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@ H AT terrour {eized me,when
X [ firft read the advertifement
and title of your Pamphlet! 1
had almoft faid,

The charge of grofs mifreprefentations of fas?
made me dread my fate, and fear lealt my
paflion for the civil and religious liberties of
mankind had drawn me into fome miftakes,
contrary to the truth of hiftory, But I foon

A 2 found
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found that your title page was the worft 1
had ro fear; and notwithitancing the fevere
reproaches thrown on me my panick {oon
left me, and to my pleaiure I faw 1 had
to do with an 1mpotent, though angry ad-
verfary.

Youare 1 think exceeding unhappy m
the beginning and end of your performance.
You fer out with a charge, which 1 am
fure is not true, and conclude with fome-
thing that looks exceedingly like a curle s
and out of the fane chinifeian difpofition and
{weetnais c;. Lﬁ.:*;z.ﬂr, you mform your rea-
det that I have 7 2710l :Eff@c’ffffd biflory s

diforiijzd axd o sipir .:.f m cleitt GUIDOYS 5 ;mm’
ouf whe! 1k the: rG t il fupported s dwel
77 &var) 2:idisns € ﬂ:’:ﬁnfﬁ‘, and drop or
[upprefs whar migos ,‘I‘E it i @ proper light s
that s ny & G151 15 10 J‘f..a{r*u i t'mr‘ﬁau Girt, p. 2.
that I air a crocedilz, who firgh &ill o man and
then weep ¢ver Diny that Igive foraps of qus-
2aiions 5 1oat ""H;f"""?}’ cffemblies aTe Bt
tfeared ie rapccur o F Wy peity P. 3. z‘ba:;‘ iy
COTiiT: Euf 35 LOricniolisy, P15, 1hat Ly T !IE’MHMS
are ixidicns, p. 18. tai 1 oam deftitnte of

;.-155:,::*:), D. 20. {l4f 2 tuns are illnatired,
D.21. (bt I au f.,l'";’ifi' f?ffﬁf*! jf ICI! P22,
thai I am j5t afiamed with the viruiency 6f my
pen Z'OE:EI tne nosle Er';.;r;’;.-r _’3' fr /.’? [erinre,
| A o
p. 26. I:,rtfgrr;. j aouje @y readsrs, p. 28.
that I mix fifisn and partia’izy, p. 50. thal
zeither (it 1;.u, forziiv can be €X m‘m’ﬁmﬂ
me, P. 50, {4 Fam arrised ro J,C;'::g ai1 [iigi!
#md.g-:f e d ’::.j ;f fﬁ.-ff"f??::j {1501 f r 7!.?9_/’} ﬂb"
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that I have not a [park of ingenuity, er real
fenfe of bonour, g 61. and finally in a pro-
phetick manner, that zbe memory of the juft
[Laud] will be bleffed, when the name of the
wicked [Chandler} /ball rot. 1 could not
hel) putting together thefe Ecclefiattical
flowers, which you have prefented to the
world, asa {pecimen of your good manners
and charity 5 and though when I firft heard
of your intentions to animadvert upon my
mtroduction, [expected a treatment worthy
your charatter as a {cholar and divine, yet
as 1 have been difappointed in both thefe re-
{pects, you muft pardon me if I treat you
without ceremony, and pay the lefs com-
plement to your profeffion and title, To
begin then,

You tell your reader, 2hat *is plainlyp. 1.
Mr. C's defign, under the odious name of per-
fectition, to decry and vilify all legal Eftablifh-
ments of Religion. But did Mr. C. ever tell
you fo? or were you ever in the infide of
his heart 2 If not, you fhould not have be-
aun with an affertion that Mr. C. knows,
s in his power to convince, I will not fay
you, but all the equitable part of mankind
of the untruth of. I have indeed written
againft perfecution. But doth this vilify all
legal eftablifbments? Are then all legal efta-
blithments 1nfeparably attended with per-
Jecution? It not, my writing againft the
latter 1s no proof that my intention was to
vility the former, I have alfo very freely
c:nfured all ecclefiaftical tyranny, and de-

clared 2 gainit fetting up the priefts as Lords

of
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- the heritage, and making them kings
In the rcom of theSon of God ; becaufe
whenever they have had their deﬁred power,
their lwcruwe hath been, Up Ifrael to 1be
77EY 5 . and. cheir practice, to execute punifbment
1j oiz te peaple, 10 bind their Kings with chains,
aisd their nobles with [etters of iron. Againit
fuch tyrannical proceedings, agamf’c fuch
imperious priefts, I will ever proteft, whilft
I have a pen to write, and liberty to declare
my fentiments, But what is there m all this
to vilify all legal Eftablithments? Point out

a ﬁnr‘rle p'{fw age of my introdultion from
vhence this can be juftly inferred, as you
ould not be efteem’d a falfe accufer. If

an LLaD iinment was made upon my good

Lord of Lo#dew’s foundation *, upon {uch 4
Fxca ccrtain vhzﬁ?rﬂz rule of faith and pralice,
ar coald o2 embraced by ail demominaiions of
Ckrifiians 5 T know not a fingle diffenter In
£ ;—*;fﬂ rhat would be acmm{l ity and that
juchan i IIII}mLHEIQPTdCEIC 2ble his Lord-
il.ip hats abundantly demonftrated, and ac-
v 1aid down the very rule Itlclf a rule
Ve, He tells us, tl,e feveral denominations
cr Chrizians doadiualiy agree in,  Now the
NELTET ANy f:uab]lﬂhﬂcn[ comes to this, it
cemes nearer to periecuon, and was fuch a
N cf‘ “lithment to take place, ro rea-
{oi:ble nen would refule to enter into ir.
s othat vour two onlervations in favour of
b b ments fhell remain in their {ull
% ceciaily as 1 fhadl leave you in pol-

{effion
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feflion of fcarce any thing elle, befides
your reproaches, throughout your whole
pamphlet.

After this you prepare your reader, by
many invectives againft me, to expect a full
triumph over me, and tell him, you doxbsp. 4.
#ot to convince every equitable reader, that
whatever opinion we are to entertain of Mr.Cs
abilities, it muft be with great abatement ir
point of candour and ingenuity.

To the firft inftance I appeal, who hath
moft. 1 fay Bithop Alexander was offended
at the novelty of the expreflions of Arius,
and not able to bear fuch anoppofition from
one of his presbyters to his own principles.
The firft of thefe aflertions you qualify,
the latter youdeny. Asto the firlt, I did
not fay, 1t was merely the novelty of the
phrafe, asyou put it, that gave offence,
and {o far your obfervation is impertinent ;
but only that the novelty did ; which I need
not prove, fince you have not oppoled it. As
to tne latter, you fay, it is an addition of
smine 0wty witliont any grounds in the Hiflo-Pr % 5
rians s Gud that they no where teil us that be
was of an Digh [pirit, and im aliciit of con-
tradiciion. Buat whether this be an addition
of mine or not, without any grounds, let
the following paflage decide: *¢ A certain
‘“ presbyter who had ingratiated himfe!f
¢ with Conftantia, told her {reely and com-
““ plamed that Arizs was unjufily banifhdd,
‘“ and excommunicated through the hatred
“ and private enmity of Alexander; for
€¢ that he was moved with envy againft hira

¢ {or
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‘¢ for his great reputation amongft the peo-
“ ple ®3”” anevident intimation 1 of his high
fpirit and impatience of contradiction. 1
muft however own to you that this presby-
ter 1s {aid to be a favourer of Arius 3 but as
the terms Arian and Liar, Orthodoxy and
Truth, are not always equivalent, you muft
excule me from believing, like yourfelf,
always on one fide ; and efpecially from re-
jecting the evidence of this presbyter, who

appears to have been a man of reputation
and virtue, by the honour he had of Con-
flaztia’s ﬁ'iendﬂ]ip and confidence. A far-

ther proof of this prelate’s imperioufnefs and_
impatience of contradiction is this, that af-
ter he had heard the difpute between Arius
and others, in the council he collefted for
this purpofe, and agreed kimfelf to the doc-
trine of the Coaﬁrizﬁmrr ality, he commands
Arius to be of the fame mmd +. This 15
imperioufnefs with a vengeance. Bat becaufe
Arius could not, the Bifhop immediately
excommunicates him  Would you have a

fuller proof of his impatience of contra-
diction ?

* HeesluleGr 718 — evaponsiacd]o weos authy
ru ral:usugilo, pi Jizszers Ageiov Ty wedletd'a
CUyEr D1t c3opoy ras sd1as ey Jegs enfAn-
JIVTL TALH A};#;:zIPJ‘rz———ﬂuJ\ox.Ipuv'rm Vaps CHy
TLL2 To TS 0p@y auToy ¢{uAojumigey. Sozom.
D 434. Edit. Mogunt.

