoujion,  confubfiantial 
or  of  the  fame  Subfiance,  when  they  anathematize  the  Ariam 
as  faying  that  the  Son  of  God  is  of  another  Hypoflaiis  or 
Effence ;  that  he  is  created,  convertible  or  changeable. 
This  then  was  the  Affirmation  of  the  Nicene  Bifhops,  that 
the  Son  of  God  was  confubftantial  with  the  Father  in  a 

Senfe  oppofite  to  the  Arian  Blafphemies,  that  is,  not  a  cre- 

ated Nature,  of  a  Nature  different  from  the  Father's,    or 

»  p.  203.      '  Photii  Myriobiblon,  Rothomagi  Ed.  16/3.  Cod.  179. 
p.  4,03.       I  In  Dialog.  'A^'vy^^nlQ-* 

mutable ; 
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mutable  ,•  but  altogether  of  the  fame  divine,  iffimutible 
Nature  with  the  Father.  Thus  the  whole  flream  of  thofe 

Dodors  have  interpreted  the  Homooujion-i  who  were  moft 
likely  to  know  beft  their  Mind  dnd  Meaning. 

4.  So  the  great  Athanafm  difputes  againit  the  Arianst 
who  pretended  themfelves  in  all  other  refpeds  Embracers  of 
the  Nicene  Faith,  and  only  ftartled  at  the  new  and  dangerous 
Word  Homooujion :  If  after  [o  much^  the  Tejlimony  of  the  antient       , 
Bijljops  and  the  Subfcription  of  their  own  Fathers,  they  fret  end, 

as  not  k^ffimng  the  Import  of  it,  to  be  afraid  of  the  word  Ho- 
mooufion,  let  them  fay  and  thinly,  that  he  is  plainly  and  truly 

the  Son,  the  Son  by  Nature  ;  let  them,  as  the  Synod  hath  or^ 
dered,  anathematiz^e  thofe  who  fay  he  is  a  Creature-^  fomething 
made,  that  he  is  of  nothing,  that  there  was  a  time,  when  the 
Son  of  God  was  not,  that  he  is  convertible,  changeable,  and  of 
another  Subfiance.     Thus  let  them  abandon  the  Arian  Herejjy 

and  we  are  confident,  that  fincerely  anathematiz^ing  thefe  Ex- 
preffions,  they  mufi  immediately  confefs,  that  the  Son  is  of  the 
Sub  fiance  of  the  Father,  and  confubfiantial  with  him.     For  this 
reafon  it  was  that  the  Fathers,  after  they  had  faid  the  Son  was. 
confubfiantial,  immediately  fubjoi7ied ;    The  Catholic  Church 
anathematizes  thofe  that  fay  he  is  a  Creature,  or  made,  or 
of  nothing,    or  that  there  was  a  time  when  he  was  not. 

By\thefe  Words  they  mak£  l^own  the  Import  of  the  Word  Ho- 
moouiion.     Hereby  it  is  difcovxred,  that  it  is  not,  when  ap- 

plied to  the  Son,  any  thing  created  or  made ;   and  that  he  luho 
fiiys  the  Word  is  confubfiantial,  does  not  thinly  him  to  be  a  Crea-' 
ture  ;    that  he  v^ho  anathematiz,es  the  aforefaid,  Expreffons,  at 
the  fame  time  thinly  the  Son  to  be  confubfiantial  with  the  Fa- 

ther ;    that  he  who  fays  he  is  confubfiantial,  fays  he  is  the  qe-   . 
nuine,  true,  very  Son  of  God;  and  that  he  ̂ vho  fays  he  is  ge- 

nuine, underfiands  that  Pt^^ff-'ge  of  Holy  Scripture,  I  and  my 
Father  are  one. 

5.  Hilary  writes  after  ihe  fame  manner  :  *'  Is  any  one 
*'  difpleafed  that  the  Homooufion  is  received  in  the  Council 

«'  of  Nice  ?  If  he  is,  he  muft  need  be  pleas'd  that  it  is  re- 
*'  jedled  by  the  Arians.  For  it  is  therefore  rejedkd  that 
*'  the  Son  is  confubfiantial,  that  God  the  Son  may  be 

*f  preached;  not  as  born  of  the  Subilance  of  God  the  Fa-  [,,^ 
"  ■    '    '       ■"      E  i  ■'     ,      "ther>|i5 



52  J  DEFENCE  of 

''  ther,  but  as  made  out  of  nothing,  as  the  Creatures  are. 
''  We  fay  nothing  new.     The  y^riaK  Perfidy  ftands  felf- 
*'  convicted  by  many  of  their  Letters.     If  the  meaning  of 
'*  thofe  who  confefs  it  was  pious  thro'  the  Impiety  of  thofe 
''  who  deny  it;  how  is  that  now  oppofed,  which  was  then 
'*  pioufly  received,  becaufe  impioufly  rejefted  ?  If  it  was 
"  pioufly  received,   how  is  it  that  the  pious  Conflitution 
''  which  took  away  Impiety  in  the  very  means  by  which  it 
''  was  fpread,  is  become  criminal  ?  Let  us  confider  then  what 
"  the  Council  ofATice  ordain'd  in  confefling  x\\t  Homooujiony, 
"  or  that  the  Father  and  Son  are  of  cne  Subftance.  They  did 
*'  not  iRive  birth  to  Herefy ;  for  that  is  conceived  by  raking 
''  the  Word  in  a  bad  Senfe.     They  v/ill  not  fay  ( I  fup- 
*'  pofe)  that  the  Father  and  Son  divided  a  certain  Sub- 
"  fiance  antienter  than  their  own  particular  Subftance,  by 
"  fliaring  it  betwixt  them."     Again,  after  he  has  recited 
the  Nicene  Creed,   he  proceeds  thus :     "  The  moft  holy 

*'  Synod  does  not  here. introduce  I  can't  tell  v/hat  prior 
*'  Subftance  divided  into  two,   but  the  Son  begotten  of 
"  the  Father's  Subftance.      What  elfe  do  we  deny,   or 
"  what  elfe  confefs  ?     And  after  the  other  Expofitions  of 
"  the  common  Faith,   he  fays,  that  he  was  begotten,  not 
"  m.ade,    of  one  Subftance  v/ith  the  Father,   which  the 
"^  Greekl  call  Homooufion.     What  occalion  for  any  bad 

'"  meaning  ?     T'he  Son  is  therefore  faid  to  be  born  of  the 
^'  Subftance  of  the  Father,   that  the  Nativity  may  not  be 
"  conftrued  a  Creation.     He  is  therefore  fiid  to  be  of  one 
"  Subftance,  not  that  he  is  one  alone,  but  that  he  is  from 
"  no  other  Original  but  the  Subftance  of  God,  nor  is  of 
*^  any  Subftance  different  from  his.     Is  not  this  our  Faith, 
*'  that  he  is  not  from  any  other,  that  he  is  not  of  a  difFe- 
"  rent  Subftance  ?     The  Homooufion  teftifies  nothing  elfe 
''  than,  that  the  Nature  of  the  two  is  one  and  alike,  ac- 

''  cording  to  the  Propagation  of  Nature  ;  for  the  Eflence 
'^  of  the  Son  is  not  from  any  other  than  the  Father  :  Now 
'^  becaufe  it  is  from  no  other,  both  are  rightly  faid  to  be  of 
"  one  Subftance,  becaufe  the  Son  hath  not  the  Subftance 
"  in  which  he  was  born,  but  as  he  hath  the  Father  the 

"^  Author  of  it."  •     "         - 
6.  The? 
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6".  The  great  Bajtl  '  arguing  againft  thofe,  who  admit- 
ted .the  Nicene  Creed  in  all  things,  the  Word  Homooujion 

only  excepted,  after  fome  things,  which  fhall  be  cited  here- 

after in  their  proper  Place,  thus  difputes:  '■'  Since  there 
*'  were  fome,  who  then  faid  the  Son  was  made  of  nothing, 
*'  to  cut  off  this  Impiety,  they  added  the  Word  Homoou- 
*«  fion:  For  the  Union  of  the  Son  with  the  Father  is  eternal 
«'  and  uninterrupted.  Befides,  the  preceding  Words  will 
<«  fhew  the  Mind  of  thefe  Men.  Thus,  after  they  have 
*'  faid,  that  the  Son  was  Light  of  Light,  of  the  Sub- 
*'  ftance  of  the  Father,  that  he  was  begotten  not  made, 
''  they  add  the  Homooujim^  thereby  {hewing,  that  what 
«'  Account  foever  a^iy  one  fliall  give  of  Light  in  the  Fa- 
*'  ther,  the  fame  he  muft  adapt  to  Light  in  the  Son  :  For 

^'  true  Light,  under  the  very  Notion  of  Light,  can't  dif- 
"  fer  from  true  Light.  Since  then  the  Father  is  Light  un- 
^'  originated,  and  the  Son  Light  begotten,  and  both  of 
*'  them  Light,  they  juftly  faid  they  Vv^ere  Homooufioh  in 
**  order  to  reprefent  to  us  the  Equality  of  their  Nature. 
*'  Now  thofe  that  are  of  the  fame  Nature  one  with  ano- 

'*  ther  collaterally  are  not  call'd  confiibPcantia],  as  fome  fup- 
'«  pofe  ;  but  when  the  Coufe  or  Principle,  and  that  v^hich 
«'  has  its  being  from  it,  are  of  the  fame  Nature,  of  them 

f-  the  Word  Homooufos  is  rightly  ufed.' 
7.  The  Semi-Arimi  themfelves  confefled  this  to  be  the . 

true  Senfe  of  this  Word  in  the  Synod  of  Ayitioch^  under 

Jovian-)  being  informed  bv  Mdet-us  the  Preiident  of  the 
Synod,  and  a  genuine  Catholic,  as  St.  Bajil^  has  abundantly 
proved.  Thus  they  write  concerning  the  Synod  of  Nice-t 
in  their  Synodical  Epiflle  to  the  Excellent  Emperor  : 

"  Now  that  Word,  which  in  the  Synod  fcem'd  ft/ange  to 
"  fome.  We  m.ean  the  Homooujion,  had  a  fife  Interpretation 
"  given  to  it  by  the  Fathers,  namely,  that  the  Son  was 
*'  born  of  the  Subdance  of  the  Father,  and  was  in  Sub- 

neration  any  thing  pallive  is  to  be  conceived,  or  as  tho' 

3O.  ̂ Socrat.  H.  E.  !.  vc.a-. 

E  3  «  th: 

"Tom.  3.  P.J2-92.  Ed.  Pari£  1630.  *  Socrat.  H.  E.  !.  v  c.  a; 
h'.  SoiGm.  H.E.  1.6.  c.  4. 
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*«  the  Word  Ou/ta  was  taken  in  the  Gefitik  Senfi,  but  in 
"  fuch  a  Senfe  as  to  overturn  that  impious  ̂ rian  Tenet  con- 

**  cerning  the  Son,  That  he  was  made  o^  nothing."  I 
fuppofe  it  is  now  clear  to  all,  in  what  Senfe  the  Council  of 
Nice  ufed  the  Word  Homooujion. 

8.  Further,  this  Word  was  not  fir  ft  invented  by  the  Ni- 
cene  Fathers,  nor  firfi:  applied  to  this  very  Controverly  by 
them  fas  fome  have  thought)  but  derived  down  to  them  by 

their  Anceftors  '  as  Eufebim  witnefTes:  I  have  known  feveral 
eloquent  and  illuflriom  BiJJjops  and  Writers  of  the  Antienti  ufe 
this  Word  Homooufion  concerning  the  Divinity  of  the  Father 
and  Son.  EnfebiHs,  no  doubt,  could  have  confirmed  this 
Ailertion  out  of  many  antient  Monuments,  now  loft ;  and 
notwithftanding  the  deplorable  Lofs,  ̂ e  ftill  have  fufficient 

Evidence.  Thus  Terttillian  -  exprefsly  fays,  that  the  Fa- 

the  •,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghoft,  are  of  one  Subftance,  and  af- 
firms this  to  be  contained  in  the  Rule  of  Faith,  &c. 

What  elfe  is  this  than  the  Homooujionl  This  he  took  (as 

his  Cuftom  was)  from  the  antient  Greeks  Writers.  Rtifi- 

nm  fays  ̂  Origen  frequently  ufed  this  Word.  "  Could  he 
"  in  the  fame  Work,  and  fometimes  in  the  fame  Book,  as 

''  we  faid,  and  in  the  Chapter  immediately  following,  for- 
"  ̂ ti  himfelf  ?  For  inftance,  he  had  obferved  that  the  Fa- 
"  ther  and  the  Son  were  of  one  Subftance,  in  Greeks 

''  Homoonjlo}.  Could  he  in  the  Chapters  immediately  fol- 
*'  lowing  aflirm  him  to  be  of  another  Nature  or  Subflance, 
"  and  created,  whom  he  had  a  little  before  pronounced  to 
*'  be  begotten  of  the  very  Nature  or  Subflance  of  God 
"  the  Father  \  And  both  Rpifinm  and  Pamphshuy  in  that 
Apology  (which  I  fliall  prove  to  be  truly  his)  cite  him 
uCmg  ir,  and  defend  him  as  of  Catholic  Principles  in  that 
particular,  becaufe  he  ufed  it.  Pamphilm  brings  an  Exam- 

ple in  his  Apology,  namely,  thefe  Words  of  Origen  upon 

the  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews :  "  Thefe  Similitudes  plainly 
*^  fl^ew  a  Communion  of  Nature  between  the  Father  and 

*  EocntcsBcok  I.  ch.  S.  />.  ir.  So  \xh.2r\:X\M--,  p.  So6.  T.  i.Ld.Bened. 
and  p.  238.  of  the  Came  Tome.  »  p.  yei.  Lib.  ad'/.  Piax.      '  Ru- 
finus  de  Adulter.  Libr.  Origenis. 

thj^ 
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'^  the  Son.    For  the  EfHux  feems  Homo
oufia,  that  is,  of 

<c  one  Subftance  with  that  Body,   from 
 which  it  is  an 

«  Efflux  or  Vapour."     Athanfns  ̂   ̂̂^..    '^  TfZ 

Akxmdr.  Origens  Scholar,  in  his  Letter  ̂ ^  ̂'^^^^  f^' 

nunus,   affirmid  the  Son  to  be  co
nfubftant.al  .atl  God, 

and  that  Dmjjius  Romanm  cxadd  the  fame  ̂ f  ̂^  "^^^^^^^ 

Terms^     From  whence  it  appears,  th
at  in  their  Age  it  was 

in  frequent  Ufe,   and  that  they  wh
o  refufed  it,   incurred 

he  Cenfare  of  the  Church.     For  a
ll  this,  Sand.us  has  the 

IPnorance  or  Impudence  to  fay,  that
  eveii  Achan^^s  owns 

it  was  coined  at  Nke  ̂  .     Now  AhanaJJt.s  fays  moreove. , 

that  it   was  put  into  the  Creed  upon  tte)^efti
^o"lf 

mnentBipops;  and  if  Athanafim  b
e  not  of  Cvedu  fuftci-. 

ent,  pi)A    in  his  ̂^  Epiftle  agamft
  Paulus  Samoficn.is, 

will  tell  us,  that  the  Son  was  faid,  to 
 be  con  ubftanriaUvuh 

the  Father,  by  the  holy  Fathers.    Thus
  Eufebms  s  Tcltimo- 

nyi^  cS^    and^he  ufe  of  th
e  Word  ftewn  to  be 

older  than  the  Synod  of  Nice.    The  Age
  ot  P^^fhlm 

proves  this  alfo,  for  he  was  crowned  
uath  Martyrdom  be- 

fore  the  Synod  under  Maxmin,      I.  fl
y,  the  Author  of 

/'..^^.Wm  attributed  to,  ̂^rr«r;^5rr/y;^^^//
?^i,  Tnone  of  his 

without  doubt,  zsPe-tavius  has  folidly  proved
,  but  yet  by 

Confeffion  of  the  fame  Petavm.  written 
 by  feme  very  an- 

tient  Author,  as  is  alfo  plain  from  J4f  ̂ f  ̂̂"']  ̂\  ^'"^> 

fays  that  the  Word  of  God  is  confubft
antial  with  the  Fa- 

^  ̂̂ 9  But  the  'treated  Prejudice  which  fome  have  agamd  the 

Bomooufan  is,%hat  the  Synod  of  Antioch  
affembkd  aga.nft 

Paul  of  S^mofata,  and  about  fixry  Years  older 
 than  the 

Nicene,  exprefsly  rejecled  this  Word.  Thi
s  Contrariety 

of  the  Synods  has  been  labour'd  by  Antients  an
d  Moderns ; 

but  to  keep  to  my  Defign,  and  only  fpeak  
of  the  Antienr. 

HiUry  5  fays  that  Padus  Samofitems  m  his  Confeihon
  tiled 

this  Word  in  a  bad  Senfe,  and  that  therefore  the  v^..^/.
.^/^^. 

Fathers  rejeded  it.     "  Panlfis,  fays  he,  confelTed  
zh^  Ho- 

'  p.ar,-.  Vol.  I.Ed.  Bcnedia  A.ain,  ̂ .  7^7^  &^:  ̂   '  F-.M> 

akon^l  M  and  898,   of  the  fame  Tome.  ^  Sanduis  ̂ e  -Script^. 

Ecclef.  F-  39.  4^.  Ed.  Sec.  and  p.  lar,  iii. 
 ^  niW  Patr.  Tom. 

^l^   y     i  In  Lib.  dc  Syncdis  adv.  Arianosprope  Enem. 
'  ̂*   "  H  4  .        ''  mooi-f/im 
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"  mooufon  in  a  bad  Senfe,  but  did  the  Arians  deny  it  in  a 
"  better?"  But  how  could  P^^/confefs  it  ?  Petavius  ̂   m^'iW 
have  it,  and  Hilary  is  his  Author,  that  Paul  ufed  it  in  a 
SabelUan  Senfe,  namely,  in  fuch  a  Senfe,  as  Chrift  muft  be 
excluded,  and  the  Father  and  the  Son  h^  folitary  and  only  one, 

*'  He  might  admit  it,  qs  Sal^ellms  did,  with  whom  he  agrees 
*'  in  his  Opinion  of  the  Trinity;  fo  as  to  afTert  only  one 
"  Subftance  and  Eflence  of  the  Divinity,  from  which  Chrift 

*'  was  clearly  to  bediftinguiili'd."  Now  that  P^^/ affirm'd 
the  Word  to  be  confubftantial  in  the  fame  Senfe  with  Sabel- 

lim,  Hil.rj  fhews  on  the  fame  Place.  "  There  he  fays,  he 
*'  taught  that  the  Son  was  confubftantial,  theUfe  of  which 
"  Word  1  he  Fathers  in  the  Antiochian  Synod  forbad,  becaufe 

"  by  this  Title  or  Epithet  [_of  one  EJfence~]  he  [PW] 
"  preach'd  up,  that  the  Father  and  the  Son  were  one  and 
*'  one  only."  But  this  with  Submillion  to  the  holy  Fa- 

ther, does  not  feem  probable  to  me.  For  granting  that  Paul 

was  of  the  fame  Opinion  with  Sabellius-y  (which  is  juftly 
to  be  doubted)  it  is  certain  that  Sabellim  would  have  wil- 

lingly never  afferted,  that  the  Son  was  Homooujion^  but  ra- 
ther Tatitooufton.  Befides,  if  the  Sabellians  before  the  Coun- 

cil of  Nice  ufed  this  Word  to  propagate  their  Herefy,  it  is 
by  no  means  credible  that  the  Nicene  Fathers,  who  equally 
abhorred  Sabellianifin  2i\d  Arianifm,  would  take  it  into  their 

Creed.  ̂   Sandim  boldly  affirms,  that  the  Followers  of  Sa- 
belims  embraced  the  Hoinooi^Jion  (^before  the  Synod  of  Nice, 
I  fuppofe);  for  unlcfs  that  be  his  Meaning,  he  fiys  nothing 
to  the  Parpofe.  Whence  in  another  Place  he  exprefsly  fays 
that  Sabellms  himfjlf  ufed  it.  Let  us  fee  why  lie  fays  fo. 
He  brings  in  Socrate;  and  Soz^omen  faying,  that  thofe,  v/ho 
refufed  the  Homootifwn^  aflerted,  tl;e  Approvers  of  it  did 

again  innoduce  tlie  Opinion  of  Montanm  and  Sabsllim ; 
(obfcrve  the  Agreement  betwixt  thefe  tv/o)  and  therefore 

called  them  Blaiohemers.  -  Now  Socrates  and  Soz^omen  ''  in 
t  he  cited  Places  tell  us,  that  there  v/ere  great  Difputes  after 

'  De  Trin.  Lib.  4.  cap.  -r.  n.  2.  '  Enucl.  Hifior.  Ecclei^  lib.  i. 
p.  11.  '  Socrates  hsok  \    ri'ijt,  23.  P.4S.         4  Sozomcn  ̂ ooi^a. 
bat).  18.  p.  381;  £?•£. 

the 
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the  Nicette  Council  betwixt  the  very  Bifhops  who  profeft 

the  Nicene  Faith,  efpecially  betwixt  Eufebius  Pamph.  and 
Eufiathm  Antioch.  concerning  this  Word.  Eufebim  and 

his  Friends  charged  Efijiathius's  Homooujion  with  Montanijm 
and  Sabellkmjm ;  Euflathms  and  his,  objeded  to  Eufebius 
the  Gemile  Polytheifm.  But  ftill  (  as  Socrates  fays  from  a 
Perufal  of  their  Letters  one  to  another)  both  of  them  pro- 
fefTed  to  believe,  that  the  Son  was  a  real  fubfifting  Perfon, 
and  that  there  was  one  God  in  three  Perfons  or  Subfiften- 

ces.  Now  it  is  efpecially  to  be  obferved  here,  that  Eufi' 
bius,  Bcc.  never  pretended  that  the  Word  taken  in  its  {kxidi 

and  proper  Meaning,  did  confirm  Sabellianijm  ',  much  lefs 
did  the  Nicene  Fathers  intend  that  it  fhould  ;  but  he  faid 

this  only,  that  Eujiathius,  &c.  who  embraced  the  Word, 

would  introduce  Sabellianijm,  i.  e.  did  fo  interpret  it  'as  to 
favour  that  Herefy.  Nay,  Socrates  exprefsly  fays,  that 
Eufebius  in  the  fame  Letter,  in  which  he  thus  charges  Eu- 
JiathiuSf  openly  profeffes  that  he  does  not  tranfgrefs  the  Ni^ 
cene  Creed.  It  is  not  worth  our  time  to  enquire,  whether 
this  AccLifation  of  Eufebius  againft  Eujlathius  is  true  or 
not  ;  this  however  is  certain ,  Eufebius  has  plainly  proved 

Jl^arcellusy  Eufathius's  Mafler,  a  Sabellian  ;  and  upon  that 
account  '  Hilary,  Bafl,  ̂   &c.  have  given  him  place  amongft 
the  Heretics.  Nor  does  it  fignify  that  Marcellus  was  great 
with  Athanafius.  He  v/as  a  cunning  Man,  and  zealous  a- 
gainft  the  Avians.  As  for  Eujlathius  he  was  honoured  with 

Athanajius^  Acquaintance,  and  well-efteemed  by  very  many 
Catholics,  (I  have  no  Inclination  to  depreciate  him)  yet  I 

can't  for  my  life  think,  how  the  Synod  of  Antioch,  tho* 
it  confifted  chiefly  of  Arians,  iliould  of  all  others  mark 
him  as  a  Sabellian,  and  depofe  him  for  that  Reafon,  unlefs 

he  had  given  feme  handle  for  it.  ̂   Socrates  indeed  doubts 
the  Fad  ,  but  upon  very  flender  Grounds.  Nor  is  it  more 

to  the  Purpofe,  that  Cjrus  Bifliop  of  5(fr^^  (according  to 

Ceorgius  Laodicenus  the  Arians  Account  in  Socrates  "^ )  who 

»  Hilar,  in  Lib.  ad  Confiantium.  *  Bafil.  Ep.j-i,  74,  78.  3  go- 
cat,  hook  I.  chaf.  24.  p. 49.  SoTjQm.book  1.  chap.  19.  p.  38Z.  ■♦So- crat.  ibid. 
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accufed  Eufiathius  of  Sabellianifm  before  the  Council,  wsS 
himfelf  a  Catholic,  and  afterwards  (according  to  Athmar 

fitts  ' )  depofed  by  the  Arians  for  being  fo.  Now  the  fame 
Georgms  fays,  that  Cj/rm  was  alfo  depofed  for  Sabellianifmy 

underftanding  by  it  (  as  Valejius  -  has  well  obferved)  the 
Homooujion.  This  Obfervation  clears  up  the  feeming  Con- 

trariety in  Georgiuis  Account,  which  puzled  Socrates,  But 
what  IS  all  this  to  Smdius  ?  Where,  and  what  is  the  Con- 

fequence  ?  Eufebm  accufed  EfiJIafhius  for  putting  a  Sahel^ 
lian  Senfe  upon  the  Homooujion  rightly  underftood  by  the 
Nicene  Fathers;  therefore  the  Sabelliiws  before  the  Council 
of  Nice  ufed  and  embraced  the  Word  Homooufion.  What 
Satidius  notes  by  the  bye  concerning  the  Agreement  of  ̂ o«- 
tmus  and  Sabellius  I  will  confider  hereafter.  I  therefore  a- 

gain  affert,  that  the  Sabellians  did  never  wiUingly  and  of 
their  own  accord  ufe  this  Word  ;  but  that  after  the  San- 
ftion  given  to  it  by  the  Council,  they  endeavoured  to  skreen 
their  Herefy  under  it.  It  is  fb  far  from  agreeing  with  Sa- 
bellianifm>  that  it  plainly  cppofes  it.  Thus  Baftl  obferves. 
*«  This  fame  Word  correfts  the  Error  of  Sabellius,  it  takes 
"  away  the  Identity  of  Subfiftence,  and  introduces  a  com- 
*'  pleat  Notion  of  Perfons.  For  the  fame  thing  is  not  con- 
*'  fubftantial  with  it  felf,  but  one  thing  with  another." 
I  conclude  therefore  that  Pauim  Sa-mofatenm  did  not  ufe 
this  Word  in  a  Sabelttan  Senfe,  and  that  the  Antiochian  Fa- 

thers did  not  upon  that  Account  reje(5t  it.  * 
ID.  The  great  Athamjius,  and  no  Man  could  know  this 

Matter  better  (for  he  was  at  the  Synod  of  Nice^  in  which, 

when  all  things  relating  to  the  Homooujion,-^ txt  exaftly  difcuf- 
fed,no  doubt  but  this  leading  Queflion  concerning  the  Deter^ 
mination  of  the  Antiochian  Fathers  was)  fays,  tliat  Faulus  Sa- 
mof,  did  not  conkfs  the  Homoou/ionibut  rather  endeavoured 

■  Tom.  I.  ̂ .   347.  '  Annot.  ad  Socrat.  />.  14.  ^  To  the 
fame  purpofe  Athanaliu?,  Ep.  300.  *  The  Author  of  the  Anfwer 
to  the  Colleciion  of  Queries  p^jfes  all  this  over,  and  roundly  afferts  what 
is  here  confuted.  The  Impertinence  of  his  Queries  in  the  Appendix  of 
his  Book,  and  the  Sophiftry  of  his  Conclufon  from  them,  is  monftrous, 
fuppofyig  what  the  Hi/hop  ajjerts  true ;  and  if  it  be  falfe,  why  is  it  not 

confuted  ?  It  is  too  exact  and  elaborate  to  be  defpis'd,  and  (n>hich  perhaps 
is  the  true  Reafon  why  it  was  not  attaslid)  too  Jlro»g  to  be  defeated. 

to 
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to  fubvert  the  Catholic  Dodrine  by  a  fophiftical  Argument 
drawn  from  the  Word  ufed  by  the  Catholics,  in  explaining 
it,  and  therefore  the  Antiochiim  Fathers  thought  fit  to  fup- 
prefs  it.     His  Words  are  clear  and  full.     After  Athanajius 
had  fhewn  that  the  Word  Homooujion  was  confirmed  before 

the  Synod  of  Nice,  by  Dionyjius  Romanm-i  and  a  Council  of  ' 
Bifhops  aflembled  at  Rome  under  him,  in  the  Caufe  of  Di- 
onjjim  Alexandrinm ;  and  that  it  was  alfo  owned  by  Dionj' 

Jius  Akxmdr'mm-i  he  thus  largely  difputes,  concerning  the 
Contradiction  of  the  Synod  of  Antioch  and  that  of  Nice '  : 
*'  If  any  one  therefore  blames  the  Nicene  Fathers,  becaufe 
**  they  did  not  exadly  obferve  the  Tenets  of  their  An- 
'*  ceftors,  the  fame  Perfon  may  for  as  good  a  Reafon  blame 
*'  the  feventy  Antiochian  Fathers ;  they  did  not  exaftly  fol- 
*'  low  their  Anceftors,  the  two  Dlonjjii,  and  the  Bifhops 
"  affembled  at  Rome :  But  neither  of  them  are  to  be  blam'd. 
**  They  both  minded  the  things  of  Chrift,  bent  their  Endea- 
"  vours  againft  Heretics,  and  condemned,  the  one  Coun- 
*'  cil  the  Samofatenian,  the  other  the  Arian  Herefy  ;  they 
*'  determined  orthodoxly  and  glorioufly  both  of  them  with 
*'  regard  to  the  fubj eft  Matter.  The  Apoftle  fays,  77j(?L43;^ 
*'  is  fpiritual,  the  Law  is  holy,  and  the  Command  holy-,  jn/i 
"  and  good;  a  little  after  he  fays.  But  -what  ivtu  impojfible  for 
"  the  Law,  in  that  it  was  weak,-,  &c.  Shall  we  blame  the  holy 
,**  Man  as  writing  Contradictions,  and  not  rather  admire 
<«  him  for  fpeaking  fo  pertinently  to  the  Point  in  hand  ? 
'*  So  the  Fathers  of  thcfe  Councils  fpoke  differently  of  the 
"  Homooujion  ;    but  we  are  not  therefore  to  diffent  from 

''  them,  but  to  examine  into  their  Meaning.     This  if  we 
"  do,  we  ihall  find  them  exadly  agreeing.     They  that 
"  condemned  Samofztenm,  took  the  Homooujion  in  a  corpo- 
"  ral  Senfe  ;   for  thus  Paul  would  fophiftically  argue  :     If 
*'^  Chrifl  is  not  made  God  of  Man,  then  he  is  confubfran- 

"  tial  with  the  Father  ;  whence  it  neceffarily  follows  that 
"  there  are  three  SubRances,  one  prior,  and  the  other  two 
"  derived  from  it :   The  Fathers  therefore  juPdy  avoiding 
**  this  Sophifm  faid,  Chrift  is  not  confubftantial,  namely. 

I  Atl'ianafii  opera.  Tom.  i^  7^7,  75-8,  ̂ c. 
a   \ 
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'«  he  doth  not  ftand  in  fuch  a  Way,  Relation^  or  Manner* 
*'  to  the  Father,  as  the  Heretic  fuppofed.  They  that  con- 
"  demned  the  ̂ rim  Herefy,  obferved  the  Craft  of  Paul, 
*'  confidered  that  confttbflantial  was  not  to  be  fo  underftood 
*'  in  incorporeal  things,  or  the  Divinity ;  knew  that  the 
'*  Word  was  fomething  begotten  of  the  Subftance  of  the 
"  Father,  not  a  Creature ;  that  the  Subftance  of  the  Father 
^'  is  the  Origin,  Root  and  Fountain  of  the  Son  ;  that 
**  there  is  in  every  refpeft  a  true  Likenefs  between  that 
"  which  is  begotten,  and  that  which  begat  ,*  that  he  is 
^'  not,  as  we,  of  a  different  Subftance,  and  feparate  from 
*'  the  Father,  but  that  he  is  the  Son  of  the  very  Father, 
**  and  can  no  more  be  feparated  from  him  than  Bright- 
*'  nefs  from  Light :  They  had  before  their  Eyes  the  Ex- 
"  amples  and  Writings  of  the  Dionjfii,  and  efpecially  thofe 
"  Words  of  our  Saviour  which  exprefs  this  Union,  /  md 
*'  mj  Father  are  one,  — He  that  hath  feen  me,  hath  feen  my 
*'-  Father  alfi ;  and  juftly  induced  to  it  by  thofe  Reafons, 
«  they  called  the  Son  Homooujlon.  '^  *  A  little  after  he 
adds,  "  Becaufe  Samofatenm  thought  that  the  Son  v/as 
*'  not  before  the  BlefTed  Marj^  but  took  from  her  the  Be- 
'*  ginning  of  his  Being,  the  Biftiops  then  gathered  toge- 
"  ther,  condemned,  and  rejected  him  as  an  Heretic  ;  they 
**  wrote  more  (imply  about  the  Son's  Divinity,  they  were 
*'  not  critical  in  confidering  the  Homooujion,  and  fo  fpoke 
*'  of  it,  as  they  underftood  it  from  Paul ;  they  were  whol- 
*'  ly  intent  to  deftroy  what  he  advanced,  and  to  teach  that 
"  the  Son  was  before  all  things,  that  he  was  not  made  God 
*'  of  Man,  but  that  tho'  he  was  God  he  became  a  Servant, 
*'  and  tho'  he  was  the  Word  was  made  Flejlo.  Thus  they 
<*  proceeded  againft  Panl.  But  when  Eufebim  and  Arim 
«'  faid  the  Son  was  before  Ages,  but  yet  made,  and  one 
«'  of  the  Creatures ;  when  they  interpreted  [of  God]  not 
«'  as  tho'  he  was  his  genuine  Son,  but  fo  of  God  as  other 
«'  created  things  are,  and  deny'd  an  effential,  natural,  fub- 
<'  ftantial  Unity  of  the  Son  and  Father,  making  it  only 
*'  an  Unity  of  Opinion,  Dod;rine  or  Judgment  j  wheq 

I  ̂  1^9'  Tom.  I. 
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^'  by  all  Methods  they  disjoined  the  EfTence  of^itie  Son 
"  from  that  of  the  Father,  feigned  him  another  Principle 
"  of  Exiftence,  and  brought  him  down  into  the  Rank  of 
"  Creatures  :  Then  the  Nicene  Bifhops  beholding  the 
**  Craft  of  the  Herefiarchs,  made  ufe  of  the  Homooujion 

"  more  clearly  toexprefs  what  they  had  collefted  out  of  the 
"  Scriptures,  and  to  fignify  that  he  was  a  real  Son,  and  had 

*'  nothing  in  common  with  Creatures."  For  the  Critical Senfi 
of  that  Word  both  cxpofes  their  Hypocrify,  when  they  fay 
that  he  is  of  God,  and  excludes  all  their  Subtilties,  by 

which  they  enfnare  weak  Man.'  Indeed  when  nothing  el(e 
could  withftand  their  quibbling  Sophifms,  this  Wora  be- 

came formidable,  a  Defence  and  Bulwark  againft  all  their 
impious  Attacks. 

II.  '  Bajilis  of  the  fame  Opinion.  After  he  has  fpoke 
of  the  Publication  o^tht  Nicene  Creed,  thefe  are  his  Words: 

"  The  other  Parts  of  this  Creed  are  clear  of  Calumny,  but 

*'  there  are  fome  who  don't  admit  the  Word  Homooujiony 
"  becaufe  by  fome  Perfons  taken  in  a  bad  Senfe.  Thefe 
"  Men  are  both  to  be  blamed  and  pardoned.  To  reje<3; 
**  our  Fathers,  and  fubftirute  mr  own  Sentiments  (U  more. 

"  proper  than  theirs,  is  blameable  and  prefuming ;  but  then 
*'  to  fufpeft  what  has  been  formerly  accufed,  in  fome  fort 
*'  alleviates  the  Crime.  Indeed  the  Synod  concerned  with 
*'  Paulus  Samofatentis  were  againft  the  Word  as  not  fuitable: 
*'  They  faid  that  it  did  exhibit  a  Notion  of  Subftance, 
"  and  what  was  derived  from  it,  as  tho'  Subftance  divided 
*'  did  give  to  the  Parts  into  which  it  was  divided,  the  Name 
**  or  Epithet  of  Homooujion.  This  is  rational,  when  you 
*'  fpeak  of  Brafs,  and  the  Coins  made  of  it ;  but  when  you 
*'  confider  God  the  Father  and  God  the  Son,  you  can't 
*'  find  any  Subftance  before  or  above  them.  To  think,  or 

"  to  fay  fo  is  beyond  Impiety  it  felf."  You  obferve  then, 
that  Bajil  exprefsly  witneffcth,  that  the  Antiochim  Fathers 
only  fo  far  rejedled  the  Homootijion,  as  Fatd  mifapplied  it, 
i.  e.  as  it  feemed  to  denote  a  Divine  Subftance  prior  to  Fa- 

ther and  Son,  which  was  afterwards  divided  into  Father 

I  Ep,  30G. 
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and  Son.  It  is  plain  then  that  neither  Paul  nor  SaheUiui 

confefs'd  the  Hornooujion  in  this  Senfe.  It  remains  therefore 
that  what  Athmafms  wrote  is  very  true,  namely.  That  Vml 
from  the  Word  Homoonfion  ( which  he  knew  v/as  ufed  by 
the  Catholics,  and  by  feme  of  them  fo  explained  as  to  give 
a  handle  to  this  Calumny)  formed  an  Argument  againft  the 
Divinity  of  Chrift  j  and  that  therefore  the  Fathers  fup- 
preiTed  the  Word. 

1 2.  The  Hiftory  of  the  Council  of  Nice  does  not  a  little 
confirm  this.  It  is  highly  probable  that  the  ̂ tiochim  Fa- 

thers did  rejedl  the  Homooujion  for  the  fame  Reafon,  for 

"which  fome  of  the  Nicem  Fathers  were  difpleafed  at  it, 
till  more  diftindly  explained  by  the  other  Fathers  and  Co»- 
jlantine.  But  then  this  Reafon  was  not  becaufe  it  favoured 
the  Caufe  of  Paul  and  Sabdlius,  and  becaufe  they  ufed  it  in 
explaining  their  Herefy  i  but  becaufe  the  Word  feemed  to 
fome  to  introduce  a  Partition  in  the  Divine  Nature.  To 

this  Purpofe  Eufebim  ̂ :  "  When  this  Form  (the  ISficene 
"  Creed)  was  didated  by  them,  we  ftriftly  examined 
"  thefe  Words  [  of  the  Subjiance  of  the  Father  ]  and  \cofj' 
*'  fubfiantial  with  the  Father].  Thence  arofe  Difputations 
**  and  a  rational  Trial  of  thefe  Expreffions ;  and  the  Fa- 
*'  thers  owned  that  [of  the  Subjiance  of  the  Father]  did  de- 
*'  note  that  he  v/as  of  the  Father,  but  not  fo  as  to  be  a  Part 

"  of  the  Father ;  to  which  Senfe  I  thought  my  felf  oblig'd 
*'  to  confent."  The  fame  Eufebius  ̂   fays  that  Conflantine 
fatisfied  fome  of  the  Bifhops  in  thefe  Words :  *'  That  the 
"  Homooujion  was  not  fo  ufed  here,  as  when  applied  to  Bo- 
''  dies;  that  he  did  not  fubfifl  from  the  Father  by  way  of 
**  Divifion  orAbfciffion,  for  that  it  was  impoffible  the  im- 
''  material,  fpiritu-incorporeal  Nature  fhould  be  corporeally 
"  affeftcd  :  But  we  muft  underftand  thefe  Things  in  a 

''  divine  ineffable  manner."  Laftly,  Alexander,  in  his  E- 
pifl-le  to  his  Name-fake  of  Conjlantinople,  informs  ̂   us,  that 
Sabelims  himfelf  before  Paul-,  denied  the  Generation  of  the 
Son  from  the  Father  into  a  real  diftinft  Perfon,  ;.  e.  the 

»  Socrates,  book  i.  chap.S,  p.  20,  i^c.       *  IbiJ.         I  Theodcret, 
.i.fik  I.  chnp.  4.  p.  17. 
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Homooujjdft,  for  this  Keafon,  that  it  implied  a  Divifion  or 

Sedion  of  the  Divine  Subftance ;  where  he  fays,  "  That 
**  he  was  born,  not  of  nothing,  but  of  his  exifling  Fa- 
*'  ther,  not  as  Bodies  are  by  Sciffion  or  Efflux,  as  Sahel' 
«  lius  '  thinks."  Thefe  Words  admit  two  Senfes ;  either 
(i.)  That  Sabellim  thought  the  Son  born  of  the  Father 

by  Abfciffion  or  Divifion  of  the  Father's  Subftance.  Or 
(2.)  Tiiat  the  Catholic  Notion  implied  fo  much,  and  was 
therefore  rejected  by  him.  The  former  Senfe  is  very  ab- 
furd  :  All  Men  know  that  Sabellms  affirmed  that  God  was 

only  one  Perfon  ;  it  remains  therefore  that  the  other  be  the 
true  Senfe.  And  indeed  I  ihall  hereafter  clearly  fhew  from 

yiiftin  Martyr  that  it  muft  be  fo,  and  that  the  oldeft  Pre- 
deceffors  of  Sabellim,  whofe  Herefy  yujim  rehearfes  and  con- 

futes, after  this  manner  oppofed  the  Diftinftion  of  Perfons. 

Nay,  it  is  manifeft  that  all  thofe  Heretics,  who  have  de- 
nied the  diftind  Subfiftence  of  the  Son  (whether  SabelUans, 

Samofatenians  or  Arims)  have  placed  the  Strength  of  their 
Caufe  in  this  Sophifm.  Nor  do  I  doubt  but  that  the  Ni- 
cene  Fathers  intended  to  obviate  ir,  when,  after  they  have 
faid  that  the  Son  was  begotten  of  the  Subjlance  of  the  Father, 
they  add  immediately,  God  of  God,  Light  of  Light :  For 
by  thefe  Words  they  fignify,  that  the  Son  is  fo  begotten 
of  the  Father,  God  of  God,  as  one  Light  is  of  another  ; 
not  by  a  Divifion  or  Diminution  of  the  paternal  Effence, 

but  by  a  fimple  Communication,  fuch  (if  we  may  repre- 
fent  incorporeal  by  corporeal  things)  as  the  Communication 
of  one  Light  from  another  v/ithouc  any  Divifion  or  Dimi- 
nution. 

13.  Upon  an  exaft  Confideration  of  all  Things,  this 
then  is,  in  my  Thoughts,  the  beft  Reconcilarion  of  that 
feeming  Contrariety  between  the  Synods  of  Antioch  and 
Nice.  The  Catholics  before  Paul  and  the  Antiochian  Sy- 

nod affembled  againft  him,  were  wont  to  fay  in  their 
DifTertations  upon  the  Divinity  of  the  Father  and  the 
Son,  that  the  Son  was  confubftantial  with  the  Father. 

This  is  plain  from  the  Tefrimonies  which  I  have  cited 

*  And  Valentlnus.     Vide  locum  prscdidlurn, 

out 
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out  of  the  Antients  before  that  Council.    Now  Paul  us'd 
all  Methods  to  overturn  this  Dodlrine,  and  amongft  the 
reft  a  Sophifm  again  ft  it  grounded  upon  a  perverfe  Senfe 
of  the  word  Homooufon,    thus :    If  the  Son  is    confub- 
ftantial  to  the  Father,  as  ye  Catholics  fay,  it  follows  that 
the  Divine  Subftance  is  cut  in  two  Parts,  one  of  which 
conftitutes  the  Father,    the  other  the  Son,  and  therefore 
that    there    was    a   Divine  Subftance    prior  to  Father 
and  Son,    which  was  afterwards  divided  betwixt  them. 

