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DA N obedlén.te to your Commands .
8 1 here fend you my Thoughts up-
B on Mr. HMiil’s Book's the whole'of
‘which’ confifks of Fbur Heads. The
. J":r]}"contams‘a Can fiire of what
S, the Blfhopcomp‘eﬁ fouily fuppofes
‘ cénéémihg the, Diétirine of the
- Trinity: -~ The' Second' Criticifes

upon what he #ys abou; the Myftery of ¢
]ncamaﬂon;’ “The “Third -is’ &’ dencapon ‘of »
thie “Bathets 5 ‘whom he thinks the ' Bifhop his’
treated very ill, ‘as to the _Bxplication they
have given-of thefe Two Myﬁencs. The Fourth:
and laft is an Bxplanauon 'of 'the - Myftery dt:f'
A3 :




"Animadwerfions on

the Trinity, which he advances as much more agree-
able to the Syftemof Scripture, and of the Ancients,
than the Bifhop’s. :

As to the firlt, Mr. Hill picks a Quarrel with
the ijhop , becaufe in fpeaking of the Perfuafions
of Sainians, Arians, s0d Orthodox, concerning the
Nature of Chrift, he calls them three: different
Opinions.  He would not have had the Bifhop ufe
the word Opinion, in fpeaking of that which we
look upon as, founded on Diyiie Rgvelgtign, and
reccive as the’Obje& of ouf Faith. This doubt-
lefs is a molt heinpus Crime, which deferved all
Mr. Hil's Exaggerations, tho Gregory of Nazian-
zen has ufed the fame word, Oraz. é;. . Certainly,
when an Anther undersskes o ¢onfider che princi-
pal Tenets touching the Nature of Jefys, Chrift,
namely, that of Artemas, that of drius, and'that of
the Church ; he may, I think, without a Crime,
call them three Opinions 5 clpecially, as the Bifbop
has dong, bsfars he had_ praved anyubinggm Re-
velation,, 'E‘verﬁ,body' knows that firgeg Exprel-
fions are nat to be-ufedip pllc-ﬁasinﬁof ‘q;nwtﬁ;m,
but only after the matger has been wellk praved), . So
that a éri,tm,ﬁn 9f this, Natuze, giviy W Indrgreat
CharaQerqf the Author, o &1y i

With as. mysh’ fincerity daes My, B’ endea-
vour to bring unden fulpicion the Bifhop's Exprefl
figns, becaulg he does not diffinétly fay, whether

the Spcinian qr Arian Opinions , have baem within
or wjihout the Chusch. “Egr, fays he, page 2.
“if the Bifhop fuppofes ghat thefe Opinions have:
“been within the Chusch; Thenindeed here is an:
¢ Infinuatioa liid for the Commusijon .withSaajmiam:,
oo R which

Mr. Hills Book,

¢ which is a bleffed compsehenfion.. This. he ve-
peats or infinuates again fomewhere elfe. If a
Pagan had made this RefleCtion aﬁainﬁv a Bifhop,
he might have been charged with want of Can-
dour.. But what can we fay, when thefe words'
come. from the Mouth of a Prieft, againft a Bi.
fhop, of the Church of Englaxd? And what means
Mr. Hil{, when he finds fault with the Notion
of Faith given by the Bifbop; to wit, that we
believe Poiits of Dottrine, becaufe we are per.
fuaded thac they ate revealed in Scripture? Does
it follow from thence, as Mr., il fuppofes, p. 6..
That Faith refobves it [elf into each private Man's
Opinion ¢ 'Which indeed has accaffoned all che

erafies and . Divifions that have been in the
Church. :

This Cenflire has fomewhat {o fingular ia it

that it well deferves to.be taken notice of ; and I
promife you ta semember it, and to. fhew you char
the Author efpoufesia Principle as dangerous as:
any in Point-of Religion. : But I mult not do this
at (rre&nt, for it would lead us out of our way,
and bring us off from the Article of the Frinity,
which welave nowmchieflyinview. . .

. Mr. Hill preterids that 'the~Biﬂwp-ddds:not eXw,

plain. himfelf clearly:bpon: this Myftery. Thefe:

are his furmifes. The Bifhop has mot :diffin&ly:.

fet down- that theve are Three Perfons;. and ive-.

" ry Biflop, who does ror exprefs: himfelf by -the:
wdrd . -Perfon , ‘which is récetved.in thid)matrer,;
gives.alright fo'any .one to fay, that he.denies.cho
Trinity ; whereas this at - molt were Bue. Sebeilia-
nifm. -Kipon:this unjult. foundation ks cakes, ogear,

fion;,
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Animaduerfions on

fion o divert his Réader, borrowing for that pur-

pole the witty Conceit of the Sociwian Author of

a lictle Book, Entituled , The Doctrine of the Tri-

nity ferin its True Lighty P. 4. ¢c. Bor, p.ig..
he ‘bringsin a Catechumen, who defires'to know

of the Bifhop what he underftands by the Three
of the Trinity ; and feeing that the Bilhop avoids

the word- Perfon, he' laughs at the Inftru&tion
which the Bifhop gives him, and leaves him to
feck fome comfort in the Do@rine of the “Philo-
fophers.. I am furprized that Mr. Hill gives him-
fIf fo much trouble to prove, that the word Perfon
occurs in the Epiftle to the Flbrews, and in Ter-
tullian , fince he fhews himfclf, ithat the" Bifhop
belicvis ¢ much as he daes upon. this Article,
. 17. The Bithop had exprefled himfelf very
clearly upon the mateer, p. 97. Thele -are his
words . ¢ This is the Dotrine that I intend now.
“to explain to you: 1 do not mean that I will
“preterid to-tell you how -this is to be under-
“ftoo.t, and in what refpect thefe Perfons are be-
“licved to be One, and in what refpels they are
“ Three. : '

But Mr. Hill was refolved to give his Sufpici-
ons a full fcope, and he would rather rob the
Bifhop of this Conféfion, than do him Juftice by
acknowledging the truth.  All chis {avours very
much of a Spirit of Difputation, and argues but

little fincerity. ‘But after all, jc-may be asked, why"

has not ‘the Bifhop made ufc every where of. the

word Perfon, which is conlecrated by fo lon% a
re-

Cuftom in the Church, and why does he more
quently fay the Blefled Three? Any body eléé,
o ut

M. Hill's Book,

but Mr. 2l would eafily hav apprehendéd ¢hi
reafon of it. The nature of the difpute With
Avians and Socinians, who will have us fick to the
words of Scripture, requires that we fhould exprefs
the truths of Chriftianity in Scriprure words; if
we would have them to be received. If we at firft
dafh mingle with them words which they look
upon as forcign, and which need to ke foftned, to
give them a fenfe frec from abfurdity in the mat-
ter of the Trinity; this ferves only. to render thie
Difpute intricate, whereas we fhould aim at-the
convincing of them by that principle which they
acknowledge, namely the Authority of the Scrip--
cure.

But there is fomething more to be faid for the
Bithop. 1a all likeliho’t%d he would ot eéngage
himfelf in the Method of thofe, who to defend ¢hi
Do&rine of the Trinity againlt the Socinians, feem
to have given them great Advantages by Ry
down Principles, from which its to be feated oc-
cafion may be taken, to impute PrisheifH toithe De-
fenders of the Trinity. ~This InconveRieaty may
be avoided by reducing the difpute to the rérms of
Scripture, which cannot fo eafily be dotié, when
we employ fuch words 4s ar¢ made ufe of by the
Socinians Again@ the Orthodox, t0 prove thém guils:
ty of Tritheifn, which'is juftly look'd @pon as
the overthrowin of the whole Article of the Tri-

nity. : - :
The Bifhop thertfore, who himfelf yfés the word
Perfow wheie he has occafion fof' it, -cguld have so
manner of defign to condemn that word, the fome-
times he abftained from it ; he only Teaves ikout of
B the
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Animadwerfions on
the Difpute, that he might not involve himfelf into

an unnecefMary Conteft with relation to a Socinian. -

He has exatly kept him{f to the terms of Scrip-
ture, which he chinks are precilc cnough to con-
vince an Arian, or a Socinian. 1 am perfivaded,
That if Mr. Hill had been to handle this Subjet
with the fame views, he would have done as the
pifhop, and that no Bifhop would have cenfred
him for it. Buc Mr. F/l was refolved right or
wrong , to appear in Publick againft his Loxd-
ﬂnl}:'ir. Hill comes on with a new Charge, and en-
deavours to faften a fufpicion, upon the Bifhop, as
if he did not believe the perfonality of the AG.
before the Incarnation, The Bifhop fays, That
the word Perfon was adopted, chiefly, in oppofi-
to the Patripaffians.  This does not fatisfy Mr. Hill,
he labours to prove that Praxeas was the fir(t Au.
thor of that Herefy; and he {hews by St. Paul’s,

Epiftles, that the word Perfon was in ufe before

2 7% ¢ime.  “Tis not very material, and yet
flc’)aic)e;gréﬂion, to fhew that Mr. Hill is miftaken
about the Antiquity of the Patripaffians). Simon Ma-
gus Was the Author of tl}at. Sc&, above 160 be-
fore Praxess. At leaft, thisis what we are to_ld l?y
Trenans, St. Augnftin, and Theodoret. Vid. Cout. in lib.
Conftit. p. 285. Neither isit certain, that Heb, 1.2.
Charatter Hypoftafeos muft be rendred by Perfon;
the Vulgar has rendred it by Subftance, as well as
Chap. XI. And the ‘Fathers of the Council of Nice
have taken the word Hypoftafis in the Creed , for
E[fence or Subftance. Thofc who wereat the (.Ioulrll-
Gl of dlexandria, in the year 362. took it “}atm g

M. Hill's Book,

fame fenfe ; and St. Ferow underftood it fo, Ep. 57.
However, fays Mr. Hi/{, the Bifhop has not gi-
ven to the Word the true Notion of a Perfon; be-
“fides that he has avdided’ thit Expreffion in fpeak-
ing of it. The Bifhiop only atknowledges, "Thac the
Father, the Word, and thé Spirit have a particular
diflintion from one another, by which ¢very one
of them differs from another; ‘and tho Mr. Hill
cites the Bilhop’s words, “whoaffirms, That in the
Efence of God there are Three which are real-
ly different from each other, and which differ
from one another more thdn three Names, or
three Economies, ad extrs, or three Modes; yet
he is not’ pleafed with' che Bifhop’s Notion, but
he muft needs be a Sabelliap. " This Judgment is
made too rafhly., ~ The Bifhop fays, That the word
Perfon muft not be underffood in the’matter of
the Trinity , as we ordinarily do in . relation to
Creatures, « compleat Intelligens Being,'” And dots
this offend Mr. Hi/l? For my, part, I caf fee no
harm in it, ‘The Bifhop has of his fide all the So-
ber Divines, who have confidered the Doftrine
of the Trinity with fome attention: For there is
that difference betwixe the Perfons of the Trinity,
and Perfons among Creatureg, to which the De-
finition of a Perfon, rejected by the Bifhop, does
belong ; that if that Definition were admitted in-
to the Trinity, it would import thé Multiplica-
tion of the Effence, ds well as the Multiplication
of the Perfons, which isjuftly to be abhorred by all

‘Divines, After all, if the Bifhop has not determi-

ned the nature and cegree of the precife diftin&tion
which is betwixt the Three Perfons, but bas adhered

B2 in
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in this matter,, to what the Scripture teaches, he
ought to be commended for his Modefty, inftead
of being reproached for not having explaingd that
which all prudent Divines ewn cannot be explain-
ed. Mr. Hi/ himfelf knows well enough, that one
cannot explain thefe differcnces, withous eitlier fal-
ling into difficulsies, out of which he can’t extricate
himfelf, or afferting Contradictions which do much
more weaken than%lluﬁrate and confirm the belicf
of this Myftery. . -,

Thele are Mr. Hill's chicf Accufations upon the
Article of the Trinity. He has not been willing
to. conflider, as any cquitable Man would have
done, that the Bifhop did, not defign to write a
Treatife upon the Trinity , which would have
obliged. bim to handle this Subject in another
manger, but that he glances only upon what muft
be {aid in gengral, to be underftood, in order
to bis.treating of the Divinity of Chrilt, which is
the, only Sh%j;:.&-,matter of “his Dilceurfe. And
fince Le bricfly lays down the Article of the Trin
pity, as a foundation to cxplain that of the In,
carnation,, thofe who after this can_charge him
withnot believing the Trinity, becaufe he does not
treat that matter in.its full extent, muft either be
very malicious, or*very defeflive in their Judg-
ments. ' :

Let us come now to the point of the Incarna-
tion. After that Mr, Hil has fuppofed, contrary
to all truth, that the Bifhop daes not belicve Three
Perfons in the Trinity, he downright charges him
with denying the Pcrlonality of the Word, and ac-
koowledging the Perfonality. of the Meffias hno«

other

-t
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other way, than as the Perfonality of Jefus Chrift
did refult only from the Usion of his Two Na-
tures, Then he gives himfelf a great deal of trou.
ble to confute his own Whimfy,  But I necd oo-
ly remember him of the forecited words of the Bi-
fhop, to fhew him how unfairly he deals in this
matter. He does not a& more honeftly, when he
wiredraws this Expreffion of the Bithop, Thar Di-
winePerfon in whom dwelt the Eternal Word, to prove
that he acknowledges no Perfonality, but in the
Humane Nature o? Chritk; Efpecially, fays he,
becaufe the Bilhop has not expleded the Imagi-
nation of thofe, who conceive that the Charaéger
of Son of God has its foundation in the Humanity
which the Word has affumed. Fhe Bifbop has
rejeted this Notion as a falfe Dodrine, tho
he has not refuted it ex profeffo, hie Subjed lead.
ing him to f{omething that was more material.
But mi%ht not he fpeak in the fame firain with
all thofe, who fpeak of the Human' Natuse of
Jefus Chrift? None elfe but Mr. Hi/l would have
taken it amifs, He muft be ftrangely given up
to his- Sufpicions, to conceive and publifh fuch as
thefe againft the Bifhop upon fuch flight and
poor Arguments. And does not Mr. Hill deferve