T Top Agesy ousiws cesvery cyueAiuge.  S0ZOM. P.
ﬁh;‘
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[ thould now have difmiffed this article,
but only that I am willing to fet you right
in a paflage of Sozomen, which you have
miftaken. You fay the hiftorians tell us,

that Arius bad been excommunicated for fiding p. 4

with the Melttian fadtion before Alexander
came 10 the See. But Sozomen, whom you cite
for this, doth not fay fo. His account i3
this; that Arius had once fided with the M-
litian party, but that he afterwards forfook
it, and was ordained Deacon by Peter Bi-

fhop of Alexandria sy and that he was ex-
communicated by Peter, not for {iding with
the Melirians, but for reproving Peter upon

account of his excommunicating the Meliti-
ans, and rejecting theirbaptifm. Now it is no
confequence that becaufe 2 perfon difap-
proves of methods of feverity towards others,.
that therefore he fides with them. Arius
could not then be one of them, becaufe he
had actually left them, and was a Deacon
in the Alexandrian church, from which
Melitius with his followers had divided,
Whether or no Arius was of a turbulent
{pirit, asyou reprefent him, I leave others
to judge. Ithink Alexander at leaft as cri-
minal in this refpect as he, efpecially as he
excommunicated him, and all the clergy
who were of his opinion ; and wrote letters
to the Bifhops every where not to commus
nicate with thofe who favoured him, though
many of them were venerable for the appa-

rent fanétity of their lives.® Hence, fays
B |  the

* Sozom. p. 427.
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the hiftorian, they grew more eager and warm
¢i both fides, and tbe contention, as ufual, be-
came greater.™ In the written confeffion
which Arixs afterwards delivered to Conflan-
tine, 1 am fure he {peaks like a lover of
peace ; for after giving an account of his
aith he fays: Therefore we befeech your
Piety, wat fince we hold the faith of the
Church and the Holy Scriptures, we may
be again united to our Mother the Church ;
that controverfies being taken away, and the
winzceffary difintes which arife from them,
we and the church may be at peace with each
sther.  As to his oppofing the Bilhop out of
revenge for his difippointment, at not be-
ing promaoted to the fee of dlexandria, 1 fee
1 authority forit but Theoderit, who ap-,
pears to be an enemy to rjus, and there-
fore as incompetent a witnefs againft Ariys,
as you think an Arian againft one that is
Orthodsx. The account of Socrates is quite
difrerent, and much more probable ; who
tells us+, that Arizs’s oppofition to the
Bithop was occafioned, by his apprehending
that the Bithop taught the opinion of Sabel-
Lius. Couflaitine allo 1n his letter to Alex-
ander and Arins dates the rife of the con-
troverly from Alexander’s making inquifi-
tion into his prefbyters {entiments in im-
perunent gueftions ; and to Arius’s 1mpru-
dently {peaking of things he ought never to
have thought of . Now whether Theodorit’s

fingle

* Sozom. p. 483. t Socrat. p. 9,
| Eufeb. Vit. Confiant. L 2, ¢, 69.
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fingle teftimony is to be preferred to the
account given by Socrates and the Empe-
ror, I {ubmit to every impartial perfon to
determune.

The next fault you find with me is, thatp. s.
I have not tranflated right-the words ae
3:O aet i@, To which all I have to an-
{wer is, that the words will bear my tran-
flation as well as yours, and your tranfla-
tion and mine agree in fence 3 for if God is
always, and a Son always, then it 1s true,
that God is ever God and ever a Sony and I
doubt not but you allow it to be found di-
vinity to fay, that God is ever a Father and
ever a Son. But 1 will not contend with
you about this.

As to the explications you give about,
" avapyoy yereaty and apswrepame, and fuch
like hard words, I havelittle concern about
them ; and fhall only fay, that if you can
give any real fenfe of ayewnroyeme, wnbegos-
tenly begoiten, or ungeneratedly generated, 1. e.
begosten and not begotten, generated and not
generated,

Eris mihi magnus Apollo.

It dlexander ufed thele words 20 guard a-
gainft mifiakes, he took ‘In my opinion a
very wrong method. For how miftakes can
be guarded againft by nonfenfe and contra-
diction, 1s much above my poor compre-
henfion.

But when you add that wharever might bey, 3.
Alexander’s meaning in a particular expreffion,

B2 ir
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£f was not for aijaptreving 1t that Arius. was
cenfured 5 1 muit tell you that Arius exprelly
{ays the contrary in his letter to Eufebius of
Nicomedia. Thefe are his words, * I muft
put you 11 mind that the Bifbop greatly worries
and perfecutes us, Gud moves every Weapon a-
gaiift us 5 fo that be bath terfecuted us out of
the city as Atheiffs, bc’mﬂj} we dont agree with
bim, wheir be ﬁz_w in publick amongft o-
ther things ayzrm7eyevns unbegottenly begotten.
You Sir may refufe for all that I know this
evidence, though I confels I am fo unfortu-
nate, asnot to believe that every thing Arius
fays is falfe, and every thing Alexander af-
firms Is true.

Your next remark 1s upon the {enfe of the
words pzailzvesa ¢ueis, a middle nature, as I
rendered them: You fay theBithopcouldonly
mean, a diftinét Hypoftafis or Perfon from
the Father. But I think this could not
pofiibly be his meaning. The whole pai-
fage runs thus: ¢ The unfkilful fay, that
< one of thefe two things mult be, either
¢¢ thar the Son is out of nothing, or elfe
< that there are two unbegotten things or
et prmcmleq- being ignorant what a vaft
¢¢ difference rhere 1s betwfee'l the unbegotten
<« Father, and the things created by him
< out of ncthing, both rational and irra-

“¢ tional ;

* OTt usyodse ruds sAwops el net sAdILE A

2 Hdro® e pol dUey ¢ Emﬂw@-, &¢ T
GTAL PURL SR TNG GEASE @S dLISPLTES e
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¢¢ tional ; between both which, wiz. God
¢¢ and his creatures, i1s the only begotten
¢¢ pature.* The argument is this, that it
doth not follow either that the Son 1s out
of nothing, or unbegotten, becaufe the Son
1s a middle nature between the unbegotten
Father and the things produced by him out
of nothing. This is fomething like fenfe,
whereas if we tranflate it In your way it
will appear otherwife, and run thus: The
only begotten perfon 1s a middle perfon
between the perfon of the unbegotten Fa-
ther, and the perfon of things created by
him out of nothing. It 1s not therefore fo
very extraordinary that I fhould mention
this as an inftance of the Bifhop’s agreement
with Arius 3 becaufe it Arius faid, what you
cannot difprove, that the Son was neither
a part of God, nor out of any other thing
that did exift, it muft follow that Ariys
thought what Alexander affirmed, that the
only begotten nature of the Son was 2 mid-
dle nature, between the unbegotien God,
and the things produced by him out of
nothing,

Thus we have difmifled the article rela-
ting to the Bithop. Now for his prefbyter.
And as to him, with your ufual impartialiy,

_ 10
Ariys

* Avoy Sareew Acyovles Peww evew o amaudai]o,
#eE wn ofav auToy evae QEgvew, 1 war]lws ajyep
yiTe, Acyew dve. ayvounTes of avacrnion, ws pe-
zeay av en udlalu wdleos ayevynTy wat Ty ATie
SevTOV UT auTs €5 8K 07TWY, AOYIL@Y TE Kol A0
YOr @y psaiTeusse Quals povoyenlss  LTheod. p.
17,
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Arixs muft be wrong, and Alexander right 3
becaufe, fin-ethe Alexandrian council con-
demned Arizs, 1t muft b2 concluded, that be
pad perfenally aflerted thofe pofitions which
are cbarged upon bimy, or at lealt we cannot
{ufpect any partiality in the council of WVice.
You are greatly miltaken m both m my
opinion.. I do not only fufpedt them but
charge them, with notorious pariiality.
Arius was a better jndge of his own opini-
ons than either of them, and he exprefsly
denies the moft invidious charges they would
faften on him, both in his letter to Enfebius
of Nicomedia, and in that confeflion of his
faiith which he prefented to the Emperour,
and actually {wore to his belief of. The fame
Eufebius alfo, and Theognis 1 their peniten-
tial fetter tothe Emperoraffure him, that they
did not fubfcribe to the Anatbema |, becaufe
they did not believe that the perfon accufed
was fuch a one as he was charged to be; and
that they were fully perfuaded he was not,
from his own letters which he wrote ta
them, and from feveral difcourfes which
they had with him in perfon.  Sozomen
doth indeed fay that the counal of Nice
carefully examined into his aflertions ; but
not one word that he publickly owned

the tenets imputed to him by that council®,
This the prefbyter before mentioned aétually

denied, affuring Conflantiec that the fynod
of Nicz nad injured him, and that he did
not think as was reported of him. T And
therefore till better proof, 1 am at liberty
ftill

t Soc. p. 44, * Ib. p.485. + Soc.p. O
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itill to believe that they were the coun-
cil’s 1nferences, and not the aflertions of
Arius.  Yea Sozomen {eems to fpeak doubt-
fully of this matter himfelf; for after he
had been reckoning up fome of the moft
ebnoxious opinions afcribed to him, he fays,
KTi0giet vt womiie nau aANe TOAAL & ASY ey elnos, |
which i és projable he faid.

You farther tell me, that you cannotp. 12.
uncerfiand by what rules «f grammar Mr. C.
iranflates  ayeniG yeo wn wv,  there  never
was & time when be was unbegotten, M. C.
1s not anfwerable for your want of under-
ftanding, Perhaps he never intended a Ii-
teral tranflation, burt to exprefs what he ap-
prehended to be his fenfe.  And I imagine
he hath exprefled it right, Fcr the words
feem to be made ufe of in oppofition to the
hard word AyervyToyerns, and to denote that
as he was before all ages perfe&t and un-
changeable God, fo he was always begot-
ten. For thus he fays, before he was be-
gotten, or made, or appointed, or found-
ed, he was not; immediately {ubjoyning
ﬁygwﬂ?@' yap vr iy, f{}l“ he was not unbe-
gotten, 7. e. before he was begotten or
made, {Jc. 7, e. there never was a time
when he was unbegotten ; and I think no-

thing can be plainer to a man that hath any
underftanding than this, thatif Chrift was
not before he was begotten, there never was
a time when he was unbegotten.

As to your fufpicions that grius ufed the
expreflions =gy yeover, avarduwtos, {F¢, inP 13-

al)

it Soc. p. 426.
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an evalive manner, 1 fhall fay nothing te
them. Sufpicions are endlefs and deferve
noreply. 1 fhall only add, that Arius ap-
pears to be uniform and confiftent in his
do&rine, and that there doth not feern any
thing like referve or evafion mn his confef-

fions. But I will not be anf{werable for all
his followers.