The  Antiochim  Fathers  juftly  abhorred  this  Explication, 
and  upon  that  account   (not  folicitous  about  Words  in 
a  Controverfy  of  fo  great  Import)  were   content,    that 
they  might  take  away  from  the  Heretic  the  Ground  of 
his  Cavil,  to  fupprefs  the  Word,  and  eftablifli  the  Thing. 

But  afterward,  when  the  Ariaim  deny'd,  what  was  really 
in  that  Word  fignify'd,  u  e.  the  Divinity  of  our  Lord, 
and  pretended,  probably,  the  Definition  of  the  Antiochi- 
a,n  Synod,    in  Defence  of  their  Herefy  ,•  the  Nicene  Bi- 
fhops  with  good  Reafon  reftor'd  that  very  expreffive  Term, 
which  had  been  read,  and  approv'd  by  the  Fathers  before 
the  Synod  of  Antioch^  and  only  omitted  by  that  Synod, 

becaufe  of  the  ill  Ufe  made  of  it  by  Vml-,  they  infer- 
ted  it   in   their   Creed,    and  added  in   that  very  Creed 
fuch  an  Explication  of  it,  as  none  but  an  Heretic  could 
rejed.     This  is  a  fufficient  Defence  of  the  Nicene  Fathers 
with  all  impartial  Judges.      But  yet  to  this  Athanajtus 
adds  that  there  was  a  NecefTity  upon  them  to  reftore  it, 

(tho'  no  Scriptural  Term,  and  foiTnerly  for  not  fo  weigh- 
ty Reafons  rejeded)  becaufe  of  the  incredible   and  de- 

tefted  Craft  of  the  Arians.     Thofe  IVI afters  of  Fidion 

and  Referve  could  fwallow  any  Term,  or  Terms  propo- 
fed  to  them  by  the  Catholics,  except  the  Homooufan,   the 
exad;  and  critical  Senfe  of  which  word  precluded  all  E- 
quivocation.     They  could  own  the  Son  begotten  of  the 
Father,  and  foften  it  with  this  Refervation,   that  he  was 
fb  begotten  of  him  as  all  other  Creatures.     They  could 
fay  he  was  the  Son  of  God,  and  very  God,    meaning 
that  he  is  truly  God,  who  is  truly  made  God.     When 

the  Ci//;ff//aaccus'd  them  of  calling  the  Son  of  God  a  Crea- 
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ture,  they  fliew'd  Indignation  with  this  fecret  Intend- ment that  the  Son  of  God  was  not  a  Creature  as  other 

Creatures ;  they  were  fo  mediately  by  the  Word,  he  im- 
mediately without  the  Word.  The  Homooujlon  was  the 

onlj  Word  that  they  could  not  reconcile  to  their  Herefy. 

^  Athanajim  again  tedifies,  and  it  is  worthy  Obfervation, 
that  this  tricking  of  the  Arians  hindered  the  defign  of 
the  Ntcene  Bi/Jjops  of  expreffing  their  Creed  in  Scripture 

Terms  only.  ̂   Ambrojius  excellently  confirms  what  Atha- 
naJiM^  has  told  us,  namely,  that  the  Homooujlon  did  fo  gra- 

vel the  Arians,  Laftly,  they  could  even  now  ufe  the 
Word  Homooujlon  as  well  as  the  other  Terms,  if  they 
could  find  a  Way  to  pervert  it.  But  when  they  faw 
themfelves  reduced  to  Difficulties  by  this  Word,  they  ut- 

terly rejefted  it.  Athmajim  ̂   produces  many  Creeds  or 
Confeffions  of  the  Arians  themfelves  to  the  fame  purpofe, 
in  which  though  you  may  find  any  other  Catholic  Term, 
you  can  never  meet  with  the  Homooujlon  \  they  are  all  over 
Indignation  againft  it,  and  vainly  bite  the  Chain  with 
which  they  are  bound. 

14.  CuYcelkus  is  by  no  means  to  be  regarded,  when  he 
is  not  afhamed  to  affirm,  that  the  Nicene  Bifhops  did 
therefore  infert  the  Homooujlon  in  their  Creed,  as  the  Teft 
of  Orthodoxy,  though  rejeded  as  Heretical  by  the  An- 
tiochian  Fathers,  becaufe  they  were  Strangers  to  that  Decree 
of  the  Antiochiam ;  and  that  after  the  Synod  was  broke 
up,  and  they  knew  it,  it  did  not  then  feem  right  to  change 
any  thing.  What  fobei  Man  can  think  that  of  Three 
hundred  and  eighteen  Bifhops,  fome  very  learned,  and 

fome  very  old  (as  Eufeb'ms  has  above  told  us)  not  one 
fhould  know  what  was  decreed  in  a  very  famous  Synod  of 
late  Date  1  Suppofing  all  the  reft,  to  oblige  this  Writer,  fo 
ignorant  of  Ecclefiaftical  Story,as  he  would  have  them,furely 
Eufebim  Gefarienjls,  a  Man,  without  queftion,  very  skil- 

*  Epifile  to  the  African  BiJIjops  in  TheodoretV  Hiji.  hook  i .  chap.  8. 
f.  27,  *  S»e  that  whole  Fiece  concerning  the  Synods  of  Rimini  and 
Seleucia,  p.  717.  Tom.  i.  part.  2.        »  Ambrof.  de  Filii  Diyinitate 
cap.  4. 

F  ful 
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ful  that  wayj  muft  know  it;  and  Athamjimi  who  was  at 

the  Synod  of  Nice,  *  acquaints  us,  that  the  Nicene  Bifhops 
knew  the  Sophiftry  of  Paul,  by  which  he  had  brought 
about  the  Rejedion  of  that  very  fit  Term,  and  that  they 
therefore  reftored  it.  Nothing  fure  can  be  more  exprefs 
againft  CttrcelUus* 

15.  Before  we  finifh  this  DifTertation,  we  muft  fay 

fomething  to  Smdim,  He  ̂   fays  this  Word  was  firft  coin- 
ed by  Heretics,  the  Valentmians^  and  other  Gnojiics,  that 

Adontanusy  Theodotm,  SabellmSi  PohIms  Samofatenus,  and  the 

Jldanichees  took  it  from  them  ,*  and  that  Irentzus,  Clem,  A- 
lex,  and  others  fay  fo.  I  fuppofe  he  will  fcarce  fay,  it  was 
firft  coined  and  ufed  by  the  Gnojiics,  becaufe  I  have  proved 
before,  that  it  was  ufed  by  the  antienter  Heathen  Writers, 
If  he  fays,  that  the  Gnojiics  ufed  it  in  fpeaking  of  their 
JEons ;  we  own  it,  we  own  that  Irenaus,  and  other  Ca- 

tholic Writers  have  faid  fo,  but  what  then  ?  The  Gnojiics 
ufed  the  Words  Logos,  Saviour,  Paraclete ;  does  it  there- 

fore follow  that  they  made  them,  or  that  we  ought  to  re- 
jed:  them  ?  By  no  means.  Well  fpoke  Termllian,  ̂   The 
Truth  is  not  precluded  the  Vfe  of  a  Word,  becaufe  Herejy  ujea 
it  I  but  rather  Herejy  has  borrowed  it  of  the  Truth  to  counte" 
fiance  a.  Lie,  In  fhort,  either  Sandius  has  faid  that  the  Gno' 

Jiics  firft  taught,  that  the  Word  or  Son  of  God  is  confub- 
ftantial  with  the  Father ;  or  he  muft  own  that  he  has  faid 

nothing  to  the  Purpofe.  But  it  is  entirely  falfe,  neither 
Jremus,  nor  any  antient  Author,  has  affirmed  it ;  nay  fur- 

ther, the  contrary  is  true  :  The  Gnojiics,  i.  e.  Cerinthians^ 
Vakntinians,  &c.  denied  the  Homooujton,  and  were  therefore 

condemned  of  Herefy  by  the  Antients.  They  were  fo-far 
from  acknowledging  it*  that  they  faid  that  iEonjthe  Ij)gos,  did 
not  at  all  know  his  Father.  Thus  Irenaus,  Tertullian,  &c. 

they  denied  his  Coeternity,  faid  Silence  was  before  the  Zo^ex, 
and  therefore  that  there  was  a  Time  when  he  was  not,  and 
they  were  upon  this  Account  alfo  obnoxious  to  the  antient 
Catholic  Doftors  of  the  Church.  In  a  word.  We  fhall 

ihew  hereafter  to  a  Demonftration,  that  the  Arian  Herefy 

»  In  the  fla(9  aforecited,  •  p.  izz.  «  p.  /04. 
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Is  the  Spawn  of  the  ̂   Gnoflics,  So  much  for  Sahellm  and 
SamofatenHS.  It  remains  now  to  examine  why  Montanm  is 
hooked  in.  Smdim^  it  is  like,  finds  ̂   Socrates  and  Soz^omen 
joining  Montanus  with  Sabellim  in  the  Doftrine  of  the 
Trinity.  Hear  what  the  excellent  Vhlejim  fays  upon  the 
Place.  "  It  is  obfcure,  why  Socrates  joins  Montanui 
•«  and  Sabellm  :  For  Montanus  did  not  innovate  in  the 

**  Dodrine  of  the  Trinity,  but  kept  clofe  to  the  Catho- 
*'  lie  Church,  as  Epiphamm  ̂   and  ̂   Theodoret  tell  us.  Some 
*'  of  his  Difciples  indeed  ran  into  Sabellianijm,  as  Theoda- 
'«  ret  fays  in  the  Place  before  cited  ;  fome  of  them,  with 
««  SahellitiSi  denied  the  three  Perfons  of  the  Divinity,  and 

"  faid  that  the  fame  was  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit.'* 
To  FaleJiHs's  Obfervations,  I  will  add  another.  That  TeV" 
tullian  in  his  Book  againft  Praxeas  (which  was  wrote  after 
he  was  a  Montaniji)  very  briskly  oppofed  Sahellianijm*  Tra- 
xeas  then  held  what  SabeWtHs  afterwards  embraced.  It  is 
therefore  certain  that  neither  Montanus  nor  his  firfl  Follow- 

ers agreed  with  Sabellm  in  the  Dodrine  of  the  Trinity, 
If  Sandipts  had  known  this,  he  would  eafily  have  correded 
the  many  Miflakes  made  by  him  in  his  Account  o£MotanHi 
and  his  Herefy.  What  Sandim  *  means  in  making  Theo" 
dotusy  who  taught  the  mere  Humanity  of  Chrift  in  the 
time  of  Pope  ViEior^  a  Defender  of  the  Homooufion  is  diffi- 

cult to  find  out.  Surely  it  never  before  entred  into  the 
Thoughts  of  either  antient  or  modern  to  charge  him  with 
the  Homooufion,  Laftly,  as  for  the  Manichees,  St.  Auguflin 

fays  (as6'Wi«;himfelf  cites  it)  that  they  confeffed  Father, 
Son,  and  Holy  Ghofl  to  be  of  the  fame  Nature.  Whac 
then,  what  is  that  to  his  Purpofe  ?  Is  there  any  thing  great- 

ly commendable  in  the  Manichees  for  this  Confeflion,  when 
(according  to  the  fame  Sandius)  they  thought  Angels  and 
humane  Souls  of  the  Subffance  of  God  ?  This  Ihall  fuf- 
fice  for  the  Senfe  of  the  Homooufion  j  let  us  proceed  now, 
to  the  Matter  in  hand. 

•  See  SeB'ion  3.  Chaf.  i.n.  if,  16.  *  Socrates  Book  i.  (hap,  ajJ 
p.  48.  Sozomen.  600k  2.  fhap,  r8.  p.  381.  'In  Hserefi  Montanifta- 
rum  Epiphan.  *  Theodoret.  in  lib.  3.  Hsereticar.  Fabul.  *  Lib.  i, 
Enucl  Hiftor. 
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1 6".  We  afBrm  that  it  was  the  conftant  and  confentient 
T eftimony  of  the  Catholic  Doftors  in  the  three  firfl  Cen- 

turies, That  the  Son  of  God  was  confubftantial,  in  the 

Senfe  aforefaid,  with  the  Father,  i.  e.  not  of  any  created 
mutable  Effence,  but  abfolutely  of  the  fame  Divine  immu- 

table Nature  with  the  Father,  and  therefore  God.  Now 

thefe  Antients  proVe  this  Point  feveral  Ways ;  as  (  i . ) 
When  they  affirrii  him  not  only  begotten,  and  produced 
by,  but  alfo  of,  the  Father.  For  that  is  a  moft  certain  Axi- 

om, that  what  is  begotten  of  God,  is  God.  (2.)  When 
they  call  the  Son  the  true,  genuine,  proper,  natural  Son  of 
God.  (3.)  When  they  ufe  Similitudes  by  way  of  Illu- 
ftration.  Thus  they  fay,  the  Son  is  of  the  Father,  as  the 
Branch  of  the  Root,  the  River  of  the  Fountain,  and  the 

Ray  of  the  Sun.  Now  thefe  are  plain  of  the  fame  Na- 
ture ;  fo  alfo  are  the  Father  and  Son  ;  but  no  Similitude  is 

j(b  familiar  with  them,  none  pleafes  fo  well  as  Light  of  Light, 
upon  which  account  the  Nicene  Fathers  inferted  it  into  their 

Creed,  as  explanatory  of  their  Homooujion.  ('4.  j  When  they 
exempt  him  out  of  the  Number  of  Creatures,  and  deny 
that  he  is  one  :  For  there  is  nothing  between  God  and  a 
Creature.  (5.)  When  they  give  to  the  Son  of  God  the 
proper  Attributes  of  the  only  true  God.  (5.)  And  laft- 
ly,  when  they  exprefsly  call  him  not  only  God,  but  the 
true  God,  by  Nature  God,  one  God  with  the  Father. 
In  many  of  the  Fathers  all  the  Arguments  for  the  Ho" 
fmotijion  occur,  in  all  of  them  many.  Now  let  us  hear 
what  they  fay. 

.  •!••{••!•  •!•  >:> »•:•;:;«( -^ >:•  •» -s- •:••!•  »•  % •« iV % ■:•  ;!•  •:•»••$ ;K «( )k •:•  -s w 

Chap.     II. 

TheBoBrine  of  the  Author  of  the  EpzJlJe  afiri- 
bed  to  Barnabas,  Hennas,  or  the  Paftor,  and 

Ignatius  the  Martyr^  concerning  the  true  Di^ 

vin'ity  ofChrift. 
I  Will  begin  with  the  Apoflolical  Writers.     The  Au- 

thor of  an  Epiftle  afcribed  to  BarnabaSi  in  the  Places  a- 

bove  cited  for  Proof  of  the  Son's  Pre-exiflence,  excellent- 

1/ 
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\y  declares  his  real  Divinity.  For  there  he  calls  the  Son 
Lord  of  the  whole  Earth,  and  ,that  antecedently  (as  they 

fpeak)  to  the  Difpenfation  of  our  Salvation.  He  fays  that 
the  Glory  of  Jefus  is  fo  great,  that  by  him,  and  for  him 
are  all ;  /.  e.  all  things  are  made  by  him  as  their  efficient 

Caufe,  all  things  tend  to  him  as  their  End  ;  what  can't  be 
faid  of  any  Creature  without  Blafphemy.  To  which  you 

may  add  a  remarkable  Paffage  of  the  fame  Epiftle,  '  where 
he  teaches,  that  the  Lord,  who  foreknew  all  things,  there- 

fore faid  that  he  would  take  away  from  his  People  the  jiony 
Heart,  and  would  give  a  new,  a  flejhy  Heart,  becaiife  he 
was  to  be  manifefted  in  the  Flefh,  and  to  dwell  among  us. 

Aiy  Brethren,  the  Habitation  of  our  Hearts  is  a  holy  Temple 
to  the  Lord.  There  he  exprefsly  fpeaks  of  the  Lord,  who 
manifefted  himfelf  in  the  Flefh  or  humane  Nature,  /.  e,  of 
the  Son  of  God,  and  informs  us,  that  he  dwells  in  the  Hearts 

of  the  Saints,  as  in  Temples  confecrated  to  God.  Thefe  Words 
are  fo  clear  that  they  need  no  Comment,  and  many  of  this 
kind  are  to  be  feen  every  where  in  this  Epiftle. 

2.  Hermas,  whofe  Antiquity  and  Authority  we  have 
fully  proved  before,  teaches  the  fame  Dodrine  very  clearly. 
For  befides  what  has  been  fhewn  above  out  of  the  ninth 

SimiL  that  the  Son  exijied  before  all  Creatures,  was  with  the 
Father,  was  his  Counfellor  in  the  Creation  of  all  Thixgs  i 

(enough  to  farisfy  all  fober  Perfons  of  our  Lord*s  Divi- 
nity ;  for  who  can  think  any  but  God  can  be  of  Counfel 

lo  God  ?)  in  the  fame  Simil.  he  attributes  to  him  the  Sup- 
port of  all  Things,  (a  Work  truly  divine)  and  Immenfity 

(which  is  proper  to  the  Divinity  alone).  The  Words  are 

thefe  :  ~  The  Name  af  the  Son  of  God  is  great  and  immenfe^ 
and  the  whole  World  is  fuflained  by  him.  And  a  little  after, 
t  Eiery  Creature  of  God  is  fnfiained  by  his  Son  ;  where  he 

plainly 

*Pat.Ap,Vol.  i.p.ip.  ' /^.  S.14.P.  ii6.Sim.9.  f  D;-.  Whitby. 
p.  10.  denies  this  I>ifliyi£iion,  and  fays,  by  [omnis  Dei  Creatura]  is  only 
meant  all  Chrijiians,  but  from  the  Words  cited  by  the  Doofor,  the  con- 

trary is  plain.  For  firfl  it  is  afferted,  that  nil  the  World,  every  Crea- 
ture, is  fuftained  by  him  ;  and  then  the  ̂ uerifl  fays.  If  every  thing, 

if  all  the  World,  why  not  Chriftians  efpecially  ?  To  which  it  is  anfv>er- 
ed.  He  liiftains  them  alio :  But  the  Dr.  has  thought  fit  to  dr.  '  the  [eti- 

F  3  amj. 
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plainly  dlflinguiflies  the  Son  of  God  from  every  Creatur 
of  God.  The  fame  Hermas  exprefsly  denies  that  the  Son 
of  God  is  in  the  State  or  Condition  of  a  Servant.  Thus 

when  he  asks,  ̂   Why  is  the  Son  of  God  placed,  in  the  Simi- 
litude, in  a  feruile  State  f  The  Paflor  anfwers,  That  the  Son 

cf  God  is  not  in  a  firvile  State,  but  in  great  Power  and  Ma- 
jejiy.  Now  to  be  placed  in  a  fervile  Condition,  and  to 
be  a  Creature  are  Expreflions  equivalent ;  for  every  Crea- 

ture ftands  in  the  Relation  of  a  Servant  to  God  his  fupreme 
Lord.  So  the  Author  of  a  Book,  intitled,  The  Expojition 

of  the  Faith,  afcribed  to  Jujiin,  ̂   *'  Whatfoever  is,  is  ei- 
"  ther  uncreated  or  created.  That  which  is  uncreated  is 

**  fupreme,  and  under  no  NecefSty ;  what  is  created  is  fer- 
*'  vile,  and  fubjed:  to  the  fupreme  Laws.  The  one  by  his 
*'  Power  does  and  can  do  what  he  pleafes  i  the  other  can  only 
*'  perform  and  fulfil  that  minifterial  Work  he  has  received 

«'  of  God.  "  Hence  the  Apoftle  in  his  Epiftle  to  the 
3  Philippians,  ( a  Place,  if  duly  weighed,  fufficient  to  bear 
down  all  Herefies  againft  the  Perfon  of  our  Lord  Chrift) 
oppofes  the  Form  of  a  Servant  to  the  Form  of  God ;  by  the 
Form  of  a  Servant  underftanding  (not  that  Mifery  he  un- 

derwent for  our  Salvation,  whilft  he  was  fcourged,  fpit 
upon  and  crucified  ;  for  that  greater  Degree  of  Humili- 

ation is  afterward  diftinftly  expreffed  in  the  fame  Place,  but) 
the  humane  Nature,  in  the  Likenefs  of  which  Chrift  is^faid 
to  be  made,  in  the  Words  immediately  following,  and  ma- 
nifeftly  added  by  way  of  Explanation,    for  this  Reafon, 

am].  He  goes  on,  "  Supfofe  the  Difimciion  true,  the  Confequence  ii 
«'  not  good.  Tor  in  another  Place  (lib.  i.  Vif!  5.  n.  4.)  Hermas  writes 
"  thus :  Who  are  thefe  young  Men  that  build  ?  They  are  the  Angels 
*'  of  God,  who  were  firft  made  by  him,  and  to  whom  he  has  given 
*'  the  Power  of  edifying  and  governing  Univerfam  Creaturam.  But 
"  this  does  by  no  means  prove  that  thefe  Angels  are  God,  are  diftinct 
"  from  all  Creatures."  How  ftrangely  the  Dr.  has  mifplaced  his  Criti- 
tifm  !  Univerfa  Creatura  in  this  latter  Fajffige  is  the  Church  only,  and 
thofe  Angels  the  chief  Builders  of  it  upon  Chrijl  the  foundation,  not  only 
the  Support  of  his  Church,  but  totius  Orbis,  omnis  Creaturas.  Thefs 
are  common  Tailings  in  this  learned  Anirnadverter.  By  all  means  con* 
fult  Hermas  concerning  this  Place,  and  believe  your  ort>n  Eyes, 

*  p.  10/.  Sirail.  f.       f  Juftin.  Mart.  p.  374.      »  Ch,  2.  v.  6,  7. 
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that  every  Man,  whofoever,  nay  every  CreaturCj  compared 
to  God,  ftands  in  the  Relation  of  a  Servant. 

3.  This  remarkable  Place  of  Hermas  is  cited  hy  Petavlus 

to  prove  the  true  Divinity  of  our  Lord  ',  but  the  Author 
of  the  Irenkum  '  will  have  it  to  be  a  Jefuitical  Fraud. 
Thus  he  befpeaks  him  :    "  But  here,  Petavius,  if  you  had 
'*  not  rather  intended  to  deceive  than  to  inform,  you  ought 
*'  to  have  added,  of  what  Power,  of  what  Rule  the  P<^<jr 
**  fpoke  ;  namely,  not  of  a  Power  or  Dominion  equal  to 
"  the  Father's,   but  of  that  Power  he  gave  him  after  his 
*'  Death  over  his  People,  which  he  had  alfo  given  him,  and 
"  over  whom  Chrift  fet  Dodors."     Upon  this  account  he 
fays,  that  Chrift  neither  was,  nor  was  introduced  as  a  Ser- 

vant, but  as  the  Lord  of  his  People.     But  here,  my  name* 

lefs  Friend,  you're  carch'd  in  your  own  Snare.     If  your 
Intentions  had  been  honeft,  you  fhould  have  given  your 
Reader  Hermas  entire,  and  added  the  Words  which  have 

a  neceflary  Connexion  with  thofe  produced  by  you.     The 
Cafe  is  thus :    In  the  fifth  SimiL  the  Pajior  had  reprefented 
our  Saviour  Chrift  in  a  double  Capacity,  as  the  Son  of  God, 
and  as  the  Servant  of  God.     For  fo  he  explains  the  Parable 
of  the  Son  and  the  Servant.     Now,   fays  he,  the  Son  is 
an  Holy  Spirit,  and  that  Son  of  God  is  a  Servant ;  that  is, 
the  Son  of  God,  whom  he  calls  an  holy  Spirit,   and  alfo 
had  reprefented  as  a  Servant,    are  the  fame.     By  both  he 
underftands  our  Saviour,  who  is  by  him  called  the  Son  of 
God,   and  a  Servant,   but  upon  different  Accounts.     He 
calls  him  the  Son  of  God,  becaufe  of  that  holy  Spirit,  that 
divine  Nature,  the  Logos^  which  was  united  in  one  Perfbn 
to  the  Man  Chrift,  intimately  and  inexpreflibly.     He  calls 
him  a  Servant  in  refped  of  his  Body,  that  humane  Nature 
he  put  on,  and  in  which  he  took  upon  him  the  Form  of  a 
Servant.     It  is  a  commoij  thing  v/ith  the  Pajior  to  confider 
him  in  a  double  Capacityj  becaufe  of  his  two  Natures,  even 
in  this  fame  Similitude,  where  we  find  the  Words  in  Con- 
troverfy.     Thus  he  reprefented  him  in  the  ninth  Similitude 
as  an  eld  Rock^  becaufe  the  Son  of  God,  and  exiftent  be- 

F  4  fore 
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fore  every  Creature  ;  as  a  neiv  Gate,  becaufe  made  Man  in 
the  laft  Days.  Hermas  not  able  to  underftand  how  the  fame 
Perfon  fhould  be  the  Son  of  God,  and  the  Servant  of 

Gcd  asks  the  Paftor,  why  the  Son  of  God  is  plac'd  in 
a  fervilc  State  ?  To  this  Queftion  the  Paftor  returns  the 

.Words  cited  by  our  anonymous  Author,  concerning  all 
Power  given  to  Chrift  by  his  Father,  &c.  But  this  is 
not  all,  for  the  Words  which  follow,  and  which  our  Au- 

thor did  not  find  it  convenient  to  cite,  give  a  more  full 
and  diftindt  account  of  this  Matter.  The  Paftor  there 

diftinguifhes  betwixt  the  Holy  Spirit,  or  the  Divine  Na- 
ture in  Chrift,  and  the  Body  of  Chrift,  or  his  humane 

Nature,  and  expreffly  teaches,  that,  the  fervile  State  in 

which  he  had  plac'd  him,  was  only  to  be  referr'd  to  his 
Flefti,  his  humane  Nature.  For  after  he  had  fpoke  of 

the  Spirit,  ivhkh  was  firji  of  all  infns'd  into  the  Body,  in 
which  God  would  dwell,  he  adds,  ̂   This  Body,  into  which 
the  Holy  Spirit  was  brought,  ferved  that  Holy  Spirit 

walking  uprightly  in  Modefly,  and  chajlly,  nor  ever  defiled 
that  Spirit.  When  therefore  that  Body  had  conjlantly  obey'd 
the  Holy  Spirit  uprightly,  and  chajily,  had  laboured  with  it, 
and  never  yielded,  the  Body  fatigued,  was  in  a  fervile  State, 

hut  being  greatly  approv  d  by  the  ̂   Spirit  was  received  up  by 
God.  In  which  Words  it  is  clear  that  the  Paftor  fpeaks 
of  the  humane  Nature  of  Chrift,  and  fays  of  the  Body 

only  that  it  was  in  a  fervile  State  ;  and  that  after,  and  up- 
on the  Account  of  fulfilling  that  Servitude,  it  was  appro- 

ved with  the  Holy  Spirit,  or  Logos,  and  received  by  God, 

that  is,  promoted  to  the  Right-hand  of  the  Divine  Maje- 
fty  in  the  higheft.  Hence  the  Pafor  reprefents  the  Exal- 

tation of  the  Man  Chrift  by  a  Servant,  whom  his  Mafter, 
God  the  Father,  becaufe  of  his  good  Service  would  make 

Joint-heir  with  his  Son.  By  the  Servant  he  underftood 
the  humane  Nature,  by  the  Son  the  divine.  Then  was  the 

Servant  made  Joint-heir  with  the  Son,  when  the  Body,  or 

*  Patr.  Apoft.  Vol.  i.  p.  icj-  an^J  106.  *  He  feems  here  to  al- 
lude to  the  Mbrds  of  St.  Paul  (i  Tim.  iii.  i(5.)  He  was  juftify'd  by  the 

Spirit,  and  received  into  Glory. 

humane 
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Iiumane  Nature  of  Chrift,  after  the  Refurredion  was  pla- 
ced at  the  Right  hand  of  God,  and  made  Partaker,  as  far  as 

it  could  be  fo,  of  the  fame  Glory  and  Honour,  which  the 
Son  of  God  had  with  his  Father  before  the  World  was. 

The  Author  of  the  Epiftle  faid  to  be  Barnaba4's,  a  Con- 
temporary with  Hermas,  when  he  after  his  allegorical  Man- 

ner explains  the  Words  of  Chrift  by  the  Prophet,  has  the 

fame  Notion.  '  The  Words  are,  yacob  u  to  be  praifed 
over  all  the  Earth.  The  Expoiition  :  This  is  intended  of 
the  Vehicle  of  his  Spirit,  or  Divinity,  which  he  would  glorify.. 
Whofoever  will  read  the  fifth  Similitude  with  Care,  will 

find  that  I  have  given  the  true  Senfe  of  the  Pajlors  Words» 
From  the  Premifles  then  it  is  manifeft  the  Pajior  taught. 
That  the  Son  of  God,  as  the  Son  of  God,  and  God,  nei- 

ther is,  nor  ever  was  in  the  Form  or  Relation  of  a  Servant 

to  God  the  Father;  nor  ever  was  any  otherwife  a  Servant 
than  as  he  freely  took  upon  him  our  Flefh.  I  may  here  juflly 
retort  upon  himfelf,  what  our  anonymous  Writer  fays  to  Pe- 

tavius.  "  Thus  and  thus  our  Author  fpeaks  of  the  Son ;  he 

"  fays  quite  the  contrary  to  what  you  make  him  fay." 
4.  I  am  afham'd  and  griev'd  to  mention  the  Teftimo- 

nies,  which  Sandius,  and  the  Author  of  the  Irenicum  luve 

brought  againft  thefe  clear  and  exprefs  ones  of  Hermas 
for  the  Catholic  Dod:rine  ;  but  however,  that  we  may 
not  feem  to  make  any  Demurr,  or  to  negleol  them,  they 

fhall  be  produc'd.  Both  of  them  object  the  Words  of 
Hermas  himfelf.  Believe  ̂   that  there  is  one  God,  who  ap- 

pointed all  Things,  and  brought  them  into  being,  who  contains 
all  Things,  but  himfelf  is  not  comprehended  by  anj.  I  can- 

not guefs  what  thefe  Sophifts  c^n  draw  from  this  Paflage 
for  their  Purpofe,  unlefs  they  think  it  is  impoffible  any 
one  fliould  believe  one  God,  and  alfo  own  a  confubflan- 

tial  Trinity  of  Perfons.  But  here  they  are  greatly  mi- 
ftaken,  for  all  Catholics  at  this  Day  believe  both.  The 

Primitive  Catholic  Church  alfo  has  profefs'd  the  fame  in 
her  Rule  of  Faith,  as  Tertfillim  fays,  ̂   TVe  believe  one  God 

»  Pat.  Ap.  Vol.  T.  p.  3§.  ̂   p.  8j-.  Mandat.  i.  «  Intended,  but 
the  Wordi  are  not  cited  with  any  Exaeinefs,  J  p.  fp  j.  adv,  Piax, 

(under 



74  ^  DEFENCE  of: 

(under  this  Difpenfation,  'which  ive  call  Oeconomy  j  but  Jo, 
as  that  there  is  alfo  a  Son  of  this  one  God,  his  Word,  which 
froceeded  from  him,  &c.  And  a  little  after.  One  is  ally 
hecaufe  all  proceed  from  one  by  an  ZJnitj  of  Subjlance ;  and 
neverthelefs  the  Myjiery  of  the  Oeconomy  is  pre/erved,  which 
direBs  m  to  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit.  Indeed  the 
Author  of  the  Irenicum  and  Sandius  feem  to  have  been  of 

the  Opinion  of  thofe  imprudent  foolifh  Men,  in  the  fame 

Place,  noted  by  '  Tertullian,  who  are  afraid  of  the  Oecono- 
niy,  becaufe  the  Rule  of  Faith  brings  us  off  from  the  ma* 
ny  Gods  of  the  Heathens  to  the  one  true  God,  not  un- 
derftandinw  that  the  one  true  God  is  to  be  believed,  as 

this  Oeconomy  direds.  They  prefume  the  Number 
and  Difpofition  of  the  Trinity  to  be  a  Divifion  of  the 

Unity,  vi^hereas  the  Unity,  deriving  the  Trinity  from 

it  felf,  is  not  deflroy'd,  but  difpens'd  by  it.  But  whati- 
foever  thefe  modern  Opiniators  may  think,  it  is  plain  that 

our  Hermas,  a  Writer  of  the  Apoftolical  Age,  was  ̂ z•^ 

quainted  with  this  Difpenfation.  The  Vafior  fo  believ'd 
one  God,  fo  taught  this  Belief,  as  that  he  own'd  the  Fa- 

ther of  all  Things  had  a  Son,  who  exifted  before  all 

Creatures,  who  advifed  and  co-operated  with  him  in  ma- 
king the  World,  who  was  immenfe  as  his  Father,  and 

fupported  the  whole  World  by  his  Almighty  Word, 
who  in  himfelf  and  his  own  Nature  had  not  the  Rela- 

tion of  a  Servant  to  God  the  Father,  as  is  plain  from  the 
fore-cited  PafTages  of  Hermas. 

5.  It  is  ftrange  to  fee  what  the  Author  of  the  ̂   Ireni- 
cum produces  againft  the  Catholics  from  Hermas.  What 

fay  yoH  to  it,  fays  he,  that  'tis  plain  from  the  ph  Simil. 
ThoJt  the  Son  of  God  was  either  only  ownd  by  him,  as  A 

JUfan,  or  at  leafi  believed  to  be  inferior  to  the  Father,  yea 
the  Holy  Spirit  I  For  in  the  Place  cited,  he  not  only  repre- 
Cents  him  as  the  Father  s  Servant,  but  as  a  Servant  of  the 

Holy  Spirit,  and  obedient  to  him.  For  he  fa;s,  that  the  Bo- 
dy of  Chriji,  or  of  the  Son  of  God,  into  which  an  Holy  Spi- 

rit was  infufedi  was  fubje^i  to  this  Spirit)  &C0     I  can't  but 

admire 
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admire  his  Stupidity,  for  firft,  if  it  fhould  be  granted  that 
by  Holy  Spirit  in  this  Place  is  meant  the  third  Perfon  of 
the  Trinity,   what  will  his  impious  defperate  Caufe  gain 
by  it  ?  Nothing :    No  Man  fure  can  be  fo  blind,  as  not 
to  fee  that  Hermas  in  that ,  Place  expreilly  fpeaks  of  the 
humane  Nature  only;   and  what  wonder,  fince  that  is  a 
Creature,  if  it  be  faid  to  be  obedient  to  the  Holy  Spirit  I 

izdbjO  I  have  largely  and  clearly  fliewn  that  we  muft  by 
Holy  Sprit  underftand  here  the  Divine  Nature  in  Chrift, 

the  Logos,  which  is  moft  properly  call'd  the  Son  of  God. The  Series  of  the  Parable  makes  this  fo  clear,  that  I  won- 
der Petavius  did  not  fee    it.      What  is    faid  afterwards 

might  perhaps  blind  him,   namely,   that  Hermas  fays  in 
the  fame  Place,  that  the  Holy  Spirit  dwells  in  our  Bo- 

dies.    But  here  it  may  be  faid  that  the  Pajior  made  a  fud- 
den  Tranfition  to  another  Senfe  of  the  Words;  or,  which 

I  rather  think,  we  may  underftand  it  in  fuch  a  Senfe,  as 
every  Chriftian  is  faid  to  be  the  Dwelling  or  Temple  of 
the  Holy  Trinity.     Certainly  the  Logosy   which  adheres 

to  the  Man  Chrift  in  the  greateft  and  moft  excellent  Com- 
munion (fo  Origen  fomev/here  exprelTes  the  Hypoftatical 

Union)  as  he  is  every  where  by  his  own  Force  and  Pow- 
^r,  fo  by  a  peculiar  manner  of  Prefence,  he  fixes  his  Seat, 

his  Dwelling   of   the   Hearts  of  the  Pious.      'Hence 
IgnatiuSi  fpeaking  of  the  Son  of  God,  exhorts  the  Saints 
after  this  manner.     Let  m  do  all  Things,  as  though  he  dwelt 
in  m,  that  we  may  be  his  Temple s,  and  he  in  us  our  God; 
and  Barnabas  has  faid  above,   that  our  Heart  is  the  DweU 

ling  and  Temple  of  the  Son  of  God*     So  yujiin  JUartyr  ̂   fays, 
that  God  the  Father  does  fix  his  holy  and  incomprehenpbk 
l,ogos,  fent  down  from  Heaven  to  Men-t  in  their  Hearts, 
From  hence  indeed  it  is  manifeft,   that  all  the  moft  anti- 

ent  Dodors  of  the  Church  believ'd  the  Son  of  God  to 
be  true  and  very  God.     I  fhall  only  obferve  one  thing 

more  concerning  this  Author,  that  Petaviusy  ̂   other  wife  a 

»  Pat.  Apoft.  Vol.  a,  p.  if.  See  Apocalypfc  in.  io.    John  xiv.  25. 
Ephef.  iii,  17,  !  P' 49^.    .       s  Prxfai:.  in  Tom,  a.  Dogra.  The- 
olog.  cap.  i.S,  Ct 

rigid 
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rigid  Cenfor  of  the  Fathers  in  this  Queftion)  fairly  owns 

that  this  Hermas  was  not  accus'd  of  any  Herefy  or  falfe 
Doftrine,  efpecially  relating  to  the  Trinity  by  any  antient 
Catholic  Writer ;  which  is  very  true  and  worth  our  Notice. 
As  for  what  Smdim,  a  late  trifling  Scribbler  fays  of  him, 
namely,  that  he  taught  that  the  Holy  Spirit  does  not  fpeak^ 

^  to  Aian^  when  he  ivill,  but  when  God  wilk  it  is  very 

frivolous.  Confult  the  Place,  and  you'll  find  that  the 
Words  [when  he  will]  are  not  to  be  referred  to  the  Ho- 

ly Spirit,  as  Sandius  refers  them,  but  to  Man,  to  whom 
the  Holy  Spirit  fpeaks. 

6.  Ignatius  comes  next.  He  in  his  genuine  Epiftles, 
publilTied  by  Ifaac  Vbjjius  (which  are  the  only  Epiftles  I 

fhall  make  ufe  of  in  this  Work)  every  where  clearly  ex- 
prefles  the  true  Divinity  of  the  Son  of  God.  Thus  he 

begins  his  Epiftle  to  the  SmjrnMns :  ̂   I  glorify  Je[m 
Ooriji  [my]  God^  ivho  has  made  you  fo  wife.  In  the  Sa- 

lutation of  the  Epiftle  to  the  Ephe^ians  ̂   he  calls  them 
p'edejiinated  and  eleBe.l  hy  th:  Will  of  the  Father,  and  Jefm 
Chrifi  our  God.  In  the  Epiftle  it  felf,  "^  Nothing  is  hid 
from  our  Lord,  but  our  Secrets  are  near  him.  Let  us  do  all 

Things,  as  though  he  dwelt  in  us-,  that  we  may  be  his  Tem- 
j^leSi  and  he  in  us  our  God :  which  is,  and  which  we  fJjoll 

fee^  if  we  love  him  as  we  ought.  It  is  undoubted  that  Ig- 
»<?/;^;  here  fpeaks  of  Chrift,  becaufeof  the  word  [Lord]  by 
which  he  always  denotes  Chrift,  and  from  the  whole  Context 
of  the  Epiftle,  which  only  treats  of  our  Saviour.     Again, 

*  Suffer  me  to  be  an  Lmitator  of  the  Paffon  of  Chriji,  my  God, 

Again  very  remarkably,  ̂   where  he  thus  fpeaks  of  Chrift  ; 
There  is  one  Pljyfician^  carnal  and  fpiritmil,  madey  and  not 

male,  '  God  incarnate,  ̂   true  Life  in  'Death,  both  of  Mary 
tmd  of  God.   The  Tranflation  of  ycvuijoi  ̂   dyiviaTQ-,  made 

*  p.  99.  Mand.  ii.  S.  r.         »  Pat.  Ap.  Vol.  2.  p.  54.         '  p.  1 1 . 
*  p.  If.  S.  I).  5  Vide  Giabii  An^orar.  p.  47.  Patr.  Ap.  p.  29. 
ubi  plura  hujufmodi  Teftimonia  ex  Ignatto  proiferunmr.  *  p.  rj. 
S.  7.  y  Athanalius,  Thecdoret.  and  Gclalius  reaa',  injlead  of  God 
incarnate  [Cod  in  Man'].  *  For  this  Reading,  not  the  other  [true 
Life  in  the  immortal]  we  haue  the  Authority  of  Athanafius,  Theodo- 
ret  and  Gelalius,  04  reell  cs  the  Senfe  of  the  Place,  which  requires  if. 

anc) 
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and  not  made,  I  approve  of,    Gelaftm  is  my  Author ;  the 

Senfe  requires  it,  and  every  one  knovi^s  that  the  Greeks  ufe 

y!.vi{]ci  and  y^vynV^  promifcuoufly,  akho'  moft  of  the  Ca- 
tholic Writers,   efpecially  fince  the  third  Century,    have 

diftinguifhed  more  nicely  upon  the  Queftion  of  our  Lord's 
Divinity.      In  Theodoret  '  it  is  read  "^wtfjif  k^  dyiW^nsy 
but  the  Reading  which  we  follow  is  confirmed  by  the 

Mediuan  Greek  Copy,  Vfier's  old  Latin  Verfion,  Athana- 
Jius,  ̂   and  Gelafms  ̂      The  Oppolition  which  is  made  all 
along  between  the  two  Natures  of  Chrift,  and  the  Attri- 

butes of  both  fpeak  for  it.     Theodorefs  Reading  fpoils  that. 

I  am  altogether  of  Opinion  that  Theodoret  followed  a  Co- 

py wrote  out  by  fome  Novice,  who  thought  a-wv^d  &-  muft 
needs  fignify  one  who  has  no  Principle  of  Exiftence,  was 
of  himfelf  (which  belongs  to  the  Father  only)  and  there- 

fore prefumed  to  change  clyiWiijQ-  into  sf  ocyivunrn.     For 
the  fame  Reafon  the  Interpolator  of  the  Epiftles  of  Igmtim 

leaves  the  Words  out  * ,    and  good  Caufe,  for  in  the  Epi- 
ftle  to  the  Trallims,    he  curfes  thofe  who  call  the  Son  of 

God  dyivvmlov  5^  in  that  Senfe,  namely,  in  which  it  is  pro- 

per to  the  Father,  i.e.  who  don't  diftinguifh  between  the 
Father  and  Son  ;  upon  which  account  alfo  he  (ets  fome- 
thing  of  his  own  concerning  God  the  Father  before  that 
Place  of  Ignatms,  in  which  he  fays  that  he  only  is  dylvvtfjof. 

Had  SandiHS  '^  underftood  thefe  things,  he  might  have  fa- 
ved  his  own  Pains  upon  the  Word,  and  his  Reader's  too. 
The  true  Reading  thus  eftabliilied,  it  is  plain  Igmtm  has 

in  thefe  Words  nick'd  the  Arian  Blafphemy.     For  here 
Chrift  is  not  only  owned  as  God,  truly  immortal,  formerly 

incarnate;  but  alfo  is  exprefsly  faid  to  be  not  made,  /'.  e.  un- 
created.    Thus  the  great  Athmajim  has  excellently  exprel^ 

fed  the  Meaning  of  Igmtim, '  and  critically  diftinguifhed 
the  two  Senfes  of  the  Word  dyivv^TM^  or  d.yiV>iT^,  accord- 

ing as  the  Antients  ufed  it :    "  We  are  perfuaded  that  the 
**  blelTed  Ignatim  wrote  orthodoxly,  when  he  fays  the  Son 

»  Dial.  I.  «  De  Synodis.  '  De  duabus  Naturis.    So  Ter- 
tullian  alfo.     See  Chap.  7,  of  this  SeBion,  ».  3.  ♦p.  48.  ScQ:.  7. 
*  p.  6f.  S.  <5.         4  Enucl.  Hiftor.  p.  71.  7  Ed.  Bened.  Tom 
prim.  part,  fecunda,  p.  7<Ji. 