“ to be admired, when having criticized upon thele

words of the Bifhop, he obferves, That fince the
Bifhop does not tell us, whether the Father, and
the Spirit did enter into the Perfonality , which
refulted from. the Union of the Two Natures, or
not, but only that God and Man are become Onec -
Perfon, he has left a Door open for many Here-
fics upon this Myftery. One had nced have much
patience
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patience to follow an Author fo fruitful in vain
Conccits. He quotes thefe words of the Bifhop,
that the Word dwele in Flefh ; and yet he is angry
becaufe the Bifhop fays elfewhere, that God and
Man are become one Perfon ; as if under the ge-
neral name of God,the Bifhop would leave his Rea-

der to think thar he underftands the Pather and

the Spiric as well as the Word. At ¢his rate when”

we fay that Jefus Chrift isthe Son of God, weleave
the Hearer in fulpenfe, whether we mean that he
s only the Son of the Father, or likewifé the Son
of the Holy Ghoft. When a Man reafons thus in
a matter of {0 great moment, one would think
he defigns nothing clfe but to be laughed at, or
to be read with indignation,

He goes on to the Divinity of the Meflias, upon
which he raifes new Acculations againft the Bi.
fhop ; though he confefles - 45. That the Bifho
has advanced many Good and Ofthodox Truths
upon this Article, “This being the main ‘thing in-
tended by the Bifhop, it will not be improper to
give you a fhore account of it, thac you may judge
the better of the Jultice of Mr. Hil's Accufations,
Yirlt of all the Bithop gives an Idea of the dwel.
ling of the Word in Fleth ; and he explains in a
very ineelligible manner, what's called in Schoo'-
terms the Fypoffatical Vniow ; then he g0es on to
fhew whence this Phrafe of Inhabitation, or Shefing
is borrowed, namely, from the Divine Prefence,
granted to the Fews 'in the Cloud of Glory which
was over the Tabernacle, He very exaltly obferves
That the God of the Fews s “called Fehovab, o

word which the Seventy have rendred conftantly

by

F AR i 2 A
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‘tha desos, and that the Evangelifts an
A ()t(l;;x:s ngc]:ibe: ;con&antly that word lto”lcfss.
('Eril’r becaufe of the indwelling of t;ed wl's,
fo that when the Apoftles have pro%oe .J: l;f
Chrift as the true Object of the f}g}:m(:;‘oAda-
Chriftians, they did not change the Obje
?::r:?:nyzzzf/ln‘}fdwtrgo{’ughat{ited before the Clpu(d (:f
Glory, that now Ao eantimus for ever. Thi

xc . .

{: t;l?h[g?tngihrr&{ of Wllla[ tge&l:’ugaso% ;éﬁfla‘;?:car:
large, and with fevera re:i_ lSvords on divers
Pl 'lza'we lEhriﬂians own but
:: oppoglm:gmt: élcl)d:vl::g "we do alfo believe t};a:
« ?lr\]xes grgat God is alfo our federal God,N ::u?; g;.
¢ wab, by his dwelling in the Humax:l Nature of
« Jefu’s Chrift ; fo that he is our Lorhe com}:n aa
« affumption into high Dignity, or tthe ommu,
¢ picating divine Honour to him, bl(!it z;ls he Ercrnal
« Word dwels bodily in him: And ¢ ud o
s et God, e dé%é“éfeﬁ'{’ God manifettin
« od, but as nifefti
¢ ﬁ:ﬁﬁff znGhis Fleth or human Nature ’ofwltl:fxe
«is the great Myftery of Godlinefs, or f g
“ Religiogn: And this will givea clear ';‘g?{)amcnt'
¢ a1 thofe other paffages of the I_NTewd clamer f
“ in which the Lord Jefus is mentul)]geF, a1 diftindt
« from,and fubordinate to God and lsf Gaod - The
“ one % the more extended Notion o o 3 e
« Maker and Preferver of all ‘thm;gss ; propria-
< other is the more fpecial Notx)on,, p s

the Fews, fince it was the
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“ ted to Chriftians, by which God is federally their
¢ God, Lord, or Jebovah.

Certainly 2 Man muft have a finall ftock of Mo-
defty or Sincerity, who having read this Explica-
tion, can charge a Prelate with Socinianifm, or
Neftorianifm. And thus he goes about to prove
his accufation. He takes notice of an Expreflion
of the Bifhop's, p. 25. We belicve, fays the Bi-
fhop, That Chrift was God by vertue of the in-
dwelling of the eternal Word in him ; the Jews
could make no ObjeCtion to this, who knew thae
their Fathers had worfhipped the Cloud of Glory,
becaufe of God's refting upon it. Ttis a fine thing
to fee how gravely Mr. Hill fnaps up this Expref-
fion of the Fews worfhipping the Skekina : Here
he makes a"pompous fhew of needlefs Remarks,

to convince the Bifhop that God and the Cloud

were -two different things ; and that the Fews never
worfhipped the Cloud o% Glory, becaufe otherwifz
they had been Idolaters.  And all this, becaufe the
Bifhop has taken the Shekina, for God dwelling in
the Cloud. 1 confefs that Expreffion is not alto-
gether exa& ; bue a candid Reader would eafily
have underftood it by fo many other Expreflions
which the Bifhop employs in fpeaking upon this
Subjeét, where he thews the différence which he
makes between God and the Cloud of Glory. No
body has found faule with Dr. Tenifon for taking
the Shekina for the fecond Perfon, (of Idolatry
7-319.) thefe are his words; “ Accordingly
“ when God is {aid in the Old Teftament to have
¢ appeared, they feem to miftake, who afcribe it

[13 to
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“to anAngel perfonating  God,..and not to the
“ fecond Perfon, as the Shekina (or as Tertullian
¢ calleth him ) the reprefentator of che Father.
¢ The {ame Expreffion occurs p. 380. of the fame
¢ Book. And yet Dr. Tesifon has fict been’ accu-
fed hitherto of confounding the Habitdtion; with
the Adyos that dwelt in'“the Cloud.” Dr.:Whirky
fays as much as Dr. Tenifon, and Mr. Hid does
not take it ill. He has read Zertuldian’s Book
againft Praeas, but he feems not to have underftood
that Maxim in it. —— Malo.te ad fenfum rei; quam
ad fonum wocabnli exerceas; at leaft he does not pra~
&ife it much in refpe& to the Bifhop ; efpecially
fince he owns, p.27. that the Bifhop has corrected
that Expreflion. But Mr. Hil/ does not only'ac-
tack this Bxpreffion, which thoughinii¢ felf it may
be {fomewhat improper, is yet ufual enough ; but
he falls upon the whole Argument of the Bifhop §
and. to overthrow it, he'denies in the firft. place
what the Bifhop. advances,. That theiword Feko
vah has been always'applied. to.the ‘Divinity dwel-
ling in the Cloud of Glory."” ' Secondly, Though
this were granted, he denies, That ‘'the . Divini
of the:s Meflias ‘can :be:inferred from: Fehvvabh’s
dwelling bodily in hith, asthe Bifhop would have
it. And -hé does not believe that St. Pui, Colue.
has furnifhed the Bifhop with a notion: of :the Di-
vinity’s ' dwelling' in* Jefus Chrift, fufficient: to
ground’ Adoration. upon. : Léﬂ:y,? He accufes the
Bifhop . of .not having fully anfwered ‘a difficuls
whidh He propofel Yo himfelf from ¢ con8.. which
feemsi to: appropriate'tht natie xdgrosy or Febovahy
to the Son exclufively. of 'éhe Fathet'; and he gives
us

13
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us another Solution which ke thinks is better.. 'We
fhall refume every one of ‘thefc Heads in their
order.  And, Co

I. Mr. Hill denies that the word Fehovad is al-
ways afcribad. to God, with refation to.this Ha-
bitation in tha Cloud. What tho the Bifbop had
been fomewhat too politive concerning the word
Febowah, in afferting thae it always refers to the
Habitation in the Cloud ? Here were after all no

reat harmn, fince Mr. F:/ himfelf owns that he
is called fo where fpoken of as in Covenant with
the Fews. A little Candor and Common Senfe
would have prompted an Ingenuous Reader ta
make that Reftriétion of the Bilhap's woxds; but
in vain fhould the Bithop look fos o much Equicy
from Mr. Hil/, who di[E;)urcs for difputing’s fake.
Divines of a greater Name than. Mr. Hi/, laugh at
thofe Remarks which he has accumulared. D, Te-
»ifon has proved, That the Skekjns'is celebrated
down from ddam t0 Noah, from Nash to Mofes,
from Mofes to the Captivity, and from the Cap-
tivity to the Meflies. . This is in his Book of Idola-
try, where one would think he imended: a-Refu.
tatidn of Mr. Fifi, Afer ally’ whateverthe inean.
ing of the:word Fehovab may havé bdetr before
the Law, it’s certain, as X faid, That under the
Law that word denoted the God which the Fews
worfhipped in the Cloud of Glary , and that ie i
with refpet to that Habitarian that St. Jobn fays,
fpeaking of. his Incarnation’, . That the Word has
dwelt among(k us. - 'The Bifhop, who.intends to
prove that vhe Apoftles did not propafe another (_)g
je

A

e s
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ject of Adoration, than the Felayah wardhip
under the Law, defires no more than this, which,
is fufficient for his purpofe.

But can we rationally infer the Adoration of
the Meffias from this, that the fulnefs of the God.
head dwells in him bodily, as St. Pas! tells us?
Col. 2. The Grthodox have believed it to this day,
and the Bifhop with them ; but out of {pight ta
the Bifhop, Mr. Hil/ will not allow this to be a
good confequence ; he does.not -much congern
himfelf, whether the Socimians triumph or nos, pro,
vided he may quarrel with the Bifhop, by alledg-
ing I know not what frivolous Exceptions, of
which himfelf would have been afhamed, had hg
not been tranfported with his Paffion,. To rake
this paflage trom: the Bifhop which feems fo full
to his purpofe, Mr. Hilf gives it fo Chimerical an
Interpretation, thar probably he is the firft Invep.

tor of it; he pretends thar the Apoftle , fpeaks

there in oppofition to the Guoficks Notians,. who
excluded Jefus Chrift from the Supreme wnfpopce
or Divinity ; but that tho St. Pasu/ had declared
Jehovah to be in Jefus Chrilt, yet of what fort
of inexiftence foever this might be underflood , i
could not be concluded from it, that the. Meffias
was to be adored. I am not of Mr. Hil's mind
concerning the fenfe he gives ta the word wAfpiae.
He in that place of St. Puul. *Tis ot very pro.
bable that this Apoftle had an eye to the Guofighs,
and it is much more natural to underftand this
fulnefs in oppofition to the Manifeftations of the
Deity under the 0/ Teffwnens ; the Sequel of the
Difcourfe feems.to lead us chither, fince ghe A;:?j-

: 2 ' “Hile

A T AT - el

s




16

' Animadverfions on

file declares that it dwelt bodily, which'is oppo-
fod to Figures. wyva is the word which the Apo-
ftle has expreiled by awualinis , which fignifics-
really and fubftantially. But be this as it will,
what can Mr. Hill mean, when he denies that
from {uch an Habitation as this, by ‘which the
Fleth is perfonally united to the Deity, the A-
doration of the Meflias cannot be inferred? It’s
plain, that the Bifhop does not pretend that the
Flefh ought 'to be.adored in the Perfon of Jefus
Chrift ; but it is yet more certain, ‘that no Chri-
ftrian, except thofe that deny the Hypoftatical
Union of both Natures, -denies that the word in-
carnate is to be adored, that is, the Meflias, who
is God and Man. They all agree, ‘That the
Principle of Adorability , or that for.wluch ‘th.e
Perfon of the Meffias is to be adored, is the Divi-
nity of the Word; but they don’t deny, as Mr. Hill
{eerms: to do, that Jefts Chrift is the Objett of Ado-
ration, becaufe the indwelling of the Word is fuch,
that thereby the Human and Divine Natures are
united in one Perfonality.

Here is another Criticifin of Mr. Hills. He
owns , That the Argument which the Bithop
draws from the word xdesws, that is conftantly gi-
ven to Jefus Chrift in the New, and anfwers to
that of “fehovab in the Old Teffament, s an cx-
cellent Argument, but he thinks the Bifhop had
not skill enough to free it from an Objetion a-
rifing from 1 Cor. 8. 'The drians have infilted upon
that place, Verfe 6. Nobis tamen unus Deus pater, L0
prove thar the Son was not God. They have been
anfwered, That when the Fathor is named here,

the.
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- the Sonis alfo evidently fuppofed, as having the Di~-

vine Nature, if he be truly the Son-of God. It has
been often faid to theji, that by the fame rea-
fon we- might concludg, That the Father is not
le adds, & unws Domi-
nus efus Chriftus per quems omnia 3 and wherein
has the Bifhop enervated this Argument? Becaufe
the Bifhop affirms (fays Mr. Hv/) that the word
nie 06 anfwering to that of Jebovah in the Seventy
Tranflation, is here appropriated to Jefus Chrift,
which he éftablifhes as a confequence of his Hy-
pothefis , that the word xdews is a federal Title
of God, with relation to the JFews. Now Mr. Hill
thinks that's a falfe Hypothefis: On the other
hand he pretends, That the word wdesos is oppo-
{ed to that of xweior by St. Paxl, which cannot be
rendred by Jebove in the Plural Numter; from
whence he concludes, That the Bifhop has not
taken off the Obje&tion he makes to himfelf. The
queftion ftarted by Mr. Hil/, whether the word

ubews expréfles that of Jehovah; and whether fup-

poling it exprefles the Fehovah of the O/d Teffament,
it is a federal word with refpeét to the Jews ; this
queltion, I fay, is decided in favour of the Bi-
thop, not only by the Moderns, but alfo by the
Ancients. If Mr. Hi// has a mind to be inform-
ed of the Opinion of the Ancients in this mat-
matter, let him read Origes upon the 8th of Eze-
kiel, p. 1. and St. Jerom upon the fame at the be-
ginning of his gth Book; he may 1ead ‘alio the
Learned Pearfon upon the Creed, as to the fecord
thing controverted here between the Bifhop and

him. The foundation of this Opinion is more-

folid

1
3
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folid than Mr. 14/l is aware of ; almoft all the

Ancients prove the Divinity of Jelus Chrift, be. -

caule it was he who al)peared under the 0/4 Te.
Seament 5 and that he who then appearcd is named
Jehovahy , which the Seventy render by wdesac
Therefore the Apoftle might fay, according to
this PhrafCology , that if the Chriftians did ac-
knowledge but one God, they acknowledge like-
wile butonc Lord, wiz. Jefus Chrift; giving to
the A5 the Tile of Jehovah, which is rondred by
wdesss in the O Teffament.  So that it is $t. Pauf’s
Dao&trine, that the Adyos is Tehowah, and thac the
2dos Incarnate is no lefs Fchovak than he was be-
fore the Incarnation. 1f it were otherwile, St, Pas!
had argucd Like a Sophifter, when he proves
by a palltige out of fui/, that Salvation belangs to
(.Ihriltiuns, becaufe they invoke Jelus Chrift, who
is the Lord fpoken of in Foely Rom. yo.