Bur what thall we do with the portentous
commeit ¢ Would any one, fay you, fuppofe
it poffivle for the wit of man, to make thefe
two propofitions : 'The Son was not beiore he
was begotten, i.e. he was from beiore all
ages the begotten Son of God, exegetical
of 0iie aiother.  Yes. The wit of half a man
can do it, that looks upon the connection of
the words in Arius’s letrer.  His firft words
are, viG sz eswv ayewn]@, The Son 15 not
unbzgotien. And the laft are juft the fame,
If then he was iot unbegotien, he was 1 hum-
bly conceive the begotten Son of God. So far
there is no portentofity 1n my comment.
But how fhall I come off about the words
before all ages? Why Aries will help me
here too. For in the middle of his confef-
fion he fays it exprefsly, that he was @@
wpovay rear ewiwr, before all times and ages,
So that the portentofity is not in my com-
ment. A comment upon any propofition
may be juft and regular, if the comment
contain the true fenfe of the propofition
though there fhould be fome addition to
explain it, efpecially if the addition be taken
from the Author commented on. When
you add, that 1 could not decently own the

irie
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true meaning, and therefore invented another,
I thall only tell you, thatI think I had no
end to anfwer by concealing the true fenfe,
and that if I know myfeif [ dare own the
truth wherever I find it, though a child or
an enemy fhould tell it me§ and even retradt
an errour when convinced of it,

And accordingly 1 allow you, that thep. 16.
words of Eufebius you refer to in the next
remark, do not literally fignily the 7ife and
progrefs of the affair as I rendered them 5 buc
only that he had diigently examined, or as
you will have it conflidered the rife of ir.
Asanoyt(opae fignifies ferioufly and carefully
to reafon or think of, 7.e. to examine a
matter ; and agxw {ignifies the rife or be-
ginning of any thing, So that my tranfla-
tion fo far 15 true, that Conflantize had dili-
cently examined the rife of the affair.  And
that he had as diligenily examined the Pro-
arefs of 1t 15 as true, though the particular
paffage relerred to doth not mention ir. -
And this any one may {ee who will read
over the Wholye‘ctm, as recorded by the hi-
ftorian *, In "the mean time [ pity the man
that is fo bare of fubjedt matrer of remark,
as to take notice of fuch trifles,

it 1s of {omewhat more importance whatp. 16.
you add, that Eufebius and Conflaniia, who
were friends of Arius, infuenced Confantine
lo write 11 that firain of mewiraliiy, as you
call it, 1n his lecter to Alexander, 1 know,

Sir, that there isno fin greater in the opini-
C on

¢ Faleb. Vita Confl. 1 2. p. 04, &
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on of fomemen than this fame neutrality
bat as to o-hers who place rehgion in prac-
tice, and n°t in mere orthodoxy as to dil-
putable opinions, and with whom modera-
tion and {orbearance are chriftian virtues,
you muft give them leave to think, that
whoever were the advilers of that excellent
lecter, they were wife and prudent perfons,
and that the acvice itfel. was, asEufebius calls
it, @ »yradlazer, moft neceffary and feafo-
nable * y and that it Hefius and others in-
fpired the Emperor with other fentiments,
and perfuaded him to attempt the cure of
kerefy by perfecution inftead of argument,
they fo far abufed their intereft in him, and
were enemics to the church of God. But
how will you prove that Conflantia was fo
early ti:e friend of Arius, as to have a hand
in writing this letter t0 Alexandria? This
letter was previous to the council of Nie,
whereas Conffantia doth not appear to have
had any favourable opinion of Arius till con-
fiderably after, by means of one of her do-
mcltick chaplams. And even he did not
openly profefs his fentiments, nor pretend
to perivade her to embrace any of the pe-
culiar opinions of Arius, 1 but only that
he was unjuftly vied by the council, and did
not entertaln the opinions commonly afcri-
bed to him. And 10 this fhe believed what
her chaplain affured her of, And thar this
was all fhe endeavoured to perfuade her

brother

* DeVita Conit. 1. 2.¢.65. T HfunSu ozeney
oguTs. T Tig gols v u ~00 &y @W§ Tl M']E Ac=
V.5 ra7ece. Soc. p. 69, Theod. p. 70
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brother Conffantine 7 is evident from her dy-
ing words to him, in which th- difcovers her
apprehenfions of his being exyofed io fizme
judgment, becaule he had been peiiuaded by
certain perfons unjuftly to pumifh wiik perpe-p. ¢,
tual banifhment men that were rightecus wnd
good, viz men who were tallcly accuted by
the council 0. opinions they did not held. o
thar as it doth not appear that Conflantin was
in Arius’s lentiments, it Is abiurd fo unsgine
fhe perfuaded the Emperor to write in a
neutral ftrain 5 efpecially as’tis not probatle
that fhe had any favourable opinion of tum
till 2 confiderable time after the letter was
written, Nor doth it appsarto have b
written merely by che influerce of Bufebus of
Nicomedia s NONOT, whilft the Empcror Was dJdC
Nicomedia, as you affirm, but as he wis go-
ing from that city towards the Eaft, For Con-
flantine himfelf lays, towards the clofe of his
lecter, ¢« Having been lately at the cicy of
¢ Nicomedia, 1 immediately determined to
¢ og into the Eaft. And as I was now haiten-
‘“ Ing to you, and had travelled the greater
¢¢ part of the journey to you, the ncws of
¢« this affair was brought to me, and made
‘¢ me alter my mind.” A plain inrimation
that he was notat Nicomedia when he wrote it.

And that he wrote it not by the mfluence
C 2 of

p-7
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of Eufzbins, but that of Hoffus himlelf, feems
probibl= to me 3 becaufe it is certam Hofiust
whom the Emperor greatly loved and ha-
nourzd, was prefent with him, and the p,-0
fon emgloved by him to carry it to Alexan-
deir and Ariis,

I sgree with you that the Emperor did
not a.terwards look upon the controverfy as a
matier of fmll importance But what was it
that made him alter nis opinion ¢ It was the
Bifhops, Sir. The perfecutng tyrannical
Bithoops at Nice. They anathematized and
damned their adverfaries, and excited the
poor Emperor to banifh and deftroy them.
They gave him an example by banilhing
Arizs from  Al:xazndria. It is methinks pity
his Mjeity kad not alio approved of another
projeCt almoft refolved on by this venerable
affembly, oppofed by but one perfon as
Scxoimen * informs uss iz, That the Bithops
and Prefbyters, the Deacons and Subdeacons
fheuld not lie with their wives, which they
had married be‘ore their confecration. What
did thie Holy Ghoit depart in this point {rom
the Holy Synod, and relt only on Papbuutios?

As to rthe reiletion which T made, that
the orthodox firft brought in the punithment
of herefy with death, you fay 1t 1s both -
via.ous and very extracrdinary.  But 1t 1s not
invidicus becaufe it s true ; and though you
nibkle at my authority you canrot difpute
ir, [t is aninfamy thet nothing can wall
taem clean irom 5 and fuppofing 1t was only

maae

* Soz. p. 43~. Socrat. p. 309.
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made #n terrorem, yet it was an execrable
and tyrannical law ; and as the orthodox
butnt the writings of the Ariaus, it is impol-
fible for you to prove, thar the Emperour,
and they by whofe perfuafions he made 1t
never put it in execution. They did proceed
to burning of books, and to damnaton and
banithments of mens perfons. And what
could hinder fuch men, when they bad the
power, from proceeding even to deatl?
God Almighty of- his infinlie mercy grant
that the clergy may never have the fume
power introfted with them, in thele free and
happy kingdoms. The ufe they have made
of it will never be forgotten.

You fay, that it is not the matier of yeur
prefent inquiry, bow far the eftablifment of
religion by penal laws and [anéhons, is i be
juftified, and when it deferves to be branded
with the odious name of perfecution. Butas I
had charged the orthodox with firft bringing
in the punifhment of herely with death,
furely it could pot have been improper to
have paffed fome cenfure on fo curfed and
diabolical a practice, had you been agamnit
it. No. You intirely drop 1t, and {eem
rather to vindicate the thirg itfelf, by cal-
ling my refleftion invidious and extraordi-
nary ; becaufe, as you fay, ¢ amownis to
this, that the firft chriftian emperor being o
the orthodex fide, bis laws, and the penaities
enforcing them, were on the fame fide aifo.
As though thofe laws and penalties were
suft; or ever the better for being on the
fide of Orthodoxy. ButIwonder a man of

your

P17,
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your fagacity fhould not have perceived that
I had a quite different intention in that ob-
{fervation; viz. to fhew chat the orthodox
firft {ct up tie trade of ecclefiaftical butche-
1y, aad let loofe that outragious devil of
perfeccarion even ro death, which after-
w.irds {pread fuch defolations in the church
of God, waich one cannor read without
trembling, nor relate withiout horrour.

