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PREFACE

Inding the Innumerable
number of Heterodoxi- .
cal and Prophane Er-
rors which in thefe dif-

folute Times make the Novel-

lifts to Swarm with the fre-

uent new Accefles of their
grofelytes, Ideem'd it expe-
dient to Propofe the Grounds

of their feveral Errors, and fo .

to Refute them, which here .

I undertake.
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SECT. L
Shewing the Nullity and Vanity of the Acheifls,

; H1$§ Prophane and Perdf;:iops Error hath
) drawn many a Soul to their utter Ruine

and Perditiop ; for their Pofition is, That

- there is no Supreme Deity nor Godhead
exiftent, to governand regulate the Natural and Moral
‘Franfattions of :this Univerfe. '

The




- hel i fetled upon their
’ unds of their Doftrine are etk i
inf: I;lifbl(:ﬂk\llidity to fatisfie the Su(ige[[):ﬂ(l);&of trlllccl)l,'f
lSn a[_ al Appetite, not invoking the lealt D ame]
enlfl to their fupport and condutt, Hence tleéf
ﬁ:a tl(l)g Reins loofe to all La('civxouli;nefs, Delight, -an:
at Sence can diftate tothem. - . -
Ple%'mr%r:\l/li;cc thefe Mifcreants of their dull an[(_i ftu
i ](;.cor I muft firft defire them to take a 'urve);‘
P ] Y dmirable Produtts and ftupendious Varn?ty 0
(t)lt;ist 1i(:\f?:riour Orb. Let thc}m cond1der,l tl;:t ;l]litl:iet;:;
it without-a Caufe; and, WHCre | hey
lI)iedma hc.zeujé that is impower’d to pnoduti: éUChf fl?e
e f Creatures as do embellifh the G ocho l
rlet.y 1 owith fuch due Subordination,Stability,an ! faturah
{Ea{n); l& for the prefervation and propagation:of; eiac
" eci *n their kind? Let them confider, tlat tletn)-c
_Specxescreated Power that hath any Proportion :lo 1e,
Lci n%'auﬁ’ of fich admirable Eﬂgf?: ] for it exceeds the
tC.l':paCity of all Created Poxlyzr?,' _f}\tgcd{l‘er 'o I;Il(l)l’::ié(;xi‘:
- 21 to produce one Blade of Grals, f
Atp ge’l]l“tr‘::lé E?ip;elc'té&icfn, much more to create fI"uch' fiai
ora pumber. of Vegetables and Animals as ux"ml
C;)plo\lfl\j'orld for the ufe of Man, All this ar; 1;es (;u_a
t(‘lésrt:a.imy and Infallibility Offtlll’e szl):égcnzena tcfnvi:;
; ! £ fuch variety ot Pro 5, @ :
%::’:f,l (;ﬁ:xftei: muft be an O)Iinnipotc_nt, All-wifc, .‘_1:1}.:\%::111;
"Provident Creator, = o
an(,ir]l::ﬁ\ ‘lf:t the dull and {’tuplxd A:ﬁgﬂvc{ar{l’g t;"i;gm
and contempiate o Vi fitho
}l'l.‘l) z:')iog'e?)vl'%r;,of the Sun and Mowg,gwnh-téle, dl?S{:‘;r)f-
mﬂ Planets and their- IAtt'zgd;a‘:a'csi1 wislt:r;g; en); o
< immiovably feated in’ the Firmiament, Wit
illit n?cli‘r:e'li“r: nutnber than the, S?_n%y . otthglp;e Tic;’a: c i;ldlil'
the Atheift confider how all:thefd, by.: ,. i

on, are daily carried in their Sphere round- this in-
feriour World once every day, without Jeaving their
ftations where they were firft fixed: let him confi-
der moreover the regular and. conftant motion of
the wand’ring Planets and their Concomitants, how
they are all rapt by the Firft Mover round this
World once every day, while at the fame time, by
their natural motion, they are in progrefs of effe@-
ing their natural courfe,” which the Mooz accom-
plitheth in Eight and twenty Days, the Sa» in one
Year, the reft of the Plewers in a longer time ; and
thus by their various Afpe@ts and benign Influences
communicate to us all dl.:e Bleflings of a munificent
and benign Creator, as Corn, Wine, Oy, and all the
Fruits of the Earth, which are abundantly fufficient
not only for Man’s neceffary fupport and mainte-
nance, Kut alfo for his pleafure and delight : Which
made St. Chryfoftoms fay, In paginis Caloram legitar
divinitas 5 In ‘the Book of the Heavens is reaf the
Divinisy. And St, Auguftine crys out, O altitudo fa-
pientie & [cientie Dei ! O the altitade of the Wifdom
and Science of God! :
Add to this the general and univerfal Confent and
Agreement of all Nations contain’d in the whole
extent of this Univerfe, whereof there is not one
Nation that denies the Exiftence of a Deity. Now,
if this general Perfwafion fhould prove falfe or de-
ceitful, to whom could this Error and Deceit be im-
puted, butto Him that imprinted this general Belief
and Perfwafion into the Minds of all Nations, it
being wholly impoffible that the Great Omnipotent
Creator of the Univerfe, whofée Providence is infinite,
and who is Veracity and Truth itfelf, fhould de-
B