««  was 
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<«  was  made  becaufe  of  his  Flefh,  for  Chrifi  was  made  Flejh; 
*«  that  he  was  not  madejbecaufe  not  one  of  theCreaturesjbut 
"  the  Son  from  the  Father.  And  we  know  that  fome,  who 
•'  have  faid  there  is  only  one  unmade  or  unbegotten,  mean- 
•'  ing  the  Father,  have  not  wrote  fo,  becaufe  the  Son  is  a 
•'  Creature,  but  becaufe  the  Father  hath  no  Author,  or 
•'  Caufe,  is  himfelf  the  Father  of  Wifdom,  and  made  all 

*'  the  Creatures  in  Wifdom."  Wefhall  fay  more  o^Ignatins 
when  we  come  to  fpeak  of  the  Coeternity  of  the  Son. 

7.  I  muft  now  fpeak  to  the  Author  of  the  Irenicumy 
and  Sandiui,     Petofvim  had  cited  this  remarkable  Place  of 

Ignatius,  out  of  uithanajtm  and  Theodorety  and  fome  other 
Paflages  out  of  Theodoret  only.      What  the  Author  of 

the  Irenkum  Obje<5ts  to  them  is  very  impudent;  ̂   What 
Petavius  cites  from  Theodoret,  and  what  to  him  feems  mojl 

genuine,  may  be  underftood  of  the  JUan  Chrifi  only,    as  be- 
gotten by  the  Spirit  of  God,    Then  we  may  find  any  mean- 

ing we  pleafe  in  any  Word.     For  this  Reafon  I  fuppofe 
this  Author,  not  daring  to  abide  by  this  anfwer  invents 
another  very  agreeable  to  his  defperate  Caufe.     The  Pla- 

ces alledg'd   from  Theodoret  can't  demonftrate  that  the 
Profeflion  of  two  Natures  in  Chrift,  was  from  the  Tra- 

dition of  Chrift  and  his  Apoftles.    For  why  might  not 
that  Profeffion,   though  fo  antienr,   proceed  from  fome 
falfe  Chrift,    or  falfe  Apoftle,   not  from  Chrift  and  his 
Apoftles;  as  fome  odd,  infipid  Opinions  of  Ignatius,  and 
other  Antients  did,  which  Petavius  himfelf  rejects  ?  This 

is  a  very  Proteus.    There  is  no  dealing  with  fuch  an  Ad- 
verfary.    He  affirms  Jufiin  to  be  the  firft  Author  of  this 
Opinion  concerning  the  Divine  Nature  of  Jefus  Chrift. 
We  on  the  other  Hand  demonftrate  it  to  \k  older  than 

Juflin,  and  that  Ignatius  a  Contemporary  of  the  Apoftles 
held  it.    Then  he  miferably  tortures  the  Words  of  Igna- 

tius, and  at  laft  diffident  ot  his  Comment,  is  fo  mad  as 

to  fay,  it  is  probable  Ignatius  was  impos'd  upon  by  fome 
falfe  Apoftle.  An  Apoftle,  I  believe,  would  have  far'd  na 
better :  nay,  Experience  proves  that  thefe  Sectaries  make 

#  Irenic.  p,  27, 
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no  account  of  the  Apoftolical  Writings  (as  clear  in  this 
Point  as  the  Fathers^  that  they  prodigioufly  deprave,  and 
wreft  them  from  the  manifeft  Senfe  of  the  Words,  by 
their  Interpretations,    and  ufe  all  the  Art  and  Induftry 
they  can  to  elude  the  Credit  and  Authority  of  them.     If 

thcfe  Heretics  would  openly  profefs  this  Dodrine  deliver'd 
by  the  Apoftles,  and  all  the  Doftors  of  the  Church,  to 

be  repugnant  to  right  Reafon,  ('to  themfelves,  who  are 
fo  far  from  comprehending  the  Divine  Nature,  &c,  that 

they  can't  explain  that  of  the  meaneft' AnimalJ  and  there- 
fore call  in  queftion  the   Chriftian  Religion  (confirm'd 

by  fo  many  and  fo  great  Miracles,   and  fufEciently  ap- 
proving it  felf  to  us  in  all  Points  of  Virtue  and  Mora- 

lity by  its  native  Light  and  Authority^  their  Impiety 
would  be  much  the  fame,  but  their  Candor  and  Ingenu- 

ity much  greater.      But  this  Author  fays :    Ignatim  has 
Jome  odd,  Jilly  Opinions,  which  ive  our  Jehes  dont  admit* 
Shew  them  in  the  genuine  Epiftles,  and  we  yield :   But 
indeed  none  of  the  bittereft  Adverfaries  of  that  Colle<5ii- 

on  of  Poljcarp*s  (not  Blundel,  Sdmafim,  Daille,  or  his  ano- 
nymous Defender)  have  hitherto  produc'd  any  thing  out 

of  it,  which  thofe  very  learned  Men,  Vper,  Vbjjtus,  Ham-' 
fttond,  and  Tear/on  have  not  fhewn  to  be  very  undeferved- 

!y  cenfur'd.     Befides,    if  Ignatius  had  deviated  from  the 
Apoftolical  Do(5i:rine  in  fome  fmaller  Matters,  is  it  there- 

fore probable  that  he  was  fo  grievoufly  miftaken  in  a 
Point  of  fo  great  Importance  \   Can  any  one  fo  much  as 

fufpe<3:  that  he,  who  convers'd  fo  familiarly  with  the 
true  Apoftles  of  Jefus  Chrift,  and  who  was  undoubtedly 

a  Martyr  for  their  Faith,  fhould  be  deceiv'd  in  the  chief 
Doftrine  of  Chriftianity  \  If  he  can,  he  muft  have  ftrong 
Prejudices. 

8.  I  now  come  to  Sandius,  *  He  fpeaking  of  Ignatius 
conceals  the  Teftimonies  I  have  brought  for  the  Catho- 

.  lie  Doflrine  out  of  the  genuine  Epiftles,  and  endeavours 

to  confirm  the  Arian  Blafphemy  by  many  Places  alledg'd 
by  him  out  of  the  interpolated  and  fpurious  ones.    Any 

»P  70. 
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one  \vould  believe  he  had  never  feen  the  Editions  of  Vfley 
and  Fojfms,  or  never  read  the  Writings  of  thofe  learn-   - 
ed  Men  Hammond  and  Pearfin  upon  them ;   and  yet  in 
the  fame  Place,  and  in  others,  treating  of  Ignmns  he  men- 

tions both  thefe  Editions;  nor  is  it  to  be  doubted  whe- 
ther he  Jiad  read  Hammond  and  Pearfon,  when  both  were 

publifli'd  16']  1.  four  Years  before  the  fecond  Edition  of his  Ecclefiaftical  Hiflory.     For  the  fake  of  thofe  who 
are  not  well  acquainted  with  thefe  Matters,  I  will  brief- 

ly and  impartially  give  an  account  of  the  whole  Matter. 
The  Latin  Epiftles  under  the  Name  of  Ignatim  are  now 
rejeded  by  the  confent  of  both  Popifli  and  Reformed  Cri- 

tics.    Beiides  thefe  are  twelve  in  Greeks,  feven  of  which 
Eufebim  mentions,   but  not  the  other  five.  Thofe  kvtn 
are,    i.  To  the  Ephejians.     1,  The  Magnejians,      5.  The 
Tralliam.      4.  The  Romans.      5.  The  Philadelphians.      6, 
The  Smjrn<zans.     7.  To  Poly  carp  Bijhop  of  Smyrna.     The 
other  five  are.  To  Maria  Cajfabolita.     2.  To  the  Tarfenfes* 
5.  The  Antiochtans,     4.  To  Hero  the  Deacon,     5.  And 
to  the  Philippians.    Of  the  feven  there  are  two  Editions, 
one  more  antient ;  another  fet  forth  by  Ifaac  VbJJim  from 
the  Medicmn  Copy.      Of  the  five  not  taken  notice  of 
by  EufebitiSy   thus  the  learned  Pearfon  very  truly  fays : 

'*  ̂   It  feems  to  be  a  right  Diftindion,    which  is  made 
"  between  the  feven  Epiflles  mentioned  by  Eufebim,  and 
*'  often  cited  by  other  antient  Fathers,  and  the  five  which 

«  were  not  own'd  by  any  Greeks  Writer  till  fome  Ages 
*'  after,  and  therefore  are  juftly  queflion'd,   and  plainly 
"  rejeded :    and  that  not  only  becaufe  it  is  not  proba- 
*'  ble  that  they  fhould  efcape  Eufebius,  if  they  had  been 
"  extant,  or  have  been  omitted  by  him,  if  he  had  known 
"  of  them ;  but  alfo,   becaufe  they  greatly  differ  from 
*'  them  in  Style,  and  Matter,  are  more  confonant  16  the 
«  Dodrine,    Infiitutes  and  Cufloms  of  the  Church  in 

*'  latter  Days,  and  only  like  thofe  of  Eufebim  in  an  over- 

*[  afFeded  Imitation."      What  Smdim  ̂   fays,  that  no 

»  In  Pro^mio  ad.  Vind.  Igm.  C.  4,  I  De  Scriptor.  Ecclef, 
p.  18. 
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iVIan  can  doubt  whether  the   five  are  Ignatius  ̂ ^   becaufe 

fo  like  the  former  feven  unqueftioned  Epiftles  in  the  Style, 
is  only  another  Specimen  of  his  Folly,    or  Impudence. 
For  if  he  means  by  the  unqueftioned  Epiftles,   the  feven 

mentioned  by  Eufebms-,  as  they  were  extant  before  FbJJius 

publifh'd  them,  it  is  true,  there  is  a  great  Refemblance  be- 
tween them  and  the  other  five :  Nor  is  it  to  be  admir'd. 

Vper  thought,  and  it  is  a  plain  Cafe,  that  the  fame  Im- 
poftor  interpolated  the  genuine  Epiftles,   and  added  the 
reft.      But  the  Cafe  is  otherwife  with  the  l>l)JJian  Editi- 

on, a  judicious  Man  will  find  them  widely  different  both 

in  Doftrine  and  Style.     The  Perfon  who  huddled  up  the 
five,    has  made  ufe  of  fome  Forms  of  Compofition  and 
Speech  familiar  to  the  true  Ignatius.     In  this  only,   there 
is  fome  Refemblance.     But  they  are  fo  affeded,  fo  unfea- 
fonably  placed,   that  they  betray  what  tliey  would  con- 

/ceal.     Befides,  Sandim  thus  argues:     "^  From  the  Epiftle 
*'  to  the  Philippians,    (one  of  the  five  which  we  rejeft) 
"  Origen  cites  fomething  in  his  lixth  Homily  upon  Luke  ; 
"  this  clears  its  Authority."     Here  the  Sophift  is  playing his  old  Game.     Thefe  are  the  Words  of  Origen  concern- 

ing Ignatius  and  his  Epiftle,  in  his  CixthUomify  uponLu/^y 

"  I  have  found  it  elegantly  written  in  the  Epiftle  of  a 

"  certain  Maityr,    I  mean  Ignatim,    the  fecond  Biftiop 
"  of  Antioch  after  St.  Peter,  who  in  the  Perfecution  fought 
''  with   Beafts  at  Rome,    The  Prince  of  this  World  l^eiv 

'^  nothing  of_  the  Virginity  of  Mary.  "      Here  is  not  one 
Word  of  the  Epiftle  to  i\\t  Philippians ;  but  in  the  Epiftle 

to  the  Ephefans,  '  one  of  the  Eufebian  feven,  we  have  this 
Paffage  Word  for  Word  j    not  as  by  the  Impoftor,  in  his 

Epiftle  to  the  Philippians,  changed  into  a  ridiculous  Apo- 
ftrophe  to  the  Devil :  There  are  many  things  thou  knojvefi  noty 
the  Virginity  of  Mary,  the  gloriom  Birth,  &c.     To  difrnifs 
this  Author  a  little  while,    worthy  the  Hatred  of  all  that 
love  Truth  and  Candour,  let  us  return  to  the  Right  Re- 

verend BiQiop  Pearfon.     He  thus  explains  his  own  Judg- 
ment, and  that  of  other  learned  Men,  concerning  the  fe- 

5  Patr.  Apoft.  Vol.  i.  p.  i<5. 
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ven  Epiftles  known  to  Eufebim,   as  extant  in  Greeks  be- 

fore Fbjfim  publifhed  them :    ''It  has  been  well  obfer- 
"  ved  by  many  learned  Men,  that  the  feven  moll;  antient 
"  and  genuine  Epiftles  in  the  common  Greeks  Edition  of 
^'  that  Time    (before  that  of  FojJiHs)  were  interpolated 
*'  and  corrupted  :     This  is  plain  both  from  the  Places 
"■  cited  by  the  antient  Fathers,  and  either  not  to  be  found, 
"  or   not  truly  reprefented  in  thefe  Editions ;  and  from 
"  many  other  Things  in  them,  which  are  neither  agree- 
**  able  to  Antiquity,    and  the  Opinion  of  Ignatius^  nor 
'*  inferted  in  their  proper  Places,    according  to  the  Te- 
*'  nor  of  the  Epiftles. "      Now  the  fame  worthy   Pre- 

late  has  proved  to  all  learned  and   impartial  Men,    that 
the  Fbjjitm  Edition  is  genuine  throughout  the  whole  ex- 

cellent   Work  ;     and,    if    Sandius   can   produce   out  of 
that  Edition  which  is  taken  from  the  Medicaan  Copy, 
and  a^iees    perfectly  with   the  Citations   of  Athmajim, 
Thiodoret,    Gclajtm,    and    other   Antients,    one  Iota  re- 

pugnant to  the  Nicene  Creed,   we  will  confent  that  Igna- 
tius^   that  Apoftolical    Biiliop   and    celebrated    Martyr, 

is   truly  ranked  amongft  the   Fore-runners  of  the  impi- 
ous Arian  Herefy.      But   this  he  will  never   be  able  to 

do.      Sandius  will  much  fooner   appear  a  fcandalous  Ca- 
lumniator of  the  Holy  Father,    than  he   an  Arian.      In 

the   mean    time  this  I  will  put  the  Reader  in  mind  of, 
that  very  many  Paflages  are   to  be  found  in  the  Edition, 
Sandius  cites,    diametrically    oppofite    to  Arianipn,    and 
that  thofe  PafTages   he  produces  out  of  the  fame  Epiftles 
will,  without  Force,  admit  a  Catholic  Senfe :    This  would 

be  eafily  proved,    if  we  had  Leifure.     So  much  for  Ig- 
natius,    Hitherto  we  have  heard  the  Teftimony  of  the 

three  Venerable  Apoftolical  Writers  in  Confirmation  of  the 
Nicene  Creed, 

Z)r. 
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Vr.  GRAB  EV  Annotations* 

VKE  Mellier  endeavours  to  enervate  the  Reverend 

^  j  Author^s  Argument  from  Barnabas  ■,  by  the  Lord, 
whofe  holy  Temple  our  Heart  is  faid  to  be,  underftanding 
not  Chriji,  but  th^  Father,  and  for  that  Purpofe  repeating  the 

Words  preceding  his  Citation  thus  :  "  The  Lord  faith, 
*'  Behold,  I  make  the  lafl  and  the  firjl.  Foi"  this  Caufe  the 
*'  Prophet  proclaimed,  Enter  ye  into  the  Land  that  floivs  vjith 
''  Jldilk^  and  Honey,  and  govern  it.  Behold  then  we  are 
*'  formed  anew,  as  he  fpeaks  again  in  another  Prophet,  Be^ 
"  hold,  fays  the  Lord,  /  will  take  from  them,  i.  e.  from 
*'  thofe  whom  the  Spirit  of  the  Lord  forefaw,  the  flony 
*'  Hearts,  and  I  will  put  into  them  Hearts  of  Fief 3,  bec^uf  e 

*'  he  was  about  to  appear  in  the  FJeHi,  and  to  dwell  in  us." 
In  which  Words  he  all  along  takes  the  Father  to  be  meant 
by  the  Lord,  as  he  doth  in  thofe  that  follow.  For  the  dwel- 

ling Place  of  our  Heart  is  a  Temple  to  the  Lord,  very  abfurdly 
indeed  ;  for  the  Connexion  of  the  Text,  and  the  caufa- 

tive  Particle  >«>  will  fatisfy  any  unprejudiced  Perfon,  that 
our  Heart  is  called  the  Temple  of  that  fame  Perfon,  of 
whom  it  is  immediately  before  faid  that  he  would  dwell  in 
us.  Now  that  this  is  Chrift  incarnate  our  Adverfary  de- 

nies not  ;  but  then  to  make  good  his  own  Senfe  he  inferts 
between  the  Words  [/;<?  would  dwell  in  us\  and  the  Words 
immediately  following,  this  Paraphrafe,  and  would  make  of 

us  a  Temple  and  SanUuarj  for  God  the  Father,  hj  that  j4p- 
pearance  of  his  in  the  Flefl),  and  his  dwelling  in  us.  But  to 
have  a  Temple  himfelf,  and  to  make  one  for  another  are  two 

things  confounded  by  the  Pa'-aphraft.  Barnabas  fpeaks  of 
the  former  only,  he  gives  us  the  latter  Vs^ithout  any  Au- 

thority ;  nay,  he  oppofes  the  latter  to  the  former.  A  Li- 
berty indeed  !  At  this  rate  whatfoever  is  properly  and  ftrid:- 

ly  fpoken  o£  one  Perfon  may  be  divided  betwixt  him  and 
another. 

Again,  It  Is  clear  from  the  Words,  becauje  he  would  ap" 
pear,  &c.  that  by  the  Lord  is  meant  Chrift ;  for  who  is 

ijhis  [he~\  %    The  fame  whofe  Oracles  Barnabas  had  before G  i  cited 
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cited  from  the  Prophets ;  and  this  Mellier  was  aware  of^ 
when,  without  Fear  or  Shame,  not  content  with  the  re- 

lative [he]  implied,  as  direding  the  Reader  to  fome  Perfon 
before  fpoken  of,  becaufe  he  would  appear,  8cc.  he  thus  in- 

terpolates, becaufe  Chriji  would  appear,  &c.  This  is  plain 
frorn  another  PafTage  :  Again  fays  the  Lord,  &c.  where  by 
thtLord  muft  be  meant  the  Son  of  God,  and  therefore  the 

fame  muft  alfo  be  meant  in  the  former  Pafiages  cited  out  of 
the  Prophets.  Mellier  would  have  it,  that  the  Lord  is  not 
in  the  Latin,  and  therefore  Ihould  not  be  in  the  Greek^, 
It  is  a  great  deal  to  grant ;  but  fuppofe  we  might  mar  the 
Original  by  thus  bringing  it  to  the  Verfion,  what  would 
he  get  by  it  ?  Why  then  the  Word  [again]  would  ftand 
in  his  Way,  and  plainly  fhew  that  the  fame  Perfon,  the 
Son  of  God  is  to  be  underftood  in  the  former  Citations. 
The  loweft  Contrivance  is,  that  in  thefe  Places  it  muft  be 

fuppofed  that  the  Spirit  of  God  fpoke  fo  and  fo  under  the 
Perfon  of  Chrift,  (not  yet  in  being)  but  who  was  in  time 
to  exift. 

3 .  Altho'  thefe  Arguments  are  clear  enough,   let  us  fee 
what  prevailed  with  our  Adverfary  to  underftand  in  all  the 
fore-cited  Paflages  of  Bamakas,  God  the  Father  under  the 
Name  of  Lord.     Firft  then,  becaufe  God  the  Father  is  in- 

troduced bleffing  Man  in  thefe  Words,  ̂   Increafe  and  mul~ 
tiply,  and/ill  the  Earth,  therefore  the  Words  following  muft 
alfo  be  underftood  of  God  the  Father.     But  between  thefe 

two  Places  there  are  fome  Words  in  which  Barnabas  ̂   fays 
he  is  going  upon  new  Matter.     Again,  it  is  not  faid,  the 
fame  Lord,    or  again  the  Lord,   but  (imply  the  Lord  fays. 
Well  then,  there  is  no  Neceffity  from  the  preceding,  to  fay, 
that  it  is  the  fame  Perfon  who  fpoke  in  both  Places,  and  I 
have  proved  that  the  following  Words  will  not  admit  it. 

yl/^///Vr'sfecond  Argument  is  drawn  from  the  Words,  [from 
thoje  whom  the  Spirit  of  the  Lord  forefiw]    which  he  thus 

explains,  "  The  Spirit  of  God  the  Father,  but  not  the  Son 
«  of  God,  who  did  not  then  exift,   and  therefore  could. 

<*  not  then  forefee."     This  is  a  grofs  begging  the  Quefti- 

Patr.  Apoft.  p.  19.  I  Ibidem, 
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on,  and  is  plainly  confuted  by  St.  Peter  and  Barndas, 

St.  Peter  '  fpeaking  of  all  the  Prophets  fays,  fearching  what, 
or  what  manner  of  time  the  Spirit  of  Chrift  that  was  in 

them  did  fignify,  when  it  teftified  before-hand  the  Suffer- 

ings of  Chrift,  and  the  Glory  that  fhould  follow :  Barna- 

bas *  fays,  the  Prophets  having  their  Gifts  from  him,  pro- 

phefy'd  into  him.  Of  which  Words  more  anon.  4.  The 
third  Argument  is  taken  from  parallel  Places,  where  Barna- 

bas calls  the  faithful  the  Temple  of  God,  not  of  Chrift  ; 
but  thefe  things  are  not  inconfiftent,  becaufe,  as  St.  yohn 
tells  us,  chap.  xiv.  23.  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy 
Ghoft  have  the  fame  Abode.  St.  Paul  alfo  in  his  Epiftle 
to  the  Corinthians  fays  they  are  the  Temple  of  God,  and  in 

that  to  the  Ephejians  ̂   he  writes.  That  Chriji  dwells  in  our 

Hearts  by  Faith,  Our  Adverfary  objects,  that  tho'  Chrift 
doth  dwell  in  us  by  Faith,  we  are  no  where  called  his  Tem- 

ple :  Thus  the  Prieft  is  faid  to  dwell  in  the  Temple,  but 

yet  the  Temple  is  not  called  the  Prieft's,  but  God's.  Now 
this  is  both  falfe  and  foolifh..  You  may  often  hear  the  Prieft 
call  the  Church  in  which  he  officiates,  his,  but  fcarce  ever 

find  it  faid  that  he  dwells  in  it ;  for  the  Tem.ples  are  the 
Dwellings  of  God,  not  the  Prieft.  However  this  be,  it 
is  certain  the  Hearts  of  the  Faithful  are  his  Temples,  and 
that  he  dwells  in  them.  Thus  the  Apoftle  proves  that  the 

Corinthians  ̂   are  the  Temple  of  the  Living  God,  becaufe  God 
has  faid,  /  will  dwell  in  them,  and  walk^  among  them,  and  I 
will  be  their  God,  and  they  Jfjall  be  my  People.  Compare 
with  thefe  the  Paffages  01  Ignatius,  where,  if  I  miftake  not, 

with  an  Eye  to  the  Apoftle's  Words,  he  exprefsly  fays, 
not  only,  that  Chrift  dwells  in  us,  but  that  we  are  his 
Temples,  and  he  our  God. 

5.  Not  to  trouble  my  Reader  with  a  PafTage  alledged  by 
the  Reverend  Author,  but  not  infifted  upon  for  the  Proof 
of  his  Thef]s,  which  Mellier  has  interpreted  with  no  great 
Reafon  another  Way,  I  proceed  to  vindicate  the  PafTage 

pited  S.  3.  for  the  Proof  of  our  Lord's  Divinity.     Now 

»  r  Epift.  i.  II.  "  p.  (5i.  Sefl:.  j-.  3  Ephef.iii.  17.  4  z  Cpr. 
y\.  }6.    Lev,  XX vi.  12. 

G  I  Mellier 
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Mellkr  conjedlures  that  the  Latin^  the  Prophets  hav'wg  thei^ 
Gift  from  him^  was  falfely  tranflated  from  fome  Greeks  Words 
that  give  this  Senfe,  the  Prophets  having  their  Gift  for  him, 
for  his  fake,  or  upon  his  Account.  What  reafon  for  this  ? 
Becaufe  Chap.  7.  we  find  a  like  Miftake.  But  a  Man  of 
no  great  Skill  in  this  Ways  may  fee  that  the  Tranflator 

read  vstb  not  vzrsf,  and  therefore  tranflated  ab  not  propter^ 

which  is  a  good  Reafon  for  thinking  that  it  was  alfo  -visro 
in  the  Place  we  are  concerned  with  '.  So  Irenaepts  feems  to 

have  read  and  cited  Barnabas-^  "  The  Prophets  receiving  the 
*'  Gift  of  Prophecy  from  the  fame  Word,  preached  up 

''  his  coming  in  the  Flefh.^  "  Mellier  however  goes  on. 
Grants  fays  he,  that  the  old  Tranflator  read  -iW,  andofcon^ 
fequence  rendered  truly  ab,  Grotius  furmJJjes  us  with  an 
^nfwer.  He  calls  it  the  Spirit  of  Chrid  obje^ively,  i.  e.  the 
Spirit  prdfignifjing  the  things  of  Chri/i,  and  which  was  given 

the  Prophets  upon  his  Account.  Thm  Barnabas :  The  Pro- 
phets having  the  Gift  from  him,  prophefied  of  him.  There- 

fore according  to  Grotius  our  Senfe  is  true.  Tor  the  Son  of 

Cod,  he  7vho  wns  to  be  the  Son,  I  faj-,  the  Son  of  God,  that 
J\4an  Chriji  Jefus,  though  not  yet  exifiing,  fent  thofe  Prophets; 
and  it  may  be  faid  that  the  Prophets  had  the  Spirit  from  him, 
who  was  the  Occafion  of  their  having  it,  and  without  whofh 
dejigned  coming  into  the  World,  they  had  not  had  it.  If  this 
may  be  allowed,  any  thing  may.  Our  Adverfary  fhould 
have  produced  out  of  Barnabas,  or  fbme  other  facred  or 
prophane  Authors,  a  few  Examples  of  this  unufual  Way 
of  fpeaking,  and  I  believe  he  would  if  he  could.  Surely 
no  Man,  who  defigned  to  fhew  (hat  anything  was  giveri 
or  received  for  the  fake  of  another,  ever  wrote  that  it  was 

given  or  received  by  that  other  \  nor  did  ever  any  Man  fo 
play  with  Words  as  Mellier,  to  fay  that  a  Perfon  not  yet 
in  being  fent  others  upon  his  Bufinefs.  As  for  Grotius, 
it  is  plain  he  has  put  a  Force  upon  the  Words  of  St.  Peter: 
whether  he  has  done  the  fame  by  Barnabas  is  not  fo  clear, 

'  Compare  p.  2i.  in  the  Greek  -with  6z.  in  the  old  Latin.  *  Ire- 
noeus  lib,  4.  cap.  37.  p.  371.  Cotnpare  Chapter  the  l6th  of  the  fame 
Book,  and  the  Notes  upon  n.  2.  Grabe'^  Edition. 

becaufe 
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becaufe  he  feems  to  have  taken  occafion  from  the  latter 

Words  [^prophejy' d  of  him]  for  his  Comment,  rather  than 
from  the  former  [halving  the  Gift  from  him].  But,  be  this 

as  it  will,  I  oppofe /r^^^^'s  Judgment,  or  that  of  any  un- 
prejudiced Reader,  to  his,  and  am  fully  perfuaded  that  nei- 

ther ye7u,  nor  Gentile  Believer,  would  ever  take  them  in 
any  other  Senfe  than  ours,  according  to  the  common  Ufe 
of  fpeaking. 

6.  Laftly,  the  Words  o£  Barnabas  are  worthy  notice,  where 

he  fays,  "  Behold  '  again  Jefus  ( not  the  Son  of  Nun ) 
**  in  the  Greeks  (the  Son  of  Man,  bur)  the  Son  of  God 

"  appeared  in  the  Flefh.  He  was  therefore  the  Son  of  God 

''  before  manifefled  in  the  Fiefh."  It  is  probable  Barnabas 
had  an  Eye  to  St.  Paul  here,  for  both  exprefs  themfelves 

in  the  fame  Greek  Word  ̂ .  '  But  Barnabas  proceeds,  "  Be- 
*'  caufe  fome  might  fay  that  Chrift  was  the  Son  of  D<^- 
**  vid  [only  |  he  (the  Pfalmif^j  fearing  and  forefeeing  the 
*'  Error  of  the  wicked,  adds.  The  Lordfaid  unto  my  Lordy 

"  &c.  In  this  faying  of  David's  our  bleffed  Lord  infinu- 
"  ated  his  Divinity  to  the  Jnvs."  Barnabas  adds  alfo  other 
Words  of  Efaias^  and  thus  concludes,  "  Ye  fee  then  the 
''  Prophets  call  him  Lord,  and  (as  it  is  in  the  Greekj)  the 
f *  Son  of  God,  not  the  Son  only. 

0/  H  E  R  M  A  S. 

I.  A  /tELLIER  oppofesthe  Authority  of  St.  PauP ^ 
_Vj[  faying  that  God  hath  no  Counjellory  to  the 

Title  of  Comfellor  of  God  given  to  the  Son  by  our  Re- 
verend Author  from  the  Authority  of  the  Paflor  ;  where- 

as the  Apoflle  denies  it  only  with  regard  to  any  created 

Nature,  not  the  Son  amongfl:  wlijfe  Titles  Efaias  '*  reckons 
this  to  be  one.  Nor  is  it  fatisfadory  that  he  objefts  to 
another  Place,  namely,  The  Name  of  the  Son  of  God  is  great 
md  immenfe,  by  qualifying  it,  is  great  and  wonderful ; 
becaufe  the  Words  immediately  following  force  us  to  un- 

'  Patr.  Apoftol.  P94T,         f  i  Tim.  iii.  16.  5  Rom.  xi.  34. 
^  Chfip.  ix.  V.  6, 

Q  ̂   derfland 
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derftand  a  divine  Immenfity  :  Thus,  And  the  whole  World 

is  Jkjiained  by  him.  Again,  Every  Creature  of  God  is  fuflain^ 
ed  by  him.  Well  then  might  our  Author  call  this  a  Work 

truly  divine.  On  the  contrary  our  Adverfary  mufl:  be  ve- 
ry abfurd,  to  teach  that  the  mere  Man  Chrift,  even  whilft 

in  the  Flefh,  fupported  all  things  by  the  Word  of  his 

Power.  So  far  is  this  from  the  Scripture  Dodlrine  '  that 
it  tells  us,  Chrift,  as  Man,  was  fabjed  to  Infirmities  in 
the  Flefh,  at  the  time  of  his  Paffion  was  comforted  by  a 

created  Angel,  and  crucified  thro'  Weaknefs. z.  The  Place  o£  Hermoi,  where  the  Son  of  God  is  faid 

to  be  put  in  a  fervile  State,  and  that  other,  where  our 

learned  Author  proves,  that  by  Holy  Spirit  muft  be  meant 
the  Son,  who  is  God,  i.  e,  a  Spirit  and  Holy ;  thefe  Paf- 
fages  1  fhall  not  much  contend  about.  AMlier  indeed  fays 
that  he,  who  is  there  called  the  Son,  is  nothing  elfe  but 
the  Holy  Spirit,  t.  e.  the  Afflatus  or  Power  of  God.  To 
this  I  might  anfwer,  that  that  Perfon  is  called  the  Son  of 

God  (which  Words  are,  in  our  Adverfary's  own  Opinion, 
catachreftically  and  improperly  apply'd  to  the  Holy  Spirit) 

and  it  is  alfo  added,  \_ivhom  he  loved  and  had  his  IIeir~\, and,  that  the  Man  Chriji  Jefm  ivas  made  Coheir  with  him, 
things  no  way  agreeing  to  the  third  Perfon,  but  perfedly 
fuiting  the  fecond,  the  Logos.  Again,  this  Son  is  faid  to 
be  of  Council  to  God  ;  but  in  another  Place  the  Paftor 

fays  this  of  the  Logos  or  Word ;  the  Context  of  which  Paf- 
fage  plainly  fhews  that  Jefus  Chrift  is  meant,  and  Mellier 
as  well  as  Zuicker  own  it.  Moreover  in  the  fame  Place  it  is 

faid  of  the  Spirit  that  fpake  to  Herma^^  that  it  was  the  Son 
of  God.  Our  Adverfary  confeffes  this  alfo,  but  then  this 
Spirit,  muft  only  be  a  mere  Man,  and  St.  Vanl  is  to  prove 

it,  ̂  He  was  made  a  living  Spirit.  Omitting  thefe  and  many 
other  Arguments  for  our  Author's  Opinion  ; 

3 .  Omitting  this  whole  Matter,  nay,  granting  that  the 
Son,  in  the  Place  before  us  called  Holy  Spirit,  is  not  the 
Logos  or  fecond  Perfon  in  the  Trinity  ;  from  other  Words 
in  the  fame  Place,  this  may  be  proved.    For  the  Pafior  fays 

*  %  Cor.  xiii.  4.  '  i  Cor.  xv.  igf. 
of 
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of  that  Holy  Spirit,  that  it  was  infufed  firfl  in  the  Bod)r 
of  Chrifts  in  which  God  dwelt.  Now  this  Infufion  of 

the  Holy  Spirit  is  exprefsly  diftinguirhed  from  the  Inhabi- 
tation of  God.  This  Infufion  is  made  preparatory  to  that 

Inhabitation.  Hence  I  conclude  that  the  Holy  Spirit  or 
Virtue  of  the  Higheft  did  not  alone  fandify  the  Body  of 
Chrift,  but  that  another  Perfon,  called  by  the  Paflor  God, 
the  Son  of  God,  dwelt  in  it,  as  our  Adverfaries  muft  be 

forced  to  confefs :  For  they  as  well  as  we  deny?  that  God 
the  Father  is  perfonally  united  to  the  humane  Nature  of 

the  Son  ;  and  they  can't  fay  that  he  was  only  in  Chrift  by 
the  Spirit  of  the  Divinity,  without  oppoCmg  Hermas^  who 
makes  that  diftind  from  the  Inhabitation  of  God.  There 

is  fomething  more  in  Mellkrs  prolix  Difputation  worthy 
Animadverfion,  namely,  againft  the  Perfonality  of  the 
Holy  Ghoft  j  but  in  this  Work  that  would  be  a  Di- 

greffion. 

Authorities  of  Ignatius,  befides  thofe  of  our  Author 
added  by  Dr.  Grabe,  In  the  Epifile  to  the  Ephef.  Our 
God  Jefus  Chrift  was  conceived  of  Jllary  according  to 
the  Difpenfation  of  God.  Thefe  Words  are  alledged  by 
Theodoret,  verbatim,  in  his  firfi  Dialogue.  Thus  again  in 
the  fame  Epiflle :  God  being  manifefted  in  an  humane 

Manner,  &c.  And  again- — Jefus  Chrift  according  to  the 
Flefh  of  the  Seed  of  Davids  the  Son  of  Man,  and  the 

Son  of  God.  In  the  Infer ipt ion  to  the^Epiflie  to  the  Ro- 

mans, Jefni  Chr'ifl  is  twice  called^  Oar  God.  (Tom.  i. 
Spicileg.  Patrum.  Sed.   2.  p.   13.)    And  in  the  Epiflle  it 
felf  (p.  14.)  are  thefe  Words,  though  not  talzm  Notice  of 
by  the  Old  Interpreter-^  or  the  Interpolator.      For  our  God 
Jefus  Chrift,  who  is  in  the  Father,  err,  Laflly,  in  the 
End  of  the  Epiflle  to  Poly  carp,  I  wifti  you  always  well  in 
Jefus  Chrift  our  God.     Compare  the  Annotations  upon  the 
following  Chapter  concerning  Clement  of  Rome,  Sed.  2. 

Chap. 
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Chap.     III. 

Clemens  Romanas  a?ici  Polycarp  are  hy  the 
way  defended  againfi  the  Calumnies  of  the 
Author  of  the  Irenicum  and  Sandius. 

^"s  "^  H  E  Pv  E  are  two  Fathers  more  of  the  Apoftolica! Age,  Clemens  Romanm  and  Poljcarp.  I  have  not 
mentioned  either  of  them  among  the  Apoftolic 

VVitneflfes  of  Catholic  Tradition  ;  both  becaufe  there  is 

but  httle  of  theirs  that  is  genuine  remaining,  and,  becaufe 
being  engaged  upon  other  Subjefls,  they  have  not  fpoke  fo 
clear  and  full  to  this  Point.  However,  fince  the  Author 
cf  the  Irenicum,  a  Socman,  and  Smdim,  an  Arian,  have 
hence  taken  an  Opportunity  to  force  them  into  the  Defence 
of  their  Caufe,  I  think  it  proper  briefly  to  obviate  theiF 
Sophifms. 

2 .  Both  Sandim  and  the  Author  of  the  Iren'tcum  have  ob- 
ferved  from  Petavius,  that  Clement  ftands  fufpefted  by  Pho- 

tim  '  of  Herefy  againft  the  Divine  Nature  of  Chrift.  Now 
Photim  fpeaking  of  Clement,  after  cenfuring  him  for  fome 
other  Matter,  blames  him  for  this,  That  after  he  has  cal- 

led our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  High-Prieft  and  Prefident,  he 
does  not  Ipeak  more  honourably  and  fublimely  of  him. 
Neverthelefs  he  no  where  manifeftly  blafphemes  him  in  thefe 
Points.  Let  this  rigid  Critic  of  the  Antients  bear  the  In- 

famy of  his  own  Rafhnefs ;  nor  let  any  Man  blame  me  in 
my  Freedom  with  a  modern  Patriarch  of  Cohjlantinople,  for 
bringing  an  Apoftolical  Roman  Patriarch  under  the  Sufpi- 
cion  of  t  Herefy,  without  Reafon  or  Reverence,     I  have 

*  Cod.   1 16.  p.  506.  f  Whether  Dr.  Whitby  lays  the  Herefy 
upon  St.  Paul  or  Clement  I  cctn't  tell  ;  but  he  makes  them  differ  mdely^ 
and  feems  to  ajfert  St.  Clement  on  his  Side ;  becaufe  otherveife  he  toould 
have  wrote  as  St.  Paul  did.  The  Dr.  fure  muft  have  a  great  Venera- 

tion for  a  F.uher,  or  a  fmall  one  for  an  Apofile,  or  none  for  Religion. 
always 
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always  thought  them  very  ridiculous  who  will  forthwith 
fufped  an  Author  of  fome  Herefy  or  other,  becaufe  they 

don't  find  every  Chriftian  Dodrine  either  touch'd  or  clear- 
ly explain'd  in  fome  little  Epiftle  or  Traft  ( the  only  one 

extant,  and  perhaps  genuine)  wrote  by  him ;  when  neither 

the  Subjed  requird  it,  nor  was  it  the  Author's  Intention. 
But  it  is  fufficient  that  by  Photms  his  own  Confeffion,  Cle- 

ment no  where  blafphemes  the  Lord  Chrift  in  this  Epiflle. 
3.  But  difmilling  Photim^  I  come  to  the  Author  of 

the  Irenicum.  '  He  thus  argues,  from  Clement's  firft  Epi- 
ftle,  againft  the  Catholic  Tradition.  "  It  is  certain  Cle- 
f  ment^  if  you  fearch  him  through,  always  fo  fpeaks  as 
**  to  leave  the  Father  the  Prerogative,  calling  him  God 
'*  Almighty,  the  one  God,  the  Maker  of  all  things,  i^c. 
"  but  only  fo  defcribes  Chrift,  as  we  have  before  faid  of 
««  Hermas,  that  you  can  fcarce  perceive  he  owns  any  thing 
*'  in  him  but  the  humane  Nature."  What  is  here  faid  of 

Clement,  as  infifting  upon  the  Father's  Prerogative,  is  of 
very  little  Weight  with  me.  St.  Paul  (of  whom  I  un- 

doubtedly think,  that  he  believ'd  and  taught  our  Lord's  true 
Divinity)  has  done  the  fame;  all  the  Fathers  alfo,  thofe 
ar,  and  after  the  Niccne  Council.  This  I  will  clearly  ex- 

plain hereafter.  As  for  what  our  anonymous  Writer  fays 
of  Clement  and  HermaSi  I  anfwer,  for  Hermas,  I  have  be- 

fore prov'd  it  notorioufly  falfe ;  for  Clement,  the  Heretic 

has  cautioufly  us'd  the  word  [^fcarce'].  It  would  have 
been  too  impudent  to  aflert  it  abfolurejy.  There  are  fe- 
veral  Palfages  to  the  contrary  in  that  Epiftle.  Thus  a- 

mong  the  great  Gifts  beftow'd  upon  yibraham's  Family 
for  his  Faithj  it  is  reckon 'd  "■,  that  from  him  Chrill;  came, 
concerning  the  Flep.  In  that  redriclion  [concerning  the 
Flefh]  another  Nature  beiides  the  humane  is  fuggefted. 
Again,  it  is  very  improbable  Clement  Ihould  only  believe 
him  a  mere  Man,  whom  he  fets  out  in  fuch  magnificent 

Titles.  Thus  ̂   he  calls  him  the  Effulgence  of  the  Di- 
vine Greatnefs ;  and  prefers  him  before  the  Angels,  becaufe 

they  are  the  Minifters  of  the  God  of  all  Creatures,   but 

I  p.  23,  24,  I  A.  P.  p..  T64.  §.  ga,  I  p.  167.  §.  16. 
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he,  not  a  Servant,  but  a  Son.  Thus  the  Epiflle  to  the 
Hebrews ;  betwixt  which,  and  this  of  Clement  there  is 

fuch  a  Conformity  of  Matter  and  Style,  that  the  learned 
Juniiis  (as  before  him  Jerome  and  other  Antients)  has 
fufpeifled  both  of  them  to  be  wrote  by  the  fame  Hand. 
Now  it  is  plain  that  iri  the  Words,  the  Brightnefs  of  the 

Father's  Glory,  Heh.  i.  3.  is  intended,  that  Divine  Nature 
and  Majefty  of  the  Son,  which  was  with  the  Father  be- 

fore Ages,  and  which  now  fuftains  and  governs  all  things 

by  his  mighiy  Power. 
In  another  Place  of  the  fame  Epiflle  Clement  calls  our 

'  Saviour,  the  Sceptre  of  the  Divine  Greatnefs.  Which 
Place  confiderM  with  the  Scope,  and  Context,  will  fuf- 
ficiently  fnew,  what  the  Apoftolical  Man  thought  of 
Chrift.  There  from  the  wonderful  Example  of  Chrift 
lie  exhorts  the  Corinthians  to  Humility  and  Modefty  :  The 
Sceptre  of  the  Divine  Greatnefs  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrifi  came 
not  in  Ofientation  and  Pride,  though  he  might,  but  hptmble, 
&c.  I  affure  my  felf  Clement  here  intended  to  exprefs 

the  Divine  pre-exiftent  Nature  and  Majefty  of  our' Lord; and  no  Man  can  doubt  it,  who  obferved  that  Clement  calls 

him  the  Sceptre,  erf.  before  his  coming  into  this  World. 
For  unlefs  he  was  fo,  where  is  the  Condefcenfion  celebra- 

ted fo  greatly  by  Clement  J  Moreover  he  propofes  this  Ex- 
ample of  Condefcenfion  as  infinite,  what  we  may  and  ought 

to  imitate,  but  never  can  equal.  So  J/^/^?.  v.  48.  \Fet. 
\.  15,  \6>  For  thus,  after  the  Teflimonies  of  Ifaiah  and 

David,  prophefying  of  Cbrift's  Humility,  he  proceeds, 
^  Behold,  Beloved,  who  is  our  Example.  If  the  Lord  fa 
hmnble  himfelf  what  flmll  we  do,  who  are  under  the  Toke 
of  his  Grace!  Where  is  the  infinite  Difparity,  if  Chrift 
is  only  a  mere  Man?  Parallel  to  this  is  that  Place  of  St. 
Taul  to  the  Philippians.  What  is  there  \who  being  in  the 

Form  of  God^  is  here  [  the  Sceptre  of  the  Divine  Maje~ 

Jh']  ;  what  is  there  [he  thought  it  not  Robbery  to  be 
equal  7vith  God"]  is  here  [he  came  not  in  Ofientation  and  Pride, 
though  he  might.     As  St.  Paul  commends  his  infinite  Con^ 

I  p.  is^.  §.  16.  I  p.  ijj-. deffenfjon 
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tiefcenfion  from  this,  that  though  he  was  in  the  Form  of 
Godj  he  made  no  fhew  of  his  Equality  of  Honour,  for 

that  is  the  meaning  of  [he  thought  it  not  Robbery^~]  &c. So  Clement  teaches  that  Chrift,  though  really  the  Sceptre 
of  the  Divine  Greatnefs,  veiled  Jiis  Majefty,  when  he  came 
down  to  Men.  So  the  Words,  [thongh  he  might,  or  could]. 