I have only one thing mare to ouferve on
this article ; which is that it is furprifing
to me, that any man who hath read the
ecclefiaftical hitorians with any the leaft
care, thould affirm as you do, that ibe Jan-
guinary law againft thofe who fhould conceal
any of Anus’s books is mentioned only by
Sozomen ; when it 1s not only related by
Socrates, but the very imperial edi@t 1tfelf
given us at large by kim, of which this
1s the conclufion. *¢ This therefore I in-
¢ join, that if any one fhould be found to
¢ conceal any writing of Arius, and fhall
¢ rof immediately bring 1t, ana burn 1t 1n
¢ the fire, his punifhment fhall be death.
<« For as foon asever he fhall be found in
¢ this fault he fhall undergo a capiral pu-
<« pithment,”* You give me large occa-
fions of triumph, butl will {pare you; only
putting you in miad, that you are the moft
vnfit perfon in the world to chirge others
with grofs mifreprefentations of fact,

From

¥ Eueys usvitl Tpodytpiue ———— TeT0 Savat(r
ecaz n (Hpdz. TaeaYEnps Yo dAsS €T TuTe
re2iAdaty vTesisiloa Tinwetgrs Soc. E. H. p.3z.
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From the Emperor we pafs to the fa-
mous Council of Nice; and your firft re-
mark 1s, that [ throw dirt on the moft vene-
rable affembly of men ibat ever met fince thep. 19.
days of the apoft'es 5 which remark 1 do not
think to be a very cleanly one. I have al-
ready proved them to be an affembly of
perfecutors, and well wifhers, moft of them,
to that infamous fuperftition of prieftly ce-
lebacy 5 which hath, I am apprehenfive,
been the occafion of mare adulteries, rapes,
proftitutions and leudneffes of all kinds,
than have ever been practiced in the pub-
lick ftews, I have alfo proved from feveral
authors, even thofe who fpeak the moft
favourably of them, fuch as Eufebius,
Theodorit, Socrates and Sozomen, that fome
were drawn to this council through the
hopes 7ev ayador of worldly profit, which
I infift on to be the true fenfe of 7« dyadd;
though I will allow you to tranflate 1t good
days if you pleafe, if you will do me l:he
like favour, by allowing what I have a
thoufand inftances to prove, that the clergy
oenerally count thofe the beft days in which
they obtain the greateft power and riches ;
that others of them came to fee f{uch a mi-
racle of an Emperor, others of them to
negotiate their own private affairs, to re-
drefs their grievances, to profecute their ene-
mies, and to be revenged of them. I have

alfo proved from the {fame authors, thatfome
of them were of a quarrelling malicious tem-
per, and acted with a fpirit of rancour and

hitternefs; and that as foon as they met
together
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togather they began with mutual reproache.
an:} accufations, and endeavoured to inflame
the Emperor againft each other, and wers
hardly brought to the work of creed-
makinz by the influsnce of his authoritye
I have allo reprefented that their enemies
charge them with being generally a {et of
very ignorant men, and deftitute of krow-
leage and learning.  As the very fricnds of
this councii allow of moft o! thefe charges,
1 thought myleif obliged impartially to re-
prefent taem 5 and if we had the reprefenta-
tion of tholfe who were enemiestoit, and
injured by it, I doubt not but they would
appear 1n 2 much worfe light than they do
at prefent. The mention of thele tnngs
vou call zhrowing dirt, and with toe viry-
lency of my pem putling thofe nmuo'e coufcffors
to frefb terture, But I have tortured none
that were true confeflors, nor {upprefied
the teftimony of the hiftorians in their fa-
vour. I allowed you that they tell us,
fome were remarkable for their gravity,
patience under {uofferings, modefty, inte-
crity, eloquence and other virtues. What
would you have more ? 1 fuppofe you would
have had me ingenuoufly fuppreffed the evi-
dence that there were others of a very dif-
ferent charatter, and been of the fame
mind with Conffantine®, who charitably de-
clared, that if he faw a Bithop committing
adultery, he would cover the foul altion
with his purple, that it might give m} of-

ende
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fence to the beholders. But 1 am not yet
convinced 1t is- my duty to conceal the
crimes of the clergy, when I am writing
their hiftory, and cannot allow that ortho-
doxy any more than herefy fhould be acover
for roguery and wickednefs 3 and therefore
as you own all my authorities to be good, I
fhall only make two or three remarks upon
your obfervations on the council of Nice.
When 1 charge fome of this council with
coming to negotiate theirown'private affairs,
and to redrefs their grievances, and be re-
venged of their enemies, you cry out, Partialp. 23,
and fopbiftical again! and fophiftically en-
deavour to foften this conduct, by tranfla-
ting the words of Sozomen, Many of the
priefts came as it were to contend, Jc, But
all this daubing wont ftick. Sozomen ho-
neftly puts them upon the foot of other af-
femblies ; and fays that this was like others.
Ol }2 QIAE YIrecroud, 7. . according t0 com-
mon cuftom, or as it generally happens, fo
here many of the prieffs came together earnefi-
Iy to contend,™ or as though they had nothing
elfe to do but earneftly to contend about
their own affairs ; and the reafon he gives
for itis, becaule they imagined they bad now
a fit opvortumin to redrefs their grievances,
viz. becaufe they had fuch a miracle of an
Emperor, who had been fo condefcending
and kind tothem. So far you cite the hi-
ftorian yourfelf. But why did you fupprefs
what followed? T will fupply your defelts.

The
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The hiftorian immediately {ubjoins: <“What-
¢ ever matters any one had to accufe the
¢ others of, he delivered in his libel to the
« Emperor, In which he gave an account
¢¢ of all rhe injuries that were done him.
¢¢ And this was their cuftom almoft every
¢ day.® > So that here was no as i were,
but real fpleen and enmity and the {pirit of
revenge. It was the firft work they went on,
and what they brought on the carpet every
day, and what therefore many of the priefls
muft have had moft at heart, and came prin-
cipally for, As to Eufebinus, from whom
you fay in the page, I did not relate the
account, and in the margin that I did, he is
not one Jof more favourable to them, nor is
it mnvidiouily relzted. His words are, ¢¢ Then
¢¢ they began to accufe thofe who fat near
¢¢ them ; they made their defences and re-
‘¢ criminated, and that many things being
¢ urged on one {ide and the other, many
«¢ altercations happened in the beginning 3
<¢ and that it was not til after a great deal
“ of pams and patience that at laft the
«“ Emperor reconciled them. ” 1 So
that accufations, apologies, recriminations,
defences, &¢. was the firft work entred
upon by this holy {ynod, and argued many
of them to be men of paffionate, quarrel-
fome and revengeful {pirits ; which though
you pafs by under the charge of common

frailty, the Scripture calls by a harder

name, and declares to pe the wifdom that
15
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that 15 from beneath, wbhich 15 earthly, fenfual,
devilifh.

In the fame page you are exceeding angry o, 5,
with me for my quotation from Zaesdoitt.
But without reafon. I grant you that he
doth fpeak in favour of this councl; nor
did [ ever deny it. But yet he {iys {ome
of them were f{ubtle and crafty, and oi a
quarrelfome malicious temper, This he af-
lerts of thofe Arians who were of the coun-
cl, Lib. 1. ¢. 7. and intimates the fame thing
of fome of the Orthodox, Lib. 1.¢. 11. His
words are thefe: ¢ I do not think it juik
‘ to pafs 1t -over 1n filence that there were
““ men * who were full, or lovers of en-
‘“ miiy, who acculed fome of the Bithops,
““ and delivered i thetr libels of acculution
¢ to the Emperor,” The thing wis 100
notorious to be quite omitted, though pru-
dence direted him to conceal the numbers,
and fpeak as.foftly as he could of their
quarrels, and mutual hatreds. And [ put
thefe two chapters together in the quotation,
that my reader might {ee I was impar:al.
And after a review of this whole marcrer,
I fee as many proofs at lealt of fubtlenels
and crafiinefs, of malice and revenge in the
orthodox party, as in the Arian, of which
their frequent alterations of ths Creed, and
their treacment of their adverfarics are an
abundant demonftration,

You farther add, under this article, thatyp.'z6.
Mr. Chandler is wrong tn reprefcating them (o

C 2 have
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bave begun to accufe each other, after the Em-
peror bad exborted them to peace. It is hard
that Mr. C, muft never be right 3 but it 1s
{fome fatisfaction to him, that Eufebius, who
lived fome years before him, gives juft the
fame account as he coth. Pray good Dr.
Jet us confult him. Zufebiys then tells us,

that after Couflantine entered into the place
where the council met, he made an oration

to them, in which he tells them, that he
had heard of their differences, was however
alad to fee them together, and thould obtain
his withes, could be fee them united together in
their minas, aind oite common agreement GmOnY
shem all.  This, lays he, you who are confe-
crated to God ought 1o be the mimfters of io
others.  After this he paffionately beleeches
them fo remove all caufes of their muinal dif-

ferzices, all intricate matters of contention by

ibe laws of peace™ lsnotthis an exhortation
to peace? Well, what was the immediate
confequence? 1 am afhamed to tell, but
you force me, Sir. Why as foon as ever
he had done, and gave them the liberty of

ipeech, they began to accufe one another,
and broke out into many contentions.Sure-

ly you will allow me for once to be in the
right.

As to Sabinus’s charge I allowed you he:
was an heretick. This with you may be a

reafon for mever believing him, but .with
r.o others but thofe of your own complec-

tion s

* De Vita Conftanting, 1 5. ¢. 12,
+ 1d. Iaid. e 13,



[ 29 ]

tion; and though Eufebius was a learned
man, yet it doth not therefore follow, that
none of the reft were ignorant and unlearn-
ed 5 and as Sabinus appeals to FEufebins for
the truth of this that many of them were fo,
are you {ure that the fame orthodox, who
burnt the writings of the Arians, have fup-
prefled no part of the character given by
Eufebius of the perfons who compofed this
council? Or do you believe in your con-
fcience, that out of fo great a number as
met together at Nice, there were no Zea and
Nay men, who followed the majority and
voted as they were bid? I fhall only add,
that when Socrates argues ex bypothefi, that
if they were a fet of ignorant illiterate men,
yet they were enlightned by the Holy Ghoft,
and fo could not err from the truth, it 15 a
kind of an allowance that they were not
fome of them overburthened with learning
and knowledge. For what need of infpi-
ration if they had knowledge enough with-
out 1t? If they were infpired, it muft be
becaule they did not underftand thofe things
which they received the knowledge of by di-
vine iflumination, Of confequence the al-
lowing them to be infpired is a confeflion of
their ignorance ; and my reprefenting it in
this light is no mifreprefenting of my hiftori-
an, nor abufe of my readers.