ceive
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ive any one, and, by reafon of his Omnifcience,
oid B Hereived hmfelf. who penctrates the moft
abdit and moft fecrer Recefles of the fuperiour and
inferiour World by his Omuifcience ¢ Yea, it is
the Opinion of moft learned Divines, that it is im-
poffible that any one Perfon, having attain’d to the
perfe@ ufe of Reafon, fhould be ignorant of the

ing of a GOD. '
BcN%w, if all this will not convince the Arheiff of
his black Error, I will give him a Metaphyfical De-
monitration & priori for the Being of a GO D.

And firft, 1 will fettle the true Notion of a
Deity or Godhead; fecondly, T fhall prove the Pof-
fibility of the Objeft of this Notion; and thirdly, I
fhall ‘demonftrate the real Exiftence of it.

As 1o the firft; a True GQD is that, and only
that, which hath all Perfeftions poffible, and no De-
fe&t; and whatfoever hath al this, is com¥leat}y
God; and whatfocver faileth of any part of this,
is not, nor cangot be G OD.  This being prefup-
pos’d, as the Grouad and Subjett of my ngonﬂqa-
tion, 1 thus proceed to prove the poffibility of it,
which was the fecond thing propos’d :

All that which is not a Chymerical Fition 1s
poffible. i .

This Obje&t is no Chymerical Fiction,

Therefore this Obje&t s poffible.

Nothing can be here deny’d but the mixor or fecond
Propofition, which I thus prove:

A Chy-

[ 5]
A Cliymerical FiGtion hath a preat Defe@; towit,
- its impofBbility to exift.
This Objeét hath no Defett.
Therefore this Objeét is poffible.

Now for the third thing propos’d, which was, to
demonftrate the Real Exi encé%(}' ite ’

All that which is poffible, and hath no Defet, is
exiftent. -
¢ "This Obje€t is poffible and hath no Defeét.
Therefore this Obiject is exiftent,

The major or firfk Propofition of this laft Syllogifin
cannot be deny'd; the reft is clear and evident : and
therefore 1 here leave the inconfiderate Atheif# to

ponder the Force and Energy of this Demonftration,
and oI proceed to the Socimians.

SECGT.IL

‘The Main Obﬁ'e&ion of the Heterodox Unita-

rians is fully propos’d and foly'd by the
Orthodox Trinitarians, '

. acknowledgment of One Only Omnipotent and
nfinite Wife' GO D; but they deny the Divinity of
the Three Perfons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, ac-
B2 knowledging

H ERE our Adverfaries do agre‘e with Vs, in the
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g but one Hypoftafis oOf Suppofitam in the
;‘)'Z?:;{ed tz;gprove wh'\ch',P they propofe this following

Argument,

The Divine Nature o the Pather.
The Son #s the Divine Nature.
Therefore the Son # the Father,

Ikewife, to prove the Holy Spirit to be butone
an?lotllxg{?':vnl\: Perfgn withhthc Sgn,has;heytoﬁap%{ﬁ,t
. nrov’d the Father and the oon ¥
31:2, Plelff‘:); Pl::d thus they reduce the Trinity of t'lll%
Perfons to only one H)’P"ﬂ‘{ﬁ‘ or Perfonality.

ofett this, they frame this Syllogifin,

The Divine Nature & the Son.

he Holy Spirit i the Divine Nature.
%:h‘:reforz the Holy Spirit. & the Son.