I know not why Mr. HiZ is nor fatisficd with
this Solution ; *cis his fault, and not the Bifhop's:
For whoever afferts that St. Pant finds the Fountaijn
of the Dicty in the Father, by reafon of which
he calls the vather the only God, and whoever
waintains thac the Son is ehe fecond Perfoa, who
is called wdercs by the Fews, and by whom God
has adled all along during thar Occonomy, lcaves
no force at all to the Objeltions of 4riams or So-
ciiians,

Laltly, Me. Hill reje@ls the Argument for our
Saviour’s Divinity, which the Bithop draws from
this; thar we don’e read either in the 4% of the
<hpeftlse, ov in eheir Epiffles, thar ever the Fows

‘. dd

-the Scoimians
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did obje&t to Chrifians that they were uiley of
Idolatry ; chis Argument feems to him faife and
impertinet. *Tis {trange how men are fometimes
blinded by Paffion, and carried away with the ea.
gernels of Difputing! The Bifhop does not ar.
gue here againft all forts of men, but ooly againtt
who maintain that Jefus Chrift
was exalted to the Title of God after his Afces
fion. It's cestain, that in this cafe che filence of
the Jews is a very ftrange thing, for they would aot
have failed to objeQ againft Chriftians, that cheir
Religion did propofe a new Divinity, altogether
unkown under the Law. On the other hand, if
this obje@tion was cver made againkt the Clwiftisps,
‘tis very firamge likewife, thar the Apefiies fhould
8o where obviate the Scandal which the Fews
]migh: fo 'uffﬁ; have i:kl? S;t;mnew objelt oi:f—
igious Worfhip, whic opofed. I 3
know how M:FH:‘/I i made, ‘lf:n I am fure thdt
a Sociniaw could ncver make ufe of o Anfwers
which he furnithes higy with: A¢ feat, if 1 re.
member well, the Scocinian who has Anfwered his
Lordfhip, has thovghz fitker to fay nothing upon
this Argument of the Bifhapy than to have re.
courfe to Mr. Mil's Solutioms, which he kas nog
judged to be a [olid ‘and fufficient Anfwer to this.
Oblervation of the Bifhop.

Mr. Hi# baving thus cenfured what the Biftiop
fays concerning the Trinity and the Incarmation,
esc would: have thoughe that he was gcinF 0.
enter upon the Examination of thofe Cenfures
which the Bifhop has made of the Fathers in ge«
neral ; but he recurns to the Dollrine of the Trix

oy,
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nity, and accufes the Bifhop of having fupprefled

the Notions which diftinguith the Perfons; wviz.
Generation and Proceffion. i
This Accufation is as unjuft and as ill grounded

as all the reft; for the Bifhop fays enough of that

Matter, p. 132, 133, and 134. He fhould have
confidered, that fince the Bifhop did not under-
take a Treatife concerning the Trinity, he was
not bound to examine the whole Dogma; it
was enough for his purpofe to mention only
what he thought molt fit to eftablifh the Divi-
nity of Chrift, that he intended to prove againtt
the Socimians. Belides, Mr. Hil ought to have
done the Bifhop the Juftice to believe, that he does
no lefs include in the Myftery ( which he does
not pretend to explain for fear of deftroying the
nature of it ) thofe Notions which diftinguifh the
Perfons, than the Dogma it felf. And indecd,
though .thefe Notions which the Bifhop owns to
be fo real, as to produce areal and numerical di-
ftinc@ion betwixe the Perfons, are ufed by us in
fpeaking of the Trinity, Mr. il cannot be ig-
norant that they are no les. Myfterious and Dit-
ficult to be explained than the Dogma it felf.  We
underftand what made Mr. Fill return to this
Subjet ; he had a mind to bring in queftion the
Bifhop's believing of the Trinity, becaufe he fays
in a Letter to Mr. Boyle, that in many ancient
Manuferipts he has not found that celebrated place
‘of St. Jobn, There are three,&c. Here he oppofes
to the Bifhop an Author who takes this_place for
Genuine ; this is no great ﬁiccc of Cunning. For
reither the Bifhop, nor the other .learned mel:l,

. who

L o
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wha compare ¢he Manufcripts upon controverted
places, do thercby give the Hereticks any advan-
tage. Dr. Fell, the late Bithop of Oxford, who
took fo much -pains in this kind of Literature,
would have thanked the Bithop of Saisbury for
his Difcovery : For that grcar-Man judged of things
otherways, and by more elevated Principles than
Mr, Hill. T am fure Dr. Mills will make ufe of
the Bifhop’s Obfervation, and do him that Juftice
which the Bifthop of Oxford would have done , if
he had executed his Defign. But this keeps me
from the main Subjett. :

*Let us fee at laft what Mr. A4/ cenfures. in
the Bilhop, concerning his. preténded ill ufege of
the Fathers, p. g1. He taxes the Pathers, fays
Mr, Hill, * for no real Obliquities, but their Ca-
« tholick Principles ; fixes on them fuch Theories
“ asthey never dreamed of , and fuch as are de-

« ftru€tive of their own avowed Faith ; and shis -

<« yithout quoting fo much as one paflage out of
¢them ; he gives them not fo much as one good
« word, but finally prefents them to usas a parcel
¢ of impertinent and - felf-concradictory Bablérs.
Here 'is the Charge, and the Proof followd; p. 54.
In this, fays the Bifhop, 4. e. in their teachiog ‘the.
Refpetts and Modes of this. Unity and. Diftid.
Eion, too many both-Ancieats and Moderns hawe,
perhaps, ‘gone beyond bouads, while: fome - were
pleafed ‘with the’ Platonical Notfons of Emana-
tions, and ‘Fecundity in the Divine Effence. ~The
Bifhop, you fee, ules: the. words. perbups and ¢oa
many, he does not fay all ; which does mightily
i D mitigate
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mitigate his Alfertion. And yet Mr. Hill is plea-
fed to fay, That be reflefts upon the whole An-
cient Church before and after the Council of
Nice : This is not very [incere, But granting the
Bifhop had fpoken fo generally as Mr. Hil im-
putes it to him, yet he had faid nothing upon this
Matter, but what many learned men of both Com-
munions have advanced. Mr. Hill {ays, That we
may very well afcribe Platonical Notions to Arius,
fince Petavius avers that Arins was a Platonift ;
buc not to the Fathers wio have dilputed againft
Arigs.  ‘This matter of Falt is not fo certain as
Mr. Hill thinks. Do&or Cudvorth pretends that
Petavins is miftaken, and that Ath:nafius and the
Pathers of Nice were much greater Platonifts cthan
Arins.  But without entring upon that Queftion,
it'’s undeniably true that the Fathers have made
ule of Platoe’s Authority to cxplain the Myftery
of the Trinity. Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen, and
Enufebins Cafarienfis, have done it before the Coun-
cit of Nice ; and St. Cyril does the fame after
them againft Fulian. And yet Mr. Hil comes
and tells us pofitively, that the Fathers were not
Platonifts, becaufe Petavius fays that Arins was
a Platonift. Petavius acknowledges that Platd’s
Trinity does very widely differ from the Chriftian
Trinity. Dolor Tenifon fays the fame, and
proves it with great Exa&tnefs and Learning ( of
Idolatry, p.77, 78, and p.139.) And after this,
Is it a Crime for the Bif{;op of Salishary to rejeft
shofe Platonical Notions of the Trinity ?

. But

I S T T T T
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But after all, fays Mr. Hill; The Do&rine of
Emanations is derived from the School of the Fews
before Jefus Chrift, and applied by the Fathers
to the Doctrine of the Trinity ; and the Bifhop
ought not to have fuppofed that fome of the Ag.
cients did reje& them, while they were admitted
by others. 'This Accufation may be refuted in a
word.  The Bithop himfelf admits of Emanations
as giving us the propereft Idea to exprefs what w;;
conceive of the Trinity ; but he rejecs the Pla.
tonical Emanations, which have no manner of
Conformity with the Trinity of Chriftians, al.
though many Ancients and Moderns have adopted
them, as all the learned do acknowledge,

I fhall make the fame Anfwer concerning Fe~
cundity, whereof Mr. £i/f thinks the Bifhop has
avoided the Notion in explaining the Trinity.
Mr, Hill grows fo exceeding warm upon _ this
Poinc, That he pronounces Anarhema againft the
Bifhop if he does not acknowledge it. But wh
fo much Noife? The Bifhop employs his Dif-
courfe in proving the Divinity of the Ady@., ta
whom the Father has communicated the Div’ine
Nature ; this is what we cail Eternal Generation :
So that: he can¥be faid abfolutcly to deny the Fe-

. cundity. of the Divine Nature, which confifts jq

that-it is communicated to feveral perfons. 1

he dages not believe . Fecundity, accgrding to lt;llll:
common Notion implied in that word, .and which
feems -t import that the Son muft "beger; as
well as, the Father, having the 'fame' Nature
in-him{elf ; and.if he denys this Fecundity, with
. Da relation

1
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relation to the Holy Ghoft, Muft he be therefore
fruck with Anathema? .

This word Fecundity may be uled in a geod
Senfe, in {peaking of the Generation of the Sonj
which is the communication of the Divine Na:
ture by the Father to the Son; but I queltion
whether it may be ufed with refpect to the Ema-
nation of the Holy Ghoft, & Pafre & a Fiio}
¢his Emanation is never called Generation  in
Scripture, the TLangnage whereof fhould be
our Rule in {peaking of this Myftery 5 and what-
ever fome Divines may have thought, it is more
prudcnt to abftain from it, The Nominals main-
tain that it is as true to fay, Dens »on generaty
which is truc in regard of the Son, as to fay, Dens

emerar, which is truc of the Father. T would
it know Mr. Hill's Opinion about this Propoli-
vion, Polintas gennit voluntatent, ut [apientia gennit
fapientiam. 1 am perfuaded he would not like ir,
though it is certainly truc that Athanafiss an

St. Augnftin have carried thus far the Notion of
Pecundity. : )

M. Hill fancies to Noaplus the Bifhop, when
he charges him with afcribing to the Fathers
fuch Notions as were altogether Heaihenith, and

even faying, that they introduced them into the..

Nicene Creed, which has, Lumen de Tumine, {peake
ing of the Eternal Word. Thefe are the Bifhop’s
words, p. 61. ¢ For we have footfteps of a Tra-
<« dition, as Ancient as any we can trace up,
¢ which limited the Emanations to Three.: And
< thefe thought there was a produgtion, ‘or rat“her

. R [} an
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«an Edution of two out of ehe firft, in the
« fame manner that fome Philofophers thought
that_Souls were propagated fram " Souls; and
¢ the Figure by which this was exphiined, - being
“that of one Candle being lighted at atiorher
« this feems to-have given-the fife 1o thofe words i

¢« Light «f Light. It is cereain ‘that ‘many of thi
s¢ Fathers feli often-into this - conceit, &fc,y ofFfff)}r’;
thefe words Mr. Hi/l concludes, Firft, That the
Fathers , ‘according to the Bithop, ave borfowt

ed their Notion of the Three' Bmanations, from
that of the Phiiofophers touching the Propaga- .
tion of ‘Souls, namely, the Notion of the Ofi-
ginal of ‘Souls ex -#raduce. Sécondly,” He ‘preténds
that the Fathers didinever ufe thdt fimile ‘of tWb
Candles, whereof one is li heed by thé ethér. -
Thirdly, He charges him with fixing a Plaronick, -
i.e. a Pagan Notion upon that Nicene Articley -
Lighs of Light.  All this Critic ;- which' takes up
about thirty Pages, may be reduced to nothisgin a .. .
few words. L SR

nd,. Firf?, nothing is more certain, ‘than th

Tatian, Juitin Martyr's Dilciple, has the Sirﬁilitugz

of d Torch. or Candle lighting another; * Cufs

:: woluit Dews; fays hey p. 145 verbum ek ‘ejas-fim-

: plicitate profiticit, & werbim now inaniter prolatums,

,:‘ primogenitum opus fit ipfins_[pivitus. > Hoc [fijmns
“Cantem cffe_principinm "Mundi , Natuns eft autem