There are many pages which follow which
do notin the leaft affect the truth of my hi-

ftory, and in which therefore I have no con-

cern; and therefore I fhall only make one
{hort obfervation upon them, viz,that if the

council
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council had intended the peace of the church,
they ought to have made the creed as wide
and extenfive as they could, and not to have
inferted the moft exceptionable phrafes they
could invent, as they actually did, and
which with all your winding and twifting
you have not difproved.

I now proceed to Page 40. In which you
give us an inftance of your fkill 1n criticks,
and another of your knowledge 'in hifto-
ry. I had afferted that the creed was al-
tered and amended. You learnedly anfwer,
there was no alteration made 1n the dofirine of
1oz creed, but only fome explications added.
As though the addition of feveral explicati-
ons was no alteration of the creed, Again,
I had affirmed, that five Bithops were dii-
pleafled with the word Cunfubfiantial, and
made many objections againftit.  You re-
ply, that of the rve Bijhops our author men-
21015 there were only three at moff that refufed
io fign the Confubfiantiality, and that the other
two, Eufebius of Nicomedia, and Theognis
of Nice aid alinally fubfcribe ity and only re-
jeited the Anathema’s fubjoined. This author
well perceives the contempt with which you
rreat him, but he gives you now to under-
ftand, that he cannor imagine who fet you
upon burning your fingers by dabbling in
ecclefiaftical hiftory; and he afthrms that
there were five Bithops, wviz. FEufebius of
Nicomedia, Thezzits of Nice, Maris of Chal-
cedont, Theonas 0r Mazrmarica, and Secundus
of Proleinais, who would not {ub{cribe the
word Confubfantial, and that among(t thefe

five
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five two of them, viz. Eufebius of Nicome-
dia, and Theognisof Nice were actually ba-
nithed for it, Let Socrates determine be-
tween your knowledge and veracity as an
hiftorian and mine. "His words are: ¢ Five
“¢ only would not receive the creed, finding
<¢ fault with the word confubfantial, éviz.
¢ the five juft mentioned) for they faid the
<¢ word confubftantial muft mean, that which
¢« 15 from another, either by divifion, or
«¢ fluxion, or projetion. By proje@ion, as
« a twig from its roots; or by fluxion, as
<< children from the father; or by divifi-
¢ on; as two or three gold veflels from the
« fame-mafs. But the Son is like nothing
‘« of thefe thingss and therefore they faid
¢« that they would not give their affent to
< this faith,” and therefore {coffing greatly
< at the word confubftantial, they would not
¢¢ {ubfcribe to the-depofition of Ariysmmm——
¢« And therefore by a mandate of the Em-
“« peror, Eufehius and Theognis were ba-
¢« pifhed. Upon this Eufebizs and Theognis
<¢ 3 litcle while after their banifhment, de-
<« Jivered an inftrument of their repentance,
< {ignifying their agreement with the faith’
« of the confubftantiality.” * Here, Sir,
is full evidence of my affertion, and if this
was a proper place I could eafily reconcile
this account with the feemingly different one
given by Sozomen. You may fee by this
how little pofitivenefs becomes any writer,
efpecially 1n an affairin which he allows there

IS
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is fome perplexity. It is true, they fayin
their penitenual letter to the Emperor, that
they agreed and fubfcribed to the faith, but not
to the Anatbema, * not, as you affirm, that
they actually had fubfcribed, or pleaded
their {fubfcription to the Confubftantiality ;
for that they did refufe to {ubfcribe it at firft
and were banifhed for it, the evidence of
Socrates 15 plain and full, |
The next thing you complain of, is, that

p. 41, Phere 15 8 Jort of Men with whom ill-natured
fufpicions will pafs for clear demoiftration, be-
caule I fay that Conflantine {faw into their
tempers, (¢, Had what I faid been found-
ed on mere fufpicion, you might have juftly
faid 1t was ill-natured. But fure all equal
and 1mpartial judges will allow, that as
Conftamine had been himfelf witnefs to their
quarrels, and mutual accufations, and re-
vengeful {pirit, his advice to them at part-
g was founded not on {ufpicion only, but
plain demonftration. But what could our
author mean by that [neering expreffion of bis
filling their pockets? Why he meant by 1t,
what he thought you would not have been
angry with, That be filled their pockets, that
he 7o weoonusar Swpors eTipncen, ']“ honoured
them with proper gifts, or as Eufebins fays,
peyaroluyws Erasor——Triuer Eevioss, 1 he mag-
nificently honoured every one with prefents.
And as I found fault neither with the feaft
or the prefents, why fhould you, or where
is the {neer of mentioning it? Had they

feafted

* Soc.p. 43, 44. T Soz. p. 438.
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feafted oftner, and met together for no
other account but feafting, I think they
would have done much lefs miichief, than
they did by hatching creeds, and coyning
hard words, which they themfelves never
knew how to explain, and which others
could not underftand. So that T hope you
will not think me {o heterodox for the fu-

ture, as to Imagine that I am an enemy to
the teaﬁmgs of the clergy.

Upon the whole I fhall conclude this
head with Mr. Limborch’s account of this
famous {ynod. ¢ Such was the fierce and
«« reftlefs fpirit of the Bifhops met toge-
ther at Vice, fo many and bitter their
contentions, that forgetting the princi-
pal caufe of their meeting together, they
¢« meanly prefented accufations againft each
¢ other to the Emperor. —- Who can be-
¢ lieve that an aflembly of men, inflamed
‘“ with pafiion and mutual .hatred, and
‘¢ breathing nothing but revenge, would
“¢ reft contented with procuring only the
<« condemnation of their hated enemies,
<« and not ufe their utmofl endeavours to
<« excite the Emperor to banifh thofe
¢« whom they had condemned?"’ Strange
character of the moft venerable a ﬂmblv
of men, that ever met fince the days of
the Apoﬁles, dS you call them! What 13
this Mr. Limborch’s way ot throwing dut
too? Are not his charalters of men to be
trufted no more than mine? I am in pain

O for

€
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for his character of the blefled Martyr
Laud. |
Your next article 1s Eﬁﬁ'bzw, under which
you {1y, 12 is due 1o him in commen juftice,
that bis realoiiings Shouid be fully fated 5 add-
Ing, bf doth not mean, that all ufe of unferip-
tural <oords would o cafion d:fferences, but only
thofe 11 prmcu’z. #fed by Arius. Suppofing
this to be true, where is the pertinence of
this remark, or how doth it affect my ar-
gument ? 1 exprefsly fay, that the anathe-
ma forbids only the unfcriptural words of
Arius 3 and my argument is, that if the
initeducing the mfcrlptural words of Arius
had cccafioned differences and difturbances,.
and thereiore cught to be rejetted 5 in Iike
manner the unlcriptural words of the ortho-
dox ought for the {fame reafon to have been
rf,je&ed becaufe they were the occafions of
as many differences and difturbances. And
do you weaken the force of this arguing if
you can. I muft therefore ftill nfift that
the behaviour of Eufebius was inconfiftent,
in rejeting the unfcriprural words of one
party, and zdopting the unicriptural words

of the other; efoecially as he knew the
word coxubtastial was an exceeding difficult

cne, and as to the meanmng of which the
very Bithops couid not agree, even after
they had agreed to infert it into their

creed. *
Next to £ufehins comes your hero A'ba-
nafiys, whom you ieem to think as unwor-
thily

% Se=Soc. E. H.op. sl
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thily accufed as our blefled Saviour himfelf
and to have always worn a {potlefs robe of
innocence. 1 had faid, that he was accufed
to the Emperor by many Bithops and Cler-
gymen, who declared themfclves orthodox,
of being the Author of all the {editions in
the Church. You reply, 2es, bis accufersp. 44.
were [uch as declared themfelves orthodox ; and
all that you have to objeét againft them is
that they were fchifmaticks, and bitter ene-
mies t6 Atbanafius, Waat then? Can a
{chifmatick never be orthedox in the faith,
or {peak truth? And was not Athanafius as
bitter ar. enemy to the Melitians and Ariais,
as they were to him? If then the charges of
either ought to be credited, why not of the
Melitians 2 And  Aitbanafius will ftand con-
demned of this firft charge if you have no
better arguments to clear him, than that his
accufers were fchifmaticks, and {uch as you
and he counted his enemies. But how doth
Atbanafius clear himfelf of the crimes of fe-
dicions, murthers, and facriledge? Why
thus, fay you: Heinfiffed that the Melitians ;o
were irregularly ordained, and kelerodox in
she faith, and highly inpurious to thofe who
thought rightly of the nature of God. Ridi-
culous, As though to recriminate was (o

jultify one’sfelf 5 or calling a man an here-
tick would render him incapable of becom-

ing an evidence againft an incendiary or
murtherer. The accufation again{t Atha-
rafus was for fedition, murther and facri-
ledge, Sir, and an acculation brought by many
Bifbops and Clergymen; and you have but