] 3 gyllogifins they intend tO reduce
o thefe th{) ch ggrlber, the yFiliatian of the Sow,

ity O "
Zl:;l 1:{'12"54’@ Spiration of the Holy Spirit, to bebut

ot Perfonality, grounding themfelves
3‘1an? :{}ﬂ{g‘thodox P/rinciplc’: of ours, T hat th?e h:s
apreal Tdentity between the Deity and cach od the
Three Perfons, without which Tdentity they could not

bc%)(::r “Xr.xfwer to this Achilles or efficacious Ar%u-
ment, (as the Socinians do fuppofe) I 'reply fby e
n ing’ the Confequenco of both Syllogifms; for nei-

4 des, for want of the diftribution

onclu the, ItiC
g?cilgf;l:%:mc or middle Term, which is the Divine

Narure. ‘ To

[7]
To this the.Socinians anfwer, That the two fare. .

mention’d Syllogifms are both expofitary, andtherg-
fore do conclude with greater Perfpicyaitg' and, Cer- .

tainty than either of the Moods contained under the
thyee  Figures - which Arz"ﬂ ¢le hath {etled. for the
Rules of Difputation; which likewife'is the Opinion
of all Philofophers and Logicians fince Ariftorle’s .
Time: The reafon is, becaufe.an expofitary Syllo- .
gifin lath all its three Terms fingular, and neither
of them capable. of -Multiplication ;. {0 -that the di-
ftribution of the medsum is needlefs: as in_this Syllo- .
gifm, I ’
This Angel is fems foom God,-
Gabricl # this Angel. o C
Therefore Gabriel js fent from God. "'

In this Syllegifin grant:the Premifes, and. deny
the Confequence if you can: And a Thoufand more -
fuch Examples might be produ¢’d,, wherein the di-
firibution of - the medinm is fuperfluous. . '

To this I anfwer, by granting the Force of an
expofitary Syllegifin, but %ep ing thar either of the -
two firft Syllogifins is expofitary ; for, though the
mediups in them bath, which is the Divine Nature,
appears fingular, yet it is capable of Multiplication,
by reafon that it contains not .only- all the Infinite
PerfeQions and Attributes of the” Deity, which are .
all fingular, and conftitute. but one fingular Diving
Spbﬁance, yet the Deity contains in it alfo the No-
tional Predicates and Relative Perfe€tions of Three -.
Perfons which are really diftinét from each other :
And therefore, if the medium be not diftributed,

the .
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the Syllogifin s - not . in- form, and concludes no-
Ehjir:?i" e :
“Here the Sdrinian, out of a civil compliance, ra-
ther than lofe his faft hold, will accommodate him-
RIf to the Genius of his Adverfary, by diftributing
- his Medium, which he thus ‘gffe€ts : :

Il hat is vontain'd in the Dclity i the Fa

“thet.

" ‘The Son i contain'd in the Deity.
Thertfore the Son # the Pather.

This Syllogifin is in form, and concludes right-
ly; neither can you deny the major ; “for you ac-
knowledge, that the Deity is one fingular, indivifible
and individual Subfance: you grantalld a real Iden-
tity between the Father and the Subffance of the
Deity ; therefore by a rigid neceffity you mult grant
4 real Tdentity between the “Father and the whele
Real Subftance of the Deity; for, it contains' 110
Pares nor Particles really diftintt from ¢ach - e-
ther. ' - :

1 anfiver by diftinguifhing the major, All the ab-
folute Perfe@ions contain’d in the Deiry are the Fa-
ther ; 1 grant it.  All the notional Predicates and re-
lative Perfeftions contain’d in the Deity are the
Father ; 1 deny it: for the Filiation of the Soz, and
the paffive. Spiration of the Holy Spirit, are contain’d
in the Deity, and " yet arc really diftin& from the
Father. L ST

To

91

To this the Socinian replies,

this diffinft; ; That accardinp
‘gils&dszrf;r;l&xonlwe muft admit two Parts eré:;ll;g dt,‘;‘,
‘ cach_other, whereof the 'one is I cfc/:ﬁf;-

fﬁoig:e Wvlvrt,al r:lhi} I;?”W’ the other ot :. Wwhére, of
admit two 1;J wallow a_plain  Contradiction, 8
each otl arts in the Deiy really diftinét f; :
e 1elr,. almc! both compleatly endow” aﬂ " rom
thro}{e: ;v (;lm s to admit tva Gods anﬂuﬁ;f,t 1. tlie;
Creator, nﬂ«f,ﬂgf d th; Omnnipbtent, wiid is the t;.gé?{" ‘
verle, » and Preferver. of tﬁe whole "Uni-
To anfwer this Objeéti . RO

; je€tion, 1 do decl o
1 . €C. i
By s o Lo A0
” one Réal and: Divin S ok Dv ™
g), thlat your Allegation of our granﬁ;?’m; Subftan, qﬁ‘;f
uf °w a]nd Injurious . to us anting Lwo Gods'is: .

s to the other part alfed .
eyt ,lledged in ¢ P

gcf:‘hg(()llmcig‘tl?g a Contradiftion, Scorus hviitgb’cl?jo‘n ;
o 't he Scorifts, do anfiver you’ Thet l'a ] hgs .
Di&'np earance of a ContradiCion b’y reaft 1ere 15, ..