Laftly,  St.  Paul's  [he  emptied  himfelf]  anfwers  to  Clement's 
[he  humbled  him/elf].  If  you  delire  a  clearer  Interpretati- 

on of  this  Matter,  fee  my  Citation  of  Jujii;i  hereafter  ̂  

5.  There  is  another  imperfeft  Epiftle  under  Clement's 
Name,  hy  "^ Eufebim  (d^id  to  be,  not  fo  famous  as  the  firfl:. 
The  firft  is  indeed  far  Superior  to  it,  in  the  Copioufnefs  of 
Matter,  and  the  Vigour  of  Style,  and  therefore  by  the  Drs. 

of  the  Church  more  valu'd  and  cited.  Hence  Jerome  and 
Ruffinus,  no  good  Interpreters  of  Eufebim  f  in  this  Place, 
have  told  us  this  fecond  was  fpurious  and  rejeiled.  But 

I'll  rather  believe  the  Author  than  his  Interpreters.  The 
greater  Reputation  and  the  publick  Ufe  of  the  firft  made 
this  to  be  queftioned,  and  negleded,  as  I  doubt  not  in 
affefted  the  other  Epiftles  of  this  Holy  Man,  which  in 
Confequence  were  entirely  loft.  But  certainly  this  fe- 

cond Epiftle  was  publifh'd  under  Clement^s  Name  before 
Eufebius's  Days  ̂   ;  it  was  wrote  to  the  Corinthians ;  it. 
blames  the  fame  Error  about  the  RefurredHon  of  the  Bo- 

dy, as  the  former;  it  is  every  where  exprelfed  in  Cle- 

ment's Manner ;  it  has  nothing  novel,  or  unworthy  Cle- 
ment to  make  it  fufpeded;  and  you  may  add,  if  you  pleafe, 

that  both  are  equally  receiv'd  in  the  '^  y^pojlolical Canons,  by 
Epiphanim,  &c.  In  the  beginning  of  this  ̂   Epiftle  we  read 
thus ;  Brethren  we  ought  fo  to  thinly  of  Chrifl  as  of  God, 
And  a  little  after,  TVe  ought  not  to  thinly  meanly  of  our  Sa- 

viour, for  if  we  thinks  meanly  of  him,  we  hope  to  receive  lit- 
tle. This  is  intended  againft  the  Herefy  of  Cerinthus  not 

unknown  to  Clement  and  the  Corinthians.  In  the  firft 

.Piace  it  is  to  be  obferv'd  that  Clement  hei'e  teaches,    we 

»  Cap.  4,  n.  7.  of  this  §.  ̂   Ecd.  Hifl.  Lib.  5.  Ch.  38.  p.  88. 

f  Eufebius  only  fays  that  he  d'ul  not  find  it   ns\l  by  the  Antknts. 
I  ?,  k.  p.  449.  Can.  76.        \  Can.  Ult,         '  p.  1S4.  Ibidem. 

are 
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are  not  only  to  call  Chrift^  God,  (which  neither  the  SO' 
cinians,  nor  Armm  refufe)  but  really  to  think  of  him  as 
God,  diftind:  from  a  Creature,  and  that  thofe  who  do  not 
fo,  run  the  hazard  of  their  ̂ alvaticn.  There  is  alfo  a 

remarkable  Place  of  this  fame  Epiftle,  concerning  the  two 
Natures  of  Chrift,  the  Divine,  and  the  Humane.  It  is 

in  the  ninth  Chapter  ',  where  the  Author  treating  of  the 

Refurredion  of  the  Flefli,  fays.  "  The  Lord  Jefu's  Chrift 
'•^  who  fav'd  us,  and  who  was  firft  a  Spirit,  was  madeFlefh, 
"  and  fo  called  us ;  thus  we  alfo  fhall  receive  the  Reward 

"  in  the  fame  Flefh."  Here  he  calls  the  Divine  Nature 
of  Chrifr,  in  which  he  fubfifted  before  he  took  upon 
him  Flefh,  Spirit,  according  as  I  have  fhewn  his  Con- 

temporaries to  have  done,  the  Author  of  the  Epiftle  cal- 

led Bamabas's^  Hermas,  Ignatim,  and  the  infpired  Writers 
of  the  new  Teftament  themfelves.  To  thefe  by  Way  of 

Appendix  you  may  add  Bajil's  Citation  ̂   of  Clement's 
remarkable  Teftimony  of  the  moft  Holy  Trinity :  "  But 
"  Clement^  who  is  antienter,  fays,  God  liveth,  and  the 
*'  Lord  Jefm  Chrifi  and  the  Holy  Spirit  i  where  no  doubt 
«'  Clement  ufes  the  word  \Livetlo\  in  the  fame  Senie,  in 
"  which  the  Scriptures  fay,  the  living  God-,  diftinguifhing 
"  him  from  the  dead  fiilitious  Deities  of  the  Heathens. 

"  He  fays  then,  that  God  the  Father,  and  Jefus  Chrift 
"  (the  Spirit  that  fubfifted  before  the  Incarnation)  and 
''  the  Holy  Ghoft,  are,  that  living  and  true  God,  whom 
*'  all  Men  ftiould  worfhip,  and  adore,  rejecting  Idols." 
I  know  thefe  Words  are  neither  in  the  firft  Epiftle,  or 
the  Fragment  we  have  of  the  fecond :  Whether  they  may 
be  in  that  Fragment  of  the  fecond  which  we  have  not, 
I  don  t  know.  But  the  Credit  of  the  great  and  goDd 
Man  Bajil  may  extort  our  Confenr,  that  thus  that  very 
antient  Author  wrote. 

6.  I  proceed  to  Sandim  ',  who  accufes  Clement  of  Art- 
mifm  fi-om  the  Books  of  the  Conflitmions.  Surely  he  has 
made  Shipwrack  of  all  Modefty,  as  well  as  Faith  and 
a  good  Confcience.      The  more  learned  Critics,   Popifh 

:    'P.A.p.iS/.    ̂  Tom. 2.  p. 3 ;8.    f  Enud  Hift.  Eccl.L. i.p. 67. 
and 
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and  Reformed  deny   thefe  to  belong  to  Clement.     The 
thing  it  felf  fpeaks  it.      That  a  Man  fhould  pretend  to 
give  us  the  Marrow  of  Hiftory,   and  put  off  fuch  Stuff 

to  his  Reader !  After  all,  the  Places  by  him  alledg'd  come 
not  up  to  the  Purpofe :  The  Author  might  have  an  Eye 

in  them  to  the  Prerogative  of  the  Father,   as  the  Foun- 
tain of  the  Deity,  or  he  might,  in  oppofition  to  that  He- 

refy    Sabellius  embrac'd,     intend  to  diftinguifli  the  Son 
from  the  Father ;  as  will  eafily  appear  if  you  confult  the 
Places.     I  pretend  not  to  defend  what  Sandlm  objeds 
to,  this  Author,  namely,  his  Affertion,  That  the  Son  was. 

made  of  nothing,    and  that  there  "was  a  Time  when  he  was 
not :   But  then  I  remember  not  any  fuch  Place ;  I  think 
there  is  not  any  fuch,   and  am  fure  he   teaches  the  direct 

contrary,  Book^  '  y.  Ch.  41.  the  very  Chapter  Sanding  rec- 
kons amongft  thofe,  in  which  Clement  Arianiz.es.     There 

he  expounds  the  Profeflion  of  Faith  to  be  made  by  a  Per- 

fon,  to  be  baptiz'd,    and  thus  fpeaks  of  God  the  Father, 
/  believe  and  am  bapizJd  into  one  unbegotten,  only,  true  God, 
Almighty^  Father  of  Chnfi,  Creator,  and  Adaker  of  all  Things, 

Here  you  fee  God  the  Father  is  not  ftridly  call'd  Crea- 
tor and  Maker,   but  diftindly  Creator  and  Maker  of  all 

Creatures.      A  little  after  he  thus  paraphrafes  the  Article 
concerning  the  Son,   and  into  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrijl,    his 

only  begotten  Son,  — begotten  not  made  —  by  7vhom  all  Things 
were  made.     What  ridiculous  Salvo  fhall  we  have  to  re- 

concile this  with  the  Arian  Dodrine  ?    ̂   Again  he  fays. 
This  is  the  Apojiolical  Faith,  that  there  is  one  God,  the  Fa- 

ther of  one  Son,   no  more,  and  of  one  Comforter  by  the  Son ; 
the  Aiaker  of  all  other  Orders  of  Being,    one  Creator,    the 
JMaher  of  divers  Creatures  by  Chrifl.     Here  he  expunges 
the  Holy  Ghoft  out  of  the  Rank  of  Creatures.     To  thefe 
add  the  Forms  of  Doxologies  by  him,   cited  out  of  the 

Church  Liturgies  ̂   with  whom  \^Chrif~j  Glory,  Honour,  Praife, Doxology,  and  Thanksgiving  be  to  thee,  aud  the  Holy  Ghoji 
forever.  Amen.      Thus  B.  8.  Ch.   59.  Again,    Ch.   15. 
of  the  fame  Book,  near  the  end,    the  fame  Doxology  is 

«P,A.p.  380,       "£.  ̂ o,Ch,  II,      ,3  p,  4,17,0^.  39.  38,e^f. thus 
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thus  exprefs'd.      To  Thee  he  Glory,   Praifi,   Magnificence, 
Reverence^  Adoraition  ;  and  to  thy  Son  Jefm^  thy  Chriji-i  our 
Lord,  and  God^  and  King ;  and  to  the  Holy  Ghoji,  noiv  and 

ahvajs,   and  for  Ages  of  Ages,  Amen.     See  other  ̂   Places. 
Nov/  in  this  Glorification,  the  fame  Honour,  Glory,  ̂ c. 
is    jointly  and  manifeftly  given  to  Father,  Son,  and  Ho- 

ly Ghoft.     Very  well  obferv'd  of  the  Pneumatomachi  in  St. 
Bafil  ̂ :  We  fay  that  the  Connumeration  belongs  to  Equals^  the 
Suhnumeration  to  Inferiors,      Hence  the  Arians  never  wil- 

lingly us'd  this  F^-rm  of  Doxology,   but  chang'd   Sjvith 

ivhom\  into  \f>y  ivhom]  or  \_in  whom']^   that  they  might denote  an  Inferiority  in  Nature,  and  confequently  another 
Nature  of  the  Son.     Some  alfo  of  the  Catholics  before  the 
Nicene  Council  (as  likewife  the  Author  of  the  Conftitu- 

tions)   us'd    \_by  ivhom']  ;    and  fome  \_by  whom  and  with 
"ivhom^  meaning  that  the  Glory  of  the  Father  was  mani- 
fefted  by  the  Son,   and  that    the  Glory  of  the  Son  did 
redound  to  the  Father,  as  Fountain  of  the  Deity,  and  yet 

that  the  Son  ought  to  be  ador'd  with  the  Father,   as  of 
the  fame  Nature  and  Majefty.      To  fpeak  more  clearly, 

the  old  Catholics,    while  they  glorify'd  the  Father  by 
the  Son,    had   a  Mind  to   fignify   the   Son's    Subordi- 

nation, as  Son,    and  the  Father's  Eminence,    as  Father ; 

when  they  ador'd  the  Son  with  the  Father,  they  intend- 
ed to  denote  his  Confubftantiality,    his  Subfiftcnce  with 

him  in  the  fame  Effence.      Moreover  ^  Ecclefiaflical  Hi- 
flory  wirnelTeth  that  the  Arians  were  quite  out  of  Hu- 

mour with  the  \}vith  whoni]  and  that  they  chang'd  that 

receiv'd  Form  in  the  public  Liturgies  into   \by  whom~\ 
"wherever  they  prevail'd  :    Nay  ̂   Philofiorgius  himfelf,  the 
Arian  Hiftoriographer,  writes  that  Flavianus  Antiochenm, 
an  AlTerter  of  the  Nicene  Faith,    having  got   together  a 
great  many  Monks,  firft  fhouted.    Glory  to  Father^  Son, 
and  Holy  Spirit ;    whereas  before,   fome  (which  was  more 
frequent)  faid  Glory  to  the  Father,  by  the  Son,  in  the  Holy 

*  p.  406.  Ch.  \f,  16.  18.  2.0,  21,  2i.  29.  59.  41.         *  De  Spi- 
Titu  San£lo,  c.  17.  *  Socrates  Lib.  2.  Cap.  21.  Sofbmen  Lib.  8. 
Cap.S.Theodoret.  in  Cap.  i.  Ep.  i.  ad  Corinthios,  and  Valefius  upon, 
both,         1  Philoft.  p.  486.  Book  3.  Ch,  13. 

Spirit^ 
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.Splrli ;  and  others,  Ghy  to  the  Father,  in  the  Son,  and  Holy 

Chofl,  Where  it  is  entirely  falfe  that  Flav'mnm  introduced 
the  Form  of  Doxology  \yuith  ivhom,  &c].  For  the  fame 
was  in  Being  and  public  Ufe  before  FUvianm,  and  there- 

fore before  the  Nicene  Creed,  as  is  plain  from  the  Con* 
ftitutions;  and  I  fhall  fhew  hereafter,  that  the  fame  alfo 

was  us'd  by  fome  of  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers,  parti- 
cularly Clemens  Alexandr'mm  (who  has  paraphras'd  it  in 

fuch  Terms  as  no  Arian  can  digeft).  Laftly,  it  was  al- 

fo approv*d  and  us*d  by  the  Apoflolical  Writers  themfelves, 
as  I  fhall  fhew  by  and  by  from  Polycarp.  In  the  mean 
Time  you  may  hence  learn,  how  greatly  the  Arians  dif^ 
lik'd  this  Form.  I  now  return  to  Sandius,  who  endea- 

vours to  fhew  Clement  was  an  Arian  from  the  Recogni- 
tions, a  Book  no  fober  Man  will  ever  ferioufly  afHrm  to  be 

his,  a  Book  by  all  learned  Men  exploded  and  rejeded. 

7.  I  proceed  to  Polycarp.  Sandius '  has  only  this  Stri- 
d:ure  upon  him.  That  in  his  Epiflle  to  the  Philippians  he 
often  diflinguifhes  Chrifl  from  God  ;  but  the  Author  of 
tiie  Irenicum  \  urges  it  at  large,  and  brings  him  in  an  Ad- 

vocate for  the  Socinims,  thus  difcourfing,  '*  We  have  no- 

"  thing  of  this  Polycarp'' s,  except  an  Epiftle  to  the  Philips 
"  plans,  and  a  few  Fragments  preferved  by  Eufebius.  In 
"  this  Epiftle  we  have  nothing  to  fhew  that  Chrifl  is  God; 
*'  nay,  Chrifl  is  not  only  always  diftinguifht  from  the  Al- 
**  mighty  God  (who  is  alfo  called  the  God  of  our  Lord 
'*  Jefus  Chrift)  but  he  is  perpetually  (as  above  in  St.  Cle- 
*'  mentis  Epiflle)  brought  in  as  a  Man  only,  who  came  in 
**  the  Flefh,  was  made  Minifler  of  all,  was  raifed  and  ex- 

*'  alted  by  God,  who  was  our  Lord  and  High  Prieft,  in 
*'  whom  therefore  we  all  ought  to  believe."  Firft  then 
for  the  Epiflle,  fuppofe  there  were  nothing  in  it  that  ar- 

gues the  Divinity  of  our  Lord ;  would  it  follow  that  there- 
fore he  did  not  own  it  ?  Is  it  neceffary  that  every  one,  who 

believes  Chrift  to  be  God,  fhould  profefs  it  as  often  as  he 

"  Emicl.  Hift.  Lib,  i,  p.  7^.  f  Vdge  it.  Moi.  Difq.  As  al- 
irofi  every  where  elfe  the  Learned  Dr.  Whitby  makes  his  Adverfuries 
SabelUins  without  anj  Iroof  of  it,  b.fore  he  can  charge  tkm  with  mj 
Ai>ff*rdity, 
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writes  a  Letter  ?  How  many  long  Epiftles  of  Ecclefiafti^ 
cal  Writers  who  believed  the  Divinity  of  the  Son,  may 
you  read,  in  which  there  is  not  a  Syllable  to  that  purpofe  I 

We  have  a  pretty  long  Epiftle  of  St.  CjpriaH's  lo  ̂ ntonianm, 
in  which  he  does  not  fay  any  Thing  expreffly  of  Chrift  as 
God,  nay,  diflinguifhes  him  from  God.  Now  fuppofe 
we  had  loft  all  his  other  Epi files,  would  it  not  be  a  great 
Injury  to  the  Holy  Martyr,  if  any  Man  fhould  from  this 
furviving  Epiftle  gather,  that  he  denied  the  Divinity  of 
the  Son?  It  would  without  doubt;  for  we  affuredly  know 

from  his  other  Writings  that  he  owned  it.  Ire-mm  ̂   tefti- 
fies,  that  Foljcafp  wrote  other  Epiftles  to  the  neighbouring 
Churches  and  certain  Brethren,  in  which  the  Purity  of  his 
Doftrine  is  feen.  What  if  in  them  he  has  declared  his  Be- 

lief of  the  Divinity  of  Chrift  ?  Now  Jerome  ̂   reckons 
Poljcarp  amongft  the  antient  Apoftolical  Authors,  who 
confuted  the  Herefy  againft  the  Divinity  of  our  Lord,  firft 
defended  by  the  Jewijl)  Chriftian  Ebion,  and  the  Gentile 
Chriftian  Theodotm  Bjz.antinus.  His  Words  againft  HeU 

njidim  are  thefe  :  "  Could  I  not  raife  againft  thee  a  whole 
*'  Succeffion  of  antient  Writers,  Ignatius,  Poljcarp,  Irenct' 

"  m,  Juflin  Martyr,  and  many  other  Apoftolical  and  Elo- 
*'  quent  Men,  who  wrote  Volumes,  fraught  with  Wif- 
*'  dom,  againft  Ebion  and  Theodotm  Byz,antinm  ̂ ,  Men  of 
*'  the  fame  Opinion ;  Volumes,  which  if  you  would 

*'  fometimes  read,  you  would  be  wifer  ?  "  And  it  is  ve- 
ry likely,  that  thofe  five  fine  Fragments,  which  are  cited 

by  f^icior  Biihop  of  CaptM  One  Thoufand  One  Hundred 

Years  ago,  and  publifti'd  by  Fenardentius,  at  the  end  of  his 
Notes  upon  Iremm,  from  a  very  old  Manufcript,  were 
taken  from  fome  other  loft  Epiftles  of  Poljcarp.  In  the 

third  *  of  thefe  Fragments  are  thefe  V/ords  of  Polycarp's : 
*«  John  being  placed  at  Ephefas,  where  being  Gemiles,  they 

»  Eufeb.  Ecd.  Hift.  Lib.  5-.  Ch.  20.  p.  15-2,  if^.  '  Adv.  Hel- 
vidium,  cap.  9.  ̂   [^«^  Valentinus  3]  which  Minis  MSirianus  ViQior 
cbferzes  are  not  in  mofi  of  the  Mamifcripts.  The  Thing  it  felf  indeed 
difcovers  thetn  to  be  the  Interpolation  of  fome  Novice  -.  For  it  ts  plain, 
the  Herefy  of  Ebion  and  Theodotus  rcas  widely  dijferent  from  Valenti- 

Wiz'iOfini9n(Qncernm^Chri^.       f  J^enxus,  p.  24.1, 

*<  knew 
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«  Icnew  nothing  of  the  Law,  begun  his  Gofpel  with  the 
«*  Caufe  of  our  Redemption,  which  Caufe  is  from  hence 
«  manifeft,  that  God  would  have  his  Son  incarnate  for 

*'  our  Salvation.  ButL»%  begins  his  from  the  Pricfthood 

<«  of  Zachar'iahi  that  by  the  Miracle  of  his  Son's  Nativity, 
"  and  the  Office  of  fo  great  a  Preacher,  he  might  declare 

"  the  Divinity  of  Chrift  to  the  Gentiles.  "  Here  the  Ho- 
ly Man  prdfeffes  and  acknowledges  that  Son  of  God,  who 

was  fuch  before  he  was  made  Man,  and  afterwards  was 
made  Man,  when  and  how  God  the  Father  would ;  he 

expreifly  teaches  that  "John  intended,  in  the  beginning  of 
his  Gofpel,  this  very  Son  of  God  j  nay,  he  affirms  more- 

over, that  Luke  defigned  in  the  beginning  of  his  Gofpel  to 
declare  the  Divinity  of  Chrift  to  the  Gentiles,  from  the 

miraculous  Nativity  of  his  Fore-runner,  and  his  Teftimony^ 
concerning  him. 

8.  But,  Secondly,  In  Poljcarp's  Epiftle  there  are  fbme 
plain  Hints  of  the  Divinity  of  our  Lord.  The  very  Words 
the  Author  of  the  Irenimm  '  has  an  Eve  to,  are  of  this 
kind.  We  only  have  the  Latin  Verfion,  the  Greekjs  loft. 
Nffiv  God  even  the  Father  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrijl,  and  he 

himfilf,  the  everlajiing  High  Priejl,  the  Son  of  God,  Jefui 

Chrifl,  b mid  J  on  up  in  Faith  and  Truth ,  in  all  lidildnefs,  with' 
out  Anger-i  in  Patience,  Longanimity,  Confiancy  and  Chajiityy 

and  grant  you  a  Part  and  Lot  amongji  his  Saints,  &c.  ̂   In 
thefe  Words  Polycarp  invokes  Chrift  the  Son  of  God,  to- 

gether with  God,  as  the  giver  of  Grace  in  this  Life,  and 
Glory  in  that  which  is  to  com.e.  Now  the  Holy  Scrip- 

ture, right  Reafon,  and  the  unanimous  Opinion  of  the  an- 
tient  Catholic  Doflors  teach  (whatfoever  the  Arians  and 

Socinians  may  fay  to  the  contrary)  that  this  Invocation  be- 
longs to  God  alone,  not  to  any  Creature.  Poljcarp  is  very 

clear  fpeaking  of  Chrift,  as  Infpedor  and  Judge  of  all 

Things  :  ̂  We  are  all  in  the  Pre  fence  of  our  Lord  and  God, 
we  muji  all  fi and  before  the  Tribunal  of  Chrifl,  and  every  one 
give  an  Account  ofhimfelf.  Let  us  therefore  fo  Jerve  him  with 

Fear  and  all  Reverence,  as  he  hath  commanded,  and  his  Apo- 

■p.  ij.     «p.  189.  P,  A.  Vol.  2.  Sea.  iz,      3  p.  i8<5.  Seft.  6. 
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files  md  Prophet s^  who  foretold  the  coming  of  our  Lord,  havs 
taught  m»  In  this  place  Polycarp  either  treats  of  Chrift  on- 

ly (and  he  feems  indeed  to  fpeak  of  one  Perfon  only)  cal- 
ling him  Lord  and  God ;  or  at  leaft  he  joins  the  Son  with 

his  Father,  as  equally  Infpedor  and  Judge  of  all  Things, 
and  exhorts  the  Faithful  by  this  Argument  to  ferve  the 
Lord  Jefus  with  Fear  and  Reverence.  The  parallel  Place 
of  St.  Ignatius  afore-cited?  Nothing  is  hid  from  the  Lord, 
(frc»  confirms  this  Senfe  of  the  place. 

p.  We  come  now  to  the  Fragments  o^ Polycarp  mention- 
ed by  Eufebius  \  A  mong  which  the  Doxology  of  the  good 

Martyr's  Prayer,  before  his  Suffering,  is  chiefly  remarka- 
ble, t  For  which  Caufe  Ipraije  thee  for  all  Things,  rndglori" 

fy  thee  by  the  eternal  High  Prieji  Jefus  Chrifi,  thy  beloved 
Son,  for  whom  Glory  be  to  thee,  with  him  in  the  Holy  Ghoji 
mw  and  for  ever.  Amen.  You  fee  here  God  the  Father  is 
not  only  glorified  by  the  Son,  but  with  him,  one  and  the 

fame  Glory  being  given  to  both  in  the  Holy  Spirit  ,•  which 
manner  of  Doxology  I  have  fhewn  to  be  oppofite  to  their 
Herefy,  who  deny  the  Divinity  of  the  Son.  Petavius  had 
made  ufe  of  this  place  to  the  fame  purpofe.  What  fays  the 

Author  of  the  Irenicum  to  him  ̂   ?  He  fays  it  is  more  a- 

gainft  Petavius  than  for  him.  «'  He  \Polycarp~\  in  this 
'*  Prayer,  afcribed  to  him,  plainly  calls  the  Father  of  Jefus 
*<  Chrift  the  true  God  and  Maker  of  all  Things,  and  in- 
•'  vokes  him  through  his  Son,  whom  he  only  calls  High 
**  Prieft.  "  What  can  fuch  manner  of  Speech  declare,  but 
that  Polycarp  in  his  Epiftle  alfo  only  efteemed  and  acknow- 

ledged the  Father  as  fupreme  God  ?  In  thefe  Words  it  is 
obfervablein  the  firft  place,  that  the  Author  would  frau- 

dulently infinuate,  that  this  Epiftle  is  not  genuine,  but 

only  afcribed  to  Polycarp,  Surely  no  Fragment  of  Primi- 
tive Antiquity  preferved  by  Eufebius  is  worthy  greater 

Credit  than  this  laft  Prayer  of  the  dying  Polycarp.     It  is 

'  Eufeb.  Eccl.  Hiftor.  p.  io8.  Lib.  4.  Cap.  15".  \ln  this  Citation 
Dr.  Whitby  has  done  what  he  pleafed,  but  efpecially  left  out  the  Words 

^vv  dvrS,  or  with  him,  upon  -which  theBipjop  chiefly  infifts ;  no  doubtr 
roith  a  Befign  to  countenance  the  pretty  Obfervaticns  he  has  made  upon 

Poxologies,  />.  23.       »  p.  25;. 
take^ 
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taken  from  theEpiftle  of  the  Smjrmans  (Eye-witneffes  of 

Polycarp's  Suffering)  ro  the  Philomelims,  who  defired  an 

exad  Account  of 'every  Thing  that  happened  in  that  Ho- 
ly Perfon's  Martyrdom.  No^Learned  Man  ever  did,  ever could,  reafonably  doubt  of  this  Epiftle  :  For  as  much  as  it 

was  found  among  the  public  Ads  of  the  Martyrs  before 
Ettfebim,  and  breaths  the  Genius,  that  is,  the  Purity  of 
Dodrine,  the  Piety  and  Simplicity  of  the  firft  Chriftians. 

This  was  the  Opinion  of  the  great  Jofeph  Scdiger  '  con- 
cerning the  AcSs  of  Polycarp  and  the  French  Martyrs.  Pm 

fo  affeilediS^ys  he)  ivith  reading  the  A^s  of  thefe  piom  Men, 
that  Vm  never  fatiated  7vith  it.  "  This  muft  be  the  Senti- 
*'  ment  of  every  Man  according  to  his  Capacity  and  Con- 
''  fcience.  Surely  I  never  faw  any  Thing  in  Church 

'«  Hiftory  that  moved  me  more  j  I'm  fcarce  my  felf  when 
"  I  come  from  it." 

10.  Whatever  the  Author  of  the  Irenimm  may  pretend, 
this  illuftrious  Teftimony  of  Poljcarfs  Faith  gave  him 

great  Uneafinefs.  He  fays  this  Prayer  ('but  with  what  Face 
I  know  not)  is  more  againft  Petavim,  who  from  it  alferts 
the  Trinity,  than  for  him.  He  fays  that  Polycarp  herein 
manifeffly  calls  the  Father  of  Jefus  Chrift  the  true  God, 
and  Maker  of  all  Things,  and  invokes  him  through  the 
Son,  whom  he  only  ftiles  Prieft  j  and  laflly,  he  fo  fpeaks, 
as  though  he  only  owned  the  Father  as  fupreme  God. 
This  the  Heretic  repeats  over  and  over,  enough  to  naufe- 
flte  a  Man.  We  freely  confefs  that  the  Father  only  is  in 
fome  refped  fupreme  God  ;  as  he  is  (according  to  Atha^ 
najius)  the  Fountain  of  the  Deity  ;  alone  God  of  himfelfi 
from  whom  the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit  receive  their  Divini- 

ty ;  and  that  for  this  Reafon  the  Title  of  true  God  is  pro- 
perly attributed  to  him  very  often,  both  in  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures and  the  Antients,  efpecially  when  mention  is  made 

of  the  three  Perfons  at  the  fame  time.  This  notwithftand- 

ing  we  conflantly  alTert,  that  the  Son  is  Light  of  Light,  God 
ef  Gody  and  confequently  wry  God  of  very  God.  Thus  the 

JSliQem  Fathers  fpoke,  and  with  a  Parity  of  Reafon  our 

l^  AniiTwdv.  J»Eufeb.  Chronic.  Num.  ̂ ^%l, 

H  I  fianiele& 
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namelefs  Author  might  have  oppofed  their  Creed  to  ths 
Divinity  of  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Trinity.     For  their 
Creed  begins  thus :  We  believe  in  One  God,  the  Father  Al- 

mighty, Adaker  of  all  Things  vifible  and  invifibk.     But  the 
beginning  of  this  Prayer,    which  our  Author  thinks  fo 

much  on  his  fide,  is  worthy  the  Reader's  Notice.     ̂   Fd" 
ther  of  thj  beloved  and  blejfed  Son  Jefus  Chrifl,  by  whom  ive 
have  received  the  Knoivledge  of  thee-,  God  of  Angels,  of  PoW" 

ers,  and  of  every  Creature,     He  muft  be  blind  that  can't 
fee  that  this  is  directly  oppofite  to  Arianifm  and  Socinianifm, 
For  here  Poljcarp  teaches,  that  God  is  the  Father  of  his 
blelTed  Son,  but  the  Maker  of  every  Thing  elfe,  he  fepa- 
rates  and  diftinguiflies  the  blefTed  Son  from  Angels,  &c, 
he  excepts  him  out  of  the  Lift  of  Creatures,  and  repre- 
fents  God  as  in  a  different  Relation  to  his  Son  and  his 

Creatures.     Add  moreover,  that  the  Epithet  Blejfed  given 
by  Poljcarp  to  the  Son  of  God,  was  by  the  antient  Jews 

properly  ufed  in  the  Celebration  of  God's  Name.     The Form  is  well  known  to  the  Learned.     And  thefe  Perfons 

the  Writers  of  the  Ne7i>  Tefiament  imitated,  as  often  as  they 
had  a  Mind  to  fpeak  more  folemnly  of  the  Divine  Perfons, 

or  more  plainly  celebrate  the  fupreme  Majejiy  and  Glory  ̂; 
It  is  falfe  therefore,  which  this  anonymous  Author  aflerts, 
that  Poljcarp  in  this  place  only  calls  Chrift  an  High  Priefi, 
and  confequently  his  Obfervation  upon  it  is  vain,  where  he 
fays,  th^t  the  Title  of  High  Priefi  denotes  him   to  have 
been  a  Man.     Granting  that,  v/here  is  the  Confequence  ? 
That  Chrift  is  Pvlan  ?  This  v/e  alfo  firmly  believe.     So 
then  the  Title  oi  High  Priefi  denotes  the  Son  of  Man,  but 
then  furely  the  Title  of  the  Beloved  and  blejfed  Son  of  God 
fignifies  fomething  more  than  Man  ;  efpecially  where  fuch 
a  Defcription  is  given  of  this  beloved  and  blefTed  Son  of 
God,  as  places  him  without  and  above  the  Rank  of  Crea< 
tures. 

II.  What  the  Heretic  ̂   objefts  further  again  ft  Petavim 
is  very  ple^fant.     Petavim,  foriooth,  has  not  given  us  P&^ 

'  Sez  the  a'^ore'checl  place  of  Eufebius,  '  Compare  Mark  xiv.  6i. 
lukei.  68.  Rom.  i.  x^.—h.  f.  i  Cor.  xi,  31.  Eph.  i.  ̂o  i  Pet.  i.  3. 
n>iih  Gen,  iXo  i^.—.ay.  ao.— xxiv,  27,        ̂   p.  30, 

S 



ths  NiCENE  Faith.  105 

Ijcarp^s  Prayer,  as  we  have  it  in  Smltetus.  A  heinous 
Crime  !  A  great  Miftake,  that  he  ihould  cite  it  from  the 

very  Epiftle  of  the  Smyrmans  in  Eufebius  I  And  not  rather 
take  Scultetuss  Authority,  who  pretends  not  to  repeat  ths 
Words,  but  give  the  Senfe  of  Poljcarp  !  A  Man  may  well 
conjedure  from  this,  and  many  other  Signs  of  it,  that 

our  Author  did  not  induftrioufly  fetch  many  of  his  Tefti- 
monies  of  the  Antiencs  from  the  Originals,  but  lazi- 

ly tranfcribed  them  from  Scultetm.,  Petavms,  and  others. 
Egregious  Folly  !  That  fuch  a  Mortal  fhould  undertake  to 
Ihew  the  Chriftian  World  the  true  Monuments  of  Chri- 

ftian  Antiquity,  and  the  Faith  of  the  firft  Chriftians,  more 

.clearly  than  they  had  ever  feen  it  before :  A  Thing  he  wife- 
ly boafts  to  have  done  in  the  fplendid  Title  to  his  Recon^ 

ciler  Part  the  third.' 
iz.  But  to  come  to  the  Pointy  at  laft,  what  do  we 

gather  from  this  Doxology  for  the  Divinity  of  the  Son, 
and  a  confubftantial  Trinity  ?  We  affert  that  the  joining 
the  three  in  the  fame  Form  ̂ nd  Communion  of  Glo- 

ry., denotes  the  Unity  of  Nature  and  Divinity,  and  upon 

that  Account,  an  Equality  of  Perfons.  Athanajim  '"-  fpeaks 
very  right  concerning  the  Form  of  Baptifm.  What  Com- 
fnunion  hath  the  Creature  %mth  the  Creator  ?  Why  is  the  Thing 
made  number  d  with  him  that  made  it  ?  So,  and  that  excels 

lently,  fays,  Greg,  Naz^ian.  "  The  Trinity  ̂   is  truly  % 
"  Trinity,  my  Brethren.  The  Trinity  is  not  an  Enu- 
*'  meration  of  Things  unequal  (for  then  why  not  rather 

,"  a  Decad,  a  Century,  or  a  Myriad  compar'd  with  fo 
"  many  ?  For  there  are  many  Numbers,  and  greater  than 
*5  thefe)  but  it  is  a  Compreheniion  of  Things  equal,  and 

*^  alike  honourable."  And  indeed,  if  the  Son  and  Holy- 
Spirit  were  join'd  to  the  Father  in  the  Chriftian  Doxo- 
logies,  not  as  confubftantial  with  him,  but  as  very  excel- 

lent Creatures,  why  are  not  other  excellent  Creatures  rang'd 
with  them  in  the  fame  Doxologies  ?  Why  do  we  not  fay, 
(jlorj  be  to  the  Father t  and  the  Sony  &c.     To  Michael^  and 

'  P-  ̂ ?-  i  P-  P^'  '^°"'!'  ̂ '  -^'^"^  I.  C,^.  4i(.  3  Orat„ 
.13,  p.  iii. 
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the  other  ̂ ych'u4-'£els,  and  Angels  ?  Why  Jo  we  not  tt* 

ceive  the  Popiih  Form,  Praife  to  God,  and  the  F'irgin  the 
Mother  of  God  ?  The  Difciples  of  the  Apoftles  had  not 
fo  learned  Chrift. 

1 3 .  Let  us  now  confider  what  the  Author  of  the  Irenicum 

has  to  fay  againft  thefe  Things.  Firft  then  he  cavils  at 

Poljcarp's  Form,  becaufe  he  fays  not  [with  the  Holy  Spirit, 

or  to  the,  &c.]  but  \jn  the  Holy  Spirit'].  Nay,  fays  he, 
the  Phrafeology  [in  the  Holy  Spirit]  never  denotes  a  Com- 
prehenfion  in  one  Communion  of  Glory.  For  we  are 

taught  to  ̂ ray  in  the  Spirit ' ,  without  any  Note  of  E- 
quality  with  the  Father.  What  is  this  but  Quibble  and  So- 
phiftry  ?  By  the  Phrafe  [in  Spiritu]  in  this  Place  is  not 
Signified  the  Holy  Spirit,  but  our  Spirit  affifted  by  the  Grace 

of  the  Holy  Spirit,  fo  that,  to  pray  with  ths  Spirit  is  the 

fame  as,  in  this  very  Epiftle,  to  pray  with  the  Heart,  /'.  e. with  the  fincere  AfFedions  of  the  Heart.  Hence  I  fhould 

fufped:  our  Author  to  be  one  of  the  Pneumatomachii  one  who 

denies  both  the  Divinity  and  Perfonality  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft.  But  whatfoever  this  Modern  may  think  of  the 

Holy  Spirit,  it  is  certain  Polycarp  and  the  Catholics  his  Con- 
temporaries believed  him  to  be  a  Perfon  diftind:  from  the 

Father  and  the  Son,  and  Divine,  /'.  e.  Partaker  of  ttie  fame 
Majefty,  Government,  and  Honour  with  the  Father  and 
the  Son.  See  an  unexceptionable  Tellimony  to  this  Pur- 
pofe,  namely,  the  Confeffion  of  the  Smyrncems  in  the  Clofe 
of  this  Epiftle,  who  well  knew  the  Senfe  of  Polycarp  and 

the  Church  of  that  Age :  ̂  ̂«  Brethren,  we  wifTi  you  well, 
<«  walking  in  the  Word  of  Jefus  Chrift  according  to  the 
*«  Gofpel ;  with  whom  Glory  be  to  God  the  Father,  and 

<«  the  Holy  Spirit,  for  the  Salvation  of  his  Eled  Saints." 
Here  Divine  Honour  and  Glory  is  given  to  the  Holy  Spi- 

rit together  with  the  Father  and  Son,  nor  is  the  Son  more 

plainly  diftinguifned  from  the  Father  than  the  Holy  Spi- 
rit is  from  both.  Parallel  to  this  is  the  Doxology  of  the 

Companions  of  Ignatius :    "  Glorifying  ̂   our  Lord  Jefus 

»  EpK.  vi.  t8,      *  Yakiiui's  Notes  upon  Eulepius  p.  6j.      f  P.  A. 
I^qI.  a.  p.  17S. 
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W  Chrift  In  the  venerable  and  holy  Remembrance  of  hins 

*'  [^/gmtms],  by  whom  and  with  whom  Glory  and  Power 
*<  be  to  the  Father,  with  the  Holy  Spirit,  in  the  holy  Church 

"  for  ever  and  ever.  Amen"  Where  by  the  bye  you  may 
obferve  both  the  Forms  \bj  -whom]  and  [with  Tvhom]  ufed 
of  the  Son,  as  in  Poljcarfs  Prayer  :  The  Reafon  I  have 
given  before.  Now  the  Antients  feemed  to  me  to  have 
ufed  not  only  with  the  Spirit^  and  to  the  Spirit,  but  alfb 
fometimes  in  the  Spirit,  in  their  Doxologies,  to  fignify  that 
the  Holy  Spirit,  as  it  proceeds  from  the  Father  and  the  Son, 
or  from  the  Father  by  the  Son,  is  the  Communion  and 
Unity  of  them  both,  the  Bond  of  the  moft  Holy  Tri- 

nity, as  fome  of  the  Antients  exprefs  themfelves.  This  is 
more  clear  in  that  very  mtient  Form  %  Glory  be  to  the  Fa- 

ther, and  the  Son,  in  the  Unity  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  Hence 

that  antient  Author  ̂ thenagoras  ̂   fays,  the  Father  and 
Son  are  one  in  the  Unity  of  the  Spirit.  Synejim  more 
than  once  elegantly  exprefles  this  Myftery  in  his  Hymns. 
Hymn  3 .  he  thus  fpeaks  to  the  Holy  Spirit,  In  thee  both 
ISfatures  terminate,  the  begetting,  and  the  begotten.  Hymn 
4,  after  he  had  celebrated  the  Praifes  of  the  Father  and 
the  Son,  he  thus  proceeds,  The  middle  Principle,  the  Ho- 
ly  Spirii,   Center  of  the  Father,  and  the  Son. 