“ won per divifionems, wois peravslfioiems s s wemadmo-

© dum exim.ab una fiise peymilsa ‘dicenditur-, "’f'ea
K samen erin:c facis dus minuitur; &c. doaf ﬁ‘)?ﬂi
s dudds dvdeD) WN el mANd, ® B wpwthg
o S%5
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M N ¥ Yadw F worniv Mudty Giu 15D 74
Qhisy d1w % b AYB eIy dx F ’a§' walefe Sv-
vipews, G¥R EA0Yy TEminie + pRumgTa, P. 145, B,
and this Similitude they ftem to have borrowed
from Philo, who fpeaking of the Spirit imparted
from Mofes to the Seventy Elders, fiith this was
not done, wgr’ dygmiv, by Abfciffion, but as
Fire is lighted from Fire, or one Taper from ano-
ther, without Diminution of its light, gan o i
voiro dy 27 wvess § xgv pweiog Mudeq iy pives
pnd” by exarToder Sy Spglo 5 or at lealt, from his
Mafter Futin, who faith, that in Explication of
this matter he ufed this Example, rather than thae
of the Light of the Sun, 'Tis plain, That the
Fathers have built on this bottom , ‘when they
made ufe of the Similitude of the Sun, and its
Beams. Secondly, The Bifhop might have proved
very well by the Teftimonies of Fuffin and 7a
‘tian, that the Ancients had not a very juft Idea
of, the Dorine of the Trinity ; when they con:
ceived two Generations of the Word ; .the one b
aterno; the other before the Creation of the
World ; the one by which the Word is only as in
posentia , in the Father ; the other by which he
s atually produced by the Will of the Facher
cum wvoluit Deus, fays Tatisn, p.145. This Sy.
ftem was alfo followed by Theophilus of Antioch
and Athenagoras.  This is but a light Error in
thofc Ancients, if we beligve. Mr. Hill, who
fays, That this Syflem was never condemned in
the. Church,, tho it was never made or efteeni.
-ed a neceffary Point of Faith or Dottrine, p. 75

W hat
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What a buftle would Mr. Hi// have kept, if the
Bifhop had advanced the like Propofition? I'm
afraid a Judicious Reader will be tempted to think,
when he fees this feverity of Mr, H.Il towards
the Bifhop, and bhis great Indulgence tq the Ag-

cients, that he has two Weights and two Mea,'

fures.  For after all, the Bifhop's reafons to re.
jet the Syftem of the Ancients, are much more
folid thanthofe by .which Mr, M./ endavours to
fofien and excufe’ic. *Tis in vain for Mr. Hiy
to affert that this Syflem is not Platonical, be-
caufle Fufin had renounced Plsto’s Philofophy: I
can tell him that that Syflem is much more con.

form to that of Plato, than to Scripture 3 and ip-

fa&, it was laid afide in the Controverfy with the
Arians, who drew great advantages from it. Thus
fome other Hyporbefes of the Ancients were rejected,
as that of the Invifibility of the Father, and the Vie
fibility of the Son. .

In fine, let it be granted to Mr. Hill, that the
Fathers of Nice have borrowed the Article, Lighe
of Light, from the Platonifts Notion, and that the
Bilhop of Salisbury does affirm it ; pray where is
the Crime of that? Was not the xdese IAdxoor bor-
rowed from the Heathens? If this Notion which
was common to Scripture, with the wifeft Phi.
lofophy, could be ufefully employed to denote
that the Divine Effence is in. the Father, and
in the Son, as Light is of the fame Nature in two
Candles, one.of which is lighted by the other ;
why fhould not they have made ufe of it ? This

s Tatian’s Notion, and the -learned Dr. Buil be.
lieves
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i athers of Nice have followed the
leaer‘\{IGéS t;l.a‘zg.]eElZﬁbim Cefarienfis drew the ‘Schen;e,
of the Nicene Creed 3 ar}d it t?ggearr:ul;‘); 1[1;: 35(’1,‘8
P atione Fvangelica, ! .
ﬁfd ]:;;gr:r;;ato’s Autﬁority to cftablilh the Dog_i
ma of the Trinity. The Fathers of the (‘ougc;t
added only to it the word &uetmoy, which a:f r
{eemed hard to Enfebins, but he admitted it ad(el:.
wards. This word oty hhad been difgrace L y
the abufc that Panlus Samofathenus made 0h 1&,
having employed it to denote that Jefus lC S
was ocr'mly of the fame Nature withus: But tlle a-
¢hers of NViee have ufed it to fignify, that.he ‘XL}'S
“of the fame Nature with the eternal thher.l Af-
ter this the Fathers of the Council of Chalcedon
have made ufe of it, In the firlt Spnfe, to ex-
prefs the Faith of the Church againft the Ap{ql-
linaians and Estichians who denied that1»Je_u;
Chrift, had a Soul. No man has found fa/u t'wit )
him for making that ufe of the word Suadoos.  1f

Eufebins Cafaricnfis fhad not been the firk Author

i d, Mr. Hil's Obje&ion would be of
géntllgl?m&r.e ¢ But as it is certain, that the ‘Nicene
Yathers have ufed the Crecd., drawn up by 1?, -
bius Cafaricnis, without adding any thing elle mf
it. but the word Euséaor s and the Cbn_demnatmoq of
Arins’s Propofitions confirming the Condenanation
Sronounced before by Alexander 5. fo it Is v;ﬁplf
that they have made ufe of a Notion in it, which
was received by thofe Fathers that were P’Cl‘ato'-‘
pifts : It feemed to them confonant to she Chri

. Ttian Faith; and we receive it at this Day, ;m]nng
‘ 1
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it in:a commodious Senfe ; 1fay we take it ina
large Senfe ; for it -is ‘certain that this Expreflion
Deus de ‘Deo, being as ftriGly taken as Mr. Hil/
ufually takes words in Difputing againft the Bi-
fhop, ‘does rather denote the Subftance than the
Perfonalicy , as that ‘of Lumen de Lumine 3+ and
when iiv pronouncing thefe words we refer’ tliem
to the Perfonality, wehave more regard to:the
Senfe of the Church, than to the natural Import
and Signification ‘of the Exprefiion ; for we only
thean that the Son is derived from the. Father,
who. ‘communicates the' Divine Eflence ‘to himy
and.not that the Effence of the Father’s Divinity
produces fuch another Effence in the Son, :

- ‘Mr. H:/l might very well have forborn his Cen-
furing the Bifhop upon thisiArticle of the Creed';
for whatever pains he’ takes to deliver:his- Reaters
from this thought, that the Fathers of the Coun-
cil of NVice have referred the Expreffion. Dexs de
Deo, & Lumen de Lumine,to the fecond Genera.
tion, yet he himfelf furnifhes us with a fuficient
Argument to confute him, in the paffages which
he quotes in the Margin out of Tertullian,' Theophi-
lus, Athenagoras, Juftin and Tatian. For ithe Fa-
thers have ufed thefoExpreffions with Tertallian
againft: Praseas, to denote the:fecond, but not.the
eternal Generation of the Word,: Tertwllian parti-
cularly ‘called the fecond Generation the true Na-
tivity of the Word.” What ca a_Reader . con-
clude from’ thence, but. that the Notion.:Dess de
Deo, & Lumen de Lumine, inithe: Council of -Niee,
relares. to this fecond Generation® Which M. Hill
himfelf. calls an ‘odd.‘Conceiry .p.: iz.. though:he
- E ~afoirms,
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aflirms, p. 75+ that the Church never: condemsed
it: So that upon the whole Mater, it is very-na-
tural to believe that the Fathers of NVice took thele
words in the fame Senfc in which they were
taken by the Ancients. ]

Mr. Hi{/ may fce now of what ufe the Plato-
nick Notions have been to explain the Doltrine
of the Trinity, The learned confefs that the v,
or the AG@. of Plaro, and his Juyh, or Sewspyss
have nothing common with the two laft Perlons
of the Trinity. This is not only acknowledged,
but proved by the learned Dr. Tem/fon, in the
Book before cited. On the other hand, is oo
lefs ccreain that the Ancients have made ufe of
the Platonick Notions, upon the A&HG. and dv-
pispads, tO fhew that Plato owned the two laft
Perfons of the Triniky. What follows from all
this, but that Mr. Hil might have f{pared his
Cenfures againft the Bifhop? And that notwiths
ftanding all his endeavours, all what he has
faid to jultify the Ancients, is ufelefs and infignis
ficant.

I fhall add but one word more upon this Head 3
wiz, That it does not becone Mr. Hil/ to find
faulc wich the Bifhop for havirg afferted that the
Fathers before the Council of Nise did conceive
in the Trinity a Subordination, importing an
inequality of the two laft Perfons with the firft :
He will give himfelf a very neediels trouble if he
undertake to clear them from that. The Bilhop
has but teo many Proofs upon this Article ; and
none but thofe ‘who never read the Ancients, or
zead them without attention, can difownit. This

is

Ms. Bills Book,

is acknowledged by Petavims, Dr. Cudworth, and
Heutius, Origen, lib, 2. 4. 2. By this kind of in-
judicious Accufations Mr. Hi// would almoft tempt
a man to draw fuch a Piture of Antiquity, as
would not be much to its advantage. . We¢ may
fay ina word, That if there have been fome a.
mong the Ancients who have recommended the
ftudy of Pagan Authors, becaufe of the ufe tha
a Chriftian might make of them, to render the
‘Dotlrines of his Religion more probable to the
Heathens , there have been others who have al-
moft abfolutely condemned that ftudy, fecing
what impre(lion Platonifm had made in the Minds
of che Primitive Chriftians ;. fo that Pope Gelafins
‘was in the right, in the Roman Council, when he
ranked with prohibited Books the greateft,part of
thofe Authors who have fpoken fg crudely npon
the point of: ¢the Trinity. ’ R
U Mr, Mill proceeds ro another Accufatipn, which
is as it grounded: He pietends thac the Bifhop
has unjuftly charged the Pathers with believin
a fpecifick Uaity of the Divine Effence, 2ad wit
having underftood the word Sugénoniin that Senfe,
p. 9r. and fag. M1 HL/ thinks this: is to charge
the Fathers with Tritheifm, which he may with
o much the more reafon impute to the Bithep ;
that the Bithop fuppofing. that the Fathgrs have
-attributed -to the' Perfons Operatians ad-ex¢rs,- dif-
‘ferettt from each other; his is not. only: fallen hige
felf into the fame Notion, but which is rgre, he
‘has infinuated, by his method, that he balieves
'8 Tesras in° God,snarhely che! Effedce sn abfraifa,
‘atid the three Perfons.. 1 fay this is mwrg»ggw?dr-
Ez els

[RRTEA IR

e s e L




Aniinaduverfions on
: ion + for it’s true that there are but
Ms rﬁ;ggﬁgﬁ‘l‘m’z&ncicms who have gone upon tl;ns
‘}?l othefis the Bifhop fpeaks of, in explaining t 1;
D);gmq of the Trinity. Mr.‘ Hill ;_mly be ;‘?Ec::ni.’e
it by i thers Vather Fezaw.
%f 1It by” r?agm;fz: ;.m(’)l‘nl%fl‘gamcd Dr. Cudworth has
‘{é;id rzll: much as the Biﬂl(‘)pH', thc[zrarict lllsls(:)’:)d):;;
. p. 604. OWEV S 4
ﬂil};g:f.hfx:{}c, fhat Arfhc?: repurqc\fOrfxrl(lj?‘cio:l(]i;;xc,
“ .. who were nota fcw, were jar 1] -
« :?grtbl:e“ l‘l?rec Hypoftafes of the.Tnmt)é to l)é\:e
¢ the fame ﬁngxllarlcxi(\;;\t l:ffednncg -;ht:;zgm:%p&nc%
<« 1ave no otherwifc onc? i 3
¢ :;nttl?el Godhead. in’ them, nor to be o,‘ne Go:lr;
« than three individual men have one cqrtém.
« {pecifical Eflence of Manl}ood in them, an farq:
« 4l one Man. But as this Trinity carlge'a R;:-
« wards to be decried for Tritheifm o_lx_n_ t'te
& yogm!'thereof ftarted thereup that oth;r .nmaﬁ
« of Perfons numerically the fame, or a\'nngDo.
« one and the fame fingular exiftenr Effence s ad °
<« &rine which fecemeth not to have been O\ége | hy
« any publick Authority-in the C;hnﬂllan urch,
¢« {ave that of the Lateran Council only. ho. a5
1 know there are fome learned ‘men, v; ;, ?.
Dr. Baf, have ‘endeavoured to give a goo rene_;_
to their Expreffions, and by-a long ggmpa sNo
Confequerices reduce them to the or ‘ma7ryl fo—
tions. We cannot but cqmmend_ their Zea h?\f:
Antiquity; but after all, it were expedient tb :
thofe who have the Opinions of the Fathre{s u
at the fecond hand, fhould not be fo_pofitive in

. : ! ho_are
jutifying all their Sentiments. Thofe \:;dgb?es

ticks : ‘1 fhall not: anfwer

. 1 N

Me: Hills: Books
troubled 4t “thiofe failings ‘With ‘which’ che’ Fal
thers may be charged,boéghf 8 conlider ; Firffy
That without ' examinitigi ' Queftions - with- freat
care, it is: ot poffible .to ;forgled a“"’ﬂklc;ﬁ(é_.’
quences thar may be drawhyfromathicm 1o Shoyd
fy, That theft Quefticnis have! rifen' bHe after-anot
ther in procefs of -time, and ‘of many' Difpites:
Thirdly, That it eafily happens, i ciién-to' thofe who
handle.” Matters! with theinibtelt ‘eatitiongr g fall
into Expreffions, iwhich beitg friily evkedvhive
a harfh: Serfe. - Fourehly, That the” AdihiGricy of
fome: great men\ has “citen gafned“w'them'g!{faj:
ndmbdrs: of 1Followers,> concdrning  thiips “which
Polteriby s has. juftly condemued > Fyii, < That
almoft"alk dhe ftrayihgsiofitht Fattieis do: rife om
thence ;' chac i combitibyg ¢he. Herérické they db
parted from che fimplieity. of - SeripturdExprefs
fibns, landrundertdok: xo @xplain! els : My ﬂ@ry,-by

humamddeas ' very Jedworiofsm theTrueh, Loy
But Mk 'Hill tells usyl The'Bifliopof- 891ty
who ithputes torthe Fathdrs a‘fort of T#itheifm by

his Explanation’, falls’ hi@1f>into the: fame Al
furdity 5 nay juhe: eftablitheda’iking 'of - Terpas in
the Gogdhead, . which lis Worfé thay Twifbe; ! s
is. a {great Charge/:iTn" thé\Divine 'BMéAcel fiys
the. Bifhop/, ¢here 'm_a?x be’ Three that: miay “have

o

‘a_diverfity of Operations “as’ well-as''detohiomies. -
‘Here'lis the herefyoef thef@ words:'aceotding to
MraHilly pog8.  iNowjwhaklbeles 18tsby aig-

ther; -is-diftinét /fromthat ochiew bY-which 5i: 4@y,
if, prior in the Agencj,:by the'ortler of reafon.
Here we have indeed -a _fFecial Huntbr 'of Herer
hixt, dhat/ithére 4;ave