Ex N, ton which they call diftinttionen 3{] of a
atura rei ; that is, not real, bue r’:‘;r’gmt’l o
- han

[¢) P p -
‘ rmal, Whlch hath no (]C Cﬂdaﬂce upon the opera.

tion of the Underftandin i
.Bthlst{) iftinguith .
(l));tt\l:'eeg tl}c Divinity an§ the yNotion:iy gl{?rgw{h :
¢ dil erfons ;- f'g that the Bxtreams of our o
qnlvf Contradiftion aré not the fame your pre-
> ?Jnﬁ .oth.er Learned Divines do adn;it £ i

s 011 ﬁ;Elhop between the Deity and tlﬁ: Noti.

ot Relative Predi

which yous ¢ Predicates of
Smoak.

the Perfo 1\.Totio- h
pretended  Difficulty vaniﬂn]setil [:z
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But becau
impugned and rejefted both thefe Opinions, my
Anfwer is, That a formal Diftinftion , which 1s
made by the Underftanding, and fuppoled by the
“very Obietion, is fufficient to cvacuate this preten-
ded Difficulty ; for hereby it will appear, that the
- pretended Contradition is not ¢jufdem de eodem, as
the Philofophers fay ; that s, both parts are not of
the fame Predicate, in.order to the fame Subjett,
which is neceflary to make up a formal Contradi-
&ion, as all Philofophers do  require. So that we
neither do admit Two Pares veally diftintt in the

Deiry,, nor are We hereby forc’d to fwallow a

Contradiftion , as Ouf
préetend.

“Adverfaries do moft faifly

f T have in the Treatife of the Trinity =

1]

SECT: IIL

A f arther Attempt of ¢
tempt of the fa .
Proposd ant St T

ERE the Sowcinia i
' _ » begins to fai i
Y ofmﬁlng’f‘élf out of breath, anc‘l1 l?';’enzsthhmgu
l117aculty to fupl[{);:;rh?g dPolé:!el'gy . Intcllf:&ual
- . 4 dtion i
f;:e%a;% I[i? mlg:::[tlnpl}eatl?: accox’np);?fti-n’g:“ aﬁgt t;xe;':c
: the remain .
and Vigour of his Uﬁderﬁ;::lril:lgn t'i;gr a%ioglslﬂﬁoﬁe
H4

: Deﬁgn. And thus he proceeds,

The Do@rine contai i '

¢ 1€ LIoc ined in th
gfélrclff,hggkxs not confiftent with :vf;:':ﬁ;:; tl° my laft
merly scknowledg’d in this Difpure, which Pl
rers. arc Thtee Hypoflafer, which are all Noti al
of che (i) onging to the compleat COL ﬁ‘?tlopal
each othérr "‘; . d"’f"'zl, 1\thTlfl:lh are reall diﬁir;lét?i-t;on
. ’ ¢t a ree rrom
Ki::ttlllti:" rl!e] Pertettions of che %)2;?”?3 tlybfurm(h’d
the adr);li::zilxtll lrt{o ‘ﬁgw me" doth s co ﬂa\;ﬁ:

. . X re an: o
merical Sublfnce in' the Diviiy ; 1ot hyrosngdf’ it
nit
c Three
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Three diftinét Perfons really Identified with the fame
Divinity ? .
| is, ] f{e to the Do-
lve this, I muft have recourle t _
&r’irng fgfy ?Cirm;nimiﬁoﬂ. The Obje&t in queftion
may be confider’d feveral ways; _bgt,.tg acci)mmcf)t-
datg my felf to the Fancy of the Socinians, 1 mult
COI]ﬁdClY it by way of Circum{'mtfrgz ; tf]'or t\i’\:gtzn qu ;s
¢ then the Divinity includes the ypo-
{‘(t)ajtéike:a,m;ly, the Parernity of the Father, the F]z_i‘:o‘;-
rion of the Som, and th? pa%t'fve S tir;;‘xt;;inc a(:ﬁ c;hsv itlxi]{
\piri i inveloped an : _
bqf:ﬁ,’ zsncllt u\:‘zg;: tg}ts anﬁ(!er_ation it is numerical-
llt but onc fingular and individual Subftance, be-
! "(' all tha Hypoftafes, Relations, and Ca-relations of
fﬁ;’.%ﬁ,, are really identified with the Divinity,
and fo make but ane Swbfance with it. ¢ Lutorane
And ‘it is in this fence: the Council o atergn y
ived by me at large in the firft Seftion of the fir
?)if te?tion of the ‘Treatife of the Trinity, Cap. fir-
itsl and Cap. demianws De fumma Trinitare, deﬁnFs,
”"I"hat, the Deity, with all its Relations and Pe%g-
nalities, conftitute but wnam fummam rem, tha is, 5
one chiel Being; for, in this fence the notional an
relative Perfettions of the Perfons are not tq'bccqn-
fider’d. And this is the truc meaning of Cirgwmin-
sifiom. N reumincifion, and
f you will diffolve the Circumincifion,
ta:il‘;[:wz’d and unfold all that is in it; then tII]m
verfonalities of the Three Ferfons will appear reallf
diftinQ feom one another, And yet are :r‘u: fame inn
dividuab Subfance withr the De‘l\:yT Ar;d hgﬁ;i%ﬁoﬁ
&8s the Myfery: of the' Divine Triniiy o