14.  To  return  to  our  Author  he  thus  proceeds  in  his 

Cavil :  '«  Befides,  the  more  antient  Chriftians  praifed 
**  the  Son  together  with  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Spirit, 
*.*  yet  did  not  (as  is  here  fhewn,  and  ihall  be  by  and  bye 
**  in  Jufiin,  &-cO  determine  or  believe  the  Son,  or  Spirit 
?«  equal  to  the  Father  ;  nay,  prefumed  not,  to  fay  the  Ho- 
*'  ly  Spirit  was  God."  I  anfwer  :  What  the  more  anti- 

ent Fathers  thought  of  the  Equality  of  the  Perfons  of  the 

Father  and  Son,  I  Hiall  largely  fhew  hereafter  ̂  ',  where  I 
will  make  it  manifell  that  they  did  not  determine  any  other 
Inequality  than  that,  which  is  acknowledged  by  the  Poji^ 
Nicene  Fathers,  the  prefent  Catholics,  and  the  very  School- 
pen..    This  is  in  the  mean  time  certain,  that  the  Fathers 

»  Petav.  de  Trinir.  Lib.  7.  Cap.  12.  ».  8,         *■  Append,  operum 

Tuftini  Martyr,  p.  19.  ?  i'*/?,  4.  ^       ' 
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of  the  three  firft  Centuries  univerfally  taught^  that  the  So^i 
js  of  the  fame  Nature  with  the  Father,  and  therefore  true 

Gods  and  that  they  glorify 'd  him  with  the  Father  under 
no  other  Notion.  This  I  have  prov'd  already  from  the 
Author  of  the  Epiftle  faid  to  be  BarmLu^s,  from  Hermast 
I^natm,  and  Clemens  Romanm  ;  I  am  now  ihewing  you 
the  fame  from  Poljcarp,  and  in  the  following  Se6iions  will 
particularly  do  it  from  y^J^in  Manjr,  and  other  ̂ ntC' 
^icem  Fathers.  As  for  the  Holy  Spirit,  I  fhall  prove  by 

the  bye,  that  thofe  more  antient  Fathers  own'd  his  Con- 
fubftantiality,  and  confequently  Divinity  j  that  by  fome 

of  them  he  is  expreffly  call'd  God. 
15.  The  Heretic,  laftly,  proceeds  to  fhew,  how  we 

are  oblig'd  to  worfhip  Chrift  with  Divine  Worihip,  tha° 
only  mere  Man.  «  Angels  (fays  he)  and  Men  are  ob- 

*'  lig'd  to  adore  the  Man  Chrift,  and  according  to  the  ■ 
*'  Divine  Prophecy  ̂   to  worfhip  and  glorify  him  as  God, 
"  but  yet  as  a  Servant  and  Ambaffador  of  God,  as  a 
f'  made  God,  or  Lord.'*  ̂   To  this  I  anfwer,  that  Chrift 

is  propos'd  to  be  ador'd  in  Scripture,  not  only  as  a  Ser- vant, and  Ambaffador  of  God,  who  was  afterwards  made 

Lord ;  but  as  the  Son  of  God,  begotten  of  the  Father 
before  Ages,  who  by  that  AmbaiTy,  he  undertook  out 
of  his  infinite  Love  to  Mankind,  by  a  new  Title,  if  we 
may  fo  fpeak,  merited  of  us  Divine  Honour,  by  this  new 
and  ftupendous  Benefit  bound  us  to  worfhip  and  obsy  him, 
Doubtlefs  in  this  Place  of  the  Epiftle  to  the  Philip,  (which 
our  namelefs  Author  and  his  Herd  call  their  own)  the 
lame  Perfon,  who  after  Death  is  faid  to  be  exalted  very 
highly  by  God,  is  ftiewn  to  have  fubfifted  in  the  Form 
of  God,  and  to  have  been  equal  with  God,  before  he 
rook  upon  him  the  Form  of  a  Servant,  /.  e.  (as  St.  t  P^^ 
interprets  himfelf)  before  hs.  was  made  Man.  Whoever 

weighs  tlie-Cpntext  will  quickly  perceive  that  the  elufive 
Comrnents  pL)t  upon  the  Text  by  the  Arians  and  Socini- 
ms  are  very  infipid.     So  in  the  Epifils  to  the  Hebrews,  \  he 

'  Jeremy  xxx.p.  Ezech.  xxxlv.  25,  24,.  ?  Compare  Philip,  ii.  9» 
JO,  II.  hOis  ii.  "2,6.  -f-  So  D/,  Clarke  tells  hs  alfo,  Scr.  DoQx.  p. 
177.         5  Ch.  i.  2,  3, 

who 
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who  fate  at  the  Right-hand  of  his  Majefiy  on  high,    after 

he  had  furg'd  away  our  Sins  by  himfelf,  is  call'd  the  Son  of 
Cod,   by  ivhom  he  made  the  World,    and  the  Splendor  of 

the  Father's  Glory,  who  fuftains  all  Things  by  his  pow- 
erful Word.    We  deny  not  that  the  humane  Nature  of 

Chrift  is  taken  into  Partnerfhip  of  the  Glory  and  Ho- 
nour of  that  Divine  Perfon  the  Son  of  God.     This  Sto 

Vaul  plainly  teaches,  and  the  Author  of  the  Epiftle  afcri- 
bed  to  Barnabas,  when  he  fays  Chrift  would  that  the  Ve- 

hicle of  his  Spirit  fhould  be  glorify'd,  as  we  have  obfer- 
ved  before.     This  alfo  is  Hermass  Senfe,   when  he  fays 

that  the  Servant,  the  Man  Chrifi,  for  the  good  Work^  he  per;-^ 

form'd  was  made  Heir  with  the  Son  of  God.     This  Palfagc 

of  Hermas  utterly  deftroys  our  Author's  Comment.     For 
there,   that  Divine  Honour  which  Chrift,  as  the  Son  of 

God  (fo  Hermas  interprets  himfelf)  exifting  before  all 

Creatures,  had  before  with  the  Father,  is  very  plainly  di- 

ftinguifti'd  from  that  Honour,    which  was  given  after Death  as  a  reward  to  Chrift,  the  Servant,  i.  e.  the  Man 
who  was  obedient  to  the  Death  of  the  Crofs.     The  hu- 

mane Nature  of  Chrift  exalted  after  Death  was  made  Par- 
taker of  the  Divine  Government  and  Honour,  not  of  it 

felf,   but  by  Reafon  of  the  Subfiftence  of  the  Word,  by 

which  it  is  fuftain'd,  and  to  which  it  is  united  ;  fo  that 
this  Honour  properly  terminates  upon  the   Perfon,    not 
the  Nature,    and  therefore  it  is  manifeft  that,  whilft  the 

Humanity  of  Chrift  is  ador'd,  the  Creature  is  not  fo  ado-! 
red,  but  that  the  Ad  of  Worftiip  does  properly  tend  to 

the  Creator,   who  has  join'd  to  himfelf  a  created  Nature 

in  perfonal  Union.     The  truly  '  Great  Athanajim  has  ve- 

ry well  explain'd  this  Matter.     "  We  adore  not  the  Crea- 
"  ture.     God  forbid :  This  is  the  Error  of  the  Heathens 

*'  and  Arians :  But  we  adore  the  Lord  of  the  Creation, 

*'  the  Word  of  God  made  Flefti.     Though  Flefti  in  it 
*«  felf  be  a  part  of  the  Creatures,  it  is  made  the  Body 
**  of  God.     Now  we  neither  worftiip  the  Body  abftra- 

'^l  ding  it  from  the  Words  nor  the  Word  abftrading  it 

I  Jip.  ad  Philaddphuro,  p.  9ii.  J'f'rt.  %.  i  Tom. 

"  from 
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*'  from  the  Flefli ;  but  knowing  that  the  Word  was  made 
*'  Flefh,  we  acknowledge  him  that  was  made  Fleih,  as 
*'  God."  And  afterwards,  '  "  Let  them  know  that  we 
*^  who  worfhip  our  Lord  in  the  Flefh,  do  not  worfhip 
^  a  Creature,  but  the  Creator,  who  has  put  on  a  created 

**  Body."  Laftly,  he  clofes  this  Epiftle  with  thefe  ve- 
*y  remarkable  Words.  ̂   «  The  Faith  of  the  Catholic 
*'  Church  acknowledges  the  Word  of  God  to  be  the 

5'  Creator  and  Maker  of  all  Things,  and  we  know  that 
•^  in  the  Beginning  the  Word  was,  and  the  Word  was 
*«  with  God.  We  adore  him,  who  was  made  Man  for 

**  our  Salvation,  not  as  though  he  was  equal  only  to  the 
**  Body  he  took,  but  as  a  Lord  taking  upon  him  the 
*'  Form  of  a  Servant,  as  a  Maker  and  Creator  in  a  Crea- 

«'  ture,"  that  redeeming  all  things  by  himfelf,  he  might 
**  reduce  the  Wt^rld  to  his  Father,  and  reconcile  all  Things 
"  in  Heaven  and  Earth.  Thus  v/e  acknowledge  his  Dei- 

*'  ty  deriv'd  from  the  Father ;  and  thus  we  adore  his  co- 
**  ming  in  the  Flelh,  maugre  the  fond  Admirers  of  A- 

5«  rim:' 
Ti6.  1  return  to  Poly  carp  and  the  SmjrvK&ani.  It  is  plain 

they  glorify'd  Chrift  v/ith  God  the  Father,  not  as  a  Ser- 
vant afterwards  made  a  Lord,  but  as  a  belov'd  Son,  blef- 

fed,  and  only  begotten  of  the  Father,  as  will  eafily  appear  to 

any  one  who  reads  this  Epiftle.  I  have  already  ihew'd, 
and  will  more  fully  prove  hereafter  from  the  Confent  of 
the  anrient  Church,  that  by  thefe  Titles  the  Divine  Na- 

ture, Glory,  and  Majefty  of  the  Son  is  fignify'd.  The 
Smjrnmm  giving  a  Reafon  why  they  ivorflnp  Chriji  cruci- 

fy d,  but  dont  worfhip  Martyrs^  the  Followers  of  his  Pafli- 
on,  ̂   thus  exprefs  themfelves  :  We  adore  him  being  the  Son 
if  God  [not  mere  Man],  And  afterwards  (which  is  worthy 

the  Papift*s  Notice)  concerning  Martyrs  they  add  :  TVe 
greatly  love  the  Martyrs  as  Dfciples  and  Imitators  of  our 
Lord,  for  their  exceeding  Benevolence  to  their  King  and  Ma- 
fier.  Belides,  the  fame  Smjrnaans,  as  we  have  feen,  give 
Divine  Honour  to  the  Holy  Spirit  with  the   Father, 

If  9'^f-         IV'  9^^>  9^'  I  Eufcb^  Ecd  Hift.  p.  icj. How  I 
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How  ?  As  to  a  made  Lord  ?  Can  the  Author  of  the  /r^- 
ntcftm  tell  us,  how  the  Holy  Spirit  of  a  Servant  became 
Lord  ?  Or  is  it  given  as  to  a  created  Spirit  more  excellent 
than  others  ?  No  ;  all  own  that  Divine  Worfhip  is  not 

due  to  any  the  moft  excellent  Creatures.  '  Moreover,  the 
Holy  Scriptures  every  where  declare,  that  the  Holy  Spirit 
is  in  God,  knows  his  Mind,  and  all  his  Secrets,  and  is 

every  where.  Nor  have  they  delivered  one  Tittle,  from 
which  we  can  fufped  that  he  is  only  in  the  Order  of  Crea- 

tures. Upon  this  Account  the  greater  and  more  fagacious 
Part  of  the  Pneamatomachi  have  thought  it  better,  roundly; 
to  deny  his  Perfonality,  and  aflert  him  to  be  only  the  Vir- 

tue and  Power  of  God  the  Father,  not  diftind  from  him, 
than  to  affirm  he  is  a  Creature  againft  fo  many  clear  Tefti- 
monies  of  Scripture.  But  this  alfo  is  vain.  For  in  Holy 
Scripture  the  Spirit  is  as  plainly  diftinguiilit  from  God  the 
Father,  as  the  Son  (it  would  be  eafy  to  prove  it,  if  this  was 
a  proper  place)  and  the  Catholic  Church  has  always  belie- 

ved and  taught  this  Diftindion.  If  this  is  true,  as  it  cer- 
tainly is,  it  will  follow  that  the  fame  Antients  either  ado- 

red him  as  God,  or  thought  him  inferior  to  the  Holy  Spi- 
rit, For  without  doubt  it  is  a  greater  piece  of  Honour  to 

be  worfhip'd  as  God  by  Nature,  than  as  a  rriade  God.  But 
no  Catholic  ever  thought  the  Son  inferior  to  the  Holy 
Spirit.  For  in  Scripture  the  Holy  Spirit  is  faid  to  be  fent 
by  the  Son,  to  have  received  what  is  his  from  the  Son; 
and  in  all  the  Doxologies  of  the  Antients,  in  which  the 
Perfons  are  mentioned  in  their  Order,  the  Son  (to  fpeak  as 
yuflin  Martyr  does^  has  the  fecond,  and  the  Holy  Spirit 
the  third  place. 

17.  This  the  Antients  thought  the  moft  invincible  Ar- 

gument of  Chrift's  Divinity.  For  thus  Novman,  or  the 
Author  of  the  Book  concerning  the  Trinity,  among  the 

Works  of  Tertullian  ̂ :  "If  Chrift  is  only  Man,  how 
"  does  he  fay  that  the  Comforter  fhall  take  of  his  to  (hew 
"  to  you  ?  For  he  has  nothing  from  Man,  but  gives  him 
**  Knowledge ;  he  learns  not  Things  future  from  Man> 

»  1  Cpr.  ii.  JO,  ir.        »  p.  712.  Ch.  14. 

*«  bus 
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*«  but  informs  him  concerning  them.  Therefore  eith6f 
'«  the  Comforter  received  nothing  from  the  Man  Chrift  to 
<*  tell  us,  becaufe  Man  could  give  him  nothing,  from 
*«  whom  he  was  to  receive  ',  and  then  Chrift  in  the  place 
*«  before  us  deceives  us,  when  he  fays.  The  Comforter  pall 
*«  receive  from  him,  a  Man,  "what  he  fhalL  tell  m  :  Or  he 
*«  does  not  deceive  fas  indeed  he  does  not)  and  the  Com- 
*«  forter  does  receive  from  Chrift  what  he  ftiall  tell  us. 

*'  But  if  he  has  received  what  he  may  tell  us,  then  Chrift 
<«  is  greater  than  the  Comforter,  becaufe  he  could  not  re- 
*«  ceive  from  Chrift,  except  he  was  lefs  than  he.  Now 
*'  the  Comforter,  who  is  lefs  than  Chrift,  proves  by  this, 
•'  that  Chrift  is  God,  becaufe  he  hath  received  from  him 

"  to  tell  us.  So  that  it  is  a  great  Tejiimom  of  Chriji's  Divi- 
<'  nity,  that  the  Comforter  is  lefs  than  Chrijf,  and  takes  from 

*«  him  what  he  delivers  to  others.  "  What  he  fays  here, 
that  the  Spirit  is  lefs  than  the  Son,  is  fo  to  be  underftood, 
as  the  Subordination  of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  which  we 

ihall  explain  hereafter  '.  So  as  that  the  Holy  Spirit  is  faid 
to  be  lefs  than  the  Son,  not  in  refpeft  of  Nature,  but  Ori- 

ginal, namely,  as  he  is  derived  from  the  Father  by  the 

Son  (according  to  ̂   Tertnllian)  and  therefore  receives  all  his 
own  from  the  ..Father  by  the  Son  (according  to  Novatian) , 

This  Subordination  of  the  Holy  Spirit  TermlUan  ̂   more 
clearly  explains  in  thefe  Words.  "  The  Spirit  is  the  third 
<*  from  the  Father  and  the  Son,  as  the  Fruit  is  the  third 
*'  from  the  Root  and  the  Branch,  and  the  Rivulet  the 
*f  third  from  the  Fountain  and  the  Stream,  and  the  Point 

*  Seflr.  4.  '  Pag.  5-02.  Ch.  4.  Adv.  Prax.  So  the  Author  of  the 
Conftit.  (lib.  6.  cap.  11)  fays,  "  There  is  one  God,  the  Father  of  one 
*'  Son,  and  of  one  Far  delete  by  Chriji."  Gregory  Nyllen  in  his  Hpfjlleto 
Ablabius,  (Tom.  z.  p.  4f9.)  thus  declares,  hovo  the  Son  and  Holy  Spi- 

rit come  differently  from  the  fame  Pri?jsiple,  God  the  Father,  "  The  o'ce 
"  immediately  from  the  fir  ft,  the  other  from  the  firft  through  himrpho  was 

"  immediately  from  htm!'  To  the  fame  purpofe  Cyrill(de  Adoratione,  lib. 
I.)  See  alfo  his  Epiftle  to  Regin.  Thus  Damafccne  (lib.  i.  c.  18.  de 

Fide  Orthod.)  "  The  Spirit  is  the  Son's,  not  as  proceedi^ig  from  him,  but 
**  from  the  Father throughhim."  And  Hilary,  "  Keep  me,  1  befeech  thee  in 
*•  this  religious  Faith,  always  to  hold  thee  the  Father,  to  adore  thy  Son 
*'  voith  thee,  and  to  obtain  thy  Holy  Spirit,  who  is  through  thy  Only- 
{•  hegottm"  I  p.  ̂ 04.  ch,  8,  mar  the  end, 

1«  thp 
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<*  the  third  from  the  Sun  and  the  Ray,  It  is  nothing  diffe-' 

■*'  rent  from  the  Caufe^  from  which  it  takes  its  Properties,  So 
<*  the  Trinity  by  complicated  and  connefted  Degrees  de- 
"  riving  from  the  Father,  does  not  oppofe  the  Monarchy^ 
'*  or  Unity,  and  preferves  the  Oeconomy  or  Difpenfati- 
«  on.  "  In  thefe  Words  he  fo  makes  the  Holy  Spirit  the 
third  from  the  Father  by  the  Son,  as  that  he  flill  plainly 
confelTes  him  to  be  of  the  fame  Nature  and  Eflence  with 

them,  and  no  way  alienated  from  them.  If  any  one  fu-- 
fpefts  that  only  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  ufed  this  way  of 
Reafoning,  let  him  know  that  the  moft  approved  Poji-Mi' 
cene  Dodors  eftabliflit  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  by  the  fame 
Argument,  as  I  could  largely  fhew,  if  the  Nature  of  the 
prefent  Delign  would  admit.  Let  it  fuffice  to  produce 

two  Teftimonies  of  two  Dodors,  as  firmly  attach'd  as  any 
to  the  Nicene  Creed.  ̂   Athanafim  fays,  "  When  he  fhew- 
*'  ed  his  great  Power  and  Godhead  to  his  Difciples,  no 
*'  longer  appearing  lefs  than  the  Holy  Spirit,  but  greater  and 
*'  equal,  he  gave  the  Spirit,  and  faid.  Receive  the  Holy 
**  Ghoji  ;  and,  /  fend  him  ;  and,  he  JIm/I  glorify  me,  "» 
*  Augufiine  fays.  How  is  not  he  Gody  who  gives  the  Holy  Spi- 

rit ?  Yea,  how  great  a  God  is  he  who»  gives  God?  So  much 

for  Poljcarp's  Prayer,  and  the  Eulogy  of  the  Smyvnd^.V7s> 
I  therefore  dwelt  the  longer  upon  it,  that  all  may  knowj 
how  antient  and  truly  ApoftoJical  a  Form  of  Doxology 
that  is,  which  is  even  now  ufed  in  the  Catholic  Church, 

namely.  Glory  be  to  the  Father-,  and  to  the  Son.,  and  to  the 
Holy  Ghofi  j  and  how  firm  and  ftable  a  Monument  and 
'Defence  it  is  of  the  Apoftolical  Tradition  of  a  confubftan- 
tial  Trinity,  againfl  all  Heretical  Attempts. 

1 8.  Two  Things  more  I  mu.fi:  add  concerning  Polycarp, 
to  fhew  the  more  clearly  how  he  abhorred  the  Arian  and 
Samofatenian  Opinions  of  the  Son  of  God.  Firfl  then, 

if  you  defire  to  know  Polycarp's  Creed  in  this  Point,  con- 
fult  Irenms,  He  was  a  very  diligent  Hearer  of  this  Apo- 

ftolical Man  in  his  Youth  ;  when  he  was  old  he  v/ell  re- 

membered what  he  had  heard  from  him,  efpecially  his  Dif- 

»  Tom.  I.  part  i,  p.  4_f4.        »  Lib.  if.  deTrinitate,  cap.  2.6. 
conrfesj 
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courfes,  in  which  he  explained  what  he  himfelf  had  heard 
from  the  Apoftles  concerning  the  Lord  Jefus ;  he  could 

from  the  Analogy  of  Poiycarp's  Faith  refute  the  growing 
Herefies  of  that  Age,  and  called  God  to  witnefs  for  the 
Truth  of  his  Tradition,  as  he  himfelf  tells  us  'i  It  is  ve- 

ry unlikely,  nay  altogether  incredible,  that  Iremus  fhould 
not  know,  or  if  he  did>  fhould  not  fairly  deliver  Polycarfs 
Opinion  of  a  primary  Article  of  Chriftianity.  Now  I 
dare  affirm,  that  no  AlTerter  of  the  Nicene  Creed  (not 
Athanajim  himfelf)  ever  fpoke  more  magnificently,  more 
clearly  againft  the  Arim  Blafphemy,  concerning  the  Son 
of  God  than  Irenxus.  He  has  not  indeed,  I  confefs,  ufed 
the  word  Confubjlamial.  Whofoever  will  read  what  I  fhall 
cite  from  him  in  this  and  the  following  Sedion,  will  not 
charge  me  with  Raflinefs.  Another  Thing,  from  which 

we  may  gather  what  was  Poljcarp's  Faith  and  Opinion  in 
this  Point,  is  this :  Eufebms  teftifies,  that  Poljcarp  ̂   in  his 
Epiftle  to  the  Philippians,  recommended  to  them  the  Epi- 
flle  of  J^KatifiSy  as  containing  Faith,  Patience,  and  all  Chri- 
ftian  Edification.  Poljcarp  then  approved  all  the  Dodrine 
of  thofe  Epiftles.  But  in  the  feven  Epiftles,  publifhed  by 

Vo£im  (the  fame,  no  fober  Man  can  doubt,  with  Poljcarp's 
Collection  known  to  Eufebim)  the  true  Divinity  of  our 
Saviour  is  often  and  very  plainly  delivered,  as  I  have  ifhewn 
above. — So  much  for  the  Dodors  of  the  Church,  who 
were  taught  by  the  living  Voice  of  the  Apoftles. 

Dr,  GRABE'j  An?t0tations  upon  Chapter  5. 
Sed.  3,  &c,  concerning  Clemens  Romanus* 

I  Can't  but  think  the  Anfwer  given  to  Zmcker  by  our 
learned  Author,  in  which  he  infifts  upon  the  Diftin- 

6i:ion  made  by  Clemens ̂   and  exprefled  in  thofe  Words  \_as 
concerning  the  FleJJi\  is  not  a  little  confirmed,  when  it  is 

confidered  that  probably  it  is  borrowed  from  St.  Paul  2, 

who  adds,   \who  is  over  all  God  blejfed  for  ever']*    This 

«  Eufeb,  Eccl.  Hiftor.  Book  f.  ch.  20.  p.  i  j-i.        *  P.  A.  Vol.  il 
p.  189. Se£t.  13. Eufeb. Eccl,H'Ji.  Sook^, (h. 36, p.Sj.  sRom.ix.f. 

Method 
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Method  of  ufing  St.  Paul's  Language,  we  find  in  Clemer.t 
elfewhere  in  this  Epiftle.  Thus  '  they  that  do  thefe  things 
are  hated  of  God,  and  not  only  they  that  do  them,  but  alfo 
they  that  take  Pleafure  in  fuch.  This  PafTage  is  as  clear  for 
determining  the  various  reading  of  this  Verfe,  as  that 

other  Purpofe,  for  which  it  is  alledg'd.  It  is  highly  pro- 
bable St.  Clement  wrote  from  the  Original,  for  it  was  pre- 

ferv'd  in  the  Roman  Church  in  Tertullians  time. 
2.  It  may  feem  incredible  that  we  fhould  cite  a  Paf- 

fage  from  St.  Clement,  in  which  Chrift  is  expreilly  called 
God,  not  only  becaufe  of  Photim  his  Cenfure  upon  that 
account;  but  alfo  becaufe  no  Divine,  I  know,  has  al- 

ledg'd any  fuch  Place  againft  the  Adverfaries  of  this  Do- 
drine.  However,  I  believe  you'll  find  it,  ̂  SeEl.  i.  of 
this  Epiftle,  though  not  plain  at  firft  View.  There  St. 
Clement  gives  this  Commendation  of  the  Corinthians ;  be- 

ing content  with  the  Viaticum  of  God,  and  diligently  attend^ 

ing  to  his  Words,  ye  were  enlarged  in  your  Bowels,  and  his 
Sufferings  were  before  your  Eyes.  His  Sufferings  ?  whofe  ? 

His,  who  v/as  mentioned  before,  God's,  not  the  Father's, 
that  could  not  be,  but  the  Son  of  God's.  Nor  is  the 
Phrafe  to  be  carpt  at,  as  not  agreeable  to  the  Faith  of  the 
Apoftles,  and  the  Age  of  Clement,  St.  Paul  ufes  thefe 

Words  ̂   in  his  Sermon  at  Ephefus,  [the  Church  of  God, 

'which  he  hath  purchased  with  his  own  Blood.~\  Ignatius  to 
the  fame  Ephefians  writes  thus,  \being  Imitators  of  God  "••,  and 
fiirring  up  your  felves  by  the  Blood  of  God.^  So  again  he 
mentions,  the  Sufferings  of  my  God;  according  to  which  the 
old  vulgar  Verlion  alfo  reads.  Others  might  alfo  be  na- 

med to  the  fame  Purpofe.  Tatian,  &c.  of  latter  date  I 
omit. 

3.  Patricius  Junius  t  has  given  us  a  Conjedure  upon 
the  Place.     MaUiioIo.  for  n*9>;(uei]e4;    but  fuch  an  one  as 

«  P."  A.  Vol.  1,  p,  166.  Sea,  IS-        *  P-  H^-       '  A<^s  XX,  18. 
P.   A.  Vol.  I.    HI.  ■»  p.  29.  -j-  Dr.  V/hitby  is  of  his  Mind: 
but  if  the  Alex.  MSS.  had  ajfor.-led  my  Ground  for  this,  -why  have 

■  v>e  not  heard  it .?  Pf^hy  no  Authority  at  all  for  it  ?  It  is  indeed  a  /len- 
der Conjsciure,  and  has  r.o  Foundation  in-  the  Du^ftus  Lirerarum.  Scarce 

are  there  tieo  Letters,  notw':thJia>?d:ng  thDc£iors  Affertion,  -which  differ 
more  in  ihe  beji  MSS.  thm  11  and  M. 

I  is 
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is  juftly  to  be  rejecfled.  There  is  no  Neceflity  for  it,  no 

Manufcripts  give  it  any  Countenance;  the  Context  '  and 
parallel  Places,  where  the  Corinthians  are  exhorted  to  have 

the  Sufferings  of  Chriji  before  their  Ejes^  fupport  the  old 
reading. 

^4*  I  proceed  to  what  Luke  Mellier  has  wrefled  in  our 

Author,  Se^.  4.  St.  Clement  fays'.  He  came  not  in  the 
Pomp  of  Boajiing  and  Pride,  though  he  might.  Hence  Luke 
concludes,  that  though  Chrift  did  not  come  in  this  man- 

ner, he  might,  i.  e.  that  he  could  have  finned,  if  he  would. 
But  he  that  afferts  this,  manifeftly  denies  that  Chrift  is 

one  Perfon  with  the  Divinity,  and  that  he  confifted  o'f  a 
Divine  and  Humane  Nature  perfonally  joined  ;  for  that 

Divine  Nature  would  have  render'd  the  other  wholly  im- 
peccable. The  Author  pronounces  the  Sentence  of  Dam- 

nation againft  himfelf,  when  he  tells  us  what  Cenfure  thefe 

Woids  deferve,  if  falfe.  "  As  he  would  be  a  Blafphe- 
"  mer  who  Hiould  fay,  the  fupreme  Gcd  could  fin,  fo 
"  he  would  no  lefs  be  a  Blafphemer,  who  fhould  fay  fo 
"  of  the  Humane  and  Divine  Natures  perfonally  and  in- 

*'  dividually  join'd  together."  This  is  nothing  but  Blaf- 
phemy  againO:  Chrill:,  and  a  Calumnation  of  Clement, 

Clement  does  not  fay  that  he  might  have  come  in  Boaft- 
ing  and  Pride,  but  in  all  the  Figure,  the  Splendor,  the 
Grandeur  of  it,  and  if  our  Author  can  find  any  Blaf- 
phemy  in  this,  it  will  be  a  difficult  Matter  to  defend  the 

Prophet  '^  Ifaiah  and  the  Evangelift  St.  ̂   Matthew.  As 
foolilli  is  the  other  Cavil  againft  our  Author,  and  whol- 

ly grounded  upon  a  wrong  Interpretation  of  the  Words 

\7'he  Sceptre  of  the  Magnificence  of  God'] . 
5.  Of  the  two  Paffages  cited  fi-om  the  fecond  Epiftle, 

Mellier  only  mentions  one,  and  contends  for  another  Tran- 
llation  than  that  of  Junius.  Jefus  ChriJI  the  Lord,  who 

Jav'd  us,  being  firji  a  Spirit,  became  Fleflj.  So  Junius. 
Mellier  fays,  being  a  chief  Spirit,  an  excellent  Spirit,  was 
Flep,  underftanding  by  an  excellent  Spirit,  the  Man  Chrift 
exalted.     For  this  he  cites  Hermas,    But  Hermas  no  where 

•  Seci,  7.  md  11,        *  Ch.  63.  V.  i.         3  Ch.  2^.  v.  31. 
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fays  that  the  Son  of  God,  much  lefs  the  Man  Chrifl:  is 

a  Spirit,  but  that  the  Spirit,  \yhich  appear'd  to  Hermas 
is  the  Son  of  God.  This  Mellier  faw.  Again,  he  mi- 

ftakes  in  his  Criticifm  upon  'zi^^arov.  For  firft  the  Autho- 
rity he  brings  is  againft  him ;  but  fuppofe  he  has  another 

for  him,  what  does  he  conclude  ?  The  Word  may  be 

tranflated  either  Way;  therefore  mine.  It  either  fignifies 

firfiy  or  chief,  therefore  only  chief.  But  fuppofe  it  to  fig- 
nify  chief  only,  why  muit  Clement  call  the  Man  Chrifl 

exalted,  the  chief  Spirit'^.  He  can't  find  any  Authority  for 
it.  Is  it  not  much  rather  applicable  to  the  Divine  Na- 

ture ?  Is  he  not  in  his  State,  before  he  took  Fledi,  efleem- 

ed  Prince  of  the  Angels  and  Holy  Spiric  ?  Does  not  the 

Scripture  '  fay  fo  ?  Is  it  not  the  Doctrine  of  Irenaus,  and 
of  the  antient  Arians,  though  the  Socinians  impioufly  re- 
jed  it  ? 

6.  Our  bold  Adverfary  proceeds  —  the  matter  Clement 
treats  of  requires  this  Senfe.  He  feigns  that  the  Holy  Father , 

after  he  had  affirm'd  that  the  Faithful  fhould  come  into 
the  Kingdom  of  God  in  the  FlelTi,  obviates  this  tacit 
Objeftion.  In  the  Kingdom  of  God  we  fhall  he  fftritud, 

•3vhy  fayfi  thoH  then  that  we  jJxill  come  in  the  Fleflo  ̂   And 
anfwers  thus.  Behold,  Chrifi,  our  Lord,  who  hath  faved  us^ 
who  was  given  for  an  Example  to  us,  who  is  noiv  a  Spirit, 

yea,  a  chief  Spirit,  was  Flcjh  before.  Thsfe  Things  there- 

fore are  not  contraries.  Te  flnll  he  maAe  im-mcrtal  Spirits,  or 
Jpiritual,  though  ye  are  Flefjj,  and  Jloall  come  in  the  Fleflj. 
After  which  Words  he  at  length  concludes.  Tou  fee  how 

excellently  thefe  things  agree  together,  how  appojitely  this  Way 
the  Example  of  Jefus  Chrifi  is  brought  by  Clement.  But 
this  Way  there  is  no  Coherence :  It  is  appofire  to  no- 

thing but  the  Confutation  of  what  it  is  brought  to  efta- 
blifh.  The  Author  of  this  Epi (lie  oppofes  himfelf  to fome 

of  the  Corinthians,  who  deny'd  the  Refurreiftion  of  the 
Fleflj,  and  affirm'd  it  to  be  incapable  of  Jmmorraliry  and 
a  Conjundion  with  the  Spirit.  Let  none  of  you  fay,  that 

thU  Fkfl}  is  not  judged,  does  not  rife  again.     Ad^no-wledge  in 

«  Jofl\  V.  14. 
X  1  whitlt 
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v^hat  State  ye  are  faved,  in  what  Condition  ye  received  Sightt 
if  it  was  not  whiljl  ye  were  in  the  FleJJj ;  then  follows,  ye- 
ffis  Chriji  the  Lord<,  who  faved  m,  &c.  In  the  laft  Words 
of  which  Paffage  if  Clement  had  intended  to  fay,  that 
Chrift  though  Flefh  before,  was  afterwards  made  Spirit, 
he  had  given  his  Adverfaries  an  Advantage,  and  ftabbed 
himfelf  with  his  own  Weapon.  For  as  Jefus  being  Flefh 
after  Death  became  Spirit,  fo  we  having  kid  afide  the  Flefli 
by  Death,  Ihall  become  all  Spirit,  and  rife  without  it. 
They  were  fo  far  from  denying  (as  Mellier  feigns)  that 

thofe  who  were  before  Flefh  lliould  be  made  Spirit,  or  re- 
jefting  this  as  a  Con  tradition,  that  it  v/as  the  very  Thing 
they  held.  Wherefore  then  lliould  Clement  go  to  prove 

it  ?  But  our  Adverfary  fays,  "  Suppofing  Clement  to  fpeak 
*«  of  the  Incarnation,  we  Iliall  make  him  fpeak  poor  filly 
"  fluff.  When  he  fays  \_fo  ive,  &c.]  does  he  not  mani- 
"  feftly  compare  us  with  Chrift,  in  that,  which  he  efpe- 

<*  cially  aflerts  of  Chrift  \  "  Not  at  all.  For  that  \_fo 
we-,  &c.]  has  refped  to  what  immediately  goes  before  [y3 

he  hath  called  m'\^  and  contains  in  it  this  Argument  : 
"  In  what  State  we  are  called  by  Chrifl,  and  have  been 
*'  obedient  to  his  Call,  in  the  fame  we  jfhall  be  glorified, 
**  and  receive  a  Reward  ,*  But  in  this  Flefh  we  have  been 

"  called  by  Chrift,  and  have  been  obedient  to  him  ; 
"  Therefore  in  the  Flefh  we  ftiall  be  glorified,  and  receive 

*<  the  Reward. "  And  thefe  Words  immediately  precede 
thofe  we  are  difputing  upon,  namely,  ̂ s  ye  are  called  in  the 
Fief),  we  /JmH  come  in  the  Fief).  In  this  Member  he  fpeaks 
after  the  fame  manner  :  So  (in  the  Flefj)  he  hath  called  us, 

fi  alfo  in  the  Flefjj  we  fjall  receive  the  Reward.  '  For  whom 
he  hath  called.^  thofe  he  hath  glorified.  \i  is  only  by  the  bye 
that  Clement  fays,  we  are  called  in  the  Flefh  by  Chrifl,  he 

himfelf  being  clothed  with  Flefh,  though  before  only  Spi- 
rit. He  thus  obliquely  fuggefts  the  Dignity  of  the  Flefh 

againft  thofe  who  pronounced  it  incapable  of  Spirit,  and  by 

confequence,  of  Immortality.  He  thus  wounds  his  Ad- 
verfary with  a  new  Weapon.    Why  fiiould  not  our  Flefh 

'  Rom.  viii.  20, 

--..  ~         i    '    ■  be 
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be  clothed  upon  with  Spirit,  and  be  confident  with  it, 

when  Chrift,  a  Spirit  according  to  his  Deity,  vouch- 
fafed  to  put  on  Flefli,  and  intimately  unite  it  to  himfelf  ? 
This  is  the  genuine  congruous  Senfe  of  the  Phrafe,  in 

which  Chrift  the  Word  is  by  yohn,  and  the  Spirit  by  Cle- 
ment, faid  to  h  made  FleJJj,  in  fo  much  that  we  need 

not  give  our  felves  any  further  Trouble  with  Adellier's 
Cavil.  The  various  Reading  in  the  Alexandrian  Manu- 

fcript,  namely,  «'<  for  0  'Ijio-b?  does  not  affect  ac  a]],  fup- 
pofing  it  to  be  fo,  an  Enquiry  which  the  Abfence  of  the 

Librarian  would  not  permit  me  to  make  ,•  nor  that  other 
Reading  of  vuv  for  (M»  I  muft  therefore  wait  another 
Opportunity. 

7.  The  Words  of  Clement^  cited  by  Bajil,  Mellier 
queftions,  for  the  confirming  them  I  add  a  parallel  Place, 

*  Have  TJJe  not  one  God,  and  one  Chrifi,  and  one  Spirit, 
&c  \  Here  he  jointly  names  all  the  three  Perfons  of 
the  Godhead,  though  he  calls  the  firft  God,  by  way 
of  Eminence,  as  being  the  Principle  of  the  other  two. 

Some  learned  Men  have  placed  the  Teftaments  of  the 
twelve  Patriarchs  in  the  firft  Century ;  and  therefore  I 
have  inferred  them  in  it  in  the  Spicilegium.  They  alfb 

afford  feveral  remarkable  Teftimonies  of  Chrift's  Divi- 

nity *. 

*  I  Ep.  p.  •373.  Vol.  I.  *  In  Teftamento  Simeonis,  p.  if 6. 

p.  If  J.  Levi,  p.  ifp.  p.  t6o.  Judse,  p.  187,  188.  "Zebulon,  p.  ioj. 
Dan,  p.  ao8.  Nepthalin,  p.  216.  Afer,  p.  228.  Benjamin,  p.  2fi. 

In  all  -which  the  Bivinity  and  Humanity  of  o.ir  Lord  are  plainly  in/t- nuated. 

iS  Si  rJi  ?K  rV.  •!•  ̂ K  jK  rK  r'r  S".  5r  fS  '■?,{  rS  yir.  )V  ?K  rK  Si  S*.  Si  Si  Si  Si  Si  S",  Si  S*  Si  S? 

Chap.     IV. 

The  Opinions  of  Juftin  Martyr,  Atlienagoras, 
latian,  Theophilus  Antioch.  &c. 

E  X  T  to  the  Apojiolical  Writer;^  if  not  with  them, 

__  ,  we  muft  reckon  Juftin  Martyr.  All  his  Pieces  are 
filled  with  fuch  clear  Teftimonies  of  the  Son's  Confubftan- 

I  5  tiality. 
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tiality,  that  I  can't  without  Indignation  read  the  Re- 
proaches of  fome  confident  Modern  Writers,  who  have 

reprefented  him  as  an  Anm,  In  that  which  is  called  his 

fecond  Apologj,  but  really  is  the  JirJ},  he  blames  thofe  that 

deny  *  That  the  Father  of  all  Things  hath  a  Son,  ivho  being 
the  firji-born  Word  of  God,  is  alfo  God.  Here  he  plainly 
concludes  that  the  Son  is  as  truly  God  as  the  Father,  be- 
caufe  he  proceeded  from,  and  was  begotten  of  the  Father 
himfelfj  as  his  Word,  his  Firft-born.  Thus  in  the  Dia- 

logue with  Trjpho  ̂ ,  he  lliarply  notes  the  Blindnefs  of  the 
yeivs,  who  denied  The  Son  of  the  only,  unbegotten,  ineffa- 

ble God  to  be  God.  And  fome  time  after  in  the  fame  Book 

pronounces  Chrifl:  Lord^  ani  God,  as  being  the  Son  ofGod^, 
2.  Hence  the  hmtjufiin  every  where  proclaims  Chrifl 

to  be  the  Son  of  God,  truly,  really,  genuinely,  properly 
fpcaking,  which  the  Ariam  never  really  did,  or  could  fay. 

So  in  xhefirjij  or  rather  the  fecond  Apohgj.  '^  His  Son  {the 
Father  s)  who  is  only  properly  called  Son.  In  the  fecond  ac- 

cording to  the  vulgar  Edition,  '  The  Son  of  God,,  called 
Jefus,  though  only  Man  as  other  Men  are,  for  his  Wifdom 
was  worthy  to  be  called  the  Son  of  God.  (All  Writers  call 
God,  the  Father  of  Gods  and  Men)*  Mow,  if  we  fay,  that 
he,  the  Word  of  God  was  peculiarly  or  properly  begotten  of  God 
in  cm  extraordinary  manner,  as  we  have  affrmed  before,  let  ti>s 

have  this  [form  of  fpeaking]  in  common  with  you  ■^,  &c.  A 
little  after,  ̂   Jefus  Chrifl  only  is  properly  begotten  the  Son  of 
God,  as  being  his  Word,  his  firfl  Begotten,  his  Po7ver,  Lafl- 

ly,  In  the  Dialogue  with  Trypho,  "^  Chrifi  is  faid  to  be  the 
Onh -begotten  of  the  Father  of  all  Things,  properly  Begotten  of 
him,  his  Word  and  Power,  and  afterwards  made  Man  of  the 
Virgin.  Athanafius  has  very  well  exprefled  the  Senfe  of 

'Jufim  in  thefe  places,  and  the  Senfe  of  the  Holy  Scripture, 
where  he  calls  Chrifi  the  Son  of  God,  his  proper  and  Only- 

begotten  Son.  '^Nature  acknowledges  him  a  Son,  who  is  by 
Nature  born  oj  fome  one,  not  tal^n  in,  fuperinduced,  adopted, 

»  Juflin  Martyr,  Fd.  CdIod.  1686.  p.  f)6.       *  p.  s.fj*.       *  p.  7jfj. 
4  p.  44..         '  p.  67.  *  Er.  Whitby  omits  the  Utter  Ttrt  of  this 
Citation.         «  p.  6S.  7  p.  352.         »p.  217.  Athanail  Tom.  i. 

md 
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and  this  is  the  Idea  of  the  Word,     See  PetaviuSy  de  Trim, 
lib,  1.  c.   10.  throughout. 

3 .  Befides,  ic  is  dear,  yuj^in  acknowledged  the  Confub- 
ftanciality  by  his  Explications  and  llluftrations  of  the  Di- 

vine Generation,  which  we  find  every  where.  There  is  a 

remarkable  Place  in  his  Didogm  with  Trjphoy  where  he  ex- 

plains the  manner  of  the  Son's  Generation  in  thefe  Words : 
*  /«  v^hat  has  been  f^d  already,  I  have  briefly  Jhewn  that  the 
Power  (which  the  Word  of  the  Prophet  calls  God  (as  J  have 
largely  proved)  and  Angel)  is  not  a  Mame  only,  as  the  Light  of 
the  Sun,  bnt  numerically  another.  I  faid  this  Power  was  Be" 
gotten  of  the  Father,  by  his  Power  and  CounfeU  and  Will,  but 

not  by  way  of  Abfciffion,  as  though  the  Father  s  FJfence  was 

divided  ',  or  fuch,  as  all  other  Things,  which  being  divided, 
or  cut,  a;re  not  the  fame  as  before.  And  I  exemplified  in  thofe 
Things  which  we  fee  ft  on  Fire  by  another,  that  other  not  be-i 
ing  diminifyd  thereby,  but  being  able  to  fet  on  Fire  many  more, 
it  felf  remaining  the  fame.  In  thefe  Words  Juflin  plainly 
teaches  that  the  Son  is  diftind  from  the  Father  in  Number 

and  Perfon  ;  but  not  fo  in  Nature,  as  being  born  of  the 
very  Effence  of  the  Father,  and  confequently  Confubftan- 
tial  with  him.  For  attempting  to  explain  the  manner  of 

this  Generation,  he  fays  it  was  not  by  Abfcifion,  as  though 
the  Father  s  Subfiance  was  divided..  But  to  what  Purpofe 

this,  if  the  Son  had  nothing  in  common  with  the  Father's 
Subfiance,  in  his  Generation  ?  Again,  the  Similitude,  by 

.  which  he  illuflrates  this  Catholic  Do(ftrine,  manifeflly 
proves  the  Confubftanriality.     He  fays  the  Son  is  born  of 

-  the  Father,  as  Fire  is  lighted  by  Fire.  Who  denies  that 
one  Fire  lighted  by  another  is  of  the  fame  Nature  and  Sub- 

.  fiance  with  that  other  \  This  is  indeed  Jufiins  own  Com- 

ment  upon  his  Words  :   ̂  As  in  Fire,  we  fee  another  lighted^ 
.  that,  from  7vhich  it  was  lighted.,  not  being  diminifjjt,  but  re- 

maining the  fame  ;  and  that  which  7vas  lighted  from  it  appears 
the  fame,  not  diminiflying  that  from  which  it  was  lighted.  Here, 
when  he  fays,  that  which  is  lighted  by  the  Fire,  is  the  ve- 

ry Fire,,  he  manifeflly  defigns  by  a  Parity  of  Reafon,  that 

»  Juftin  Martyr,  p.  55-8.  'p.  .234. 
I  4  the 
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the  Son  of  God,  born  of  God,  is  very  God.  Thefe 
Places  are  fo  dear,  that  Petavius  (the  fame  who  accufed 
yfijiin  o£  u^rianijm)  after  he  had  cited  feme  of  them,  adds  t 
"  '  What  can  be  added  to  this  Profeffion  of  Faith  and 
*'  Trinity  ?  Or  what  have  the  Nicene  Fathers,  or  their 
"  Succeflors  faid  more  exprefs,  and  fignificant  ?  The  fo- 
*'  lemn  Form  of  their  Appointment :  God  of  God,  Light 
*'  of  Light i  very  God  of  very  God.  Jnflin  fo  long  before 
**  led  them  the  way  to  it  by  this  Sentence  \  from  which 
*'  the  Confubftantiality,  a  Communion  and  Identity  of 
*'  Subftance,  without  Abfciffion  or  Divifionismade  out.  ** 

4.  Moreover,  it  is  diligently  to  be  obferved,  that  y«- 
fiin  in  the  Paffage  laft  cited  from  him,  profefTedly  oppofes 
much  the  fame  Herefy,  which  afterwards  was  advanced  by 

Sabell'ms ;  namely,  "  That  the  Power  proceeding  from 
the  Father  of  all  Things,  which  appeared  to  Mofes,  to 
facob,  and  to  Abraham,  was  called  an  Angel,  when  it 
brought  the  Divine  Commands  to  Men  ;  the  Glory, 
when  it  was  fometime  exhibited  to  them  in  an  incom- 

prehenfible  manner  ;  but  a  Man,  when  appearing  in  that 
Shape.  And  therefore,  the  Word,  becaufe  it  brought 
the  Father's  Words  to  Men.  That  this  Power  could 
not  be  disjoined  and  feparate  from  the  Father ;  but  as 
the  Light  is  with  the  Sun,  cannot  be  fevered  from  it, 
and  when  it  fets,  departs  with  it,  fo  the  Father,  when 

he  pleafes  exerts,  and  withdraws  this  Power  ".  Thefe 
Heretics  endeavoured  to  confirm  their  Herefy  by  an  Ar- 

gument drawn  from  the  Catholic  Doftrine,  that  the  Son 
was  of  the  fame  Effence  with  the  Father.  Thus  they  So- 
phiftically  argued  :  Either  the  Son  is  the  fame  with  the 
Father,  not  a  diftinft  Perfon  from  him,  or  the  Divine  Ef- 
fence  is  divided  into  two  Parts,  one  of  which  conftitutes 

the  Father,  and  another  the  Son.  This  we  evidently  ga- 
ther from  the  Paflage.  For  the  Catholics  did  not  fay  the 

Divine  Nature  was  divided,  they  with  Jujiin  rejeded  it  as 
blafphemous.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Heretics,  oppofed 
by  Jujiin,  did  not  affirm  it ;  but  on  the  contrary  there-? 