E 2 very
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very poorly helped him out of the fcrape,
by telling your reader, that he clearly de-
fended himfelf againft two other accufa-
tions, which I did not {o much as mention.
Nay it appears that the Emperor himfelf
found the evidence againft him ftrong, in
that he was at a Lofs what Decifion to
make ; and commanced Athanafius to pre-
vent any future occafions of fuch diftur-
ances, by receiving all to communion
under pain of banmifhment. But you are
offended in that I charged him with ALL
the feditions, {c, and you will have 1t only
with fome, But had you read the whole
pafisge in the hiftorian, perhaps you might
have been of mv mind. They accufe him,
{ays he, to Conflantine, as the caufe of the
{edinions and difturbances in the church,
and as driving away thofe who were wil-
. ling toenter into it, whereas all would agree
.. 3f this one thing was grarted. ¥ Now he who
> prevents all irom agreeing, by abfolutely
denying the cone thing that would unite
x4 them, mav jufily be faid to occafion all
thofe {editions and d:fiurbances, which are

the confequence of ju:h a cenial.
2. 4. The next charge, @iz, that Atbanofius
»%x - fpirited up a womia 10 charze Kufobins with
cetting her W ciiid, voa fay Is an in-
Jiance of mofi cmez iy wm:vdcrce a the bifto-
rf;:;:, and H f::'r'ffﬁf-:-“;} i 156 relater. Not o
faft good Declor.  How is 1t you prove the
' fuitoran’s

poiter, € TETe JA5icY CYY Y CEHTEY.
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kiftorian’s amazing impudence ? Why firft,
be was a bigor to Arianifm, and therefore
cver ready to fupport it by lies and fillion.  Se-p, 46, 4=,
condly, he 1s given up on all bands as angs.
wmaccurate and partial writer, Thirdly, bis
ftory is the reverfe of Ruffinus’s, and wholly
unatiefted by all other evidence. But I anfwer,
it Philoflorgins was a bigot to Arianifm, 4-
thanafius and his friends were bigots to or-
thodoxy, and therefore fo far as bigottry
1s concerned deferve no more credit than

Philofiorgius, Andas to his lies and fittions,

[ would advile you to be filent upon that
head, becaule {fome of the holy orthodox
fathers were themfelves a little criminal this
way. As to his being inaccurate and partial,
perhaps he might have appeared otherwife
had we been favoured with his ecclefia-
ftical hiftory at length 3 and as for the ex-
trats we have of him from Photius, every
one who confiders the virulence with which
his abridger every where treats him, will 1
imagine be apt to think, that that abridg-
ment 15 not always accurate and impartial.
And laftly, though the relation from Phi-
loftorgius be unattef’ted by all other evi-
dence, this 1s no fure proof that it had no
ground at all. For 1t is not to be {uppo-
led that the orthodox would tell the ftory
to the difadvantage of Athanafius ;3 and as
to the Arians, the orthodex have taken care
to {upprels all evidence {rom that fide, by
deftroying thofe writings which contained
ils

i As
-
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As to Athanafius’s ordmnation to the bi-
thoprick of Alexandria, which 1 faid was
cenfured as clandeftine and illegal, you
merruly reply, His Ordination cenfured? But
by whom? By Mr. Chandler perbaps and
fuch as be. He was accufed if you will, and
if be could bave been convilled, no doubt be
bad been cenfured. 1 1{uppofed they who ac-
cufed him cenfured him, which was all that
I meant. But if you do not like the word
cenfured, take that of accufed. Now by
whom was he accufed? Why, fome charg-
ed him with one crime, fome with another ;
but all of them in common charged him
with coming to his bifhoprick by the per-
jury of his ordainzrs, and that he was {o iar
from fatisfying them upon this head, when
they defired it of him, that he ufed vio-
lence towards them, and threw them into
jayl.  And whether the evidence produced
tor thefe and other crimes was fo {trong,
or from whatever other caufe it proceeded,
yet asgosdorilos rar 7oy vouuloperar giAwy ayes
cuuﬂo LLTN Y o508 * . fome of thofe who were
efteemed his friends became unexpected-
ly his accufers. Of thefe accufers feveral
were Bifthops; and as to the truth of
the accufation, the Arians feem generally
to have believed it 7 ; who aflerted, that
Atbanafius was clandeftinely ordained by
{even Bifhops, contrary to the opinion of
all the reft, in direét violation of their oath ; .
and that for this realon many of the Z-

gypiian
* Soz. p. 480, + Ibid. p. 460
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gyptian laity and clergy would not commus
nicate with him, If thefe accufations had
not been againft an orthodox faint, and
made by men {ufpected of herefy or {chifm,
they would be allowed by all impartial men
to carry fome weight, and to juftify my
aflertion that his ordination to the bithop-
rick of Alexandria was cenfured as illegal.
And though Gregory Nazianzen, who was
an Atbanafian perfecutor, and the Alexan-
drian {ynod, which was of Athanafius’s par-
ty, maintain the contrary ; yet as here is
oppofite evidence, the impartial reader muft
judge for himfelf in a matter of this uncer-
tainty ; always remembring that this mat-
ter might have been fet in a clearer light,
had we had any of the writings of the

Arians to have confulted on this occa-
{101,

But farther when 1 faid, fome of theP-5°
crimes objected to him, he cleared himfelf
from, and as to others he defired more
time for his vindication, you cry out:
What mixture of partiality and fittion is bere !
But, Sir, here 15 no mixtare of fiction and
partiality, Some of the crimes 1 allowed
he cleared himfelf of. Do you charge me
with partiality on this account? I fuppofe
not, but for faying that as to others he de-
fired more time for his vindication. As to
this you are at a lofs to find any thing like it
in the biftorians. But 1 cannot help your
negligence or ignorance. I will find it for
you, and quote chapter and verfe for your
conviction, Itis in Sozemen, p. 480. Atha-

nafius
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nafins being commanded to make his de-
fence came oftentimes to the place of trial.
Some of the accufations he cleared himfelf
from s T@y cf‘.r-:, TS EG!EEE'-!—IP uw&g&-:-mv HTHoEY §
as to others he demanded more time, a far-
ther delay, 1n order to coniider them. Is
this fiction ¢
b5z, _As to the three next articles you fay no-
thmg to the purpofe, by producing Aiba-
nafius end Theodorit, agamnit the plain af-
fertions of the council ; and I am not afraid
to truft it with every impartial man to de-
termine who are moft worthy of credit; e-
fpecially when he hath confidered the fol-
lowing paragrapa.
. Itook on me to affert, that when FEufe-
F%ius and others laid the whole martter betore
- *Conjtantine, he altered his fentithents with
refpect to the tranfactions of the council of
Tyre, confirmed the depchition of Arhana-
fius, and bapifthed him 1nto Frauce. Upon
this paffage, you thus remark. Bus did
Eafebius zhen and others lay the whole mat-
ter bzfore the Emperor 5 and by that means
get the feutence of the council confirmed? Woat
truth or honefty can we expeld from toe man
that fball affirm it? To this cruel queftion
I thall make no other anfwer, but that
your truth and honeity or mine are at ftake.
I appeal to my author. It 15 Sozosen, b.
488, His words are thefe: Thofe who were
of Eufebius’s party went 1o he Emperor, and
afferszd 1hat the fyiod of "Lyre had done juftly
ia their [entence againft Athanafius 5 and pro-
dured Theognivs, Maris, Theogorus, ;.7:1-
ens
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lens and Urfatius as witneffes that Athanafius
bad broken the facred cup 3 and reproaching
bim, as the orthodox hiftorian calls it, with
many other things, they prevailed by their ac-
cufations. Upon which the Emperor, whether
be believed the truth of thefe things, or at leaft
thought that the bifbops would agree if Atha-
nalius was banifped, commanded bim to depart
unto Treves in France, Iimagine both thefe
reafons prevailed on the Emperor to take
this ftep ; but that the former did, wviz. his
believing the accufations agunft Athanafius
to be true, is as evident as hiltory can make
it, For the fame author tells us, p. 491,
492. Thatthe people of Alexandria cry-
ing out and praying for the return of Atha-
nafius, Antony the Great wrote oftentimes
in his favour ; urging that he (the Empe-
ror) ought not to believe the Melitians,
but to look on their accufations as mere
calumnies. But the Emperor was not thus
to be perfuaded, but wrote to the Alexan-
drians, and charged them with madnefs and
fedition, commanding the clergy and nuns
to be quiet; * affirming that he could not
alter his opinion, nor recall Athanafius,
being condemned by an ecclefiaftical judgment,
as an exciter of fedition. He alfo wrote to
monk Antony, telling him, 1t was 1mpoffi-
ble he fhould difregard the {entence of the

- 13 council,

* K i peldtSeSar g yvapns 1elveilere;
pi e psTararadm Tov Adavagion, wg sagiodi.
Kt cxxAngiasing reladed smagueveh xetge:  So7,
}: 21. ct 31
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council. For, fays he, though a ferw might
pafs judgment 1diough batred or affeftion, yet
1t was not trobable toat fuch a large number
of famous and geod bifbops fhould be of fuch
a femtiment or difpofition 5 for that Athana-
fas was an tmurions and infolent man, and the
caufe of difcord and fedition. This 1s evi-
dence as full as can be defired, that the Em-
peror had a fuller and truer account of the
tranfactions of the council of Tyre than 4-
thanafiys had given him. And what is very
remarkable 1s, that Athanafius appears to
have been zt Conflantinople at this very time,
and to have had the ltberty of making his
complaints before his enemies, which he had
defired, and which the Emperor himfelf al-
lowed as reafonable, in his letter to the coun-
cll. And yer the faint-could rot make his
innocency appear, even when he had no
reafon to complain of the partiality of his
judges, nor of any iniquitous meafures to
opprefs and condemn him. For notwith-
ftanding he had endeavoured to prejudice
the Emperor againft what they had done,
yet thofe prejudices immediately wore of
when a more impartial report was made
to him; he confirmed their tranfaltions,

commended them as a fet of wife and good
Bifhops,

* Avrone dc av:dnawoe, un oios Te erar, Tig
surod's vaseid'ar Ty lugor. e yze xeat oyou,
enst, weos ATy IEAY H YLl einacay, v I
@t Saroy TorAUTHY GANSUF EAAGYIUQY Kok dyduwy
§SETICROT@Y THS ouolds Yyiveaas yropns. Toy ydp
ASarasior vBHSHY TE eyar rar UTEENQAVOY Kex Ji-
Yeroas Xt cazFis axTior. S0Z» 1bid.
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Bifhops, and cenfured the faint as a feditious
infolent and jurious perfon, and on thefe
accounts fent him into the banifhment he
deferved. I do not however deny, what
Socrates {ays, that his being farther acculed
with threatning to f{equefter the imperial
revenues, might add to the Emperor’s re-
fentment, and confirm him in his opinion
of hisinfolence and mmpudence. Upon the
whole I would advife you to meddie no
more with ecclefiaftical hiftory, or if you
do, Take care aund remember S0z oM EN.
What you add, that the Alexandrian coun-
cil and the Younger Conftantine excule this
{entence of the Emperor as intended for his
better fecurity, carries in 1t not the leaft
air of probability, after fo exprels a decla-
ration from himfelf that he banifhed him for
his infolence and fedition,