[
the axtent of Nature canriot furnifh us with i
Example to parallel: fo that from the differerit
acc«{:ftlons of the fame Obje€t you raife a different

fenft of it ; and hence arifeth the Differents be-
tween you and your Adverfary : for, if you do not
cautioully diftinguifh between the- abfolite and no.
tional terms, you muft needs confourtd the obje@tive
Signification of them, which iorwithftanding aré
very different from each othier, and this growirdy 4
Confufion in your Underftanding;

SECT. 1v.

The Obje&ion; again§} Circumincifion
Solv'd, ‘

UT the Socinian is not fatisfied with this Do
&rine of Circuminciflon, but abjefts, That we
grant, ‘with the Council of Laseran, but One Reality
made up of the Divinity and the Three Perfons
and yet we admit, That when the Circumincifion is
unfolded and taken abroad, there are Three Per/bm-
lities veally diftin@ from each other : Which in-
volves 2 plain Contradiction ; for we affert, The
whole is gut One Reality, una fumma res, only Oms
Redlity ; and yet we likewife affert, That theré are
: C2 more
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more Realities contained in it : whichisa plain Con-
radi®On g s Tanfwer,

That thefe Two Propofitions there, i but One
Re’%!iltg;c is more than One _Rcalit&/'. _Thefe two afre
not contradiory, if taken m a ifferent fence ; l;n-
the firft is meant by Circamincifion, the fecond by
Estenfion; which hinders the Contradiétion. "

Here the Socinian teplies, That t!leﬁ: f'evqra Ac-
ceptions, or different Senfes of the fame O!)f}fc é_are
but different Confiderations of the Underftanding,
which conftitute only Formalities; why then d_(} you
obtrude them in this‘Difqourﬁ:, where we gx Ili)uw
only of Realities, which is a meer Trick an va(i
fion to involve the whole matter into obfeurity a?l
confufion, whic?h in a fair way of difputing eught

done! )
mtl—ltc(:'ebfhc Socimian is brisk, and confident of his
own Caufe; yet give me leave to ,an[},ver’, . Th.at
my Solution og the Difficulty propos d is \',c;l.y Plb(;-
per ; for, the Diwinity 15 2 fingular andf in zﬂu{f{ e
Subftance, and by a veal Identity is the fame t“{[t]'g
with the Three Perfons fo thac all together con hl-
tute but Ore Reality: whereas, if you ‘anﬁg?{rt t é{,
Perfons apart, you \Vl.ll\ﬁll\d Three Ren/m‘e._r iftin é
whercof tlic one: is Incarnatc, the other twl()> _ar
not 3 which is an evident fign of a real Diftin-
molfllere the Socimian replies again, alledging, :I‘}lat
to folve one Contradi&jon we 1ncurt anotllxer : ':]03
we fay, That onc Perfon is incarnate, the oth

not : fo that of the fame Reality we fay, This Rlei‘:jr

e aeta)
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lity is incarnate, and this fame Reality is not incar
nate.

_And-thus we prove both parts of the Contra-
diction :

The Father s not incarnate.

This Reality is the Father.

Therefore this Reality is not incarnate,.

The affirmative part of this ContradiCtion we-
prove thus :

The Son # incarnate.
This Reality # the Son.
Therefore this Reality fs incarnare,

1 anfwer by denying the two ’fore-mentien’d
Propofitions to be contradi@ory, for the negative. .
Propofition is verified only of the Farher and the .
Holy Spirit, not of the Som : whereas the Affirma- .
tive is verified only of the Son, not of .the Father,
nor the Holy Spirit.. Whence you may plainly per-
ceive the pretended- ContradiGtion is not ejyjje'm de
eodem § it is not of the fame Predicate, in order to
the fame Subjeft, which is repugnant to the known
Rule of Contradi@ories, for eclfe thefe two would::
be contradiCtory.. Man is like other Animals, and
Man is not like other Animals; for, as being a li-
ving fenfible Creature, he is like other Animals,
and as being endow’d with Reafon, he is not like
other Animals ; and yet his Animality and Ratio- .
nality are but two Formalities, diftingui{h’d only by
the Underftanding. Now, if the pafling from one
Formality to another hinders the force of a Contra-

di&ian,
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&i6tion, much more will it hinder, by paffing from
one Reali? to another; for the Fasher, the Son, and
the Holy Spiris arc veally diftinguifh’d from each
other.
the Sociwian is ready to profecute his

But now _ y
Defign farther, which we fhall declare in the next

Seétion.