*  Fijef.  in  Tom.  2.  Theolog.  Dogm.  c.  3.  n.  i. 

fore 
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fore  faid,  that  there  was  but  one  Perfon  in  the  Divine  Na- 
ture, to  avoid  this  Divifion  of  the  Divine  Nature.  Jt  re- 
mains then,  that  thofe  Fore-runners  of  Sabellius  loaded  the 

Catholic  Dodrine  of  the  Son's  Generation  of  the  Father's 
Subftance,  and  his  diftind  Perfonality,  with  this  invidious 
Confequence,  that  then  the  Divine  Subftance  was  cut  or 
divided  into  tv/o  Parts.  This  is  plain.  Now  jHJim  in 
order  to  obviate  this  Sophifm,  denies  not  that  the  Son  is 

begotten  of  the  Father's  Subftance,  he  held  that  indubita- 
ble J  but  fliews  that  the  Son  is  begotten  of  the  Father,  fo 

as  to  be  a  diftind  Perfon  from  the  Father,  not  by  Abfciffi- 

cn  from  the  Father's  EfTence  (as  the  Heretics  cavilled)  but 
by  a  fimple  Communication  of  Effence,  fuch  as  is  that  of 
one  Fire  producing  another  Fire,  without  any  Lofs  or  Di- 

minution of  its  felf.  This  Method  of  explaining  the  Cafe, 

Tatian  a  Difciple  oijuflin  makes  ufe  of.  *  "  He  was  born 
*'  by  Communication,  or  Partnerftiip,  not  by  Abfciffion, 
"  For  that  which  is  cut  oiFisfeparated  from  the  firft;  but 
*'  that  which  hath  fomething  in  Participation,  taking  its 
*'  part  of  the  Oeconomy,  makes  not  him  indigent  from 
"  whom  he  received  it.  As  many  Fires  are  lighted  by 
*'  one  Firebrand,  and  the  Light  of  the  firft  Brand  is  not- 
*'  diminiftit  by  giving  Light  to  thofe  many ;  fo  the  Word 
*^  proceeding  from  the  Power  of  the  Father,  hath  not 
*'  made  the  Father  that  begat  him  without  Word  or  Rea- 
"  fon. "  Hence  it  '\s  clear,  the  Dodrine  of  the  Son's 
Confubftantialiry,  his  Produ6lion  from  the  EfTence,  or 

Subftance  of  the  Father,  was  received,  fix'd  and  eftablifh'd 
in  the  Days  o^  Jufiin  in  the  Catholic  Church  ;  that  the 
Heretics  of  thofe  times  cavilled  at  it  after  the  fame  man- 

ner, as  the  Arlam  afterward ;  and  laftly,  That  the  Catho- 

lics of  yujiin's  Age  oppofed  and  confuted  them  with  the 
fame  Argument,  which  the  fucceeding  Catholic  Doftors 

ufed  againft  the  Brians  ̂ . 
5.  The  fame  Jujlifj  ̂   largely  fliews,  that  Chrift  is  cal- 

led in  the  Old  Teftamenr,  God  and  Lord,  Lord  of  Hojist 

'  Tatian  among  the  Works  of  ]n^i'm,  p.  14^.         ̂   See  Ch.  r,  n.  10,. II,  12,  ofthisSiiim,        f  p.  284,  ̂ ff. 
Cod 
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God  of  IJrdel ;  that  it  is  he,  who  appeared  to  Ahraham, 

Mojes^  and  the  Patriarchs,  whom  they  worihip'd  as  their 
God,  and  who  is  honoured  with  the  moft  glorious  Name 
of  God  by  the  Holy  Spirit.  He  proves  that  thofe  Things, 
which  in  the  fame  Scripture,  and  efpecially  the  Pfalms,  are 
faid  of  the  fupreme  Lord  and  God,  agree  to  Chrift.  So 

for  Example,  ̂   Thy  Throne,  O  God,  is  for  ever  and  ever, 
he  with  the  Author  of  the  Epiftlc  to  the  Hebrews,  and 
the  moft  antient  Hebrew  Doctors  ̂   accommodates  to  Chrift, 
and  thence  concludes  our  Saviour  is  to  be  adored,  as  God. 

Jufiin  never  dreamt  of  the  ftrange  elufive  Comment  fixt 

upon  the  Words  by  Erafmus  ̂   and  Grotius  (Men  who  feem 
to  have  acknowledged  our  Lord's  Divinity,  but  yet  by 
what  Fate  I  know  not,  fo  interpret  away  the  Texts  af- 
ferting  it,  as  though  they  had  been  born  for  that  purpofe)  : 
Erafmus  fays  it  may,  Grotius,  that  it  ought  to  be  read,  not, 
O  God,  thy  Throne  is  for  ever  and  ever,  but  God  is  thy 
Throne  for  ever  and  ever,  i.  e.  God  will  fupport  thy 
Throne,  crc.  What  could  perfuade  thefe  learned  Men  to 
obfcure  fo  clear  a  Teftimony  againft  the  Jews,  and  Juda:z,ing 
Chriftians  ?  Erafmus  fays,  the  Greekjs  dubious.  Grant  it. 
But  the  Senfe  and  Scope  of  the  Author  of  the  Epiftle  to 
the  Hebreivi  is  plain  and  manifeft,  who  calls  Chrift  the 
Son  of  God,  by  whom  the  World  was  made,  the  Splen- 

dor of  the  Father's  Glory,  the  Charai!:l:er  of  his  Eflence, 
who  fupports  all  Things  by  his  poweiful  Word.  The 
Divine  Glory  and  Majefty  of  Chrift,  his  Pre-eminence 
above  all  Angels,  and  the  moft  excellent  Creatures,  this 
Divine  Author  deligned  to  prove  in  the  following  Verfes 
to  the  end  of  the  Chapter  againft  the  Gnofiics,  and  other 
Heretics,  who  commonly  equalled  their  ̂ ons.  Angels, 

2nd  Powers  to  the  Son  of  God.  This  is  efpecially  "^  to  be 
noted,  becaufe  otherwife  his  elaborate  Comparifon  between 
Chrift  who  is  God,  and  the  Creature  Angels  is  flat.  But 
if  the  place  of  the  Pfalmiji  is  fo  to  be  underftood,  as  Eraf- 
mus  and  Grotius  would  have  it,  how  does  it  ferve  this  pur- 

'  p.  287,  in  fine,  p.nd  288.  '  In  their  Notes  upon  the  place.  ̂   See 
Both  of  them  upn  Keb.  i.  8.  ■♦  CotJipare  Colof.  ch.  i.  S,  p,  10. 
18,  ij». 

pofe  \ 
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pofe  ?  And  what  fober  Man  doubts,  but  that  the  Author 
in  the  Verfes  immediately  following  intended,  from  the 
fame  Pfalmiji,  to  fhew  that  Chrift  is  that  Lord,  who  in 
the  beginning  founded  the  Earth,  formed  the  HeavenSf 
and  when  the  whole  Univerfe  fhould  fail,  was  to  endure 

for  ever  ?  Again,  fuppofing  the  Words  dubious,  furely 
the  Authority  of  the  Antients  fhould  weigh  down  the 
Scale.  Not  only  Jfijiin,  but  with  him  all  the  Antients 
interpret  0  04of  in  the  Vocative  Cafe.  Thus  it  is  frequent- 

ly ufed  by  the  70  in  the  Pfalms,  and  befides  i*-  is  familiat 
with  the  Greeks-,  efpecially  the  Attics  to  take  the  Nomina? 
tive  Cafe  vocatively.  The  antient  Je7i>s  (however  the 
modern  Rabbins  dote)  interpret  this  place  as  we  Chriftians- 

AquiU  (according  to  Jerome^  tranflates  C3''n'7K  ©se. 
What  Origen  ̂   fays  is  very  remarkable,  that  he  greatly  puz- 
led  a  karned  Je^v  with  this  Teftimony,  and  that  the  Jeiv, 
when  he  could  not  extricate  himfelf,  anfwered  as  became 

him,  that  thefe  Words  \Th-^  Throne^  O  God,  &c.]  be- 
longed to  the  God  of  the  Univerfe,  but  thofe  \ThoH  haji 

loved  Righteonfriefs,  and  Ijated  Iniquity,  ̂ qJ]  to  Chrift.  The 
learned  Jew,  ready  enough  at  any  Evafion,  never  dreamt 
of  the  Erafmian  and  Grotian  Comment,  That  God  is  the 

Throne  of  the  MeJJiah.  In  the  mean  while  we  accept,  what 

GrotiHs  grants,  that  for  0  ©5''?  in  t\\t Hebrew 9i2j\ds  CD^"l'7S^, 
a  Word  ufed  for  many,  whether  Angels,  or  Judges ;  but 
when  applied  to  one,  as  in  this  place,  fuitable  to  God  on- 

ly, becaufe  then  taken  EUiptically  for  CH\lbK  M*7H. 
6.  A  Paflage  of  this  Author  in  the  following  Part  of 

this  Dialogue  is  obfervable.  There  Trjpho,  as  he  ought, 
interprets  the  Teftimony  of  I/aiah  [  a  Rod  JImU  go  out  of 
the  Root  of  J  effe,  and  the  Sprit  of  God  jImU  rejl  upon  him, 
&c.]  concerning  Chiift,  and  then  puts  this  Queftion  a- 

bout  the  Teftimony,  to  y^iftin :  "  ̂   Since  you  affirm  that 
*'  he  was  very  God  before,  and  affert  that  he  was  incar- 
*'  nare  by  the  Council  and  Will  of  God,  and  born  Man 
"  of  a  Virgin;  how  can  he  be  ftiewn  to  prc-exift  [as 
*'  God]  who  is  filled,  or  compleated,  or  fupplied  by  the 

«  Contr,  CelC  lib.  r.  p.  4.3,        '  p.  314. «  Powers 
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««  Powers  of  the  Holy  Spirit  ('which  the  Word  by  /Jalah 
"  enumerates)  as  though  before  he  was  without  them? 
**  y^fi^^  anfwers.  You've  askt  a  difcreet  and  prude r.c  Que- 
*«  ftion.  It  does  indeed  feem  abfurd,  but  that  you  may 
*'  underftand  it,  mind  what  I  fay.  The  Word  does  not 
*'  fay,  that  the  Powers  of  the  Spirit  enumerated,  came 
"  upon  him,  as  a  Perfon  who  was  without,  or  flood  in 
"  need  of  them ;  but  that  they  were  about  to  reft  upon 
<'  him,  i.  e.  to  terminate  in  him,  fo  that  there  fhould  be 

*«  no  more  Prophets  amongft  you,  as  ufual  antiently. 
''  This  you  may  plainly  fee;  for  fince  him  there  has  not 
*'  been  one  Prophet  amongft  you."  I  confefs  this  is  a 
ftrange  Interpretation  of  the  Prophet's  Words,  which  all 
Men  fee  are  to  be  explained  of  the  Man  Chrift  in  an  ex- 

traordinary manner  endov/ed  with  the  Gifts  of  the  Spirit. 
However,  it  is  hence  manifeft,  that  y^Jiin  firmly  held  this 
Hypothefis,  /.  e.  That  the  Son  of  God  is  the  moft  ab- 
folute  perfed  Being,  very  God,  that  he  wants  nothing, 
not  even  the  Gifts  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  For  thus  Trypho 

argues.  The  true  God  can  want  nothing  ,•  Ifaiah  fays, 
that  Chrift  wanted  the  Gifts  of  the  Holy  Spirit;  there- 

fore yuj}i»,  chrift  is  not  true  God,  as  you  contend,  yu- 
jiin  admits  his  Propofition,  but  denies  his  AfTumption. 
His  Difputation  with  Trypho  was  about  the  God  Chrift, 
though  he  mif-interprets  the  Place  of  Ifaiah.  If  he  had 

been  of  Onus's  fide,  he  might  very  eafily  have  anfwered 
Trypho,  that  there  was  no  Abfurdity  in  the  Cafe,  upon 
Suppofition  that  the  Son  of  God  might  want  the  Grace 

of  God,  and  was  capable  of  Improvement,  as  being's 
Creature,  and  made  God  by  Adoption.  For  Arms  was 
not  afraid  to  fay  openly,  that  the  Son  of  God  was  liable 
to  Converjion  and  Change,  capable  of  Virtue  and  Vice,  as  he 

pleafed,  '  But  if  yuftin  had  thus  anfwered,  he  had  clear- 
ly overturned  his  own  precedent  Reafonings ;  in  which 

he  makes  it  his  whole  Bufinefs  to  prove  that  our  Saviour 
is  true  God,  and  to  be  worfhipped. 

»  Vide  Socntem.  Ecclef.  Hift.  Lib.  i.  Ch.  6,  and  g. 

'  7.  Thf 
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^.  The  fame  ynfiin  in  another  Place  obferves,  that  he 
who  appeared  to  Mofes  in  the  Bulli  (and  he  every  where 
profefles  that  was  the  Son  of  God)  called  himfelf  tcV, 

ovr-xy  '  he  that  is;  and  upon  that  exprellly  notes  that  that 
Expreflion  belongs  to  the  ever  exiftent  God.  I  will  cite 
the  Paflage  at  large  in  a  more  convenient  Place,  when  I 

fpeak  of  the  Son's  Coeternity.  I  muft  add  a  very  remark- 
able Place  of  this  Author's  in  his  excellent  Epiftle  to 

Diognetm.  No  learned  Man  (that  I  know)  doubts  whe- 

ther it  is  genuine,  and  Scultetm  ̂   places  it  amongft;  his 
uncontefted  Writings.  What  Smd'ms  fays,  that  Bellarm'me 
has  not  fo  much  as  nam'd  it  in  the  Catalogue  of  his 
Works,  is  frivolous.  It  is  plain  Bellarmine  follow'd  the 
Paris  Ed.  15  51.  by  Robert  Stefhans  :  In  which  this  Epi- 

ftle and  the  Oration  to  the  Gentiles  is  omitted ;  and  af- 

terwards 1592,  printed  feparately  with  a  Latin  Verfion, 
and  large  Notes  hy  Henry  Stepham,  the  Son  of  Robert. 
This  is  the  Reafon  of  the  Omiffion  of  the  Oration  to  the 

Gentiles  alfo,  a  Peice  tha-  every  one  muft  believe  to  be  yn- 
flins,  who  fhall  read  it  with  Attention,  and  compare  it 

with  his  other  Writings.  Fredericus  Sjlhurgms  ̂   has  well 
obferved  the  fame,  concerning  this  Epiftle  :  But  what  oc- 

cafion  for  many  Words  ?  Sandius  '^  himfelf  has  own'd  it 
genuine  in  another  Place.  Let  us  now  cite  this  very 

ample  Teftimcny,  we  promis'd  out  of  this  Epiftle :  Thefe 
are  the  Words:  '  "  He,  the  Almighty,  the  Creator  of 

"'  all  Things,  the  invifible  God,  he  hath  planted  among 
"  Men,  and  engraved  in  their  Hearts,  the  Heavenly  Truth, 
"  the  word  Holy  and  Incomprehenfible  ;  not  fending  (as 
"  any  one  would  conjeilure)  a  Servant,  an  Angel,  a  Prince, 
"  an  Earthly  Potentate,  or  one  to  whom  he  had  entrufted 
**  the  Adminiftration  of  heavenly  Things;  but  the  Ar- 
"  tificer  and  Maker  of  all  Things,  by  whom  he  formed 
"  the  Heavens,  and  fhut  in  the  Sea  in  its  proper  Bounds; 
"  whofe  Myfteries  all  the  Elements  faithfully  obferve, 
*'  from  whom  the  Sun  has  received  his  charge  to  meafure 

•  p.  19,  10.         *  De  Scriptoribu!;  Eccl.  p.  20.         5  Nota  in  Jii- 
ftin.  p.  foi.         ;*  Enucl.  Hift.  p.  76.        '  p.  498. 

<•      out 
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•*  out  the  Day,  whom  the  Moon  obeys,  when  he  com- 
*'  mands  her  to  fhine  in  the  Night,  and  the  Stars,  which 
*'  follow  the  Courfe  of  the  Moon ;  by  whom  all  Things 
**  are  ordered  and  bounded,  to  whom  all  Things  are  fub- 
*'  jed,  the  Heavens,  the  Earth,  the  Sea,  and  all  that  in 
"  them  is ;  the  Fire,  the  Water,  the  Abyfs,  what  is  in 
"  the  Heights,  and  Depths,  and  betwixt  them  :  Him  he 
"  hath  fent  to  them.  For  what  end  ?  As  a  Man  would 

*'  think,  to  tyrannize  over  them ;  to  awe  and  terrify  them  I 
*'  No,  He  fent  him  as  a  King  fends  a  King  his  Son,  in 
*«  Clemency  and  Meeknefs.  He  fent  him  as  a  God.  He 
*'  fent  him  to  Men.  He  fent  him  to  fave,  &c."  The 
Place  is  very  well  worthy  Obfervation,  as  it  excellently 

defcribes  the  profound  Myftery  of  Man's  Redemption, 
and  makes  fufficient  Recompence  for  all  the  other  Places, 
in  which  the  Holy  Author  feems  to  fpeak  lefs  honourably 
of  the  Son  of  God.  But  to  the  prefent  Purpofe,  what 
can  be  more  exprefs  for  the  Divinity  of  the  Son  of  God 
again  ft  Arianijm  ?  He  plainly  denies  that  the  Son  of  God 
is  a  Servant,  or  Creature  (Terms  equivalent,  as  I  have  of^ 
ten  noted,  and  as  is  of  it  felf  clear  enough)  he  calls  him 
incomprehenfible,  the  Maker  and  Creator  of  all  Things,  by 
whom  the  whole  Frame  of  the  World,  Heaven  and  Earth, 

is  governed  and  fuftained.  To  whom  all  Creatures,  of 
whatfoever  Order,  are  fubjed  and  obedient,  as  to  their 

Author,  their  God  and  Lord.  He  fays,  he  was  fent  in- 
to this  World,  as  a  King  by  a  King,  a  God  by  a  God, 

a  King  the  Son,  by  a  King  the  Father,  God  the  Son 

by  God  the  Father.  I  faid  above  ',  that  the  Paifage  of 
St.  Paul  to  the  Philip,  and  the  parallel  Place  of  Clement 
to  the  Corinth,  received  great  Light  from  this  Place ;  they 
alfo  give  Light  to  it.  Let  the  Reader  judge.  What  St. 
Paul  fays  of  Chrift  before  his  Exinanition,  that  he  was 
in  the  Form  of  God^  and  what  St.  Clement  fays,  that  he  was 
the  Sceptre  of  the  Magnificence  of  God,  Juliin  thus  ex- 

pounds. That  Chrift  was  not  the  Servant  of  God  (not  ha- 
ving taken  upon  him  the  Form  of  a  Servant,  a  created 

»  Scr.  C.  3.  n.  4.  of  this  Secfion. Nature) 
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Nature)  but  the  very  Lord  and  Creator  of  all  things. 
What  St.  Paul  fays,  that  Chrift  afterwards  took  upon 
Jiim  the  Form  of  a  Servant,  and  ivas  made  Man  is  thus 

expreffed  by  Jufl'm,  that'^  the  Word,  and  Son  of  God was  fent  from  Heaven,  and  placed  among  Men.  Laftly, 
what  St.  ?aul  teaches,  that  Chrift  when  he  came  to  Men, 

did  not  claim  his  Equality  with  the  Father,  but  emptied  him- 
felfj  and  what  St  Clement  fays,  that  Chrift  did  not  come 
in  the  Oflentation,  or  with  the  Show  of  Pride  and  Arro- 

gance, althoHgh  he  might,  but  in  Humility,  Jufiin  intends, 
when  he  tells  us,  that  the  Word,  the  Son  of  God  was 

fent  into  the  World  by  the  Father,  not  with  Tyranny, 
Awe,  and  Terror,  not  in  the  Pomp  of  his  tremendous 

Divine  Majefty;  but  in  Clemency  and  Lenity,  as  one  who 
was  fent  to  Men.     A  very  appoiite  Collation  fure  I  f 

8.  I  will  conclude  my  Citations  from  yu/lin  with  a 
Place  of  the  fecond  Apology,  as  it  is  commonly  called,  in 
which  the  Holy  Martyr  profeffes  a  Trinity  of  Divine 
Perfons,  which  are  jointly  to  be  worftiipt  with  the  fame 

Religious  Worlhip,  and  which  alone,  excluding  all  Crea- 
tures, deferve  fucli  Worfhip.  For  there,  where  the  In- 

fidels accufe  the  Chriftians  as  Atheifts,  becaufe  they  re- 
ject theWorftiip  of  Idols,  yufiin  anfwers.  That  the  Chri- 

ftians are  not  Atheifts,  for  though  they  defpife  the  Gods 
of  the  Gentiles  falfely  fo  called  and  efteemed,  they  religi- 
gioufty  worftiip  and  adore  the  one  true  God  in  three 

f  Dr.  Whitby  fays,  p.  4f.  that  if  theEpiftle  to  Diognetus  be  Ju- 

flinV,  he  has  contradicled  h'lmfelf  in  it,  and  in  his  other  Works.  In  this 
Epijile  hi  has  contradicled  hnnfelf  by  calling  the  Father  the  Maker  of  all 

Things,  and  quickly  adding,  that  the  Father  fent  the  Maker  and  Crea- 
tor of  all  Things.  Thus  alfo  he  has  contradicled  his  Apol.  ii.  p.  36, 

8cc.  For  though  in  this  Epifile  he  afferts  him  the  Son  to  be  the  Maker 
of  all  Things,  and  denies  he  is  an  Angel  or  Minifier,  in  the  Apology 
and  in  his  Dialogue  roith  Tryplio,  he  fays  the  contrary.  The  Ortho- 

dox can  eafily  gite  him  a  Plaifer  for  this  Sore,  as  he  exprejfes  hirvflf 
and  if  they  are  of  no  Authority  with  him,  hope  St.  Paul  may.  He  has 
called  the  fame  Ferfcn  God  over  all,  and  a  Servant.  He  has  faid  that 
the  Father  made  the  Worlds  by  the  Son,  end  in  the  fame  Chapter  ap- 

plied thefe  Words  direclly  to  the  Son  :  Thou,  Lord,  in  the  Beginning 
haft  laid  the  Foundation,  ̂ c.  The  Epi/llc  then  for  all  this  may  be 
genuine,  unlefs  to  imitate  St.  Paul  be  an  Argument  that  it  is  fpurious. 

Perfons* 
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Perfons.  *  Thefe  are  his  Words.  We  confefs  our  [elves 
uitheijis-)  that  isy  without  fitch  as  yon  efleem  Gods;  but  not 

without  the  true  Gody  the  Father  of  Juflice^  Chajiiy,  md 

all  other  F'irtues,  7vho  hath  not  in  him  any  Mixture  of  Evil, 
Him  Tve  worJJjip  and  adore,  and  his  Son,  (who  proceedeth 
from  him,  and  who  hath  taught  us,  or  revealed  to  us  the  Hojl 
of  good  Angels  f  his  other  Followers,  who  are  made  like 
unto  him,)  and  the  Prophetic  Spirit,  reverencing  them  with 
Reafon  and  Truth,  From  this  Place  Bellarmine  endeavours 
to  prove  the  religious  Worfhip  of  Angels,  which  if  done, 
will  deftroy  our  Argument  for  the  Divinity  of  the  Son 
and  Holy  Spirit.  Bellarmine  reads  the  Words  with  the 

Note  of  Diftinftion  after  [who  hath  taught  us  thefe  Things~\ 
and  the  Hofl  of  Angels.  To  this  Scultetus  ̂   juftly  pro- 

voked, gives  this  iliarp  anfwer.  "  But  what  Reafon  does 
*'  he  give  for  this  Diftinftion  invented  in  the  Roman 

**  School  ?  None.  We  rejeft  therefore  Perionius's  fophi- 
"  ftical  Pundation.  Juftin  every  where  tells  us  that  the 
"  Son  has  revealed  all  Things  to  us,  even  God  himfelf. 
'*  He  adds,  in  this  Place,  that  we  are  taught  by  him  the 
*'  Myftery  of  the  Angels.  Was  this  to  be  feparated  from 
"  the  Context  by  a  Jefuitical  Point,  that  the  fuperftitious 
"  Worfhip  of  Angels  might  be  authorized  by  Jufiin  f 

"  Did'ft  thou  not  obferve.  Sycophant,  that  if  this  Punda- 
*'  tion  was  received,  the  Holy  Ghoft  would  be  made 
"  inferior  to  Angels,  contrary  to  Juflins  conftant  Senfe, 

*'  be  only  to  be  worfhipt  in  the  fourth  Place  ?  Would'ft 
"  thou  have  turned  one  Page  farther,  the  Obfcuri- 

*'  ty  of  this  Place  would  have  been  cleared  up.  There 
"  he  teaches  that  the  Father  is  to  be  worihipt  in  the  firft 
*'  Place,  the  Son  in  the  fecond,  and  the  Holy  Ghoft  in 

'  p.  -yS.  -f-  See  Dr.  Chvk's  Tranjlation,  p.  571.  Scr.  Dodir. — 
"  Who  came  forth  from  him,  and  taught  thefe  Things  to  us,  and  to 

"  the  whole  Heft  of  good  Angels,  which  follow,  and  imitate  him — See." 
This  Tranflation  he  enforces  plaifibly,  by  a  parallel  Place  of  Irenseus. 

/  ca-nt  think  either  the  Docior's  or  Bellarmine'i  Senfe  is  right ;  but  ra- 
ther that  Juftin  accjuaints  the  Heathens,  with  a  Revelation  Chrift  had 

made  to  his  Dlfriple>  of  the  Miniftry  of  Angels,  not  fuch  as  theirs,  im- 

pious and  wicked,  but  a.K\ay  ■jwV  k'Jfo^iVCiVj  ̂ cdya^uy,  *  Scul- 
''a  Patrum  Cap.  i8. 

«  the 
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««  the  third,  not  allowing  the  Angels  a  fourth  or  fifth 
«=*  place.  Would  ft  thou  have  confulted  the  Dialogne  in- 

''  titled  Trypho,  thou  wouldft  have  found  it  demon ftrated 
**  from  the  worfhip  paid  to  him,  that  the  Angel,  who 
"  appeared  to  Lot,  was  the  Son  of  God.  A  Demonftra- 

*'  tion  of  no  force,  if  we  may  worfhip  Angels'*."  To 
this  we  may  add,  what  is  chiefly  obfervable  in  the  Words 
of  yufiln,  from  which  Bellarmine  would  draiv  the  wor- 

fhip of  Angels,  that  Angels  are  exprefsly  called  T»f  i'sro^iyaf^ 
miniftring  Spirits  (thus  in  the  place  juft  cited  from  the 

Epiftle  to  Diognetm,  he  calls  them  vrrn^iTai,  and  excepts 
the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit  out  of  this  Order)  and  therefore 

not  to  be  adored.  But  why,  you'll  fay,  is  mention  mada 
of  it,  that  we  are  taught  by  the  Son  of  God  the  Miniftry 
of  Angels?  And  why  is  that  inferted  by  aParenthefis  in 
the  Charader  of  the  Son  ?  That  Parenthefis  (which  1  de- 

fire  the  Reader  would  exadly  obferve)  belongs  to  what 
yiiftin  had  fpoke  of  immediately  before  in  the  fame  place. 
Jftfiin  had  faid  that  Socrates,  for  afferting  that  the  one  true 
God  was  only  to  be  worfhipped,  refufing  the  Heathen 
Idols  as  Daemons,  /.  e.  evil  Spirits,  and  hatefjl  to  God, 
was  killed  as  an  Atheift,  and  impious,  by  wicked  Men  at 
the  Inftigation  of  the  Devil.  Then  he  adds,  that  the  fame 

had  happened  to  Chriftians.  Thefe  are  his  Words :  *  ̂nd' 
they  do  the  fame  "with  us.  Not  only  Socrates  Jheived  the 
Greeks  thefe  Things  by  the  Word,  but  they  are  manifefl^d 
among  the  Barbarians  by  the  fame  Word  formed  and  made  Man^ 

even  by  Jefm  Chrtfi  ',  believing  in  him  we  fay  not  only  that  the 
Damons  doing  theje  Things  are  not  good,  bm  evil  and  impious , 
unlike  in  their  u46lions  to  Men  ofvrrtmus  Inclinations  f.  Af- 

ter he  had  faid  that  we  by  the  Chriftian  Faith  were  taught 
to  avoid  the  worfhip  of  evil  Angels,  he  immediately  and 

very 

*  Dr.  Whitby  ■will  hfive  it,  that  becmfe  the  three  Verfons  are  to  ht 
:^orfl)ip  after  one  another,  therefore  tha  WorJl)lp  is  unequal,  and  hecaufe 
the  Worjhip  is  unequal,  therefore  the  EJfence  is  fo  5  iifit^  hotp  thefe  are 
Confequencet,  ii  difficult  to  apprehend.  '  p.  ffi.  •}-  The  Animad- 
verfions  Dr.  Whitby  has  made  upon  this  Church  P.re  many,  hut  fear ce 
worthy  Notice,  he  argues  a  great  while  without  at>  Adverfary,  againji 
Sh$  Sabellians,  .(bm  perhaps  he  never  clou  any  Thing  elfi  throughput  his 

K  whoifi 
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very  properly  adds  in  the  faid  Parenthefis,  that  by  the 
fame  Chrift  we  are  inftru6ted  that  there  are  other  Angers, 
good  ones,  and  miniftring  Spirits  to  God  together  with 
lis,  and  therefore  not  to  be  worlhipped  ;  fo  that  the  Paren- 
thefis  muft  be  thus  rendered  and  expounded :  Who  hath 
taught  m  thefe  Things,  namely,  what  went  before  about  not 
worihipping  evil  Angels,  and  alfo  that  there  are  good  An- 

gels miniftring  to  God,  and  imitating  his  Goodnefs.  The 
whole  is  this ;  By  Chrift  we  are  inftruded  as  well  con- 

cerning the  evil,  as  the  good  Angels ;  of  the  evil,  that 
they  are  rebellious  again  ft  God,  and  therefore  rather  wor- 

thy Execration  than  Worfliip  ;  of  the  good,  that  they  are 
miniftring  Spirits,  obeying  God,  and  imitating  his  Good- 

nefs as  far  as  they  can,  therefore  not  to  be  worftiipped. 
This  place  then  is  fo  far  from  being  ferviceable  to  Bellar- 
mine,  or  the  Papijis,  that  it  affords  an  invincible  Argument 
againft  the  religious  Worftiip  of  Angels,  and  clearlyftiews, 
that  according  to  the  Mind  of  the  Primitive  Chriftians, 
fuch  Worftiip  was  not  due  to  Angels,  nor  to  any  Mini- 
fters  or  Servants  of  God,  /.  e.  not  to  any  Creature,  but  to 
him  only  who  created  all  Things,  to  whom  all  Things  are 
fubjeft,  to  the  moft  Holy  Trinity,  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
Ghoftj  which  entirely  overthrows  all  the  Fid:ions  of  the 
u4rians  and  Anti-Trinitarians.  The  Paffages  of  Juflin,  which 
feem  inconfiftent  with  thefe,  we  fhall  weigh  hereafter  when 

we  confider  the  Subordination  \  But  I'm  afraid  I  fhall 
take  no  Notice  of  one  place  by  Sandius  cited,  in  which 
Jujiin  is  faid  to  have  taught  that  the  Son  of  God  is  a  created 
Angel.  The  Reader  may  be  affured  that  Jujiin  never  laid 
any  fuch  thing,  and  that  Sandipis,  according  to  his  Cuftom, 

has  impudently  coin'd  it  for  the  Holy  Martyr^. 
■!.,'  5>«  Athena- 

"iehole  Book,)  p.  29.  he  gives  his  Header  a  TitflinBlon  of  Vhto's, and  calls 
it  Juftin'f.  p.  30.  He  grofsly  mifappties  ̂ u^dn's  Argument  for  the  Di- 
'vinityoftheWordj-p.'^i.  inferts  [non  ellentise  ejufciem  communica- 
tione]  excltijii'e  ExpreJJions,  -where  there  are  no  fuch  Words  in  the  Au- 

thor, nor  WHS  it  his  Mind.  p.  40.  ftrangely  mfunderflands  an  Hypotheti- 
cal Argument,  ad  hominem, /or  the  Sen fe  0/  fuftin. 

.V  *Sedl:.  4.  .  -k  Dr.  Grahe's  Annotations  fupplytfinfithfeveralothef 

-Citations  from' f^Bn,  p.  Sf^.  /»  the  Dialogue  with  Trypho,  p.  267. '-"      ■  ■',.  -'  ''^  ■\''^\    "     ■  ."       .    follatei 
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9.  ̂ thenagoras  very  plainly  owns  the  Communion  of 
Nature  and  EflTence  between  the  Father  and  the  Son. 

About  to  explain  to  the  Heathen  Philofophers,  who  this 
Son  of  God  is,  whom  the  Chriftians  worfhip,  he  fays, 

*  That  the  Son  of  God  is  the  Word  of  the  Father  in  Idea  and 
Energy,  All  Things  were  by  him,  and  for  him,  the  Father, 
and  the  Son  being  one,  the  Son  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father 
in  the  Son  by  the  XJnity  and  Power  of  the  Spirit.  The  Son  of 
God  is  the  Mind  and  Word  of  the  Father.  What  Arian  has 
fpoken  fo  of  the  Son  of  God  ?  He  fays  the  Father  and 

the  Son  are  one,  not  by  Confent  only,  as  the  Arians  con- 
tend, but  by  a  mutual  Comprehenfion,  or,  as  the  School- 

men fpeak,  a  Circuminfeffion ;  fo  that  the  Son  is  in  the 
Father,  and  the  Father  in  the  Son.  He  fays  the  Son  is 
the  very  Mind  and  Word  of  the  Father  (in  what  Senfe 

that  is  to  be  underftood  we  fhall  fhew  hereafter)  ̂ .  This 
however  is  certain,  that  it  is  no  way  confiftent  with  the 
Arian  Do6lrine.  Nor  is  it  to  be  neglected,  that  Athena- 
^or<ij  fpeaking  of  the  Creation,  which  in  Scripture  is  attri- 

buted to  the  Son,  not  only  teaches  that  all  Things  were 
made  by  him  f  ̂i  aVr?,  as  an  Inftrument  of  no  Force  in 

it  felf,  which  the  Arians  grant  j  but  by  him  -rfoj  ai/rs,  as 
an  efficient  Caufe  in  Conjundion  with  the  Father  :  And 

that 

collated  Toith  the  former,  p.  284,  if^,iyf,  i8i.  collate -p.  283,  with 
227.  for  the  Senfe  0/ iTSfoc  ̂ ov,  p.  340,  287,  293,  294.  collated 

with -p.  31.  Apol.  I.  Ed.  Grab.  p.  32.  /«  all  rphich  places  the  Divi- 
nity and  Confubflantiality  of  Chrift  ii  afferted  from  his  being  the  OSje^ 

of  Adoration,  his  appearing  and  afffiing  the  Patriarchs,  from  the  Scrip- 
ture of  the  Old  Tefia?nent,  and  from  hii  being  begotten  of  God  by  him- 

felf.  And  I  take  the  Liberty  to  obferve  upon  one  Pajfage  produced  by  Dr. 
Whitby,  p,  32.  It  is  generally  afferted  by  the  Arians,  that  God  is  m 
Term  of  Relation  refpeSiing  Power,  Sever eignty,  &c.  a7id  that  all  in- 

tended  by  a  Communication  of  the  Godhead  fro-in  the  Father  to  the  Son 
is  only  this :  But  ]\.\^in  fays.  That  the  Father  is  aijthi  dvrS  7»  cTccs/ 

jy^VA'jzo  iy  wfta  x5  ̂ u.  This  in  good  Senfe  Jhould  be  tranflated,  is 
the  Caufe  of  his  being  pov/erful  Lord  and  God;  but  according  to  the 

Arian  ©gof,  is  the  fame  as  Su^^.Toi  and  yjJ§iQ-,  and  the  whole  a  grofs 
Tautology.  This  will  alfo  be  the  Cafe  of  very  many  other  places,  if  ren- 

dered by  this  Rule.        *  p.  10.        '  Seit.  3.  ch.  f.  n.  4,  f,  6. 
f  Dr.  Clarke  is  cited  by  the  Author  of  the  Queries,  concerriing  ■  the-. 

X>ijiin^io»  implied  in  the  Prepoftions  Jh»  and  Cm],   but  no  Notice  is 
K  z  taken 
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that,  for  this  Reafon,  that  the  Father  and  the  Son  are  one* 

namely  in  Nature  and  Eflence,  and  therefore  in  Power  and 
Operation,   which  is  diametrically  oppofite  to  Arimifm. 
A  little  after  in  the  fame  place,  Athenagoras  exprefsly  denies 
that  the  Son  in  the  beginning  proceeded  from  the  Father 

to  create  the  World  S  as  being  made  or  created  by  the  Fa- 
ther,   which   cuts   the  very   Throat  of  Ariamfm,     The 

place  we  will  cite  at  large  in  the  third  Sedion.     A  little  af- 
ter he  gives  us  a  full  Confeffion  of  the  confubftantial  Tri- 

nity in  thefe  Words :  Who  woHld  not  Wonder  to  hear  ui 

caWd  Athetfis,  7ifho  fay  there  is  God  the  Father,  God  the  Son, 
and  the  Holy  Ghoji,  and  explain  their  Power  in  Vnity,  and 
their  Divi/ion  in  Order  ?  To  which  we  have  a  parallel  place 
elfewhere  in  the  fame  Book,  in  thefe  Words,  explaininj^ 
the  Opinion  of  the  Chrifbians  concerning  the  Trinity. 

^  We  fay  there  is  a  God,  and  the  Son  his  Word,  and  the  Holy 
Spirit,  united  in  Power,  Father,  Son  and  Spirit,     For  the  Son 
is  the  Mind,   the  Word,   the  Wifdom  of  the  Father,  and  the 
Spirit  is  his  Ffflux,   as  the  Light  from  the  Fire.     Here  we 
may  plainly  gather,  that  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit  are 

one  God  -,   that  there  is  one  Fountain  of  the  Divinity? 
namely,  the  Father,  from  whofe  Eflfence  the  Son  and  Ho- 

ly Spirit  are  derived;    fo  that  the  Son  is  i\\tWordho^T\ 

jnd  exifting  from  Eternity  of  the  Father's  Mind  (I  fhall 
clearly  fliew  hereafter  that  Athenagoras  meant  thus)  and 
that  the  Holy  Spirit  fo  flows  out  of,  and  proceeds  from  the 

Father  through  the  Son  (as  I've  fhewn  before)  as  Light 
proceeds  from  the  Fire.     By  the  bye  you  may  obferve, 

that  Athenagoras  equally  acknowledges  ihe  Confubftantiali- 
ty  of  the  Holy  Ghofl:,  as  of  the  Son.     ̂   The  Divine- 
Philofopher  proceeds  immediately  to  fpeak  of  Angels,  and 
calls  them  Powers  different  from  the  Father,  the  Son,  and 

fahen  of  '^^o(,  though  as  firong  as  J)a,-  In  f:ort  thefe  Prepofitions  are 

ufed  promifcuot'ifly,  but  if  the  Author  TPould  infer  from  them  a  Subor- 
dination, he  needs  not  give himfelf  any  Trouble;  our  Author  voill  fupfly 

him  -with  much  better  Arguments  for  it.  Dr.  Whitby  without  giving 
any  Reafon  for  it,  but  his  oron  prejudicate  Opinion,  will  have  Athena- 

goras orr/V?  t?^?  ayro:/.         '  p.   ir.         ̂   p.  27. 
*  The  T>oiior  pretends  all  the  Authorities  from  Athenagoras ^0  bellP 

tfrpolations,  but  has  nop  thought  fit  to  prove  it  in  one  Infiance. the 
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■the  Holy  Spirit,  as  being  infinitely  diftant  from  the  un- 
created Nature  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit.  Hence 

a  little  after  he  exprefsly  fays.  Angels  are  made  by  God. 
What  Petaviusj  Sandius^  and  others  have  cited  from  Athe- 
pagoras  as  favouring  Arianifm^  I  fhall  fhew  in  the  third 

*  Sedion  concerning  the  Son's  Co-eternity  to  be  miftaken. 
As  for  the  other  Fathers  of  the  firft  three  Centuries,  I  here 

tell  my  Reader  once  for  all,  that  whatever  PafTages  out  of 

them  are  alledged  for  the  Arim  Caufe,  though  the  Confi- 
deration  of  them  is  omitted  here,  they  are,  if  I  miftake 
«ot,  clearly  accounted  for  in  the  third  and  fourth  Seflion. 