' ecen
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divers * Schoolmen who believed an abfos
?ﬁ:g&mﬁﬂcncc qf the pivnnc Effence, bgﬁdels_ the
three Sublittences , which make the Perfona m}as/,l
without acknowledging that Tesras that erél-z !
fpeaks of 5 the Bifhap-, 1 am fure, woul ﬂl"lo‘
ufe this Apelogy ; But T anfwer, ,[lmt he o ]cr:
a manifclt violence to the Bifhop’s words, t lta
contains nothing but what is agreeable to the
conltant. way of {peaking which Divines u_%e con-
cerning the Operations :appropna:eq to-each qu:
fon, without confourding them with the n‘c;no
nal’E,xpwﬂions that forve to diftinguifh ¢ egz_.
The Namc of God, fometimes . fignifies -lp; -
fence, fomctimes the: Three Peifans ;. and. _qmc:
gimes jg-dmports bur-Qne Perfon of the fl“h;m;; :
do we thercfore acknowledge a Quatermityr 1o
draw fuch confiquences: as: :thefe in order It10
afcribe Herefics; to thofe  who Jometimes ulg t fl
Word G.QD. i onmof_unhe!c-ﬁgplhca}tlons, 33
fometimes.in. anahet'y is.méer: So.phlﬂry.. D'e
fay, ‘Lhat the Father is God, tor denote his .xé
" vine Effence: We fay , That God has creatc
the Wanldy, to exprefs. the common Work of ft‘l)e
Trinity.: Wefagy,[Thas God lsiinearnatd,, to fig-
nify the Union ofithe: Ward-with Humanity. Hovyf
many Herefies mighy be-i‘rgiputed to Writcss, ld
onie. wauld,make fuch Objestions again(t them, a?
'urgqv;l\‘PO!hMle.vWGrd GO Noqmm:ﬂm;;mhgr 0-
reignp,che Subjstk inhandd But God beshanked,
that all shafe who write, arelnot of MroHit¥'s ecmper.
" Mr, Hi follows his blow ;i afer he has re.
proaghed tha Bithop. f scprefeniing the.Ancients

-as; Trightifts; he acdules him. of:maini&iding-lfll;z

o114
M. Hill's Book,
thofe" who- fucceeded  them.y have:ufed “Notions
that were little better,” when they: iade. ufe of
that Notion of the Sun, with its Light and Heac ;
and of that of the Soul, from whence flows the
Underftanding and the Will, to exprefs: the Pro-
‘ceflions of the“Tri,ni;y. Nay, he objeds: to him,
that thofe who have fuppofed’ different Opetasions
in the Two Perfons, are, according to this ;
as much Tritheifts as: the firlt. Mr. Hi/l affiems
on the contrary, , That thefe Notions of the Fas
thers which the Bifhop-tejects, have bees: ufed
from the beginning ; {6 that the Bifbop ought not
to have faid, that the ufing of thefe Notions was
only that the Tathers mighe. get out of Trithesfiw,
This is a very pitifa] Accufation; : It feems Mr.
Hiil did not underftand the Bifbop's meanidg,
when he fays that-the Brhaaation of the Som and
Holy Ghoft were exprefled by the a@s of tnder.
ftanding and Will; he does ‘not ittend to deny;
thac this Notion was ufed in ancient Times, bux
only to condemn the holdnels of the Schoolmen,
who would almoft make ¢his' way. of explaining
the Proceflion of the Perfons, pafs for an Aricle
of Faith, namely,. that the- Son proceeds by the
Underftanding , and .the Holy Gbolt: by the Will3
tho very Eminent Divines bave rejefted chefe Des
finitions, as Xanchius kb, 5. C. wltimo , and Dgrage
dus refutes them in 1o Déf. 6. 4. 2. As to what Mr.
Hill fancies, that the Bithop 15 guilty of Zritheifm,
becaufe he afcribes different Operations to the Twa
Perfons ; the poor.man is vifibly miftaken. :Pobs
not all Divines acknowledge differont Operations of
the Two Perfons? Are they thereby infolted with
Trirheifm &

3%
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Tritheifm ? Or was St. Panl infeted with Herely,
when he faid, There are diverfities of gifts, but the
Sfame fpirie 5 there are differences of adminiftra-
tions, bue the fame Lord 5 there are diverfities of
aperations but it is the fame Gody who worketh all
inall, v COT 120 4,5y 6 1 fee what led Mr. Hili
into this Byror.  He did imagine that, becaule it is
a Maxim in Divinity, that the Altions of the Tri-
nity ad extra, arc common to the Three Perfons,,
chere are. no Aétions particularly belonging to One
Perfon,according to the Octonory of thit Three Per-
fons. But doubtlefs he: rakes a very ill ule of this
Maxim, which may hold with relation to the Adts
that conftitute the Three Perfons, and are propet
to every-one ; for inftance, the A& of Generation,
which 1s proper to'the Pather kxclufively of the Son
and Holy Ghoft; but this maxim does not hiinder
us from being firnly perfiaded, that it was the Son
only who took upon him the form of a Servant in
the fingularity of his Perfon, and not in the Unity
of thé Divinc Naturejin what was proper to the Son,
and ot in that which’ was .common to ‘the whole
Trinity. . This is diftinttly exprefled by the forged
Dyonifius de div. Nom. c. 2. &. and approvedin the
fixch. General Council, A&t 8 where his Authority is
made ufe of,. andivis alfoacknowledged by Damafe.
lib, 3. de fide c. 3. by klias Cretenfis upon the filth
Oration of St. Gregory, and by Nicetas de fid. Orthod.
¢. 34. M. Hitl fhould have.known belides, that in
the miffion of the Perfons. ad extra, the altion by
which they a& upona particular‘»Subjc& is proper
to them, and is common to the threc Perfons only
inrefpett to the Will 5 the alts of which are com-
mon to the three Perfons. “You

Mr. Hill's Book.

- You fee, Sir, how the Bifhop has fallen iato
the hands of a Man, who underftands things
ox){lﬁ bx halves. M, Hill is not pleafed with the
Bifhop’s way of treating the Fathers, but he is
yet more offended at the Explication and Notion
which the Bifhop advances of the Do&trine of the
‘{ &l;xty : This is what the Bithop fays, p. 104.
“We dq plainly perceive in our felves two, if
“ nolt three Principles of Operation, that do not
«-only differ, as Underﬂandu}{g and Will, which
“z;"xc only d}ﬂerent modes of i hinking, but dif-
s fer in their Charatter and ‘'way of Operation.
“ A}l og Cogitations and Reafonings are a fort
“‘!)1 Alts, in which we can refle& on the wa
« F'e"‘ll we operate : We perceive that we A
« fm}.‘ y.llx:_them, andthat we turn.our Minds to
. buc Objelts'and Thoughts as we pleafe. Bue
« l){ another Principle, of which we perceive no-
o lt ling, and can reflect upon no part of it, we
¢ livein our bodics, we animateand aCtuate them
(, we recelve fenfations from them, and give mo-
“ tions to them, we live and dye, and do not
. know how all this is done. It fcems to be from
by fomc} emanation from our'Souls, in which we do
¢ not eel that we have any libecty, and fo we
“ muft concludg, that this Principle in us is Na-
: tural and Neceffary. Inals of Memory, Ima-
« ginarion, and Difcourfe, there feems to be a
“xir‘nxture‘ of both Principles, or a third that re-
“ 'ults out of them. For we feel a freedom in one
“wfpo\,}, but as for thofe marks that are in our
Brain, that fct things in our Memory, or furnifh

[11 1 )
us with words, we are neceflary Agents; they
. F )

come
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“«come in our way, but we do not know how :
« We cannot call up a figure of things or words
@t pleafure; fome diforder in our Mechanifim
« hides or flattens them, which when it goesoff,
“ they frart upand ferve us, but not by any a&t
« of our Underftanding and Will.  Thus we fee,
<« that in this fingle ungivided Effence of ours, there
« ave different Principles of Operation, fo ditferent
« g5 Liberty and Neceffity are from one another.
« T am far from thinking that thisis a proper Ex-
« planation or Refemblance of this Mﬁﬂery, yet it
““may be called, in {ome fort, an Tluftrationof it}
«fince it fhews us from our own Compofition,
«that in one Effence there may be fuch different
«Principles, which in their proper Charatter
“ may be brought to the terms of a contradiction,

“of being free and not fice. So in the Divine

“Fffence, which is the fimpleft and perfelteft

« Unity, there may be three that may have a di-
“yerlity of Operations, &,

M. Hill thinks that this Notion is not lefs im-
pertinent to cxplain the Trinity, than that of the'
Tathers; Thus he {peaks, p. 106, ¢ This is a
« worthy Simile indeed (to fupplant that {couted
« one of the Ancients) in which is no reprefentation
“of the Logos, and its Parent Principle, nor of the
« Spirit of Holinefs that is in the Father and the
% Son, nor one of their Co-eflentiality, Co-eter-
“ternity or Order, all which are refembled in
«that Simile which this undermines. Then he
Examins it particularly, and endeavours to fhew
many abfurdities in it. One may eafily judge,;
that it is not hard for himto dothis, 1If all the
- Similies

Mr, Hill’s Book.

Similies given of the ‘Trinity, ought to
that we conceive of it, wh!t’ S'm%ile ca:’isze{sﬂgl?l
_ At this rate, how can we juftifie that refemblance
ufed by Athanafius, of the Root and the
Branches, to giveus anIdea of the Co-equality ?
And that-other, of a Fountain, a River, and a
Vapour. That which makes Mr, Hil to be fo
unfair a Critick, is, that he does not confider,
that Similies -are ufed generally for one particula;-
defign. 'When a Divine wouf:i exprefs the Con-
{ubftantiality, he brings Refémblances that ferve
only for his purpofe, and e does not matter
whether they explain the whole Dagma of “the
Tripity, or not. The Bifhop therefore was inthe
right, to ufe a Simile, which ferved to prove
what he defigned to eftablifh, namely, that in
a moft ﬁmFle Subftance there may be various
Principles of Operations, A Man muft have but
little judgment, to think that he was bound to feek
for fome of another nature. It’s.very obfervable
;l:ialgeStt.hAaguﬂimP : 1wh“(; Tas - advanced more. Si-
milies than any of the Ancients, as you m
in his Books of the Trinity, ﬂ'ot':l theyﬁxth :Z tfﬁ:
fifieenth, which is the laft, declares himfelf in
the y5thBook, Chap. 7., that they are very im:
perfect and unlike, and that it’s vain for us to feek

-in Created things, reprefentations of ag incompre-

henfible Myftery. If the Bifhop has not made

of that Notion of the Logos, v‘;hich fi :ilﬁes tl;xﬁe’
Reafon upon which Bafil and Gregory of Nazianze
have infifted, it is becaufe he thinks that that
Name is not {o much given to the Second Perfon,
becaufé he is the Rea/gn of the Father, as becaufe
Ea2 (according
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according; to thofé Divines who have more accu-
?:tcgloyl (}:Zigmin“d the Stile of Scripture.) St. Fobn
has refpe€t in that word to the defcription of til)]c
Creation, and to the Miniltery of the Mcﬁ'm.a by
which God did always exprefs. himfelf, according
to the Hypothelis of the Ancients. But wha]t
would Mr. Hill fay, if by ill luck it appeared,
that what the Bifhop has allcdgcd to illuftrate the
‘I'rinity, were the Notion of St. Auguftine himfelf
i his Books of the "L'rinity ? And yet this might
be cafily proved, if it were worth’ our wlnlc.l I
confefs Mr. Hill will find in the Ninth Book, that
there, for a refemblance of the T'rinity, he gives
us Man Created after God'’s Image, in whom he
finds a fort of Trinity, namely, a Mind, a Krllow-
Jedge of himfelf, anda Love by whnch’Man oves
himfelf, But tho' this be Mr. Hill’s favourite
Notion, and that of many Schoolmen, yct‘St.,f/‘Iu«
uftine in his Tenth Book prefers another b(.: ore
‘?t which feems _clearcrro him, and.more proper
t(; explain the 1dea’s of the T iinity, tba‘tv is Mg}
mory, Underftanding, and Will, " In fine, as i
thefe Notions could not fatisfic l}lm, he borrows
Similics from Brutes, Plants and Trees, from the
inward Senfts, from Leatning and Wifdom, &',
And after all, he is forced to confefs, that all thefe
Reprefentations cannot give us.a Ecrfe&-lgea/'pf
the Trinity. If we had {ome portion of My, Hil's
Criticifing Spirit, here were alarge field-to fhew
many diffimalitudes in thofe Simnlles,nlm# l.\E‘WhO
can give himfelf that trouble, muft have: little to
do, and had need to l‘iav‘e.n very patient Reader
to bear the tedionfnefSof i v 0