SECT. V.
W berein the reft of the Unitarian’s Arguments

are Prapos’d and Solv'd.

ERE the Socinian pretends to drive us to
another great Inconvenience, which is, tode-
tce out of the precedent Doftrine a neceflity of
Three Gods; for we admit Three Hypofta

fes or Relations really difkinét from each othery an
cvery one of them to be compleatly furnifh’d with
the Divinity ; and each © them conftitutes 2

compleat Godhead, for th?' being Three in pums
ber, there muft of neceflity be admitted Three

Gods.
To this Objeétion 1 anfwer, fhat the denomina-
d in redo the

cion of GO D fignifies principally an
Divinity, and in ebliguio_the Fpoftafes o Relations,
and is thus refolvedq The Dsvinity fubfifting by

’ Three

Three difint? [173
one ﬁ”g‘r{Zf a;{{ P;ﬁ[;‘;kﬂyg% _b_ecaufé thete is but-

(]
E}?et ggsorj;]'qgnlqr and indi'vidu:;mggd,be;gere“??n be
e e éﬂ}l_;lon of a Pei[on fignifies px'i}lcipallle;cas
e Loy Dypofiafes ot Perfon, and is thus re(b{ ’Sd
The the{‘gob:{? c:)rgbéubﬁ ence of the Divingt vs;
ng Three Hypoftafes or l’erfom_:lir{;: df '

Stinst, there muft be N
one numerical Divini:ﬁmlmed Thrae &ﬂ 1888 Perfons of .

Another Obije&tion whi

P ich they muft "
:f:dlst l:ins‘s.‘ We teach that the erfbnsegfu&ea%:l;]& '
ang the ¢ on are really identified with the D' e v
that thelngze thmf with it, and yer we d lmj’ )
it from. one amechor? 2%, w0 Realivis really .
Gt Princals ol?c another ; which Contradi&s'e:hy"
Sunt eade e, known by the Light of Natur .
by /m :m; fertio Junt eadem inter o ; T/;e’ e -
among ’;e"””eﬁ ; J;fg n&t’fl) 4 Third, are the ’ﬁm:]; btf:t
is grounded, erein all the Art of Syllogi[‘mgs '

anfwer by admitti inci
K X ing that Princ H
l"fgl‘g;l’i iY the Light of Nature; and ;ﬁ]:t’ :?fe g e;;, |
ica rt is grounded in it; but, I deny th Your -
o l.'lfnC is not confiftent with - the Ver%,t a; Pl
on, h:: 8% confider the Three Perfons as c):)r:)tai ltd: :
il St vty
ne .Reali i

:gal(l)rrllzr you ?o not confider  the /f;*/tgx’.r Vf:: i-nl ol
e w?;il((:)]tx li(;r[)yb(f'l;rc:rl;lty ;s identified wirl? ai‘ﬁg
'hi weifion.  And in thi ’

the Council of Lateran hath’defined it tl(l,l bt: ;,Su?g;:

thing, |




fon of the
individual Subftance, by rea
thing, °f) f"t%i {:‘ﬁ‘fﬁhs with the Deity,

e i fider more
the Socinians to cop re
And hgre ;mﬁ‘l,; the Diﬁert_mcehbetl\\vdietx:erthe ::nd
o ar(li nr:tional Expre{fions m'thliv X prever’xt and
o gtl:'e&ive Significations, whu:me et .
:‘hetlfxer plrogrefs in framing any m
t;ris mattes againtt us.

gues relation o

[!93._

'SECT. VL

Certain Abfolete Opinions of another Nove-
lift are Propos’d an Solv'd,

BOOK fell lately into my Hands, in the pe.
rufal whereof ry found " certain Paradoxica|
Opinions deftitute of Reafon, and back'd op.

ly by the fingle Authority. of the Author, whereof
one was, the defeription of the Effential Parts and
Nature of an Individuum, which he defines to be
nothing elfe but g 8/ ~Confsionfneff, or an exat Coy-
reffondence with it h/e'l 3- which "he produceth no Rea-
fon to prove, neither did T ever hear or read of an
fuch definition of an Individuum ; for, all Antiquit
doth agree in this definition, That an Individyym i
Indivifum in fp & arvifum & quoliber 45 that is, it is
undivided in it If," and divided from “any thing
elfe’: of which Definition this Author makes no men.
tion, and therefore doth not impugnit,