10.  We  have  before  heard  Tutians  ̂   faying,  that  the 
Son  is  begotten  of  the  Father,  not  by  Ahfciffion.,  but  Vof" 

ticipationy  or  Communication  of  the  Father's  Effence,  as 
one  Fire  is  kindled  by  another,  which  clearly  declares  the 
Confubftantiality  of  the  Son,  as  I  fliewed  in  the  fame 

place  3.  Theophiltis  Antiochenns,  *  in  his  Books  to  Autolycus, 
the  only  remains  of  his  Works,  has  fome  things  which 

greatly  confirm  this  Catholic  Doftrine.  Thus  *  the  Word 
being  God,  and  horn  of  God.  Where  he  gathers  that  the 
Son  is  God,  becaufe  born  of  God  ;  according  to  the  Rule 
I  have  "feme  where  mentioned  out  oi  Irenms^.  What  is 

born  of  God,  is  God  ̂ .  The  fame  Perfon  but  a  little  be- 
fore had  told  us,  that  by  the  Son  of  God  we  muft  by  all 

means  underftand  the  Word,  always  Exifient  in  the  Mind  of 
God;  manifeftly  fignifying,  that  the  Son  always fubfi (led 
in  the  Effence  of  the  Father.  That  he  acknowledged  the 

whole  Trinity,  is  alfo  plain  from  his  teaching,  ''  That  the 
three  Di^s  before  the  Creation  of  the  Sun  and  Jidoon,  were 
^ypes  of  the  Trinity,    of  God,    his  Word,   and  his  Wifdom, 

'  Ch  5-.  "^Br.  Gx^htadJs  trco  Citations  from  Tatian,  Se£t.  %%, 
p.  5-4.  Lin.  8.  Ed.  Worth.  Sed.  35-.  p.  77.  Lin.  9.  J  N.  4.  of 
this  Chapter.  *  Theophilus  has  more  to  this  purpofe,  Book  5.  p.  112. 

ami  a^ain  in  the  end  of  the  third  Book.         '»  p.  100.      *  p.  36.  Iren. 

•*  This  Fajpige  of  Irenxus,  Dr.  Whlthy  fuggejls  to  be  not  his  Opinion, 
tut  that  of  the  Valentinians ;  bi:t  this  is  a,  Mifreprefetnation.  For  Ire- 
rajus  there  p,}erving  how  the  Valentinians  aba  fed  good  Trmciples,  and 
wrefied  them  to  their  purpofe,  together  with  fever al  Paffages  of  St.  John 
mentions  the  Words  cited,  hut  no  where  engages  in  the  Confutation  of 
th?m,  or  snce  notes  them  as  Heretical,  but  she  contrary,        7  p.  9^. 

K  5  Fetavim 
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Tetavim  (who  feems  to  have  read  the  Fathers  on  purpose 
to  find  fault  with  them)  calumniates  Theophilus  for  thefe 

Words  :  *  "  Theophilus  explains  the  Trinity  far  otherwife 
**  than  it  is  in  the  Chriftian  ProfelTion.  For  he  fays  the 
*'  three  Days  in  the  beginning  of  the  World  preceding 
"  the  Creation  of  the  Sun  and  Moon  were  a  Figure  of  the 
*'  Trinity,  of  God,  his  JVord,  and  his  Wifdom,  There  is 
*«  no  mention  of  the  Spirit^  which  he  feems  to  confound 
*'  with  the  V/ord.  For  we  have  before  fhewn  that  he  has 

*«  called  the  TVord  the  Spirit  of  God,  and  tmly  Wifdom,  " To  which  I  anfwer  ;  That  the  Antients  ufed  the  Names 
of  the  feccnd  and  third  Perfons  in  common,  becaufe  of 
their  common  Nature  and  Derivation  from  the  fame  Foun- 

tain of  the  Deity.  Hence,  as  they  fometimes  call  the  fe- 

cond  Perfon  the  Spirit  of  God  (I've  Ihewed  this  before)  the 
ufual  Name  for  the  third  j  fo  they  fometimes  call  the  third 
by  the  Name  of  JVi/dom,  the  ufual  Name  of  the  fecond. 

I  fhall  elfewhere  obferve  this  from  Iremus  ̂   and  Origen,  as 
well  as  Theophilus.  Nor  are  the  Fathers  therefore  to  be 
cenfured,  as  confounding  the  fecond  and  third  Perfons,  be- 

caufe from  their  Writings,  and  even  from  thofe  Places, 
where  they  confound  the  Names,  it  is  very  plain  they  di- 

ftinguifh  the  Perfons.  Theophilus's  own  Words  are  fufE- 
cient  to  clear  him.  How  can  he  be  thought  to  have  con- 

founded the  third  Perfon  of  the  Deity  with  the  Wordy  who 
exprefsly  profefles  a  Trinity  ?  Can  the  Father  and  Son 
without  a  third  Perfon  diftind  from  both  conftitute  a  Tri- 

nity ?  It  is  therefore  manifeft  that  Theophilm  did  not  con- 
found the  Perfons,  but  the  Names. 

1 1.  I  mufl:  ask  my  Reader's  leave  to  turn  off  a  little 
from  the  Monuments  of  the  Holy  Fathers,  to  the  Wri- 

tings of  an  Heathen.  The  Author  of  a  Dialogue  afcribed 
to  Lucian,  and  entitled  Philopatrii  ̂   near  the  end,  fcoffing- 
ly  brings  in  a  Chril^ian  catechizing  an  Heathen  (whom  he 
therefore  fomewhere  in  that  Dialogue  calls  a  Catechumen) 
and  among  other  Things  explaining  the  Myftery  of  the 

»  De  Trinitate,  lib.   i.  c.  3.  n.  6.  '  See  ch.  f.  n.  7.   of  this 
Section,  end  ch.  3.  n.  11.  of  the  ̂ th  Section.      3  Luciani  opera,  p.  93^. 
yd.  a.  Ed.  Hagen.  ip^f. 

Trinity. 
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Trinity.  The  Heathen  asks  the  Chriftian,  By  whom 

then  fhall  I  fwear  ?  Triephon,  the  Chriftian,  anfwers ;  "  By 
"  the  fublime  God,  Great,  Immortal,  Heavenly,  the  Son 
"  of  the  Father,  the  Spirit  proceeding  from  the  Father, 
"  One  of  Three,  and  Three  of  One.  Take  thefe  for 

"  your  Jove,  deem  this  your  God.  "  The  Heathen  re- 
plies to  this  :  "  I  know  not  what  you  fayf  One  Three* 

**  Three  One. "  Every  Body  muft  fee  the  confubftantial 
Dodrine  of  the  Trinity  is  here  taught,  or  one  God  in 
three  Perfons.  Now  there  is  no  doubt,  but  the  Author 

had  taken  this  from  the  Chriftian  Difcipline  of  that  Age. 

If  this  Dialogue  was  Lucian's,  he  flourifht  in  the  times  of 
Marcus  jintoninm  (as  that  great  Man  J.  Gerard  Vojjim 

^  has  clearly  proved)  about  the  lyoth  Year  of  Chrift,  a 
little  after  Jufiin^  and  was  Contemporary  with  Tatian  and 

Athenagoras^  whofe  Dodrine  I've  juft  explained.  But  Ja- 
cobus Micjllus  in  the  Argument  of  this  Dialogue  fays  it  may 

be  doubted,  whether  this  Dialogue  is  Lucians.  As  to  the 

Argument,  indeed  it  is  not  unlike  his  Genius  and  Scurrili- 
ty, but  the  Phrafe  and  Compoiition  are  different  from 

every  Thing  elfe  he  has  wrote.  Other  learned  Men  have 
gone  into  his  Sentiments.  Neverthelefs,  the  fame  Micjllus 

adds,  that  "  Whoever  was  the  Author,  he  feems  efpeci- 
*'  ally  to  intend  a  Congratulation  to  Trajan  for  his  Vidory 
"  obtained  in  the  £^,  again  ft  thofe,  who  about  that  time 
"  prefaged  Perils  and  Slaughter  to  the  City,  or  fome  other 
•'  place  (for  he  only  calls  it  Patria).  Thefe  Perfons  from 
<*  the  beginning  he  calls  Sophijls,  but  fo  defcribes  them  at 
•*  the  end,  as  that  one  would  almoft  take  them  for  Chri- 

"^  ftians.  Hence  he  mentions  in  the  end  the  Perjian  Gran- 

*'  deur,  Sufa.^  and  all  the  Country  of  the  Arabians ;  all 
''  which  were  conquered  by  Trajan,  and  again  brought 
*'  under  the  Roman  Yoke,  at  that  time,  as  we  may  fee  in 

*'  Z>w,  EutropiuSi  and  other  Hiftorians  of  that  Age.  "  If 
this  be  true,  we  may  learn  what  the  Faith  of  the  Chrifti- 
ans  was  under  Trajan,  a  great  while  before  Lucian.  But  I 
fhould  rather  think,  that  the  Vidory  di  M.  Antonimts  (in 

'  De  Grxcis  Hifipr.  lib.  2.  c.  ij, 

K  4  whofe 
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whofe  times  Lucian  flouriflit)  over  the  Perjians  is  intended 
in  the  end  of  the  Dialogue.     For  thus  Sextus  Anrelms  writes 

of  him  ;  ̂  Vnderhis  Condfi5i  the  Perfians  "were  at  lajifubdHd^ 
though  they  had  the  better  at  firji.     And  fo  plamly  the  Au- 

thor of  the  Dialogue  fpeaks  near  the  end,  where  he  brings 
in  one  Cleolam  in  great  hafte,  puffing  and  blowing,  to  tell 
the  joyful  News  :  The  Grandeur  of  the  Perfians  antiently 

celebrated  is  fall'n,  and  Sufa  the  famous  City.     The  Notice 
alfo  that  is  taken  of  certain  Perlbns  in  this  Dialogue,  who 
complained  of  the  great  Calamities  of  the  Common-wealth 
of  Rome,  and  prefaged  greater,  points  out  the  times  of 
Aimrcus  jintoninus.     Hear  what  Aurelius  ViUor  writes  con- 

cerning the  beginning  of  this  Reign.     *'  ̂   M,  Antoninus 
««  reigned  eighteen  Years.     He  was  a  Man  of  all  Virtues 
"  and  a  heavenly  Wit,  expofed,  as  a  Defender,  to  public 
*'  Calamities.    For  if  he  had  not  been  born  for  thofe 

*'  Times,  the  Roman  State  had  perifhed  all  at  once.    There 
<«  was  no  reft  from  Arms,  and  the  Heat  of  War  through 
*«  all  the  Eaft,  Illyria,  Italy,  and  Gaul ;  Earthquakes  which 
««  deftroyed  Cities,  Inundations,  frequent  Plagues,  a  kind 
<'  of  Locuft  that  devoured  the  Fruits,  every  Thing  that 
'«  could  the  moft  fenfibly  afflid  Mankind,  raged  in  his 

*«  Reign."     This  Dialogue  therefore  was  either  wrote  by 
Lucian  himfelf  (which  is  my  Sentiment)  or  by  a  Contem* 

porary  of  his  ("which  is  the  fame  for  my  purpofe).     Let  us 
hear  now  what  ̂   Sandius  fays  againft  this  Teftimony. 
*<  I  fhould  fay  indeed  that  Trypho  (it  fhould  be  Triepho) 
**  intended  that  fort  of  Men  mentioned  by  Clem.  Rom. 

*'  Conflit.  6.  15.  h^  Ignatius  '^  and  Jujiin,  ̂ ^3^n{\.  Trypho, ' 
**  who  are  antienter  than  Lucian.'"     He  cares  not  what 
he  fays,  or  makes  to  ferve  his  impious  Caufe.     Who  does 
not  fee  that  the  Author  of  this  Dialogue  does  not  purpofe 
to  ridicule  any  one  Seft,  but  the  whole  Chriftian  Religi- 

on ?  Moreover,  the  Heretics  we  read  of  in  the  Places  no- 

ted by  Sandius,  faid  the  Son  was  the  God  over  all,  /.  e. 
the  Father.     But  in  this  Ihort  ConfefTion  of  the  Trinity? 

»  In  Libro  de  Cac.aribus,  in  M.  Aurelio  Antonino.  ^  Epitome, 
M.  Antonino.  I  Enucl.  Hii^.  lib=  1.  p.  88.  ^  Ep.  ad  Trail.  £c 
Tarfeus. 

the 
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the  fublime  God,  namely,  the  Father,  is  firft  named,  as 
the  Fountain  of  the  Deity  ;  then  the  Son  of  the  Father, 
as  a  Perfon  diftind  from  the  fupreme  God,  and  Father  of 
all  Things ;  who  yet  is  fo  joiped  in  Nature  with  the  Spi- 

rit to  the  Father,  as  that  they  three  make  one  God,  and 
yet  are  three ;  which  Dodrine  is,  and  always  was,  the  Do- 
drine  of  the  Catholics,  but  widely  different  from  the  Opi- 

nion ofSa^dm's  Heretics.  Befides,  ̂   Critias  the  pretended 
Catechnmen  derides  this  Dodriije  as  incomprehenfiblea  be- 
caufe  of  the  one  threes  eo^d  three  oi^e  ;  but  S^tndims,  Heretics 

defined  God  to  be  one  fingle  Perfon^  who  under  a  three- 
fold Appearance,  was  fometimes  called  Father,  fometimes 

jS'o»,  and  fometimes  Holy^  Ghoji,  in  which  Sentiment  there 
js  nothing  incomprehenfible.  Laftly,  Cr/Wi^j  afterwards  in 

tjie  fame  place  fcoffingly  fwears  by  the  Son,  being  inftru- 
(5led  by  TriephoHi  thus :  By  the  Son,  who  proceeds  from  the 
FatheTi  this  f  jail  not  be.  Now  the  Catholics  acknowledged 
the  Son,  as  exifting  from  the  Father  :  But  the  Heretics, 
whofe  Senfe  Sandim  would  haye  ,e?(plained  in  this  Dialogue* 
^id  not.    It  is  a  clear  Cafe. 

*  Ludan,  p.  ̂ 37, 

A  A  A  A  A  A  A  4' «?- «??  «t' 't' <!' ̂"^  "t' 4» *t» 'I' «^  ̂  jI* «^ 't^  "t' ̂'4' 4"?"i^  "i' ̂ * 

C    H    A    P.       V. 

IrenjEUs'j"  Do&rine  concerjiiJig  the  Son  of  God^ 
flainly  confirming  the  Nicene  Creed, 

LE  T  u*;  now  attentively  hear  what  the  Holy  Bifhop 
and  Martyr  Irendim  learnt  of  his  Apoftolical  Mafler 

folycarpt  and  taught  others  concerning  this  Matter.  I  have 
promifed  before  what  famous  Teftimonies  I  would  bring 
againft  the  Arians  from  this  Writer  ;  whether  I  have  dif- 
charged  my  lelf,  or  not,  I  leave  to  the  Judgment  of  any 
Man  not  exceeding  partial,  Book^^.  Ch.  6.  Irenam  is  whol- 

ly taken  up  in  proving,   that  neither  onr  Lord,  nor  th^  Holy 
Spirit, 
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spirit^  nor  the  Apojiles  did  ever  definitively  md  ahfolutely  caU 
him  God,  luho  tvas  not  Gody  unlefs  he  vjos  true  God  \  nor  any 
one  Lord  in  his  own  Perfiin,  unlefs  him,  who  rules  all  ThinqSy 
God  the  Father,  \md  his  Son.  A  little  after  he  alledpes  the 

fame  Teftimony  ̂   with  Jujim  -^  Thy  Throne,  O  God,  is 
for  ever,  &c.  and  fubjoinSj  By  the  name  God  the  Spirit  fig- 
nify  both,  the  Son,  who  is  anointed,  and  the  Father,  who 
anoints  him.  Hence  we  form  this  Argument  :  Whofoever 
is  in  Holy  Scripture  definitively  and  abfolutely  called  God, 
is  true  God  :  But  the  Son  as  well  as  the  Father  is  in  Scrip- 

ture definitively  and  abfolutely  called  God  :  Therefore  the 
Son  as  well  as  the  Father  is  true  God.  The  PremilTes  are 

Iren£m's,  and  the  Conclufion  neceffarily  follows  from  them. 
IrenAus  adds,  That  when  the  Scripture  calls  thofe  Gods  ̂ ,  who 
are  not  fo,  it  does  not  abfolutely  fgnify  them  to  be  Gods  ;  but 
with  Addition,  and  Oualification,  by  which  they  are  floewn  not 
to  be  God^. 

2.  To  this  we  muft  add  another  place  ',  '  "  Our  Lord 
«'  and  Mafter  (fays  he)  in  the  Anfwer  he  gave  to  the  Sad- 
*'  ducees,  who  fay  there  is  no  Refurred:ion,  thereby  dif- 
"  honouring  God,  and  derogating  from  the  Law,  both 
*'  fhewed  there  was  a  RefurrecSion,  and  manifefted  a  God, 

"  when  he  faid  to  them,  Te  err  not  knowing  the  Scriptnrey 
"  nor  the  Power  of  God.  Have  ye  not  heard  concerning  the 
''  Refirre5lion,  what  was  Jpoken  by  God,  fafmg,  I  am  the 

*'  God  of  Abraham,  and  the  God  of  Il'aac,  and  the  God  of 
*'  Jacob  ?  And  he  added,  God  is  not  the  God  of  the  Dead,  but 
"  of  the  Living,  for  all  live  to  him.  By  thefe  Words  he 
*'  made  it  manifeft,  that  he  is  the  God  of  the  Living, 
"  who  fpake  to  Mofes  out  of  the  Bufh,  and  manifefted 
"  himfelf  to  be  the  *  God  of  the  Fathers.  For  who  fhould 

*'  be  God  of  the  Living,  but  he  who  is  God  over  all, 
"  and  over  whom  there  is  no  other  God. "  And  a  little 

after  ;  "^ ''  Therefore  the  living  God  who  was  adored  by 
"  the  Prophets,  is  the  God  of  the  Living,  and  his  Word, 
"  who  fpoke  to  Mofis,   who  refuted  the  Pharifees,    and 

'  p.  246.  Ibid.         ̂   Ibid.         5  p.  ̂ 28.  -k  I  believe  it  is  falfe 
Frinted in  BifJjcpBu]!  [Deum  PatremJ  Feuardentius,  fomwhcfe  Editiofi 
be  cited  it>  reads  [Dcmto.  Patrumj.  *  ibid. 

a  proved 
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*'  proved  [gave]  the  Refurrefllon."  Sometime  after  he 
thus  concludes,  "  Therefore  Chrift  with  the  Father  is  the 

*'  God  of  the  Living,  vi^ho  fpoke  to  Mofes-,  and  was  ma- 
*«  nifefted  to  the  Fathers."  What  can  be  more  clear? 
According  to  Iremm,  he  that  (poke  to  Mofes  out  of  the 
Bufh,  and  manifefted  himfelf  to  the  Fathers,  is  the  living 
God,  the  God  of  the  Living,  God  over  all,  above  whom 
there  is  no  other  God  ;  and  according  to  the  fame  Irenaus, 
Chrift  with  the  Father  is  he  who  fpoke  to  Mofes,  and  was 
manifefted  to  the  Fathers ;  therefore  Chrift  with  the  Fa- 

ther is  the  living  God,  the  God  of  the  Living,  God  over 
all,  above  whom  there  is  no  God  ;  which  Iremfts  affirms 
in  Terms  ̂  

3 .  This  is  greatly  confirmed  by  Iremus's  Citation  of 
St.  Paul  in  the  fame  Words,  and  the  fame  Stnfe  ̂ t  in  which 
the  Catholics  now  take  it.  For  being  about  to  prove  againft 
the  Heretics,  That  Jefm  was  not  one,  and  Chrift  another^, 

hut  both  one  and  the  fame -^^  after  other  places  he  cites  this 
of  St.  Taul  I  ̂  and  again,  writing  to  the  Romans  concern- 

ing Ifrael,  he  fays,  Whofe  are  the  Fathers,  and  of  whom 
is  Chrifi  according  to  the  Fief),  who  is  over  all  God  blef- 
fed  for  ever.  Erafmpu,  and  others  who  have  followed 

him,  have  endeavoured  to  render  this  irrefragable  Tefti- 
mony  uncertain  :  For  he  has  invented  a  threefold  Cori- 
ftrudion  of  the  Words,  one  of  which  only  acknowledges: 
the  Deity  of  the  Son.  But  the  antient  Father  Jrenam- 
knev/  no  other  than  the  received  Reading  and  Conftru- 

'  p.  328.  *■  Br.  Whitby  fays,  not  in  the  fime  Senfe,  but  /> 
forced  to  omit  the  rcord  Deum,  or  God,  in  Irenxus.  A  f  range  waj  of 
fupporting  true  Religion  by  fitch  ̂ rofs  repeated  Acts  of  Falfehood.  Vide 
Erafmum  :n  locum,  item  Feuardentii  Comment,  in  Irenxi  locum,  ̂ c. 

■f  Dr.  Whitby  exprejfes  an  uncommon  concern  that  the  Bifljop  fjouLl 

impcfe  upon  his  Reader,  in  telling  him  that  it  was  Irenseus'^  Furpofe  in 
this  place  to  prove  that  fefus  and  Chrift  rcere  one  and  the  fame  GoJ. 

But  theBiflwp  has  no  vphere  faid  fo.  The  n'ord  [Godj  is  a  Forgery  of  the 

Dolor's.  Again,  though  it  was  not  the  purpofe  of  this  Chrift  to  prove 
that  Point,  yet  it  is  plainly  afferted  in  it, — 'Scd  unum  8c  eundem  fcire- 
mu s Deu m  fuifle,  ypith  more  to  the  [arm  endi  as  the  DoCior  owns.  *  p.  270. 
Rom.  ix.  3. dion  ; 
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6lion ;  *  nor  Tertulliani  nor  JVovationy  nor  Cyprian,  (tho* 
Erajmiis  has  told  us  otherwife,  being  deceived  by  a  falfe 
Copy,)  nor  Origeny  nor  Athanajim,  nor  Gr^^.  Njjfeny  nor 

Alarms  ViUor'mmi  nor  Hilarm,  nor  Ambrofe^  nor  -/^- 
guftine,  nor  Cjr/7,  nor  IdacmSi  nor  Cafjian,  nor  Grfg.  Magnus, 
nor  Ijidorm  Hifpaknjts,  nor  almoft  any  other  of  the  Fa- 

thers. "  They  (fays  Petav'ms  "■)  bring  Erafmm  in  guilty 
«'  of  ftrange  Rafhnefs,  becaufe  he  is  not  afraid  to  fay  : 

'**  7*/?o/^  If  ̂0  contend  that  it  is  clearly  evinced  from  this  tlaccy 
**  thai  Chriji  is  plainly  called  Gody  either  feem  to  truji  little  to 
*^  the  other  Scripture  Teflimonies,  or  to  have  a  mean  Opinion 
<*  of  the  Wit  of  the  Arians,  or  not  attentively  to  conjider  the 

*<  Words  of  the  Apojile,"  Petavius  Ms,  This  is  falfe  and 
impudent^  for  which  Bc^za  has  reprehended  him.  But  I  re- 

turn to  IrenaHs, 

4.  In  a  very  noted  Place  ̂   he  fays,  God  made  all  Things 
in  Jideajkre,  and  Order',  and  there  is  nothing  that  is  not  mea- 
fured  by  himt  becaufe  nothing  not  compounded  by  him.  And  he 

fpoke  well,  "ivho  faid  that  the  immenfe  Father  himfelf  is  mea^ 
fured  in  the  Son ;  for  the  Son  is  the  meafure  of  the  Father y 

hecaufi  he  contains,  or  comprehends  him.  What  can  be  clear- 
er ?  He  teaches  that  the  Son  is  commenfurate  to  the  im? 

menfe  Father,  that  he  contains  and  comprehends  him,  how 
great  foever  he  is,  and  therefore  is  in  all  refpeds  equal, 

except  that  he  is  from  the  Father,  l^or  to  contain  the 
Father,  and  be  equal  to  the  Father,  is  with  Iren<tus  the 

fame.  Thus  ''"  in  the  Fable  of  Falentinpts,  where  By  thus 
hegat  Nun  like  and  equal  to  himfelf  from  whom  he  proceeded^ 
and  alone  containing  the  Great nefs  of  the  Father*  But  it  ̂ s 
to  be  noted,  that  this  is  not  a  lingle  Teftimony,    does 

»  Contra  Prax.  c.  8.  8c  15-.  de  Trinitate,  c.  13  &;  30.  Cypr.  lib.  2. 
Teftimon.  contra  Judscos,  OrigeninRom.  ix.  f.  Athanaf.  Orat.  z  8c 
J.  contra  Arianos,  &  in  lib.  de  communi  Eflentia.  Greg,  NyfT.  lib. 
10.  contra  Eunora.  Marcus  Vi£i:orinus,  lib.  i.  contra  Arium.  Hilar, 
lib.  4  8c  8.  Ambr.  lib.  i.  de  Spiritu  Sandto,  c.  3.  8c  lib.  4.  de  6de, 
^ap.  6.  AuguO.  lib.  2.  de  Trin.  cap.  13.  8c  lib.  i.  contra  Fauft.  cap. 
3  8c  6.  Cyrill.  lib.  i.  Theiauri.  Idacius  contra  Varimadum,  lib.  i. 
Caffian.  in  initio,  lib.  3.  dq  Incarn.  Greg.  Mag.  Homil.  8,,  in  Ezech. 
Ifidorus  Hi/pa!.   Libro  de  different.  Num.  2.  «  De  Trin.  lib.  a. 
c.  9,  V.  2.         J  p.  32f.         ■»?.  10. 
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not  only  declare  tke  Senfe  of  Iremus,  but  alfo  6f  an  Au- 
thor more  antie;it,  or  at  leaft  Contemporary  with  hinf» 

Obfetve  now  ̂ ow  the  '  Author  of  the  Irenimm  endea- 
vours to  evadd  this  invincible  Teftimony.  He  anfwersi 

"  t  That  Iremm^ois^oi  fay  the  Son  meafures  the  Father 
*'  every  way,  but  he  fpeaks  of  that  meafure  he  had  jufi: 
*f  before  fpoke  of,  that  he  fulfils,  performs,  and  contains 
"  thofe  Things  of  the  Law,  which  hitherto  were  mea- 
"  fured  and  determined  by  the  Father;  or  if  he  fpeaks 
"  of  another  meafure,  namely,  that  of  Knowledge,  he 

"  underftands  it  perfed,  in  its  Kind,  not  abfolutely  fo." 
As  to  the  firft  Part  of  this  Anfwer,  it  is  plainly  Sophi- 

ftical.  For  the  Words,  upon  which  w'e  rely,  that  ths 
immenfe  Father  is  meajured  in  the  Son,  are  not  immediate- 

ly conneded  with  thofe  which  Irencem  fpoke  concerning 
the  Law,  in  the  beginning  of  the  Chapter. .  There  he 
affirms  *,  that  there  was  a  determined  Time  to  the  old 
ritual  Law,  that  as  it  begun  in  Mofis,  it  ended  in  yohn» 
Then  paffing  from  this  particular  to  the  univerfal,  by  the 
bye,  he  teaches  that  God  made  all  Things  in  Order  and 
Meafure,  that  every  thing  is  meafured  by  God.  The 
Holy  Man  employed  in  thefe  Thoughts,  is  fuddenly  as 
it  were  in  a  Rapture,  (a  Thing  not  uncommon  to  thefe 
Writers)  and  beholds  God  fo  pleafed  with  Meafure  and 
Proportion,  as  that  he  would  have  a  Meafure  of  himfelfi 
of  his  own  Infinity  and  Immenfity.  This  he  confirms  by 
an  excellent  faying  of  a  certain  Catholic  Writer,  That  the 
immenfe  Father  himfelf,  is  meafured  in  the  Sony  Sec.  Then 
recoUeding  himfelf,  and  receding  from  this  Flight,  he 
comes  again  to  the  Point  in  Hand,  the  Proof,  that  all 
the  old  Teftament  Difpenfation  was  temporal.  Any  at- 

tentive Reader,  will  foon  find  this  to  be  a  true  Analyfis 
of  this  Chapter.  Befides,  who  in  his  Senfes,  can  think 
it  the  Senfe  of  thefe  Words  \the  immenfe  Father  himfelf^ 
is  meajftred  in  the  Son^  &c.]  That  God  would  fet  a  de- 

terminate Time  to  the  ritual  Law  of  Mofes,  that  it  ihould 

*  p.  ifi.  f  T^r.  Whitby  has  advanced  the  fame  ObjeSlton  as  fot' 
hw,  withaut  takit^  any  Noti(e  of  the  Anfwer s  given  to  them  by  BU 
ffjo}  Bui!.,       »  p.  32fo 

'     '  begin 
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begin  with  Mofis,   ceafe,    be  fulfilled  and  abolifht  hy 
Chrift  ?  For  IreK<eus  manifeftjy  treats,   not  of  the  moral, 
perpetual,  and  eternal,  but  of  the  ceremonial  Law,  as  you 
may  plainly  fee  in  thefe  Words :  It  begun  in  Mojes,  and 
eonfequently  ended  in  yohn.      He  treats  of  the  giving  the 
Law,  which  was  to  have  an  end,  when  the  Gofpel  was 
manifefted.     As  to  the  fecond  Anfwer,  Irenmus  fpeaks  ex- 
preflly,  not  of  a  Meafure  perfed  in  its  Kind,  but  of  an 
abfolute,  adequate  Meafure,  fuch  a  Meafure  as  that  the 
immenfe  Father,  how  immenfe  foever,  might  be  meafured 
by  it.    There  is  certainly  an  Emphafis  in  the  Word  \him' 

felf~\i    nor  can  thefe  Words    [the  immenfe  Father  himfelfi meafured  in  the  SQn\  fignify  any  Thing  elfe,  but  that  the 
Father,  as  immenfe,  not  to  be  comprehended  by  any  Crea- 

ture,   is  indeed  comprehended  by  the  Son.      Whether 

Greg.   Thaumat.  *  had  refpeft  to  this  Place,    or  nor,    I 
can't  fay,  but  he  has  given  us  the  Senfe  of  it,  where  he 
fays  that  the  Father  did  circumfcribe  himfelf  by  his  Son, 
which  a  little  after  he  explains,  faying,  that  he  was  equal 
in  all  Power  to  the  Father.     Thirdly,  the  Sophift  in  vain 

endeavours  to  elude  this  Place  by  another  ̂ .    For  neither 
does  Irenaus  there  fay,  that  a  Man  comprehends  the  Great- 
nefs  of  the  Father,  or  that  the  immenfe  Father  himfelf  is 

meafured  in  him.     And  in  another  Place  he  clearly  ex- 
plains how  a  pious  Man  may  contain  God.    The  Words 

are  thefe :     "  ̂   The  Prophets  foretold  that  Men  fhould 
*!=  fee  God,  as  indeed  our  Lord  fays,  Blejfed  are  the  pure 
<«  in  Heart,  for  they  foall  fee  God,     But  in  his  Greatnefs 
<«  and  wonderful  Glory,  no  Man  (hall  fee  God,  and  live, 
<*  For  the  Father  is  incomprehenfible  ,•    but  this  he  will 
«  grant  to  thofe  that  love  him,  to  fee  God  in  his  Love, 

<«  his  Tendernefs,  and  his  Omnipotence."     Here  Iremeus 
expreflly  denies  that  the  pure  in  Heart  fee  God,  comprehend 

him  in  his  Greatnefs,  ̂ -c.    This  Way  God  can't  be  feen 
by  Man  or  Creatures  (upon  which  Account  he  fays  a 
little  before,   that  God  in  his  Greatnefs,  is  unknown  to  all 

>  See  the  Place  entire,  Ch.  12.  n.  4.  »  p.  370.  3  Lib.  4. 

cap.  37-  P-  37°- 
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that  are  made  by  him)  but  in  the  Place  controverted,  he 
clearly  teaches  that  the  Son  comprehends  his  Father  in 
his  Greatnefs,  fo  as  that  the  immenfe  Father  himfelf  is  mea- 
fured  in  the  Son.  More  Words  we  need  nor,  in  fo  clear 
a  Cafe. 

5.  It  would  be  infinite  to  produce  all,  Iremoi  has  faid 

in  the  Cafe,  I'll  therefore  content  my  felf  with  adding  a 
few  Teftimonies,  which  ftrike  at  the  very  Foot  of  yiri- 

anijm.  '  Thus  he  repreflfes  the  prodigious  Arrogance  of 
the  Valentimans,  who  pretended  to  Omnifcience,  by  a 
Comparifon  betwixt  Man  and  the  Son  of  God.  "  If 
*'  any  one  can't  find  out  the  Caufe  of  all  Things,  let 
*'  him  confider,  that  he  is  Man,  infinitely  lefs  than  God, 
*'  that  he  hath  received  Grace  in  Part,  that  he  is  not 

**  equal  or  like  to  his  Maker,  that  he  can't  have  the 
"  Knowledge  and  Experience  of  all  Things,  as  God  hath, 
"  that  fo  much  as  he  who  is  made  to  Day,  and  had  a 
*'  beginning,  is  lefs  than  him  who  was  never  made,  and 
**  is  always  the  fame,  fo  much  muft  he  alfo  be  Ie6  in 
'*  Knowledge,  and  fearching  out  the  Caufes  of  all  Things. 
*'  For,  O  Man,  thou  art  not  unmade,  thou  didft  not 

**  always  exift  with  God,  as  hh  own  proper  Word,  but  thro' 
"  his  eminent  Goodnefs  having  received  a  beginning,  thou 
**  learn'ft  by  little  and  little  of  the  Wordy  the  Difpofitions 
■'*  of  him  that  made  thee.  Keep  the  Order  of  thy  Know- 
**  ledge,  and  climb  not  above  God,  as  being  ignorant  of 
"  Good,  &c. "  Thefe  Words  are  too  clear  to  need  any 
Explication  or  Dedudion.  There  is  another  parallel  place, 

'^_  where  Iremm  makes  a  Comparifon  between  the  Son  of 
God,  and  the  Creatures,  thus :  "  Nor  fhall  any  Thing 
"  made  and  in  Subjedion  be  compared  with  the  Word  of 
**  God,  by  whom  all  Things  were  made,  who  is  our 
*'  Lord  Jefus  Chrifl.  Becaufe,  whether  they  are  Angels, 
*'  or  Arch- Angels,  or  Thrones,  or  Dominions,  they  are 
*'  made  by  him  who  is  God  over  all,  by  his  Word.  So 
^*  yohn  hath  told  us.  For  when  he  had  faid  of  the  Word 
11  of  God,  that  he  was  in  the  Father,  he  added,  jUII  Thingt 

*  P«  ̂99*       *  P-  ̂ P». 
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•'  were  mdde  by  him,  mid  without  him,  wM  >iothmg  made. 
*^  David,  alfo  when  he  had  particularly  enumerated  his 
*'  Praifes,  every  Thing,  the  Heavens,  and  all  the  Powers 
*^  therein,  added,  for  he  commanded,  and  they  were  created, 
•«  he  /poke,  and  they  were  made.  Whom  did  he  command? 
*'  The  Word  ;  by  whom  the  Heavens  were  made,  and  the 
<'  ̂ojl  of  them  by  the  Breath  of  his  Mouth,  David  again 
«'  fays,  That  he  made  all  Things  freely,  and  as  he  would. 
«'  Our  God  is  in  Heaven  above,  and  on  Earth,  he  hath  done 

<«  whatfoever  pleafed  him.  Now  the  Things  that  are  made 
«  are  different  from  him  that  made  them,  and  thofe  ap- 
*e  pointed  from  him  that  appointed  them.  He  is  unmade, 
*'  without  beginning,  without  end,  he  wants  nothing,  is 
«  felf-fufficienr,  and  gives  to  all  other  Things  their  Being. 
«'  The  Things  made  by  him  had  a  beginning,  and  as  fuch 
<«  may  have  an  end,  are  fubjed,  indigent.  It  is  altoge- 
♦c  ther  neceflary  they  fhould  have  a  different  Name,  elpe- 
<«  cially  amongfl:  Men  of  any  Difcernment  in  fuch  Things  5 
«  fo  that,  he  who  made  all  Things,  ̂   with  his  Word,  be 
«•  juftly  and  alone  called  God  and  Lord',  but  not  that  thofe, 
«  who  are  made,  Ihould  participate,  or  juflly  take  to 

«  themfelves  the  Name  of  their  Creator."  Here  Irenaui 
plainly  teaches,  that  the  Word  or  Son  of  God  is  at  fuch 
an  infinite  Diflance  from  all  Things,  which  are  made  and 
fubjeded,  whatfoever  they  be,  that  they  upon  Account  of 
their  being  conftituted,  made  and  fubjeded,  are  not  to  be 
compared  with  him.  He  teaches  that  the  fame  Son  of  God  is 

uncreated,  as  well  as  the  Father  ,•  Eternal,  wanting  nothing, 
felf-fufficient,  and  moreover  giving  to  all  Things  their  Be- 

ing.   Moreover,  he  exprefsly  teaches,  that  the  Word,  or 

*  Dr.  Whitby  would  have  the  Particle  [cum  or  with]  left  out,  be- 

caufe  Dr.  Grabe  has  oltferved  that  it  is  no}  in  the  Arundel  Manufcript'i 
and  thus,  ftys  he,  the  Words  will  have  another  Senfe,  and  the  begin- 

ning and  end  of  the  Chapter  be  confiftent.  But  if  this  were  admitted, 
it  would  be  of  no  Ufe  to  him  5  nay,  it  would  render  both  the  DoBor  and 
Irenxus  inconfijlent.  How  often  in  this  Book  has  the  DoBor  called  our 
Saviour  God;  and  does  he  here  affirm  that  he  is  not  jujlly  to  be  called 
fo  ?  Dots  not  Irenseus  in  this  place  make  a  DifiinBion  betwixt  all  created 
Beings  and  Chrifi?  .dad  this  notwithfianding,  is  Chriji  a  created  Being  i 
Or  has  the  DoHor found fome  Medinmi 
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Son. of  God,  becaufe  uncre:!red5  and  the  Creator  of  all 

Things  ought  to  have  the  FellowH-iip  of  the  fame  Name 
with  the  Father,  but  that  it  was  abulively  and  improperly- 
given  to  any  other  Being.  Laftly,  All  thefe  Things  he 
aiTerts  with  fuch  Heat,  as  to  fay  they  have  not  common 
Senfe,  who  do  not  know  how  thus  to  diftinguifh  between 
an  uncreated  Nature  and  Creatures.  I  know  not  whether 

any  Pofl-Nkene  Catholic  Dodor  has  fpoke  more  efFedual- 
ly  again  ft  Arianifm. 

6.  But  yet  this  place  has  not  efcaped  Petavius's  Cen- 
fure  \  The  good  Father  had  cited  the  Words  of  the 
Pjklmiji,  He  commanded,  and  they  were  created^  &zc.  and 
added,  Whom  did  he  command  ?  The  Son.  From  hence  the 

Jefuit  gathers,  that  a  certain  under  Part,  a  minifteria!  Fun- 
dionis  attributed  to  the  Son  in  the  Creation,  fuch  as  he 

fignifies  in  another  place  ̂ .  But  where  is  the  Candor  and 
Equity  of  the  Man  ?  How  eafily  might  he  have  inter- 

preted thefe  Words  in  a  good  Senfe  by  the  Context  ?  For 
God  commanded  his  Son  to  create  the  World,  not  as  a 

Lord  commands  his  Servant,  {Irenczus  exprefsly  excepts  him 
out  of  the  Number  of  thofe  Beings  which  are  made,  arid 
in  Subjection,)  but  as  a  Father  his  Son,  parraker  with  him 
of  the  fame  uncreated  Nature,  and  divine  Power.  God 
commanded  his  Word  to  make  the  World,  u  e.  it  was  the 

Will  of  God  that  the  World  fhould  be  made  by  his  Wordy 

the  Will  of  the  Word  it  felf  concurring.  Hence  Petavim  ̂ , 
having  forgot  himfelf,  fays  in  another  place,  that  Premus 
and  fome  of  the  Pofl-Nice-.e  Fathers,  the  fevereft  Adverfa- 
riesof  the  Anan  Herefy  ufed  this  way  of  fpeaking  without 
Offence.  Thus  he  writes :  "  There  are  fome,  who  have 

"  ufed  the  lame  way  of  fpeaking,  without  Offence,  fo  as 
**  to  think  thofe  Words,  Let  m  make  Man,  tend  that  way 
"  have  an  imperative  Senfe.  So  Irenms  fqys,  the  Word 
"  was  unmade,  and  eternal,  and  that  God  commanded 

"  him  to  make  all  Things ;   and  elfe where  '^>   that  Man ^\  was 

•  Petav.  de  Trin.  lib.  i.  c,  3.  n,  7.    Sandius,  Enucl.  Hifl.  lib.  f; 
p.  91.         »p.  334.         5  Lib    2.  c.  7.  n.  7.  *p.  47.  Not  accu- 

rately (it(d,  hit  in.  Senfe  and  Subftance.     In   this  ̂ lace  Chr'iji  is  plainly L  diJiingHtJht 
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<«  was  created,  the  Father  willing  and  commanding,  the 

«  Son  executing  and  effeding  it.     '  Bajil  calls  the  Father, 
«  the  Giver  of  Orders,  the  Son  the  Executor  of  them. 

*<  ̂   So  Cyril,  Jthamfim  ̂   alfo,  thus  interprets  thefe  very 

«  Words  of  the  Vfilmifi.      So  Marim  ̂   V^tUor:  Whtch 

«  when  the  Almighty  Son  replenifit  with  the  Father's  M
ind 

«f  made  at  God's  command.    The  Author  of  a  Piece  amongft 

«  Amuliine's  '  Works,   fays  the  Son  adminiftred  to  the 

«  Father  in  making  every  Thing,  becaufe  all  Thmgs  were 

*c  made  by  him.     Thus  Profper  upon  the  Words,  He  com- 

«  manded,  and  they  were  created.     What  God  fpeaks,  he 

<«  fpeaks  to  the  Word,  and  the  Word  by  whom  all  Thmgs 

«  are  made,  executes  his  Command. "     So  you  have  Peta-^ 
vifiis  Anfwer  to  Petavius.     But  Ircnaus  had  laid  that 

 Ood 

himfelf  made  all  Things  freely,  and  in  Proof  of  
it  cited 

thefe  Words  •  Onr  God  is  in  Heaven  above^  and  in  tm
h» 

he  hath  done  whatfiever  hepleafed.     Upon  this  the  A
uthor 

ofthe/r-.«/^«^thus  argues:  "  As  if  he  ihould  fay,  tha
t 

«t  the  Word  made  all  Things  at  the  command  of  the  Father ; 

«  but  God  whatfoever  he  would,  freely.    Which  Oppofi- 

«  tion  hints,  that  the  Father  is  greater  than  the  Son."     If  the 

Heretic  had  attentively  re^d /renceus,  he  would  have
  for- 

bore fuch  an  infipid  Cavil.     For  when  Iren^us  fays  that 

God  the  Father  freely  made  all  Things  by  his  Son,  the 

Word,    he  oppofes  the  Gnojlics,    who  contend  th
at  the 

World  was  made  by  inferior  Powers,  and  different  fr
om 

the  Divine  Judgment  and  Will.    The  good  Bifhop  proves 

thefe  two  Things  againft  them  in  very  many  places.    ( i.) 

That  this  World  was  not  made  by  inferior  Powers,  that
 

were  not  of  the  Nature  and  Effence  of  God ,  but  by  the 

fupreme  God  with  his  own  Of -firing,  and  his  own  Hands
y 

(as  Iren^m  fpeaks,)  ?.  e.   by  the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit* 

(2.)  That  the  World  was  made,  not  by  certain  Powe
rs 

'  Mmau\(ht  from  Mm,  and  by  foliating  this  mth  that  other  [Non  e
s 

infeftus,  homo,  &c:\  urifes  a  ftrong  Argument  for
  our  Lords  D,- 

^''"i^DeSp.  Sana.  c.  x6.  «  Cyrill.  lib.  19.  Thefauri.  '  De  decretis 
Svnodi  Nicense.  &  Orat.  contra  Gentes.  ^  Lib  i.  

dererum  Crea- 

tione.        *  Delncarnat.  Tom.  4.  op.  Auguflmi. 