~Vir\HilLs Book.
‘We arc comeat Hit:to M Hill's Syftem, 'which
he oppolis and prefers to that ‘of the Bifhop, as
having nothing in it; but what is drawn both
from Scripture and Antiquity.  And ficll, I muft
give him his dite, :#ind acknowledge. that he fays
many good and Otthodox.things upon this-matter,
I agree with him, when he tells us, thit ke can-
not conceive three Minds in God, without -efta-
blifhing T'reitheifin, . 112. But he is abfolutely
miftaken, when' he' deries, that .feveral of whe
“Ancients have ackhowledged three Minds in God.
Mr. Hill may eafily be convinced of this ; He
owns, p. 113. that to acknowledge three Minds
i1 God, is by ‘confequence 'to acknowledge tliree
Subftdtices; butnothing is more evident; thanthat
ot of ‘the Fathers have acknewledged: three
Subftances::” This would be foon demonftrated ;
if T would infit upon the Expreffions of the
Fathers, who havefollowed Plaro’s Notions: ; for
i’ not'tlic Father which e Platowifs ¢all vous,
as M. Flill>does,” buc ivsielle ndpss which they
call vods.. Dr. Cudworth, p.- 591, of his Syftem,
has given iss the reafon wliy the Platomifts did o,
by fhewikig; ‘that they lookéd upon the: Notion: of
bous, dsincon(iftent -with the moft fimpleNdtire
of  the #'aalor, Whith “they cbaveived - as selie
fource of the Deity,- that-was cemmlnicated-to the
vois O Adgset ‘Thls tnay b :feen ini Madrobisg,
1ib. 1 i " Somn: Seipl Gy oy Rirohwvwhehee it
dppeapsss that'ithe Plaosiffs; 451 Dn mdmn}f»' a3l
Db, Terifon- 46 apree] allknowledgetixhiesgubt

fances il their Trinity ./ Mr K Owhsasmuch,

10 his Origenians, concerning thofs' Dities weho -

’ did”

.41'




Animadverfions on
follow the Notions of Plaso, to
explain the Dottrine of the Trinity.

did, like Origen,

i fs of this
ct more evident proois ot
.B{l t ‘fe Ilc‘?;’ (éc}r’tain that, the Greeks, bc?g(nle tg:;t
Coun il of Nice, have conﬂa_mtl?l fuppo ! ehat
(I:Olfncl ere chrec H poftafes in tlic Trg:;y 3jand
g v;, {§ certain tYan that by three ’lylp flaf
lt o IE? ski undcrf’c’ood three Subftances.. ; Al,g ; uﬁ;gs
;luf"o urlfqucmonab]e, d.m,t th?of-:%‘-rl\r::chi\ th:: s
words wd i ) !
e wodes l:rfcr):)\;/m:l’:af( Sz. Bz’zﬁt in his 78 Ep}([lilz,fig;
mag. (5t0 give another {ene to thele \{\{01 154 of the
Cc a&/:é;l but we may juftly oppofe E(}Vlilcr?- fthans-
fras e S0 R
Y 'ms  in :
i o taf:‘t‘:‘tf{:z Father and the Son }\ave'glll]ti sm}‘«f.
ﬁgggf’e and Hypoftafis; he fays the fame 1

piftle to Liberins, and in that to the Bifhops of

{¥afis is the Nature. e D hed
! fhop of Alexandria, Who had
Bfﬁl’ 4éef\;‘:x'r::13:1{'ou1%f the Council (})}f .%xcee, ,af;(‘)&
bc?} aiiétters the one mentioned by’Il‘ eodor t,and
illllclz)sther by fﬁacrate.f,llc :‘akif l::‘;\fgr:; ¥1&?;% oo
—~ . . . ee : :
o F“%Dcr?bdgelllwiigifﬂe of the Fathers %f :S‘mi:ﬁ:
i '.tﬁ;odnyret Lib. 2. C. 6. where theyfc mb%.(zaufe
l.:; s with believing tlree Hy oftaf ‘lst’hat ceaule
thre‘ belicved three ditfercng Sub 1ances,f o oy
e, e ot Son, nd ot 0 1Y
: ay allo by :
%gffﬁe ;)I;h;t'f %r:‘ri;:z,y hich he writes to Pope Da-

wntai to fay threc Hy-
mafus, where he matntains, that y e,

Mr. Hill's Book.
poltafes.s the fame:as té fay three Subftances, and
that all men fpeak 0, when tHey will fpeak
Greek. . 1. S

"That too many of the Greek Bathers, who have:
difputed againft' the Sabellians, have taken thefo
words in this fenfe, is but, too evident from.the in-
ftance of Dionyfims: of. Alexandria,> Sirnamed the .
Great, This geeat. Man is vindicated by Athe.. -
nafius,as haviu%‘nevef entertained any.impious opi-
nion about the Trinity. But St. Bafilrejeéts him uj
on'many Articles,, chicfly where "he confirms the
Ariap Hetelie ; if he defends him. fomewhere, it’s
only with-this Apology, tliat while hé too eagerly-
intends to confute the Sabellians, he falls into the
coritrary opinion ;. and befides, he aceufes him
of having  impious -Opiniops. concerning the-
Holy Ghoft. Phor. Cod. 232. pag. gozi 1. have.
obferved: this concerning' Diomyfins. -of Alexian..
dria, 1. Becauft the. dpans boafted that he-
was of their fide. 2. Becaufe dlexander of Alex-.
andria- follows fome of -his Expreflions, inhis Sy-
nodical Epiftle to all the Bithops, when. he-accufes.
Arius of not believing the Son to.be like the Father
in relpect of his Natur?, and-calls the Father and.
the: Spn &Yo mesyugmm, julk as Origen had done..
3. Becaufe Mr..Hil has fuffered himfglfto be im..
pofed: upon by a fpurious piéce, whiich he cites.
under the name of Dionyfius of Alescandria; as-truly-
his, but it’s vifibly falfe,  fince the Do&rine it con-.
tains is altogether contrary to what we know to
have been the Da€trine. of ‘that Ancient Adthor.. .
24y, It’s certain-that moft of the Ancient Fathers,.
before the Council of Nize,have held a Generation:

of.
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15 * Suflin, M. Ap2. p. 66, F.
Ditl.eum l};ypl,v/./r.ﬂs. D.358.
B.C. 359, Bo Athenag, Legas.
pro Clriflionisy pe 10, . Theo-
phil, al Autol, p.88. B. p100.B.

Tatian pigse B Clent, Alex.
Stromg. p53.B.591.B. Stron
6. p.644s <. Strov. 7. p.700. o

Terudl, Apol, C_.ZI'.\P.IQ. comra

FIorm, ¢ 3. €18, 204 45, adv,
Prax. .7 12, Ladk L2.e 8.
pi77,178 1.4, ¢.6. 3645 365+
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of the Word in tempore, before the Creation of the

World #*. /IT'he:Licavried Dr. Bull
has given us a long Lift of them,
and Mr. Hill owns it, callingthisa
fingularly odd notion. It was the
great Arguent of the' Arians,who
concluded -from thence that the Fa-
thers had afferted that Jefus Chrift
was of another Subftance with the
Father, as being made and created,
~which they proved by thofe pafla~
ges-.of the Fathers:, wherc they

Mr. Hill’s Byok.

of Scripture, granted that ¢l ivi
he fecond Nativ
the Son, would make him to be look’d upcl;lygsf
Created ; it was 1n oppofition to this that the
Council defined, genitum, & won faibum, :
2. It gave occafion to believe that the Son was
tnlot etczmal, and that the Father. had not been Fa
1ct ab aterns, whichi did ab y :
Divinity of the Son, #bfolucely deftroy,che
3. It is.to be obferved,that Origen as well as D,
wyfius of Alexandria, havingfbecng cited by the A;‘;-.
ans as .their great Author, to prove that the Son

45

was begotten and made névinT®- % oiv i
a‘fte’r\yard defined, that ﬁxe Son gﬁ;@:}%@!‘t! o
g dyvnz®e  gdvnr@. in refped of the E(Ténfc{cq
m?w:i,'x'@v" bccegufe he was not-made; this is Epiplmf
nins’s Oblervation againft the Origeniffs, Parag., $
gh{(‘:re llle accufes Og'gen to have called the Son of
od, yivmaw Séov, Deum fa ¢
Giod, iy iy, faltum. Sece Valef. ad Theo-
4. Itisevident, that tho fome believe that the b‘
word opgioios, which was ufed in the Council of ‘ "
Nice, denotes the Numerical Unity of the Divine
Effence: Yet many of the Fathers have ufed it
only to exprefs the fame Specifical Effence. Dr
Cwdworth has very well obferved it, Pag. 611. upo:;
a paffage of Epiphanins, and another or' Atbanafius.
Athanafius {peaks thus, sum yp mimest pesroiper o i
EcL‘CéAAfat Hovosawoy % Ex opgeaiar. E. tz/it.fd. pe241. 7 S
Epiphanius makes the fame. re}mgrk;z, # AéYyopiryTaLy- .

ule the wouds made and created. ~Now its certaiti,
that Alexander of Alexandria does not ferve himfelf
of the Notion of this Generation s zempore before
the Creation, to; oppofe the Ariansy but urges on-
ly-the Generation of the Son by the Father ab erer-
n0, 10 prove that Jefis Chrift was not made before
the World,; and that he was Creator and not a
Creature, - In this fenfe we.ought -to take the -
words of the Niceme Creed, which may jultly be
Jooked upon as the confiritiationof Alexander’s Sy-
nodical Letter to all the Bifhiops, This Remark is
the more neceffary, becaufe moft of thofe:who have
difputed againft the drians aftor-the Council of
Nice, hava abandoned the $yftéen-of the Ancients;
concerning the two Produdtions of the AdyGL, as
Alescander had abandon’d it 'This great man being
it feems more ufed to this Controverfie,had found
that this fecond produttion gave mighty - advatitds
acs to'the Aréans. If theWeadorhave a mind'to
fnow what thofc advantages Wit wemay! éafil
fatistic him. 3. The fathéié folldwing Tome Texes
- of

e AR o e o

'r’uédwv Tra i % MEis mues iv Mospern Safeanin
:\zmmc[(a&n, vy &% Adyopsy t SeoTHTI % B i
7 duvdme, Fl.76, n.17. from whence Dr. Cudworth
draws this Conclufion : ¢ It’s plain,that the Anci-
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€U, .100.
Terml.adv.
Fuds €0 9.
pergpadv.
Marcim,
L2, 0027,
1-395,396.
Synodus

Hift, Ee-
clefe 11
2

Add Theo- Paritions © | in
phitus 1. 2. ment could not be aftribed 8 himy but tlat they
al Awoly- 6 Ke veferied only to the Adges, asto him'whbm

Coneil, To.

1. Ed.Lab. 8 . R e .
Tonptas and the Son were ot of tlic Rrne Natue, and

D, Eufeb. yithout doubt,

Aninadver fivns on
cient Osthodox I'athets afferted no fuch thing,
asone and the fame fingular or numerical Bl
fence, of the feveral Perforts of the Trinityy
this according to theni belg not a teal "Trinity,
but a "L'rinity of mieer Names; Notions, ahd in-

« a‘d'cq&:dte. Conceptions otily.

ou ought to kiow, that the Fathers for

the moft part, have a Notion very frequeitt id
their Writings, till 8t. Anguftiss Tithe; who did
confute it, and dbliged thofe by whottt it wis tes
ceived, to reje€t it s which is, that the Father
alone being of liis own Nature invifible; the Ap-

3 'God meritioned in the O1d Teftd-

the Father has riot only emiployed as a Miniftér in
the Creation, but by whoth alfo he always Re.
vealed himfelf undet the Old Treffament. This
may be feen in Fuftin Martyrs  Dial, againft
Tryph. p. 25.4.283. B. and 357. B. C.inTeytallian.