The firft Refutation of this Author’s ey Opi-
,n_ion'i.s'é}gfoﬂoweth: ] f | , ' |

A Self-Confeioufneff of 'a thing with it fIf, ar

t/ t{e thing to it RIf, which js

D im-
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tion cannot fubﬁg, fcxcept Clltl
iftin&k from ea
i ctween two Extreams di - eacl
m(l:célat-estl?e one is that whereon _tl}e rela_mrt;c dlS
?(t)i}n{:léd the other is that to“i'hllf(':hhlt lsitsernn;uaaimn,
; i d its felf there -
ween a thing an ! -
lé.)’cuif)nbmf;'()r a thing and its EIf are the {éfl‘f ganme r?‘:-
meriéal Objeft, which cannot adml_tfo Se}}f-Con-
tion, and confequently 15 uncapable of any
)

Jeionfnef.

impoffible, for a rela

The Second’ Refutation.

- joufneff but by the Vi-
The{c Cigdggegob?el{hc;o’;rffr’er){;lﬁ;{aculties, whlchl

tal {{A %u?vg an cxa&t Conformit with the Na.tue?.

-irrlxlélination of the thing from whence }hg ‘a).lnoy("eoﬁi

‘{b that here can be nb’ ¢/ -Conjl'ciqufgau& ’

je&t to itfelf; but of the Atts to thelr 3

" T'he Thivd Refutation. . - \

: ' : fticute
" Tnis Self-Confcionfneft comes to0 late to con >
thc:1 lllil(sreiet{;l %tiog of an Isdividsum ; for;v lﬁg?:e
aate this SE{f-CO”ﬁ"W‘fm’ﬁ from the %r.lg‘&‘. i as
12 roceeds, and 1 deinand, whether this ¢ Egm,]”-
ltogz divefted’ of its SelﬁCmﬁ_mu/mﬁ,I ”bdq l:‘;'um'cbm-
3' iduums ¢ if 10, then you have the [ w; t& i
pflz}atly conftituted indept}{ld@nfﬁ 9; :glstﬁ; f;vliole N
. for. cither you muit conititul ol i
;"”ﬁc:: fgl (;llctmil %elf-(.’onﬁi_w(mﬁ in a é:;{xigam 1ﬂcg’ld
lzg‘cion of 'Vital Afts, which are really difting
from the Subftance of the

it i conceive it to be
feionfneff it s, OF ¢lfe you muft ol

thing whofe -Se/f-Con-

[21]
really identifed mith its Subje@ whereon it is groun-
ded ; jf the firf}, you have the Ground and Subje&
remaining divefted. of its Self-Confeionfnef. Now, I
demand, whether this ‘Bubffance that remains fepa-
rated and divefted from its ‘ Self-Confeioufneff be an
Individuum or not ? If it be, then you have the
whole and adequate Effence of an Individuum, inde-
vendent and precedént ‘to your Self-Confcionfneff :
ut if it be not an Individuum, then” it muft be a
Plyrality; which is againft common fence, for-it is
a ﬁnsular numerical Subftance, undivided in itfelf,
and divided from any thing elf®, and therefore an
Indsviduum, Bue if you chufe the fecond by a real
Identity with the Subftance, which is the ‘Ground
and Foundation of it, then you muft by a Metaphy-
fical Diftinftion prefcind it, and flice ‘it as a For-
mality from its Subjeét, And (o, by your Under-
ftanding, confider that Subftance as mentally fepa-
rated from its Self~Confeiosfneff, and you will find a
ﬁggular and numerical Subftance, which is undivi-
ded in its felf, and divided from any thing elfe:
which is the effential Definition of an Individuum.

Here I might introduce other inanimate Crea-
tures, as, the Elements, Metals, Stones, and the like,
which have no colle@ion of Virsl Ai#s, wherein to
place your Self-Confcivufnefs, and yet they are all In-
dividugms 5 as appears by the’ definition by me
given, ‘

Another Opinion I find in this Author, whereby he
afferts, ‘That a Horﬁ[e is a Perfor; not regulating
himf(elf by any Definition or Defeription of a Pera
Jon, but goes on in a talking way, and fill remains
in the Preliminaris of the Queftion in debate, without
D2 ever
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cver penetrating into, the Heart of the Difficulty, or
touching the Sore: 0 that by this not ar(guing, but
talking way of Writi‘rllig,,nothing can be fubftantial-
iy proved, nothing ¢ cacioufly impugned : Where-
ore this Author not havin% given any definition nor
defeription of a Perfon, 1 have nothing here to re-
fute, but his Abfolete Pofition of introducing unreafo-
nable Brute Beafts into the number of Pe(rﬁm:, in or-
der to which, I muft here give an effential efinition of
a Perfon, which is this : Rarionalis nagare individua
¢ completa Subffantia; that is, A Compleat, Rasional,
and Individual Swbitance, By which definition all
Unreafonable Creatures are excluded from the notion
of Perfons; and only G 0 D, the Angels, and Men, are.

admitted.