And from hence 1t appears that the
charge of Athanafius’s threatning to ftop
the corn that was yearly fent to Confianti-
nople trom Alexandria, is neither abfurd or
incredible. You indeed with your wufual
{pleen cry out, To [uch s beighth of malice, ; oq.
to fuch a love of calumny is this author wow ar-
rived, that any charge fhall fick that is le-
velled agairft Athanalias be it cver [o abfurd
or incredible.  1f you were not above advice,

Sir, 1 would 1ntreat you to look at home,
and fee whether thefe are not the very
difpofitions that too much influence your
own heart. However, this charge agaift
Athanafiys hath but too good a foundation,
It was an accufation of Bifthops. You fay

F o magifterially

p. 44
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meagifierially, moft probably they were of the
Melizian faffion.  But you have faid nothing
to prove it ; and tnerefore they might be
of the orthoox faCtion. They were fuch as So-
crates intimates were worthy gf credit, which
you do not really deny; only you add,
that the hiftorian fays immediately, that
by this means the Emperor was circumvented
or carried aways awnd that 1bis proves Socrates
believed wnothing of the truth of it. 1know
not what Socrates thought himfelf ; but
there 1s no intimation, that he thought the
Emperor was circumvented or carried away,
as you and the Jatin tranflation render it.
His words are: 7v7o 2 ouvaewayes o Cast-
asvs s e Supor aySes, the Emperor was
hereby hurried away, and excited to anger ;
to denote the greatnefs of his difpleafure,
and pot his being deceived by fraud ; and
therefore the credit be afcribes to the accufers
zoas, not as you affirm, what their office
and [iation might give toem with unthinking
gesple, but what their office and veracity ac-
tually gave them with the Emperor himfelf.
Upon the whale, as this fiory {uits well with
the turbulent feditious temper of Atbanafius,
and as the hitorian fays nothing ro difcredit
I, but inr'mates that thofe who charged
him with it were worthy of credir, and as
tic Emperor himfelf knew him to be an
infolent ungovernable man, and altually
bznifhed him for this amongft other crimes,
and could never be perfuaded to recall
him; this charge againit him will fuck,

il




L 45 ]

till you can find {ome more powerful means
to take it off.

As to the felling of the corn that was
given for the fupport of the poor of the
church of Alexandria, and putting the mo-
ney in his own pocket, which Athanafius was
acculed of 5 You reply, 2es; bewas accuf p, 6o,
ed: And what then? Sowas our blzffed Saviour
accufed of blafpbemy and itreafon. Would
you intimate hereby, that he was as inno-
cent of the crimes charged on him as Chrift
was ¢ You will find it a difficult matter to
prove it, I allow you that fome Egyptian
bithops did affirm in their letter to pope
Julins, that the things charged on Atha-
nafius were falfe.  Buc thould you not have
told your reader, that the fame hiftorian
relates in the fame place, that the council
of Antiocr, which confiited at leaft of nine-
ty Bifhops, fent alfo fetters of a quite con-
trary ftrain to the fame pope? And though
Athanafins {ays that the poor made no
complaint of fuch embezzlement, hut re-
ceived the {ame benevolence as ufual, you
muft excufe me from believing Athanafius
in his own caufe, efpecially as the Emperor
believed the fact, and threatned Athanafius
with death forit. It is true Confantiys did
at the inftances of his brother Conftans recall
him from bantthment ; you add, though asy g,
it feems unwillinglys and that had 1 any
Jpark of ingenuity or real fenfe of bonour, I
Sbould bave reprefented the one part as well
gs the other. What inould I have repre-

fented ?
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What that Confaniius  recalled

um? [ wiil tien to retrieve my honour
rc-]...j.._{, the manner of 1t 1mpart1hlly You
yourfelf clow, that he dic 1, as it feems,
s[uwffi’r.gz_}, AS 1[ fECIHS ! .iJ_LS [h()l]gh [hEI'E
was any recm to quefuion i, The truth
is, that Ceauftsu: threatned his brother with
war if he would not recall Arbanafius and
Paxlus. Upon this Conffantive fummoned
a great number of the Kaffern bithops, ac-
quainted them with the choice his brother
had given him, and afked their advice how
he thould a&. Their anfwer was, that i
was befter 1o reflore ihe cburches o Atha-
nzlius’s party, than occafion a civil war™
And upon this necefiity Conflantius confent-
ed. So that the recalling of Athanafius
was a mere a¢t of force upon the Empe-
ror, and extorted from him, not by any
conviCtion of the fain’s innocency, but by
tne menaces of his orother, and the appre-
henfions of a civil war, which there1s toc
much reafon to think Athanafius excited Con-
{tans 1o, in order to recover his bithopricrick.
When you add, that be was acquitted by ibe
Weitern Bifbeps, who conld judge with muco
fofs paitiality aud prejidice 3 1 confefs 1 can-
not be of your mind. Why with lefs par-
tiality 7 What becauf: they were othodox ¢
Or becaufe they were better mmformed ? By
whom ¢ Why by Atbarafiusand his party 3
who with you are in all cafes authentick
evidences,

Iulm-
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evidences, whatever proofs can be produ-
ced to the contrary. The weflern bifhops
were all under the influence of the popes of
Rome 5 and one of the reafons why Fulius,
who was then pope, condeinned the council
of Antioch which had deprived Athanafius,
was this, that they had not called him to
the council®. An admirable proof of his
impartiality and {reedom from prejudice,
and of theirs who acted under his in-
fluence!

As to Athanafius’s Alexandrian {ynod, 1
mtended no more than that the confub-
ftantiality of the Spirtt wicth the Father
and Son was here firlt fynodically afferted,
and ftamped as the orthodox doérine. And
as you allow this I have no farther concern
with your remarks.

As to the council of Conftantinople,which 0. 6.
1s your next general head, your firft remark
s upon the {lip you imagine I have made
in chronology 35 and from hence, you
threwdly oblerve, one would fufpelt that Mr.
Chandler hbath not been much converfant in* °*
thele matters, but hath now only looked on
ihis part of hiftery, on purpefe to rake toge-
ther dirt and Jeandal. A very candid fufpici-
on truly, and worthy the worthyReior of §t.
Andrew’s Under f[haft.  You know however
every man muft have a beginning, and if
1 am{uch anovice in ecclefiaftical hiftory,
methinks you thould have treated me with

2

p. 6z.

* Soz. p. §10.
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a litde more good nature and mercy 3
though young and unexperienced as I am,
Tam apt to think I have cut out work
enough for the Doétor. As to the date of
the council, you fhould know, that learn-
ed men difer about it, and that I have
the fiberty to follow my own judgment
this affair. Andas to the council itfelf I have
dene them but juftice, when 1 call them the
creatures of Theodofius, and lay they were
convened to do as he bid them, 1. . to con-
firm the Nicene faith. And {o fay Socrates
and Sezomen.® He called toﬂ'eﬂler a fynud
of bifhops who were of his own opinion,
BsBainTss T2 eviaa Twv ev vikaia JoZavter, for
the fake of confirming the decrees of the
conncil of Nicz. So that you have more
than my naked aflertion that they were an
aﬁ'embly of men that were at the Empe-
ror’s difpofal, and ready to do what he
bid them. Thus far 1 ftand pretty clear:
But alas for me ! I have unluckily fuggeft-
ed afactin confuration of myfelf, In one
place I fay the council was all of the Em-
peror’'s own party, and in another that
there were thirty fix of. the Macedonian
party. Unlucky afiertion mndeed! How-
ever 1t appears by the hiftory that the Em-
peror firk intended to call only a fet of
bifhops of his own ftamp; for the con-
firmation of the Nicewe creed was evident-
ly the main job to be done. Accordingly
about

* Soc. p.264. Soz. p.711.
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about one hundred and fifty of this com-
plexion met together. To thefe were add-
ed thirty-fix of the Macedonian party, a
number trifling in comparifon with the o-
ther, and which would juftify the expreflion
that the council was all of his own party ;
efpecially as they foon broke up from' the
council, and {o left them litterally all crea-
tures of his majefty, and entirely of his own
party. And being thus left alone, they con-
firmed the Nicene-faith, ordained Neffarius
Bifhop of Conftantinople, and decreed thefe
excellent things : * wiz. that all herefies
fhould be condemued and that the bithop
of Conftantinople thould take place next after
the bithop of Rome, So that this counci
were ALL of the Emperor’s party, notwith-
ftanding my unlucky hint about the A4acedo-
nians. There is nothing worth my taking
notice of in your two next remarks.