Aniochens againtt Praxeas, {: 648. in Novasiih, b de Tvinit,
tiof

Now this Notioni, fuppofed thac the Farher
this was the rénfon Wliy 86 Hu-
nftin did réjet and corifute fr, 43 Apjseass n his

3ooks of the Triity. o
It \Were eridléfs, totake notlce of all ghofe B
preffions of the Fatliess, which intpeita diverfity
of Subftiince ; it’s ‘enough 'to have conidered s
Toft remarkable, orotitie chifef A ithew, reited
by Mr. Hill to cofifirm his Syftem, iflach s Origen,
and Dionyfusof Aléxdndria, Sirattied - tiie '@rea,
. who is cIpecially famotts for hving -appofed Sus
bellianifi,

o Mr. Hill’s Book,
etianifm, towhich I could add g
. gﬁdclexn; 1 ({Ilexmd};{n;{ report(c):ld?e g;ﬂapg;:r?wgt
. 106. and out of Theyy, e
Irllqeptlollqd by Photius, Cad.%z"g{i}.” ’I (}]f;aﬂl;’(‘)?dn" ‘
o?t\lncszcr’rf\ ti]loﬁz \;hxcll: relate to the Holy Ghtgf];e
’ ey {pcak meaner yet th e
2;,195. Mr. Hill may read whatyleeagg/}ﬁ fthe
Iuﬁ}g?: 11(1)1 lettw(i Cb?d. ;66. and Laftantins in 71’;:{:
ns, an ufebi, i
g::ﬂ:: s, laf'tér this, f{ct &n{ﬁ'& igi?'lir:gd:ﬁ'{e‘ ”:{1[:: tl?g
s have “conftantly ack sed
ﬁubﬁalnce of the three ] erfon{su;m:,zl:ggig (ihbuthone
hgt acknowledged this, with what Conﬁd:r}:ce 3",;
he impute 5o them an Opinion, which how ml;
rﬁ:l, xrs yet quite contiary to their Do&rine? ©
My Il}/pccond thing which ‘may be Cenfured ;
M. 4 ill’s Hypothelis concerning the Trinit in
ofaf;' ,1): accommodates the Scripture to the § };i xs,
° Scm'm Agqugnas, 1 have obferved beforeytl?am
I&e‘ cipture fpeaks of the adgs, under anoth :
N é’tfs";ftﬁmfémf’f }f(eafop, which contd?r;‘so:l:res
dges of the Idea’s that are in tl i
pbl: act is aware of this, upon ‘théliﬁmg}ds.t' TbZ:'
where he rejelts that famous divifion of eh;.:zz’ .
g‘l]tl%mo;papm% a;glldléué\z’@vm,in difputing againgg.
Porphiry ; and ail the more Learne i
ig(eg\isyg aﬁkn%wled € i3 .whereasr ?Em]zznt?:nﬂ:
t >a Reafon why there are but th ;
in the Trinity, builds u he two Faoultias s
: ; ipon the two F i
‘Uhgfi;rﬁandxnxg and Will, which we :cf:clg:rsé *
the ‘,lumanc' Soul.” 1 confefs, that St,. Augg e
m ¥r have given fome gccafion to the‘Scho{)lﬁz’f:
‘_.ame hat Syftem, and to apply it to the
-G a /' Words -
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Words of Scripture,which {"pcgk of the T'rinity. But
upon this, I have three things to obferve againft
Mr. Hill. 1.'Fhat tho’ the Do&trine of the Trinity
is clearly explained in Scripturc, as to the dm; yet
there are fuch diflicultics about the o, that it
were by much the wifeft thing to fpeak of it onlx
in Seripture words. ‘I'his was the Maxim of Alex-
ander Bithop of Alexandria,in his Letter to Alexander
of Byzantinm 3 wherehe fays, that St.5fahn has conx
ccaled the generation of the Adss, becaufe it is
incomprchenfible to Men and Angels, and that
one cannot without Impiety dive into this Myftery.
Irencus hath a whole Chapter to prove Generatio-
nem ejus inenarvabilemefJe, in which he fpeaks to the
Hercticks in words as put againft the Schoolmen,
wr0s autem Generationem. ejus ex Patre dtprnante;, é'
werbi hominum per. lingtiam fattam prolationem transfe-
rentes in verbumDei jufbe delegimini a nobis.Ex addivus
{i. quis itaque nobis dixerit, quoriodo ergo;ﬁ/m: prolatus
4 Patre effe, dicimus ¢ quia prolationem iftam five Ge-
neyationem, [fve nuncuparionem, five adn[ert;qngm,
ant qrmmodolibei, quis nomine vocaverit Ge.ngmtmﬂem.
ejus inenarvabilem exiflentem, nemo novi nifi foh{:‘ wi
generavit, Pater, & qui natus eft Filins, &c. This
was alfo the. Maxim of St. Bafiy in lis . fecond
Book againlt Eunomins, p. 44 where he affirms,
that we ought not to afcribe any thing to-the Son,
but what is exprefly attsibuted o him in Scripture 3
and that we ought not to fpeak of God, butin Scrip-
ture Terms, this is rcpca.ted' mA\ns Book de vera
fide, po250. 1t Was alfo the Notjon of Gregory of
Nazianze, Orat. 12. p. 204 threhc‘: fays, that
the Lrinity alone compg'ehends, qno ordlne‘zr;g(; 1z fit.
“Ta lis. thirteenth Oration,_p. 211. and in 23. he
. declares

3 °f12 .
~Mr. Hill's Bek.
declares, that if he were asked .the Modus of the
ternal Generation and Progeffion, - he would leave.
it to them who alone know themiclves, according:
to the Teftimony of Scripture..:-Jn divinis fiientia
[ua ignorantie maxima fcientis. L -
.. /The. fecond thing is, that fince, the, Batliers ac~
kopwledge, that the Myftery.of the Trinity. is
unknown to us, and even to the Angglical Beings;
+it were very pradently donc, never to engage
our felves into thofe Explanations, much lefs to
deliver them with an Authority: almoft, equal. to
thatof Scripture, This is theiJudgment of St Grer
gory, Sirmamed the Diviae, in hisx2¢5-Orat. - Fox
after all, to what. purpofc :are;all thofe Similies
ufed in this cafe.? Since the fame Gregory owns,
that after. having fearched curioully for fome: res
femblance . of the ,Irinity,  she- gould inever - meet
with any, that wasable to fatisfic Iy, {0 that, he
frankly declares, that that of the Eye, that of a
Tountain and:a River, thatof the Sur, the Beams
and the Light,-or, any other whatfoever, :were not
proper Imaggs: of - the . Myfteny, of - the Trinity,
Orat. 37.10;6x.1",h LI AN o
The third thing which may "be blamed in M.
HilPs Hypothefis, wherein. he has blended the
Notions of the Themifts witlt.thofe. of Scriptuse,
is that. itds npe liked evea by dgseas-pare of thofe

- of the Church of Rome: For, the Sdoé[-/?::,makc great

Exceptions againft it,-and the difticuldies which
they usge.againtt. the Thamiffs, ' fgrve atbefi.to
render this matter more obfgurs,and:inericates Adl

~their working to prove thatsthergcannor be .misi:
.than three Perfons in the, Divipé Elfence, feqms to
.mg.as folid, as what Ireneus fays, that there could :

not .
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not have been more than four Gofpels, Lib, 3.
Cap. 11. Grotius does fome-where very much com-
mend the way ofithe Patriacch Gemnadins, in ex-
plaining the Do&ring of the T'rinity in his Confef-
fion of Faith, which'he prefented to the Emperor
Mabomes 1. And indeed it is very commenda-
ble; and it were to be wifhed that thofe many Dij-
vines who aye fo pofitive, would imitate the mo-
defty of it, in explaining thofe great ‘T'ruths which
the Scripture propof@s to us, that we may ¢eceive
them with fubmiffion of Faith; and not pry into
them, and give Syltems of em, in which upop
examination it appears, that Hlumane Reafon has a
greater fhare than Divine Revelation,

It is not my defignat profent to examine more
particularly Mr. #¢//’s Hypothefis concerning the
Lrinity: A Learned Reader can eafily fce that he
has compiled Dr. Bu/l. But it werc to be wifhed,

1. That he had quoted the Fathers with a Jit.
tle more judgment, and cited only thofe that made
for him ; for that way of quoting Authors in a
lump, is eafic enough, “and may impof¢ upon thofe
who never converfed with Antiquity; but it -does
very little honour to 2 Writer among thofe who
are true Judges: Iam furethat if a man who is
not a Scholar, would compare Mr, Fill’s Citations,
with what he reads in Englifb of the Do@rine of
thofe Fathers, in the Ecclefiaftical Bibliotheque of
M. Dapin, a Do&or of Sorbonne, he would be
ftrangely furprized to fee that Mr. Hil! cites for
his Opinion a great number of Authors who are
Diametrically oppofite to him. But if Mr, il
was to undergo the Genfure of the Learned, who

‘have

S

. [TTI
Mo Hill's Byok.
have ftudied thefe matters in the Originals, he has
laid himfelf open to a vary heavy one. :

- The 24, thing to be wifhed, Is that My, Hiu
had riot_infpired his Readers witl (o préfornd a
Veneration for Antiquity ¢ It.{feems he has had the.
ordinary fate of thole who difpute with too mach
heat ; thinking thar the Bifhop rejected Antiquity
with too great a contempt, he féems on the con-
trary to acknowledge the Authority of the Anei-
entsas 4 Tradition almoft infaliible, If he is read
in Antiquity, as he would fain perfwade us he s,
then henuft be given over as & -man palt Cure,
fince his own reading could not brig him to have
true and right notions cdncerning the Authority
of the Ancients; but if he never réad the Fathers;
but relies upon the Exttalts of others, I defire
him 1o be-a ligtle betrer acquainted with the An-
cient, Doctors, before he prefimic to impofe uipon
bis-Readers that blind - Veneration fob! Antiquity,
which he preforibes vo them, Tho moft'of xhe
Fathets from the middle of the Rcond Centu
to the Courcil of Nike, had been-engaged in Opi«
nions centratyto the right notion ave have of the
Dotttine oftliec Trinivy, as Peravias confelles it §
this would straite 1o dmproflion upon me,fince thole
Ravhers did acknowledge the Authority of Scri-
prire, fiom whente 1 inay imtediately decive the
Dofiwing of the Dinhy s Tay thiswoutd not make
e doubtiof the Yevealed Dolttine.: | Nay, more
than chat, 1 fay that tho the whole Council ‘of
Nice had followed the opinion of thofé:Rathers, it
would not much ‘move e ; tlity were men, and
lisble:totbse sk ¥aleon, wndishefe whocan deny ‘th};

trut
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truth had as good renounce their Reformation alt
at_once, Mr. Hill muft remember what St Hieroms
faith upon this very Queftion, in his' Apology
againlt. Rufinus :° Et quomodo, (4 Rufinie) inguies, s
libris ecclofiaftitornm Jeriptoram  witia nonnulla funt ?
8i Canfas vitiornum nefire. refpon: dero, no /hmm illos
hereticos indicabos; fieri ‘enim poreft it ve [ mpliciter
erraverint, el nl/() Jenfr fcnpf evint, - vel a librariis im-
peritts eoruis parlatim. Jeripta corrupta fint, vel certe,
anteqnim in Alexandria quafi D. wnamum Meridianum

Arius mfmemr, innocentes quedam & minus caaté
locuti fint, & que won poffint perverforam hominum ca-
lumnniam declinaré.

‘U'his: is what T had to fay upon the Vindica-
tion'of the Fathers undertaken by My, Hill, and
upon the Syftem which he oppofes to the falft No-
tions he afcribes .to- the Bithop of Salisbary.  You
{ce. that the: Fathers had need of .another Apolo-
gift, c[pccnally, (ince by the way’ he was pleafed,;

1. To give a wipe to Tersallian, thefirftin his -

opinion who defended the Dottrine of the Trinity
againft Praxeas;he fays that his words and his {enfe
are fometimes; very fingularly odd.concerning the
Produttion of the Second Perfon And yet ivs very
obfcrvable, that Tertallian fays nothing, but what
has been advanced by many.other Ecclefiaftical
Woriters before the Council of Vice ; {0 that, not.
withftanding all Dr. Bell’s Endeavours to reduce
what thefe. Fathers fay to an Orthodox.{enfe, - My,
Hill muft of neceffity . involve them in the fame
cenfure with Tertullian,

24y, Mr. Hill afficms concerning the Fathers,
fhat in his opinion they generally taught a gra-
" clous
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R th le diffufiyeibody ;
o "d‘m"%ﬁg utL:)r?iﬂ:YgQ, fpnl‘y s la,yls y dowi
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« this notion o form of Faith¢ That we
« tb}:lslcéle Points . of ., Dolyine, bgqqg(,éd‘\wtrq
« are’ perfwaded fha they, are, 1r‘evgd hﬁa
« ug in Seripturg ;. which: is; £o, lay gq}‘F{ﬁt‘

¢ upfafe a Rule,, hat it will refolve

“ into every man’s, | private Fancxlss.}an,s
¢ Contradi€fory Opinjons 3 Since _v:acl ;ne\nié
¢ Faith is ihis. Perfwalion, that WARE,. lm,
fybeloves IOr e e sl & Chriian
¢ Seripture. a5 : {c
« ;zlin believesfuch Daftrine, t;of;.bc tyi,;z
 and. fundamental :in,. Chlj}ﬁlan_p,ty.s tom 'rFé"'
¢ certaili evidence thereof in the Sery c‘;‘il“bb’
« acknowled cx\fby all gh:n'l():;lesan%tﬁmmvg
« cafial. perfwafions, but Dy, & TTIMILIVE,
“« ;ae(rbctugl, ‘ _\\Tr)ivcrial_ -and,_unapimous ;.Cc_yg;{
« viGion . and,; 'I;.r@q;qon.ﬁi.) ha deviati 0
« from which Rule and Notion, 'g:g 3\;1}1‘?,{_’
« Opinions and Perfwafions, 15 the ca\(x‘ l(,
« of all Herefiesy ,and, by. its ;cong‘cclueﬂn;m;
« vifions, naturally ,ten% to;the suing -]9,‘ -t
¢ True. Chriffian and, Catholick Faieh' .

car oo or cndbn gr Laued e iy ‘L"ll 4
" You'fec that.. .gf'}f!{ is, .angry with, khe.
Big)gg f:ft(":or lﬁyllzg tha,t.".i/g ?)Egﬁeyc Points
of.:DoCiring, becaufe we. are p;fqugcfl g}}lz;t
thej are vevealed in | Scriptue; ke 'thinks
the : Bifhop - fould ), bave -faid, dht, ,wéf s
ceive. a Doflrine; for - fupdamental r‘thc

-

MrsHill's: Baok,
the evidende': thiereof | in!::the. Scriptires, ‘ac-:
knowledged byi1all': Ghurches, -:not;. led. by

cafual .perfwafiohs,’ & .‘Thefe : Expreflions
are fo “intricate, ‘that.it’s hard to’ guefs at.
Mer.:Hill's; meaning,” - If! thefe. 1 wdrds, . ace:
knowledged. by .all: Churchies, relateito the
word  Scripture,” which goes immediately:
before, it's very hard to apply what he
fays to all the Books of Sciipture, fo as that
they a;y retain - their; Authotity. iwith. Chrie
ftians; for it ds. 'Dovorious, thir: diwers Books
of . Scriptur¢, ‘ as . ke Epiftle to the :He-
brews, &c. have . not :that . Primitive, | Uni-
verfal;; and  unanimous- Tradition:. to efta-,
blith their Authority. This one Claufe of
Mr. Hills will deprive us, at one dafh, of
all' the . Books, * th: "Authérity whereof < tve
are told, in. E«febinds: Beclefiaftical Hiftory,
was,for.ia long.time queftioned by greac
Churches. But-if, he,.refers. the: words,i1ac<
knowledged by all -Churches, &. to the: evi-
dence of Fundamental Do%ines, ag the fe
ries of his Difcourfé;, the Maxim: of Finces-
tins” Lyrinenfisy which he cites, .and: what he
fays concerninfz the Creeds,!fiem to . intimate;
‘then.this Prdpofition ;- is st lefs: ‘dangerous
than the othet. T e
. Iti1 i »true, - that @ Fundamental: Dofring)
the: Revelatjon whereofiiis . acknowledged by
all ithe Churches; is-hnmﬁ ‘evident: by that
2