_in.GOD, he wil

[23]

SECT. VI

Tipo other Opinions of the [ame A
¢ J utbor 8 P -
vosd and Slgd.

' THIRD Opinion I find in thi
. is -Auth
é T}Jvhereby he affirms to be. contained 11:1 t?lrc; ’
" g'tin ree Infinite Minds, not proving nor at- .
e g to prove his Pofition by any Argu- .
This Do€trine, and-the Confé i
: 1e uence of it, Lcan-
not brook ; for, b{. admitting ’ﬁm Inﬁnirle’Mci%
a0 D, e whiclﬁlrdly. 1a;}foi‘d the admitting of -
ke GOD py.o e were Blafphemy to afléct, and -,

The Mind is a Vital Facul ngi
1c_ ty, bel ig. '
I;::lrte:llg;ng lm’ the b'vnderjiandingy;’ a To:rgr;lngnoingozg-

. nor, relative, but abfolute and fingular in the
Eeiff; 5 f;rlrllg therv:f'ored to admit Three ?n%funli:l; Jllr}intze
; ¢ as to admit Three Infinite Unde 2"
fngsy which being an Abfolute Attri e
more be multiply’d than the G P e i
I odhead itfelf, i
is common to a{l the Abfolute Attribut:s’(;;{ htltlc:el

Deity, which all together make but one Subftance
with
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on of the Great God :
fections Eoﬂible, and r’mvg::%egas in himif all Per-

R Note briefly -
| o, Nore b rﬁ:}f}l}f hen{:.,qihat an Object of Three Sub
ges or Derfons l;'?u firft have its compleat B ki
o 1 capable of your Margal Confiogoef ¢ o
refore in its original Exiftency f:::ﬁéhcon-
) was

f lty a[ld pOlldEl Wlth Voul €
rom a” Eteln f]f if thele
? ?

€ not 1
WeEre no 1. that ﬁate an U’”l] m the Tfi)}lf.y d
y  all

Trinity i ;

n Unity, with

operati ? out the ~leaft ;

peration of your Mutual Confvionfne ﬁ,mennon or co-

| [24]
with GOD himfelf ; whenee I conclude, that the

admitting of Thres Infinite Minds in GOD, 15 0
nd not eafily to be main- ‘

dangerous confequence, 2
tained, for it hath a direct Tendency to Pa-
ganifm.

A Fourth Opinion of this Author is, That the
Unity of the Thyee Divine Perfons confifts eflenti-
ally ‘in the Musual Confeionfneff of them to each o-
ther, whercby the Three Divine Perfons 2 made One

by their mutual correfpondence and exa& agrecinﬁ
in the Faculties of their Underftanding an Wi

with each other. :

This Opinion is no more prov’d by Reafon nor
Authority than his former Opinions, but meerly af-
{ferted, which Opinion 1 ¢hus impugn : Separate at
leaft with your ‘Underftanding this Matual Confcion|-
neff from the Three Perfons, and there will remain
Thyee Subftances without their Unity : Thefe T hree
Subftances are either created or increated ; if the
firft, then the Thyee Perfons are meer Creatures
which is rank Socinianifm : if the fecond, then they

muft be really identificd with the Divine Nature
ou feck for another

and if fo, then in vain do* ﬁl

Unity, for you have here the ftrigeft Unity that pof-
fibly ‘can be, pamely, by a real Tdentity -with the
Divine Natare, which is precedent to your Mutusl Con-
JL iog{ne[)’. And this is the True Notion and Orthodox

[7
Dottrin of the Divine Trinity. ]
u affix to the Divine

Befides, this Unity that YO
no better than

Perfons is only moral or metaphorical,
it would be berween three .Men or three An%cé:';
ecti-

which is a great Indignity to the Infinite” Per
on

And here I conclude thi
e ude this Treatife of
B c{fz ve?nd Moft Sacred Trinity; alihivf' v;r .
| aud eve gymlgz;t thccl:reéf, I humbi fubmiéct:;
dgment and Cenfu
gel;i(;lp ;; (;s ll)n%lmbcnt to rr: u?ite g?f Flalz tol;1 '
of Ergant oftrine of the%’ vob

roseftant Church .