I now proceed to your latt arucle, thep.7o.
great and good, the blqﬂ’d Martyr Archbi-
thop Land. But in what caule was he a
martyr ? For the purity of religion, the
unblameablene{s of his life, or the liber-
ties of his country? No: If he was a mar-
tyr, it was for fuperftition m worfhip, po-
wer and riches in the priefts, and arbitrary
cgovernment In the prince. On thele ac-
counts the high church clergy adore his
memory, and offer incenfe to him as a
faint, But do you really think there is

G one

“ Soz. p. 714.



L 50 ]

one Man in Great Britain, befides the
priefis of his own complection, that think
him either a martyr or a faint? A fainc!
and yet a rigid, bitter perfecutor, and
who drove his royal mafter nto {uch ex-
treams, as involved the nation in a civil
war, and brought the unhappy king him-
felf at Jaft to the block. Afaint! that
crops off mens ears, and flits their nofes,
and mangles their bodies with ftripes 5 and
in his private retirement refleéts on it with
pleafure, and records 1t in his diary. It
puts me 1n mind, that there are fome perfons
worfe than crocodiles, who can kill men, with-
out (bedding a tear at their defiruétion.

The charges I brought againft him, arel
confefs great and many. But then they are
fupported by evidence as clear and ftrong as
can be defired. As tohis being popifhly in-
clined, youfay it is fenfelefs 5 buryet you can-
not deny what I afferted, that he was {o much
a friend to the popifh faction, that whilit he
perfecuted the proteﬂants, who could not
run all his lengths in doftrine and ceremo-
nies, he greatly favoured the Roman catho-
licks : And though I am intirely againft
perfecuting them u’pon a religious account,
yet how unbecoming the charaller of a
proteftant bithop is it, to opprefs, impri-
fon, and harrafs proteftants for trfles, and
at the fame time to protect and countenance
papifts, thofe fworn enemies to the prote-

ftant

¥ Berriman’s Remarzs, p. 3.
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ftant religion and liberties, That your
blefled martyr did this is allowed by his
friends and enemies. L’Effrange, whom
undoubtedly you will not charge with par-
tiality againft him, fays of him: The Arch-
bifhop of Canterbury fands afperfcd in com-
mon fame as @ great friend at leaft and palron
of the Romith Catholicks, if be were not of
the fame belief. To which I anfwer by con-
ceffion: True it is he bad too much and long
favoured the Romith faftion ——e— though not
the Romith faith. He tampered indeed to 1=
troduce fome ceremonies bordering upon fuper-
fition, difufed by us, and abufed by them.
From whence the Romanifts collefted fuch a
good difpofition in bim lo their tencls, as they
began not only to bope, but in good earneft to
cry bim up for their profelyte . You {ee,
Sir, he went fuch lengths as made the pa-
pilts imagine him their own ; and though
his: conference with Fifber the Jefuit after-
wards proved he differed from them in fome
dottrinals,yet as he avowed and practifed the
moft infamous and curfed part of popery ;
I mean, Sir, perfecution for conicience
fake, he was a papift in the worft {enfe of
that word.

Befides, as piety and the care of religion
is a neceffary ingredient in my judgment
to the character of a martyr; [ amat a
lofs how to reconcile part of the Arch-
bifhop’s conduct with my notion of reli-

G 2 gion
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oion and piety. The forementioned hifto-
rian tell us 7, that the Lord Chief Juftice Ri-
chardion pronioited Revels, Church ales, and
Clerk-ales upon the Lord’s Day. But Laud
forced him to revoke that orcer 3 and tho’
tHe]uﬁlLes of the peace drew up a petition
to tiie King, fhewing the greatl inconvenl-
encles w‘zch waula befall the country, 1if
they were permitted 5 yet before the peti-
tion could bedel;vered Land publifhed by
the King’s order the ceclaration concern-
1ng recreations on the Lgia’s Day 3 which
as Rufbworih oblerves, proved a fnare fo
many imipiflers, wery conformable o the church
¢f England, bemzya ff..rf‘_}' refuifed to iead 1he
fame uf!bjffﬁ.'j} i1 1he Chureh as wwas required.
For upsn this many <were [ufpeided, and o-
thers fiieuced from preaching. Was this the
cuftom of the primitive martyrs? Muft
men be forced to a prophanation of the
j2bbath? Muft the minifters of the gofpel
be obiiged to clofe the fervice of God, even
in the houfe of worfhip, with an exhorta-
tion to Revels and Church Ales? Or mulft
they be perfecuted by fufpenfions and filen-
cings for their refufal ¢ Is this your martyr
znd your faint? Rather than be numbered
with fuch faints and martyrs, St antma mea
czm Phbtlefopbis.
As to the caie of Dr. Leighton, 1t a

pears a faithful narrative and reprefentation.
The very diary of Lezd himielt confirms

the
* Rufhworth, Vol. 1. ». 196,
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the molt cruel part of his ufage, and
therefore leaves no room to doubt of the

the truth of the other. In it there 1s this
paflage, which a man of common humanity

could not have wrote without a bleeding
heart.  Friday, Nov. 16. He (Leighton)
was feverely whipt, and being [et in the pillo-
ry be had one of bis ears cut of, ome fide of bis
nofe flit, and branded on one check with a red
bot tron. And on that day [evenight His
SORES UPON HIS BACK, EAR, NOSE, AND
FACE BEING NOT CURED, be was whipped
again at the pillory in Cheaplide, and there
bad the remainder of bis fentence executed upon
him, by cutting off the other ear, [flitting loe
other fide of bis nofe, and branding the other
cheeck. Did your Martyr record this to
eternife his relentlefs cruelty ? You, with~
a {pirit like his, tell your reader, that LaudP-7*
was not more rigoroys, than Leighton’s
crimes deferved. Would you give the world
to underftand by this, what they muft ex-
pect when fuch priefts as you fit again in
high places of power, and that your hands
and heart are already prepared for mutila-
tions and blood? I am far from vindicating
Leighton’s conduct, 1f the things you men-
tion out of his book are true ; though the
oppreffions and violences, which had been
practifed by many of the bifhops, were
fuch as might have made even a wife man
mad, and by all equitable perfons will be
allowed 2s {fome excule for the very fevereft

expreflions

¥ Rufhworth, Vol. I. p. 57, 58,
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cxpreﬁio'l.:. of Lengton againft them, How-
ever, this 1 will aﬁfm, that a chriftian
bifhop thould have had no hand in {uch 2a
bloody fentence, and that Laxd would have
acted 2 much more merciful part if he had
ordered him to be 1mmed1ately hanged:
The Parliament * had a quite dxFerent
fenfe of Leighton’s fufferings, and voted that
the fine of 1oooo pounds, and the fen-
tence of corporal punifhment, and the execu-
tion thereof, and the lmpnfonment there-
upon were llleﬂral and that the archbifhop
of Canterbury, then bifhop of London, ought
to give fatisfattion to Leighton for his da-
mages {uftained by his fifteen weeks impri-
fonment in Newgate upon the faid bithop’s
warrant.

As to Mr. Limborch’s teftimony, I can
affure you I am no more a general be-
liever in him, than in your martyr Laxd.
Great allowances muft be made for him as
a foreigner, and therefore not well acquaint-
ed with the affairs of the Er glifh hiftory.
He had alfo probably an aﬁe&lon for Laud,
becaufe of his embracing the Arminian prin-
aples, and appearing againft the doctrinal
part of popery. However, had his com-
mendations of Laxd been much more pro-
fufe, they would have fignified nothing a-
gainft the trath of hiﬁory. As you repre-
{ent the matter it amounts to o more, than
that Limborch thought he was no papift,

and commended the letters he wrote toO
Volfus.

* Rufhworth, Vol IV. p. 229. ad An, 1641.
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. Voffius. And therefore I have not dealt un-
worthily by my own author,by pamnting that
imperious prelate in his proper colt)urs
nor indeed can I fee any Reafon, that be-
caufe I tranflated Mr. Limborch’s Hiffory of
the Inguifition, therefore I fhould agree with
him in all his charalters of men; and efpe-
cially of thofe, whofe true char \Qér I have
a much better opportunity of knowing than
Limborch had.,

As to your prophetick curfe, that my
name fhall rot amongft the wicked, 1 thall
only fay, that as the bird by wandrmg, and

the fwallow by flying, fo the curfe caufelefs foall
wot come 3 and that I am of Plutarch’s mind,

who faid, [ bad rather men (hould (ay of me,
that zberé neither is, nov ever was fuch an one
as Plutarch 5 than that they fhould fay, Plu-
tarch was an unfieady, changeable, cafily pro-
vokable, and re'vengefui man. May 1 perith
for ever from the memory of men, rather
than be remembered as a tyrannical, haugh-
ty, perfecuting, relentlefs, bigotted prieft ;

and if pofterity fhould ever fpeak of me,
- may it be as a lover of religion, a friend to
the rights of confcience, and an advocate
for the civil and religious liberties of my
country. This character I will endeavom
to merit ; and it is the only m*gmrtahty
amongft men that I defire.

Thus, Sir, have I confidered your re-
marks, and | hope cleared myfelf from the
charge of grofs mifreprefentations of fact.

I have only to add, that as you threaten
me
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me with due chaftifement from other hands,
I fhall be very glad if any learned and can-
did divine of the church of Eugland will fet
me right m any matters wherein I have been
miftaken, and that I will ingenuoufly own
any errours when they can be proved upon
me. But if any perfon with your {pirit, and
in your {tile, fhall appear farther againft me,
he muft excufe me if I think him beneath
my notice, and pafs him by with that in-
tire filence and conternpt he will deferve.

I am, S IR,

FYour's, &c.

S, C.
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