Rt very
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very fh'mg’ Hthat sall: thexWorkd does: aeh

kpowiletige iit... But'mufl s theteférg: all /the!
Fﬁndamgxtnl Dofrines; which have not been
ackrowledged; by all' the.«Chyvches, tho they
aro. clearly” revealedtin nglpturcrgllbek!lbugll_g;
not! fundamtmal,u&ecqn@ they wa?;' }rtvhls Evu:
dCﬂCt:.P"'::‘rm:r v A;,.:Algl E »\ . !
1 confefs M. [tk fays, that he . will” apt:
examine:-what Ralles!. private men :are:to ‘fold
low jibue ho affirms,: thatoshofe - who .defird
to arrive at a sipenefs1 of - Judgment: janth
Knowledge,: ought:td:take: the Rule. of Him-
cemtins: Kyrinenfisy p. 7;.wh4nh’-':th’e Bifhop l}\asl
fejefted, > oo wllL oot 'uv‘.."T dn.}
Lol e s i svhge s Ld ':.“." .'if_.
- Buit thisy A fay-firft-of ally is-a Notionl1ehds
Jras no. folid. ground. in:Bivsaicy : ' Tis! grane-
edy.thay iCartainty of Bavelagiod, in:véfpeSy
torthelowho. live:-nowgd dépends ugul?lulhé
Gortairity: of . Revelaion Ywhich: the Apoftol
lical'yi and afoer /ic”the: Ghriftian: Churc;
has had downta this time. <Bdt«it Is nov
a.wild imagingtion, %o oppol® ~hipvGerdaimy
which itheoApoftdlicat € nwéh in-a:Body ii\;td
bad, . po: vhe! perfwaion ofteaghy: Mesiber »&f
the  Apoftolical Church? Wha.ffu(ﬂe\'tamtr
could the Body of the Apoftolical Church
have,” but; the (Certaihoey swhicheachi fingle
mpember. -6f which eiit!owas! zcompofed Radilz
Who “ever lieard, famqu Bx‘coteﬁmts;'.h[})lhe
oot that

~ r‘-—<~v~-»w"'““""mm

{Mr. Hill's Book.

 that the Faith-of -each private man refolves:

it felf into the Certainty of Revelation,
which way foever hemay come by that Cer-
tainty of Revelation? - L

Is it not rank Popery to affert, that our
PFaith-is “not immediatély refolved into the
Authority of God, who propofes a Do&rine
to us inScripture ? Pray where fhall we find
Chriftians, if <o be fo, it s~ not” enough to
beliecve a Dofrine’ becaufe Chrift - has re
vealed it-; but one muft belicve befides, firch
2 Doctrine «0-be true and fundamental in
Chriftianity; from:.-ies certain evideniee in
Scriﬁmse; ackriowledged by all Chisicches: ot
led by -cafuals-perfwsfions;: but'by a' Primi:
tive, perpetualy -univeral and -unanimous
Convi{gzn-and'»Tradit-ion? S

- {One ritight perhaps: thinke at-firlt; chat this
addition to’ the aeghkion oft! Raith-weére' no
veat mattet ; but! I'affurgtyou, Sir, it de-
fivoys entirely the -vature of Faith, and con:
tairts phe - whols: DoBbid-of the Church of
Rome wpori ithis Point ;- it imports that  the
Gofpel has no - Authority] gue od nos, till. it
¥ vouched by the Authodity of : the Ghurch, -
‘The Church has been: ‘belicved' hitherto -to
be she Dopofitaty of Scripture.: Biit ¢ ‘was
never betieved -thae hby - Avithiority west  fo
fa7, 33 that we ought aot to-receive A ‘géu'th
: - evident
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evident in Revelation, but as it is acknow::
ledged by all the Churches not led by cafial
periwalions, but by a Primitive, ége_rpcrual,
univerfal and unanimous Conviétion and
T'radition.

Indecd, Sir, if what Mr. Hil lays down
be true, -it>s hard to tell who has Faith now ?
1 defirc Mr. Hill to refle& upon that Article
of the Creed, which eftablifhies the Proceffi-
on, ab utrogue, and to tell me whether “he
does not think himfelf bound to believe it,
till he has examined whether this is acknow-
ledged by all the Churches pot led by
cafual perfwafions, but by a Primitive, perpe-
tual, univerfal and unapimous Convittion
and Tradition? Yt is fomewhat frange, to
{ee a Proteftant ufe that as a neceffary Cha-
raQter to eftablifh Faith, which the %apiﬁs
employ to deftroy it? ‘The Papift thinks
to ﬁavc driven the Proteftant to the impoffi-
bility of fhewing how Faithis producedina
man who reads the Scripture, becaufe fuch
a man can’t be fure whether his being per-
fuaded by Revelation of - fome Fundamental
Truth, is a ground he may fafely rely upon,
before he bas Examined whether all the
Churches agree upon that point, that feems
to be Revealed, or not. And Mr. Hill, it
feems, being not fatisfied with what we an-
fwer to this Objetion, thinks fit to ﬁdg
: wit

.My, Hill's Book,
with the Papift;, How edifying this proceed-
ing can be, :lcﬁF;pin_ﬂCS judgc}f dg Pl'OCCed’

Pray, Sir, tcll me what you think of thié,,

when you hear it faid,” that Paith has
intrufted ;to the Cultody of the '-wbh?lg
hurch by the Apoftles, that it. was preferved
E)‘y the Succeflors of the Apoﬁlcs.gt “Buc
. what I require, fays Mr. Hill, is, that the
“:Catho!lck Doftrine be afferted as a Rule
“ of Faith, which the Church is bound to.
. adhere to, on the certain Authority of Di-
o Line Revelation ; this Revelation  appear-
“ ing real, not only to particular Mens
§i privage Opinions, "but originally commits
o ted to the charge and cuftody .of the
“,/whole Church by the Apoftles, and - o
! preferved ,l?' their ,Suc,ceﬂgrs, -throughout
the jwhole diffufive body, p. 6. Does Faith
then depend; .ugon the iknowledge of the
Apoftles  Suceeflars,s or. -their. faithfulnes or
unfaithfulnefs in keeping: this .Sacred Depo-
fitum ? This, puts me in mind’ of what Vafs
ues fays, that: the Faith of a Chriftian does
0., ablolutely: depend upon-the, Authority : of
his Leaders, that if at this day.a Heathen
being caft by a ftorm into England, did:em-
brace. the Belief of our Church, -which rejeéts
Tranfubﬁqntxatlon, he would: be in a. ftate
of' Salvation ; ‘the’ the Church of . Rome,
which alledges  Tradition' for this Dogma,
o - and,
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and has it in her Creed; declares that one

can’t be Saved without proféffthg that mow-
ftrous Dotrine,

I know St. Auguftine has faid, nomw crede.
rem Evangelio #iff me moveret Ecilefie’ Authd-
ritas; it feems Mr. Hil was deceived by thig
Maxim, which the: Papifts have adopted after
they had corrupted it: For St dwguftine
fpeaks only. of the Miniftery of tlte: Church,
in propofing the Gofpeld s writedn by Au-
thors Divinely Infpired: “Fhis was well ob-

ferved by Melchior Canusy 5. 2. c. 8. The

fame. Mbiniftry may: be attributed to 'tlx;g:
Church, with relation to tlie: Creeds' that it
propofes to us, as a faitlifal Abridgment’ of
the Apoftles Dofttine; but it is ridiculous
to. imagine, that we-cannot producean A&t
of Chraftian Faith, without knowing the- ge-
nerali confent of all ‘tHe (Clvrclies 'm‘?‘proﬁf*
fing, the fame: Truths! I¢ i¢' not-the: confént
of. the Chureh, " that: makes 4 DoQrine_either
true or fundamental, the Nature of tlie Dos
Girincit {elf makesitifo. -AlDjvine, wlo had
pored:long upon: Antiquity,’ may by-dn'exatt
ftudy .and meditation, ' have inforkwedt hims
felf of .that confént ; but this ferves more: for
his particular Inftruftion, and' for the cons
firmation:.of* his_own Theelogical Nations,
coneerning the: diftin€lion of ings  flindas
mentil, from Points ‘that arel ot fundi

, mental,

Mr. Hill's -Book.
mental, than to confirm his Faith as he isa
Chriftian, r co

Mr. Hill makesa ftrange ufe of the Maxim
of Wincensius Lyrinenfis, quod. ubique, .quod
Jemper, quod ab omnibus, &c. That Prieft was
a Semipelagian, that is, he thought that a

" Man could believe by his own ftrength, and

that afterward God gave him Grace to Exe-
cute his Good and Pious Refolutions. He
introduced this Maxim merely in oppofiti-
on to St. Auguftine, who pretended to have
found his Doétrine ; concerning Grace. in
St. Paul’s Epiftles;. fo;that this Father, was
obliged, either to confute the Fathers, or
to abardon his- Do&rine, which he had
caufbd :to be  Authorifed by, , the . Councils
of . Afica.  After-ally he confelles _himicff,
that his Method could oply be .of ufe akaﬁn(i

‘new-born- Herefies, fuch as  he pretended

St Augufting’s. Doklrine to be, There is
nothing more -eafic, .fays, Mr. ;;{r"[l,.,, than for
us to be informed of the RBeligf of Anti-
quity. I confefs, we have; their. Symbols
and Summaries of Faith, but Symbols havé

no

.
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fo Authotity, but as they ate axm&cq from
Scripture; this our Articles cxprcﬂyuteﬂ-'»u.s.‘,
And the Apoftles Creed, as. we callet,
was never knownin the Eef, vill within
thefe fow Centwies. - Whiat * I-have- bafore
mentioned upon the Arﬁclg'oiﬁ :tht“, Procedh
fion, b wirogue, fhews. that Mr. 'Hill has
confounded what belongs to a Chriftian, with
what belongs only to Divines. . ‘

However, Mr. Hill grants, that. Faith
cannot be produced in a Man’s Heart, but
ys far as he himRlf is perfunded . of the
Truth of what he belicves: But what he
adds is cxtream . rafh, when be aflures us,
that he, who cannot be per.fu;:\dec; to re-
ceive the common.. and: eftablifhed . SY‘*“"?’“
of the Faith of the.‘Un*xVerﬁ.ll Church,_,;upo‘n
the Authority of. which, it always flood

and ftands to this day, or frames fhndg.
inental Principtes upon his own private Opi-
" does’ hot belong to’ the ‘Communion

:;og’hri(’c's Church, tho’ he fancies his Notis

ons to be Revealed in Scripture. .

Mr. Fyil's.Bask.

T grant- what Mr., Hill lays down, as to
‘thofé  who advance fundamental Asticles
~upon their private: Opinion; he feems:thero-
by to rejeft the Actlclés which the Papifts
have introduced into the Creed, framed by
Piws the fourth ; but he can afcribe no
“other * Authotity to Confeffions of Faith or

Symbels, but that which they borrow’

from their Conformity with Revelation
the fumm -of which they contain, What
he affiems, - that the Catholick Church has
always ftootl updn  the Authority of Symbols,
is a'meer Vifion; the Church indeed made
an Abfteal'of ‘Taith; “for’ the ule of Carke-
cumenes , which’ wé call tlie” Creed ; - fhe
taught it to -thofe ‘Cathecimienes, -as an 'A-
bridgment ‘of© what’s  Revealed; the Faith
thirefore of Cathecamenes , has an  imme-
diate’ refpe@® ‘to ‘Revelation;’ it muft rely

and be fouixdcc,l":uﬁpp‘dlar; if it be true, .

In a‘word, Mr. "Hill, either becaufe he
does not upderTtand the matter, or’ qut of
a defire -t0" cenfure and cotieradi€t the “Bi-
fhp, explains_his. Opinion after a yery odd
manaer, his Expieffions do very much ‘fa-

Iz vour

..
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vour the Church of Rome, and arc far
from being fo exalt as a Cenfor ought
to be; he fhews that he . himfelf. {tands
in need of a great deal of Indulgence and
Chriftian forbearance.

I wifh from my Heart he may come to
himfelf, confider his fault, and -repent. If
he could but for a minute refic€t in cool
blood, upon his outragions way of writing,
and upon the Service that e has done to
the Enemics of the (Trinity, by endeavouring
to ficrifice tothem one of the Defenders of
it, for whofe ‘Talents he cannot but ex-
prefs fome. cfteem, how averfe foever he
may be to his Perfon, I am fure he would
be afhamed of his Book. For notwith-
ftanding all his Paffion, I am willing
to belicve, that the Chriftian Spiric is
not altogether cxtinguifhcd in him. I
would have him confider, that in the fight
of God, s mot he that receives, but he
that does the Injury, that is Unhappy.

If T have chanced in this Paper, to fay
any

-

T o ™

My, Hill's Bogk.

any thing that feems too fevere againft’

him, and that approaches

i ' too near to
Ins.b Angry Strain, T humbly = defire, that
without more ado, you would fieike i

out, as being writ againft my intentidg)

I would by no means be m i

_ y RIf guilty
a fau!t, .Wthll I fincerely lament g'whe):l 0{
find it in others, and which® would. but .
cover ' me with the more co_nf'uﬁ'on;‘. if I‘.

fhould be found to i i
£ pra&tife that
condemn in another. . whish I

April 12,

. 1695, Jam, Sir, .
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