/eparats 
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fipamte  from  the  Will  of  God,  (as  Irenam  Ipeaks,)  that  is 
Powers  that  aded  otherwife  than  God  would  have  them  ; 

but  that  it  was  produced  by  God  himfelf,  by  the  Son,  and 
Spirit,  advifedly,  and  freely.  I  muft  repeat,  that  whofo- 
ever  does  not  take  this  to  hs  the  Mind  and  Meaning  of 
the  good  Father,  muft  either  never  have  feen  him,  or  read 
him  very  negligently. 

7.  As  for  the  other  place  which  Petavim  carps  at  upon 
this  very  Account,  I  anfwer,  that  Irenms  does  not  there 

-mean  a  Minifter,  who  is  out  of,  or  foreign  to  the  Father 
.  (as  the  Ariam  do)  but  one  that  is  Confubftantial  and  Con- 

natural ;  or  rather,  that  he  only  means  that  God  the  Fa- 
ther made  the  Work  of  the  Creation  by  the  Son  and  Holy 

Spirit,  which  Works  the  Heretics  attributed  to  miniftring 
Angels  and  inferior  Powers.  See  the  very  Words  of  Jre- 
nms.  '  *«  The  Son  who  is  the  Word  of  God  laid  out 

**  thefe  Things  from  the  beginning,  the  Father  not  ftand- 
"  ing  in  need  of  Angels  for  the  Creation  of  the  World, 
*«  and  the  making  Man,  for  whom  the  World  was  created, 
**  nor  again  wanting  a  minifterial  Power  for  making  thofe 
*'  Things  that  are  made,  and  the  difpofing  the  Affairs  of 
"  the  World,  after  the  Formation  of  Man,  but  having  a 
*'  fufficient  and  ineffable  one.  For  his  own  Off-fpring 

**  and  Imprefs  minifters  to  him  in  all  Things,  /'.  e.  the 
**  Son  and  Holy  Spirit,  the  Word  and  Wifdom,  to  whom 
*'  Angels  are  fubje^fb  and  minifter. "  As  if  he  Ihould have  faid  :  The  Father  of  all  had  no  need  of  Minifters  to 

make  the  Creature,  not  Angels,  or  other  inferior  Powers 
diftinfl  from  his  Nature  and  EflTence  (as  you  Heretics 
raihly  and  impioufly  imagine).  Abundantly  fufficient  for 
thisand  every  Thing  elfe  is  his  own  Off-fpring,  who  is 
from  him,  and  in  him,  the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit,  Beings  fo 
far  from  a  fervile  Condition,  that  every  Creature,  even  the 
Angels  themfelves,  are  fubjeft  to  them,  ferve  and  obey 
them.  Strange  Arimlfm  indeed !  However,  for  the  clearer 
Explication  of  this  Matter,  take  a  few  more  Citations  of 

this  Father.    *  "  All  Thingi  were  made  by  him,  and  jptth^ 

.*p.  334.  »  p.  114. 
3L  z  tftf 
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"  om  hm  Tvas  nothing  made.  Here  is  no  Exception,  but 
*'  the  Father  made  all  Things  by  him,  whether  vifible  or 
*'  invifible,  fenfible  or  intelle(5lual.  Temporal  for  a  certain 
"  purpofe,  or  Eternal :  He  made  all  thefe  Things;  not  by 
*'  Angels,  or  Powers  different  from  his  Mind,  for  the 
"  God  of  all  Things  wants  nothing,  but  by  his  Word  and 
*'  Spirit,  making,  difpofing,  governing  all  Things,  and 
*'  giving  Being  to  them. "  The  fame  Doftrine  he  delivers 
in  another  place  :  '  "  There  is  only  one  God  the  Creator, 
*'  who  is  above  all  Principality,  and  Power,  and  Domini- 
"  on,  and  Dignity.  He  is  the  Father,  the  God,  the 
«'  Creator,  the  Builder,  the  Maker,  that  made  thefe  Things 
"  by  himfelf,  /.  e.  v/ho  made  the  Heaven,  the  Earth,  the 
<'  Seas,  and  all  that  in  them  is  by  his  Son  and  Holy  Spi- 

*'  rit."  Again,  in  a  place  parallel  to  this  he  fays:  "•  "  The 
"  Angels  thin  did  not  make,  did  not  form  us ;  they  could 
"  not  make  the  Image  of  God,  nor  any  but  the  Word 
"  of  God,  no  Power  diftind:  from  the  Father.  Nor  did 
*'  the  Father  ftand  in  need  of  them  to  make  what  he  had 

**  before  defigned,  as  if  he  had  not  Hands  of  his  own, 
*«  He  has  always  with  him  the  Word  and  Wifdom,  the 
"  Son  and  Spii-it,  by  whom,  and  in  whom  he  freely  made 
"  all  Things,  and  to  whom  he  fpeaks,  faying,  Let  us  make 
*'  J\4an  after  oitr  Image  and  Similitude  \  he  taking  from 
*'  himfelf  the  Subftance  of  the  Creatures,  the  Copy  of  the 
"  Things  made,  and  the  Figure  of  the  Ornaments  of  the 
«  World."  In  thefe  places  he  afferts  that  Identity  of 
Eflence  of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit  (which  he 
calls  Wifdom^  as  alfo  Theophilus  Antiochenm,  &c.  doth)  as 

is  confiftent  with  a  Diftin<5lion  of  Perfins  •*  ;  fo  as  to  fay 
that  the  Father  creating  all  Things  by  the  Son  and  Spirit, 
created  them  by  himfelf.     From  all  this  it  is  manifeft  St. 

*  p.  214.  '  p-  3*^9.  *Dr.  Whithy  is -very  unfortunate  in  his 
Note  upon  this  place.  He  iays,  "  Iren&us  has  nothing  concerning  the 
"  Diftinftion  of  Perfons,  (the  mention  of  this  is  fuffcient).  And  that 
"  the  word  Yerfonct  is  only  once  found  in  his  Works. "  'But  if  the 
fame  learned  Man  pleafes  only  to  confuli,  p.  11^.  of  his  own  Book,  he 

will  find  a  Fajfage  "cited  from  Irenxus,  in  n^hich  there  is  not  only  the 
Tioord  Perfona  a  fefoml  time,  but  a  Dijlinciion  of  ferfons  implied. 
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Iremm  was  Tar  from  Arimljm,  and  was  altogether  of  the 
fame  Opinion  with  the  Nicene  Fathers. 

8.  What  the  Author  of  the  Irenicum^  Sandim,  and  others 

lay  of  this  Father,  namely,  that  he  held  that  the  Son  of 
God,  as  God,  knew  not  the  Dav  and  Hour  of  the  laft 

Judgment,  is  a  fenfelefs  Cavil.  For  thus  he  writes :  '  "  If 
any  one  ask  why,  the  Father  communicating  himfelf  to 
the  Son  in  all  Things,  our  Lord  fays,  that  He  alone 

knows  the  Hour  and  the  Day,  he  can't  find  a  more  fit,  a 
more  decent,  or  lefs  dangerous  Reafon  at  prefent  than 
this,  that,  fince  our  Lord  is  the  only  veracious  Teacher, 
we  may  learn  by  him  that  the  Father  is  above  all.  For 
the  Father,  faith  he,  is  greater  than  I ;  and  the  Father  is 
therefore  preferred  for  his  Knowledge,  by  our  Lord,  to 
iliew  us,  that  as  we  are  in  the  Figure  of  this  World,  we 
(hould  leave  perfed  Knowledge,  and  fuch  Queftions  as 
thefe  to  God,  left  perhaps  feeking  to  find  out  the  Per^ 
feiSionof  the  Father,  we  run  the  great  hazard  of  being 
brought  to  enquire,  whether  there  be  not  one  God 

above  another. "  I  confefs,  the  Words  at  firft  fight 
feem  to- attribute  Ignorance  to  the  Son  of  God,  as  he  is 
mofl:  properly  God ;  bur  if  thefe  Sophifts  had  been  at  lei- 
fure  to  have  read  the  whole  Chapter,  they  would  have 
found  the  meaning  of  the  Father  to  be  quite  otherwife. 
For  thus  he  has  wrote  concerning  our  Lord  Chrift  a  little 

before  thefe  words :  *  "  Though  the  Spirit  of  our  Savi- 
''  our,  which  is  in  him,  fearches  all  Things,  even  the 
^'  Heights  of  God,  yet  v/ith  refped  to  us,  there  are  Di- 
*'  vifions  of  Graces,  of  Minifters,  and  of  Operations  i 
*'  and  as  we  upon  Earth,  as  St.  Paulf^hh,  Know  in  party 
*'  and  Prophecy  in  part;  fo  we  fhould  leave  the  Knowledge 
"  of  all  Queftions  to  him,  who  gives  us  Grace  in  part.  " 
By  the  Spirit  of  our  Saviour,  muft  be  under  ftood  his  Di- 

*  p.  207.  *■  Br.  Whitby  y^jy^  the  Sprit  here  meayis,  not  the  Di- 
vine Nature  of  Chrift,  but  the  Spirit  of  God,  tohich  was  in  him,  md 

affirms  that  [learchcs  all  Things]  is  to  be  tinderjiood  in  a  popular,  not  a 
firici  Senfe  ;  not  ail  univerftlly,  bat  all  that  is  needful,  concealing  from 

his  Reader  what  follows,  namely,  the  Oppofition  made  beiw:en  our  Know- 

ledge, which  is  partial,  and  our  Lord's,  which  is  perfect. 
L  X  vine 
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vine  Nature.     For  fo  he,  as  well  as  others  by  me  noted 
before,  call  the  Godhead.     "  '  If  he  was  not  a  Man,  but 
**  only  appeared  to  be  fo,  then  neither  was  the  Spirit  of 
"  God,  which  he  was,  real,  firm,  and  ftable.  ".     And  a 
little  after :  "  In  a  word,  the  Word  of  the  Father,  and 
*'  the  Spirit  of  God,  united  to  the  antient  Subftance  of  the 

*'  Formation  ofu4dam,  made  a  living  and  perfed  Man.  " 
It  is  therefore  plain  that  Irenam  attributed  Ignorance  to  the 
Man  Chnft,  but  a  perfed  Omnifcience  to  the  Spirit,  or 
his  Divinity.     Nor  will  it  feem  abfurd  to  any  fober  Man* 
that  the  Divine  Wifdom  imprefTed  its  Effects  upon  the 
Humane  Mind  of  Chrift,  as  the  times  called  for  it,  that 

Chrin:,  as  Man,  increajedin  Wifdom^  and  confequently  in 
the  time  of  his  Mi  (Hon,  in  which  he  had  no  need  of  that 

Knowledge,  might  be  ignorant  of  the  Day  of  Judgment, 
though  the  Papifis  gready  inveigh  againft  the  Reformed 
for  this  Opinion,  and  amongft  them  Feuardentms  efpecial*- 

ly  ̂,  a  bitter  foul-mouth'd  Perfon,  who  fays,  that  we,  the 
latter  Gnojlics  don't  diifer  at  all  from  the  Antient,  and  calls 
us  a  Generation  of  P^ipers.     But  to  return  to  Iren^HS-^  it  is 
certain  that  Holy  Dodor  does  every  where  elfe  fo  fpeak  of 
the  Son  of  God,  as  of  a  Son,  who  perfedly  knew  both 
the  Nature  and  Will  of  his  Father.     I  add,  that  the  fame 

Jren£Hs  does  every  where  accufe  the  Gnoflks  ot  Impiety, 
for  making  the  Wifdom  and  Only-begotten  of  the  Father 
fubjeft  to  Ignorance.    His  Words  concerning  the  Wifdom 
are  more  efpecially  clear  :  "  How  ̂   is  it  not  vain  that  they 
*«  fay  his  Wifdom  is  in  Ignorance,  Inferiority  and  Paffi- 
"  on  ?  Thefe  Things  are  different  from,  nay,  contrary  to 
*'  Wifdom,  and  not  Properties  of  it.     For  where  there  is 
*'  an  Ignorance,  or  Negled  of  that  which  is  good,  there 
"  Wifdom  is  not.     Let  them  not  call  the  iEon  that  fuf- 
"  fered,  Wifdom,  but  either  omit  his  Name,  or  his  Paf- 

"  fion.  "     Is  there  any  one  can  believe  Irenans  would  ob- 
jeft  to  the  Heretics  the  making  their  fiftitious  Wifdom 
liable  to  Ignorance,  when  he  imputed  the  fame  Imperfecti- 

on to  the  real  Wifdom,  the  Son  of  God  \   Befides,  we 

»  Lib.  ;■.  c.  I.         »  In  locum.        3  p.  i8o, 

have 



the  NiCENE  Faith.  i^i 

have  heard  Iremus  fay,  that  the  immenfe  Father  is  meafu- 
red  in  the  Son,  that  the  Son  contains  and  comprehends 
the  Father.  Is  it  credible  the  Perfon  who  wrote  this, 

fhould  fay  the  Son  is  ignorant  of  any  Part  of  the  Father's 
Will  ?  Laftly,  He  rejedls  the  Words  of  the  fame  Irem- 

us aforecited,  who  has  fo  much  as  a  doubt  in  the  Cafe 

before  us.  For  there  making  a  Comparifon  between  the 
Son  of  God  and  Man,  he  oppofes  the  Omnifcience,  which 

the  Vaknt'miani  impioufly  arrogated  to  themfelves,  with 
this  A)  gument :  That  no  Man,  no  Creature  was  equal  to, 

or  like  his  JUaher,  or  did  always  co~exiJi  with  God,  as  his 
mvn  Son  did.  It  is  certain  therefore  that  Iren<ms  granted 
the  moft  abfolute  Omnifcience  to  the  proper  Son  of  God, 
as  being  equal  to  him,  and  always  exifting  with  him. 

p.  But  Irenttus  is  accus'd  by  Sandius  and  his  Friends ; 
fbr  never  mentioning  the  Divinity  of  the  Holy  Spirit. 
I  have  therefore  thought  it  proper  to  vindicate  him  by 
the  bye;  I  will  then  briefly  fhew.  (  i.)  That  Irenms 
Believed  the  Holy  Spirit  to  be  a  Perfon  diftind  from  the 
Father  and  the  Son,  and  not  the  mere  Power  of  the  Fa- 

ther without  any  diftind  Sub{ift:nce.  (z.)  That  he 
believed  the  Holy  Spirit  to  be  a  Divine  Perfon,  of  the 
fame  Nature  and  Eflferice  with  the  Father.  The  former 

of  thcfe  two  Points  is  fufficiently  proved  (to  omit  many 

other)  from  thefe  Places:  '  Receiving  f  Teflimony  from  all 
that  he  is  truly  Man,  and  truly  God,  from  the  Father,  the 
Holy  Spirit,  Angels,  &c.  Where  it  is  clear  the  Father  is 
one  Witnefs,  the  Holy  Ghoft  another,  and  both  of  them 
different  from  the  Son,  to  whom  they  give  Teftimony. 
He  alludes  to  the  Baptifm  of  Chrifl,  where  all  the  three 

Perfons  of  the  Holy  Trinity  fhew'd  themfelves  difliindlly, 
the  Father  in  a  Voice  from  Heaven,  the  Son  in  humane 

Flefh,  and  the  Holy  Ghoft  in  the  Shape  of  a  Dove  de? 

'  P   33^-  t  ̂^'  Whitby  gives  us  the  former  Vart  of  this  Ci- 
tation in  his  oron  Words,  though  in  a  chfferent  CharaBer  ;  and  though 

pur  Blejfed  Lord  is  affirmed  by  Irenaeiis  to  he  vere  Deus,  truly  God,  he 
leaves  out  the  Word  true,  una  froceeds,  Obfervations  of  this  Kind  are 

every  where  to  be  met  ivith,  if  a  'Perfon  is  inclined  to  look  after  them ; 
ktit  as  the  Credit  of  fuch  a  Citer  will  never  affect  a  Cenife,  it  would 
be  loft  Labotir  to  enlarge  this  Vart  of  the  IVork, 

L  4  fcendin 
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fcending  upon  him.     A  little  after :   '  There  is  one  Godthe 
Father,   one  Son,   and  one  Holy  Spirit.      Thefe  neceiTarily 
m.ike  three  Perfons,   and  it  is  alfo  plain  Irenxm  calls  the 
Holy  Spirit  one,  in  the  fame  Senfe,  in  which  he  calls  the 
Son  one;    but  all  confefs  he  took  the  Son  to  be  one  di- 

fl:in(5l  Perfon.      The  cleareO:  Place  is  part  of  one  before 

cited  at  large.      ".For  tljere  is  always  prefent  with  him 
*'  [the  Father^  the  Word  and  Wifdom,  the  Son  andSpi- 

. "  rir,  by  whom,  and  in  whom,  he  made  all  Things  free- 
*'  ly,  to  whom  alfo  he  fpeaks,  faying.  Let  us  make  Man 

<'  after  our  own  Image  and  Similitude."      Obferve  :    The 
Son  and  Spirit  were  from  all  Eternity  with  the  Father, 
neither  of  them  was  the  Father,  .and  if  the  Father  in  thofc 

Wordsj  Let  us  maize  Man^    &c.  not  only  fpoke  to  the 
Son,  but  alfo  to  the  Holy  Spirit,   then  the  Holy  Spirit 
as  well  as  the  Son,  is  a  diftind:  Perfon  from  the  Father. 

Hence  have  we  a  plain  Argument  of  his  Divinity  alfo. 
For  he  is  faid  to  be  with  the  Father  and  Son,  from  Eter- 

,  nity  :  But  nothing,   at  leaft  according  to  Iren<zus  is  eter- 
nal, except  God.     Again,  he  is  joined  to  the  Father  and 

Son  in  the  Work  of  Creation :  But  the  Work  of  Crea- 

tion,   according  to  Irenms  and  all  fober  Men,    is  proper 
only  to  God.     For  he  fays,  in  a  Place  before  cited,  that 

he  who  makers  and  creates  others,  is  fo  dijiingHiJh' d  from  the 
Things  made  and  created,  as  that  he  is  uncreate,  eternal,  and 

felf-fuffcient ;    htit  they  have  a  beginning  of  Exijience,   are 
dijfoluhle,   dependent  upon  their  Creator,  fervile  and  fubjeSi. 
Upon  which  Account   he  concludes  in  the  fame  place, 
that  the  Son,  as  well  as  the  Father,  is  uncreate,  eternal,  and 

Lord  of  all,  becaufe  God  the  Father  by  his  Word,    or  Son 
created  all  Things.     But  the  Divinity  of  the  Holy  Ghoft 
is  elfewhere  alfo  clearly  declared  by  Iremeus.     So  in  a  Place 
aforecited,  the  Son  and  Holy  Spirit  are  therefore  faid  to  be 
the  Ojf spring  and  Imprefs  of  God  the  Father,  to  diftinguifh 
them  from  miniftring  Angels  created  by  the  Father,  Son, 
and   Holy  Ghoft,   and  for  that  Caufe  faid  to  be  fubjeft 

to  the  Son  and  Spirit,   their  Creator  as  well  as  the  Fa- 

ther. 
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ther.  ̂   That  Place  is  unexceptionable  in  which  the  Di- 
ftindion  is  made  between  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  that  Spi- 

rit with  which  uidam  was  animated,  in  as  much  as  the 

Holy  Spirit  was  holy,  uncreate.  Creator,  and  God  of 
all,  but  that  a  created  Spirit.  The  Place  is  well  worthy 

a  Recital  at  large  :  "  The  Spirit,  or  Breath  of  Life* 
"  which  made  Man  an  Animal,  is  one  Thing,  the  Spi- 
*'  rit  that  enlivens  him,  and  makes  him  fpiritual  is  ano- 
"  ther.  And  therefore  fays  Ifaiah  ;  Thus  fays  the  Lord 
*'  that  made  the  Heaven,  and  fajhionedit,  that  Jirengthened 
*'  the  Earth,  and  what  is  in  it,  7vho  gave  Breath  to  the 
"  Inh^ihitants  thereof,  and  Spirit  to  thofe  that  tread  upon 
*'  it.  Breath,  fays  he,  to  all  in  general  that  are  upon  it, 
<«  but  Spirit  properly  to  thofe  who  fubdue  their  Earthly 
*«  Concupifcence.  For  this  Reafon  Ifaiah  diftinguifhing 
"  thofe  Things  which  are  foretold,  lays.  The  Spirit  fjall go 
*'  out  from  me,  and  I  have  made  every  Thing  that  breaths, 
"  accounting  that  Spirit  properly,  which  is  in  God,  and 
"  which  in  the  laft  Times  by  the  Adoption  of  Sons 
"  he  poured  upon  Mankind,  but  fhewing  the  Breath  in 
*'  general,  in  the  Creation.  For  that  which  was  made 
**  is  different  from  that  which  made  it.  The  Breath  is 

*'  temporal,  the  Spirit  eternal."  ̂   Nor  do  we  here  re- 
gard the  odd  Interpretation  of  thefe  two  Texts,  for  we 

don't  confult  Iren<^ut,  as  the  beft  Interpreter  of  Scriprure; 
but  as  a  Witnefs  of  Apoftolical  Tradition,  and  worthy 
to  be  believed  in  a  primary  Article  of  Chriftian  Faith. 
Nor  do  we  now  enquire  how  ftrongly  he  proves  the 

Catholic  Dodrine  {'though  he  is  generally  liked  in  this Part  alfo)  but  what  he  efteems  fo.  Here  then,  Irenntus 

calls  the  Holy  Spirit  God  and  Creator.  For  (as  Vetanjim 
has  well  obferved)  for  the  Spirit  in  Deo  deputarh  or  in 
Greek^^  I*  ©e^  or  «f  ®ih  \oyii^idui,  is  the  fame  as  to  be 
thought,  accounted,  or  efteemed  God.  So  when  he  im- 

mediately adds,    ̂     fhewing  the  Breath  in  general  in  the 
'  p.  4J-0.  *  Tertullian  to  the  fame  Purpo/e,  Lib.  2.  adv.  Marci- 

on  c.  4.  i  JVe  have  the  Greek  in  Damafcene  thus  :  Ranging  the 
Spirit  as  properly  God,  but  the  Breathwith  the  Creature  in  general, 
and  pronouncing  that  it  is  made.  fVhich  lajl  F/ords  confirm  the  learn- 
ed  BullV  Explieativn, Creation^ 
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Creation,  he  fays,  it  is  the  fame  as  a  Creature.  Then  he 
sfferts  plflinly  that  ivhich  is  madcy  i,  e.  the  Bieath  is  dif- 

ferent from  him  that  mad£  it,  that  this  is  eternal,  that  tempo- 
ral. The  Holy  Spirit  then,  according  to  Iremns,  is  not 

a  Creature,  fomething  made,  but  God  proceeding  from 
God,  the  Creator,  and  Eternal. 

Dr.  G  R  A  B  E'x  Annotations, 

1^  E  S I D  E  S  thefe  PaflTages  cited  by  the  right  reverend 
^  j  Author,  there  are  others  in  which  he  is  called  God 

hy  Irenam  (p.  45.;  and  the  objed  of  Worfliip.  (p.  215./ 
is  (aid  to  have  two  Natures,  3  Divine  and  Humane  uni- 

ted, and  that  this  was  neceflary  (p.  247,  and  248).  See 
more  Paffages  relating  to  his  Deity,  (p,  257.  p.  5(^3. 
421./'.  42^.  425.  249.  ̂ 01.  p.  241)  and  proving  the 
fame  from  his  giving  Remiflion  of  Sins,  having  Divine 

Perfeftions  attributed  to  him,  and  from  the  Word  [Goi'] 
"when  apply'd  to  him,  being  ufed  in  a  ftrift  and  proper Senfe. 

O/MELITO. 

1"^  O  Iren<ms,  I  add,  Melito^  an  Author  we  only  know 
from  '  Eufebim,  and  Jerow.e.  EufebtHs  has  given 

us  a  remarkable  Fragment  of  an  anonymous  Writer  againft 
•the  Herefy  of  Artemon,  mentioning  Aieltto  thus :  And 
'who  is  ignorant  of  the  Books  of  Irenaeus,  Melito,  &c.  ivhich 
preach  Chrifl,  God  and  Man  ?  There  is  fcarce  any  Thing 
of  Melito  s  left  befides  his  Titles,  one  of  which  -m^i  sk- 
ei&^aTB  ©e»  has  led  fome  Divines  into  a  miftake,  they  ha- 

ving interpreted  thefe  Words,  \of  the  incorporeal  God]  a 

Senfe  they  can't  bear,  according  to  the  Greeki  and  befides, a  Senfe  the  Author  never  intended  for  them,  as  Cotelerius 

has  learnedly  proved. 

2.  Omitting  this,  and  though  Melito's  Works  are  loft, 
we  have  fome  Fragments  which  fpeak  plainly  to  the  Point 

»  E.  H.  p.  ij-p.  Eook  f.  Ch.  28.  Catalog.  Saiptor.  Eccleil before 



the  NicENE  Faith.  15^ 

before  us.  '  AnaflafiHs  has  preferved  two  m^mUod^tts. 
There  the  Theodojians  and  Gaianites  cite  thefe  Words  from 

Melitos  Sermon  upon  the  Paflion  of  Chrift.     God  fuffer- 

ed  by  the  Hands  e/^^f  Ifraelites.     But  Anaflajlm  *  himfelf 
cites  thefe  excellent  Words  out  of  his  third  Sermon,  up- 

pn  the  Incarnation,  v/here  he  difputes  againft  the  Herefy 

of  Marcian^  who  deny'd  the  Humanity  of  Chrift.     «  So 
*«  that  there  is  no  Neceflity  to  prove  the  real  and  true 

««  Humane  Nature  of  Chrift's  Soul  and  Body,  from  his 
«  Adions  after  his  Baptifm.     For  what  was  done  after 
"  his  Baptifm,  efpeeially  his  Miracles,  did  manifeft  and 
<«  confirm  to  the  World,  the  Deity  of  Chrift  veiled  in 
««  the  Flefh.    The  fame  Perfon  being  perfed  God,   and 

-«'  perfeft  Man,  confirmed  to  us  both  thefe  Natures;  his 
*'  Godhead  by  the  Miracles  he  wrought  in  the  three  Years 
*«  after  his  Baptifm,  and  his  Manhood  in  the  thirty  Years 
«<  before  it,  in  which  the  Imperfedion  of  the  Fleih  con- 
<*  cealed  the  Tokens  of  his  Godhead,  although  he  was 

*<  true  God  eternally."     Thefe  Words  might  occafion 
what  I  before  cited  of  an  anonymous  Writer,  from  Eh- 

fehtus.     In  the  ̂   Pafchd  Chronicle  we  have  this  Citation 
from  Melito's  u4polog€tic,    <'  We  are  not  the  Worihipers 
<*  of  Stones  void  of  Senfe,  but  of  the  only  God,  who  is 
"  before  all,  and  over  all,  and  of  his  Chrift  who  is  truly 

<*  God  before  all  Ages."     I  can't  but  defire  the  Reader 
to  obferve  how  frivoloufly  .the  Author  of  a  Piece,   enti- 

tled \The  yndgment  of  the  Fathers  concerning  the  Trinity, 

Againfl  Dr.  Bull'f  Defence  of  the  Nicene  Creed']  accounts Mdito  amongft  thofe  who  oppofe  the  Trinity,  only  from 
the  Title  of  a  Book  Concerning  the  Creation  and  Generati- 

on of  Chrijf]  mentioned  by  Eufebins,     But  *  Vklejim  has 
Aifficiently  fpoke  to  this  Point. 

f  Anaftafii  Hodcgus,  c.  12.  p.  217.  *  C,  13.  p.  aj-8.  And  i6o'. 
'?  Ad.  ann.  Chrifti.  164,  arj  i6j,  *  p.  73,  ofths  Notes  upon  Eu- 
"ielius.  " 

C  H  A  P. 
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VI. 
Clemens  AlexandrinusV  TeJlmo7iy  cojiceming 

the  true  Divinity  of  the  So?i,  and  the  Gonfub- 
Jiantiality  of  the  Holy  Trinity, 

proceed  now  to  St.  Clement  of  Alexandria^  contem- 
porary of  Irendmsi  and  genuine  Difciple  of  the  fa- 

mous Pantcenm  (who  as  ̂   Photius  tells  us  from  others,  had 
thofe  Mafters  who  had  feen  the  Apoftles,  and  himfelf  had 

heard  fome  of  them).  Petavms  ̂   himfelf  confeffes,  that 
Clement  accommodated  his  Dodrine  concerning  the  Word 
and  Son  of  God  to  the  Opinion  of  Plato,  without  any 
Sufpicion  of  Error,  and  was  right  and  catholic  in  his 
Writings  of  the  Son  of  God.  Yet  in  the  fame  Breath 

{'that  none  of  the  Fathers  may  pafs  through  his  Hands 
without  a  Cenfure)  he  blames  him  for  fome  Things  Pla- 

tonic and  Avian  i  of  which  we  fhall.fpeak  in  their  proper. 

Place.  But  I  can't  enough  admire  Huetius,  a  learned  Man 
(if  we  may  conjedure  from  his  Writings)  and  a  Perfon  of 
great  Candor,  in  his  Origeniana  fhould  thus  anfwer  Bellarmine, 
who  defends  Origen,  from  the  Orthodoxy  of  his  M after 
Clement,  and  his  Scholars  DionjJtHS  Alexandrinus  and  Gre- 
gory  Thaumaturgm  :  "  Nothing  ̂   can  be  faid  more  difa- 
*'  greeable  to  a  Defence  of  Origen  than  this.  For  none  of 
"  the  three  were  found  in  the  Dodrine  of  the  Trinity. 
"  Clement  fo  diftinguifhes  the  Subflance  of  the  Father 
*'  from  the  Son,  that  he  makes  it  inferior.  Dionjfiui 
*'  Alexandrinus  fays  "*,  the  Son  is  made  by  the  Father,  and 
*'  unlike  him,  and  fpeaks  unbecomingly  of  the  Holy 
*'  Spirit,  according  to  Bajil-,  by  whom  alfo  Gregory  ThaH," 
"  maturgm  flands  correded  for  plainly  calling  the  Son  a  Crea- 

'  Cod.  u8.  p.  298.  *  Petav.  de  Trin.  Lib.  i   c.  4.  n.  i. 
3  Huetii.  Origen.  Lib,  2.  c.  a,  Queft.  2.  n.  lo.        4  Ep,  41. 

<^  turc/* 
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<«  ture.  "  Of  this  noble  Pair  of  Origen's  Difciples,  and  of 
Origen  himfelf  I  fhall  fpeak  hereafter  ;  of  Clement  Origen's 
Mafter  I  now  treat.  I've  turn'd  over  all  the  genuine  ex- 

tant Works  of  Clement  with  this  very  view,  to  know  his 
Opinion  in  the  Point  before  us ;  and  after  all  I  muft  fay, 
that  none  of  the  Catholic  Dodors  before  or  after  the  Ni- 

cern  Council  have  more  clearly,  exprefsly,  and  fignificant- 
ly  taught  the  true  Divinity  of  the  Son,  than  Clement, 

You  have  it  every  where  in  him.  Whence  RujJinHs  '  thus 
writ  concerning  him  :  *'  Clement  o£ Alexandria,  a  Presby- 
"  terand  Mafter  of  that  Church,  in  almoft  all  his  Books, 

"  makes  the  Glory  and  Eternity  of  the  Trinity  one  and 

«  the  fame."  We  will  feled  fome  Paflages  out  of  the 
great  Plenty  he  affords  us. 

2.  Not  far  from  the  beginning  of  the  Protrepticon,  or 
Admonition  to  the  Gentiles,  he  cites  that  noble  Paffage  of 

St.  Patil ;  ̂  The  Grace  of  God  which  bringeth  Salvation  hath 
appeared  to  all  Jlden,  teaching  us,  that  denying  ZJngodlinefs  and 
worldly  Lufis,  we pould  live  fiber ly,  righteoujlj,  and  Godly  in 
this  prefent  World,  expeEling  the  blejfed  Hope  and  Appearance 

of  the  Glory  of  the  great  God,  and  our  Saviour  'Jefus  Chriji  ; 
he  underftands,  by  tho.  great  God,  Jefus  Chrift,  and  adds 

thefe  very  elegant  Words :  ̂  This  is  the  new  Song,  the  Ap* 
pearance,  which  now  fliineth  forth  in  us,  though  the  Word  eX' 
ijied  in  the  beginning,  and  exifled  before.  The  Saviour  who 
exified  before,  has  appeared  of  late.  He  has  appeared  who  ex- 
ified  in  the  exifient  Being,  the  Word,  7vhich  was  with  God^ 

has  appeared  \our~\  Teacher,  by  whom  all  Things  were  made  : The  Word,  which  after  he  had  formed  us  gave  pts  Life,  in  the 
beginning,  has  taught  us  to  live  well,  having  appeared,  as  our 
Teacher,  that  as  God  he  might  befiow  upon  us  eternal  Life  here^ 
after.  Here  he  acknowledges  Jefus  Chrifl  our  Saviour 
Eternal,  viz.  exifting  in  the  beginning,  and  before,  Con- 
fubfiantial  with  the  Father,  viz..  being  in  the  exiftent  Be- 

ing, fubfifting  in  the  Effence  of  the  Father,  and  laflly 
God,  as  giving  both  this  and  the  other  Life.     In  the 

*  De  ac^ulteratione  Lib.  Origen.  *  Titus,  ch.  ii.  ji,  12,  13. 
S  Clem.  Alex,  Ed.  Leyden  1616.  p.  5-. 

fame 
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fame  Book,  he  exhorts  the  Gemiles  to  believe  In  the  Son, 

thus :  *  Believe,  O  Man-,  in  Man  and  God ;  believe^  O  Man, 
in  him  that  fujferedi  and  is  adored,  the  living  God ;  believe^ 

O  ye  Servants,  in  him  who  "was  dead  ',  believe,  all  Men,  in 

him  who  alone  is  the  God  of  all  Men,  Hervetus  ̂   according 
to  Cuftom  has  miferably  rendered  this  place.  Where  Cle- 
ment  not  only  pronounces  Chrift  to  be  Man,  but  God  al- 
fo,  the  living  God,  who  is  adored  (a  manifeft  Periphrafis 
of  God)  and  the  only  God  of  all  Men. 

3 .  But  what  can  be  more  magnificent  than  thofe  Words, 
which  we  read  in  the  fame  Book?  ̂   There  our  Saviour  is 

called.  The  Divine  Word,  moji  manifejilj  true  God,  who  wot 
made  equal  to  the  Lord  of  all  Things  :  For  he  was  his  Sony 
and  the  Word  was  in  God,  He  ufes  fuch  emphatical  Words, 
that  he  feems  to  have  endeavoured  with  all  his  Powen  to 

exprefs  fully  the  fupreme  Divinity  of  our  Saviour.  He 
calls  Chrift  the  Divine  Word,  the  true  God,  the  moft 

manifeft  true  God,  equal  to  God  the  Father,  and  that  for 

this  Reafon,  becaufe  he  is  the  Son  of  God,  genuinely  be- 
gotten of  him,  and  becaufe  he  is  the  Word  fublifting  in 

the  very  God.  Again,  after  he  had  faid  that  the  Great- 
nefs  of  the  Son  of  God  is  related  by  Ifaiah  in  thefe  Words; 

'^Wonderful  Counfelbr,  Mighty  God,  Eternal  Father,  Prince 

of  Peace']  :  He  quickly  adds,  *  O  great  God !  O  perfeB Son  I  The  Son  in  the  Father,  and  Father  in  the  Son,  Again, 

he  calls  the  Son  the  perfeU  Word,  '  begotten  of  the  perfeEl 
Father,  i.  e.  Son  in  every  Degree  of  Perfection,  anfwer- 
ing  to  the  Father,  of  whom  he  was  begotten.  The  whole 

place  is  worth  the  Reader's  Notice.  Afterwards  he  gives 
a  full  and  perfed  Confeffion  of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  thefe 

Words  :  ̂  There  is  one  Father  of  all  Things,  one  Word  of  all 
Things,  and  one  Holy  Spirit,  who  is  every  where,  Obferve, 

he  gives  every  Perion  of  the  Holy  Trinity  a  Divine  Pow- 

er which  pervades  all  Things,*  fo  that  thefirft  is  the  Fa* 
ther  of  all  Things,  the  fecond  the  Word  of  all,  and  the 
third  is  every  where,  and  in  all  Things.    Again,  he  fpeaka. 

»  p.  49.      *  Qui  fblus  eft  Deus  ex  omnibus  hominibus,     J  p.  /i. 
^  g'.  Co^        *  p.  69.        f  p.  76^ 
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thus  :  ̂  Bm  one  FtedAgogm  is  Jefrs  the  Holy  God,  the  TVord 
•which  infimUs  all  Mankind ;  the  God  who  lorves  Aim  is  onr 
Pedagogue, 

4.  Again,  he  is  wholly  engaged  in  proving  that  all  (the 

Abfolute)  Attributes  of  God  the  Father  are  common  to 
him  with  the  Son,  becaufe  of  the  comiijon  Divine  Namre 

of  both,  and  whatfocver  is  laid  of  the  Father  may  be  iaid 

of  the  Son.  The  whole  Chapter  very  well  defer  ves  read- 

ing, though  it  be  fufEcient  for  me  to  point  out  a  few- 
places.  He  thus  proves  that  Chrill  hates  no  Man,  would 

have  all  to  be  faved.  If  the  Word  hated  ̂   any  Thing,  he 
would  not  have  it  exifl ;  but  there  is  nothing,  to  which  God 

does  not  give  Exiflence  ',  therefore  nothing  is  looted  by  God,  nor 
hy  his  Word,  for  both  are  one,  namely^  God,  After  he  nas 
difcourfed  of  the  primary  Divine  Attributes,  Goodnefs 

and  Juftice,  largely  from  the  Scripture,  and  iliewn  tnac 
they  are  equally  agreeable  to  the  Father,  and  the  Son,  he 

concludes  thus  :  ̂  So  that  this  is  manifefily  true,  that  the  God 
of  all  Things  is  only  one,  is  Good,  JujU  the  Creator,  the  Son. 
in  the  Father,  to  whom  be  Glory  for  ever  and  ever,  Amen» 
Here  a  Reader  muft  be  ftupid,  who  needs  to  be  told,  thac 
he  muft  underftand,  the  Son  in,  and  with  the  Father,  is 

God  of  all  Things,  who  is  only  Good,  Juft,  and  the 
Creator,  to  whom  therefore  fliould  be  afcribed  eternal  Glo- 

ry. Again,  he  hath  thefe  very  magnificent  Words  of  the 

Son  :  "^  He  who  has  the  Word,  the  Almightj  God,  is  in  no- 
thing indigent,  obtains  every  Thing  he  wants  ',  for  the  Word  is 

a  never-failing  Pof[effion,  the  Author  of  all  Plenty,  Laftly, 
He  thus  prays  to  the  Son  of  God  with  the  Father  :  ̂  g^ 

■propitious  to  thy  Scholars,  O  Majier,  O  Father,  Charioteer  of 
Ifrael,  Son  and  Father,  both  one.  Lord.  And  a  little  after 

he  pours  forth  Praifes  to  the  mo  ft  Holy  Trinity  in  this 
Form  :  Let  us  give  Thanki  to  the  only  Father,  and  Son,  Son 
and  Father,  to  the  Son  the  Pedagogue  and  Teacher,  with  the 
Holy  Spirit.  All  to  one,  .hy  whom  are  all;  by  whom  all  are 
one,  by  whom  they  are  always ;  whofe  Members  all  are,  whofe 

is  the  Glory,  and  the  Angels  or  Ages,     All  Things  be  to  the 

.«  p.  81.       «p.  84.       3  p.  gp,       *p.  173.       s  p,  195-. GracioHSt 
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Gracious,  the  Good,  the  Wife,  and  the  Jufi,  to  whom  be  Glory 
wow  and  for  ever.  Amen.  He  is  Blind  at  Mid-day,  that 
does  not  clearly  fee,  in  this  Doxology,  a  full  and  perfed 
Confeffion  of  the  confubftantial  Trinity,  of  the  one  God 
fubfifting  in  the  three  Perfons,  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
ijhoft. 

5.  But  that  I  may  not  feem  wholly  to  negled  the 
Stromata,  I  will  produce  a  place  or  two  from  them.  In 

the  /\th  Book)  St.  Clement  thus  fpeaks  of  Chrift  :  So  '  the 
Lord  draws  near  to  the  Jufl,  and  k^ows  our  Thoughts  and 

Reajonings.  I  mean  the  Lord  Jefus,  by  the  Almighty  "^  Willy 
the  fearcher  or  beholder  of  our  Hearts,  The  Words  need  no 
Comment,  Again,  he  illuftrates  the  Omniprefence,  and 
univerfal  Providence  of  the  Word,  or  Son  of  God  by  this 

very  appofite  and  elegant  Similitude  :  *  As  the  Sun  not  only 
enlightens  the  Heaven  and  the  whole  World,  pining  upon  the 

Earth  and  the  Seas,  but  alfo  throws  his  Ray  through  the  Win- 
dows, andfmall  Holes  into  the  mofi  fecret  Parts  of  the  Houfe  ; 

fi  the  Word,  every  where  diffufed,  beholds  the  mofi  minute 
AUwns  of  Life*  I  might  produce  many  more  places,  if  it 
would  be  of  any  ufe  to  thofe  who  are  convinced  by  the 
afore- cited,  and  to  thofe  who  are  not,  none  will. 

(S".  Let  us  fee  now,  what  Petavius  and  the  other  rigid 
Cenfors  of  the  Holy  Fathers  have  againft  thefe  clear  and 
exprefs  Paffages,  to  prove  St.  Clement  any  way  inclined  to 

the  Arians,  ^  Petavius  objeds  to  him  a  place  of  the  7th 
Stromata,  where  he  thus  writes  concerning  the  Son  of  God : 

*  The  mofi  perfeEl,  the  mofi  Holy,  the  greatefi  in  Authority » 

*  P-  377-  *  ̂'*-  Whitby,  Br.  Clark,  ̂ c.  are  fond  of  et  Criticfm 
upon  our  Author  s  Verfion  (by  his  Almighty  Will)  and  affirm  that  the 

H-'ori  [hisj  is  not  in  the  Original.  It  is  'very  true :  But  this  Etiiptic 
Way  of  M-^riting,  or  this  Liberty  of  tranflating  is  frequent,  and  whoever 
wiii  he  at  the  pai/u,  will  find  it  more  than  once  in  the  learned  JDoSors 

T)ifciuif'tions.  Suppofe  our  Author  to  have  wrote  {by  the  Almighty' 
Will)  does  this  make  any  Thing  for  the  Arian  Caufe  ?  No.  For  Clement 

affirms  the  Son  to  be  "TravloK^ttTaf,  as  well  as  the  Father,  Ahnighty. 
See  p.  175.  vphere  he  calls  him  rov  TnLyloK^dit^  Stof  KoyBV.  This 

Criticifm  therefore  is  a  mere  begging  the  ̂ ueftion,  unlefs  the  Son,  tho* 
•7mv']oK?'J.'7t»§,  can't  have  @i\tllJi.{t  'zreti^oK^a.TD^tKov.  *  p.  /ii. 
^  DeTrin.  lib.  i.e.  4.  n.  i.  p.  702.        ♦  p.  yo^. 


