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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Introduction

In an anonymous work published in 1757, The Christian Preacher Delineated, 

the author described what many would consider an ideal preacher, rhapsodizing about the 

preacher’s natural abilities, sedulous study, instructive sermons, animated delivery, and 

moral character.1 The author then recommended a choice number of books for his 

reader’s library, addressing such diverse topics as science and theology, literature and 

preaching, exposition and devotion. Among the recommended writers and works on 

theology, for example, he cited Stephen Charnock’s Attributes of God, John Owen’s On 

the Holy Spirit, his Indwelling Sin, and his Mortification of Sin in Believers, Herman 

Witsius’s Economy of the Divine Covenants, and John Gill’s Treatise on the Trinity.2 

Then, in what is surely a surprise to many today, the author asserted that Gill’s work on 

the Trinity is the “best Book on the Subject.”3 Such encomium for Gill’s work on the 

Trinity was also expressed by his biographer, John Rippon (1751–1836), who stated that 

the work was “considered a master-piece on the subject.”4 Caleb Evans (1737–91), 

former tutor and later principal of Bristol Baptist Academy, however, more reserved  

towards Gill’s Treatise on the Trinity, when he stated in his two sermons, The Scripture 
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———————————
1The Christian Preacher Delineated (London: D. Nottage, 1757).

2The Christian Preacher Delineated, 13–17.

3The Christian Preacher Delineated, 13.

4John Rippon, A Brief Memoir of the Life and Writings of the Late Rev. John Gill, D. D. 
(London: J. Bennett, 1838; repr., Harrisonburg, VA: Gano Books, 1992), 37.



Doctrine of the Deity of the Son and Holy Spirit, that the work was a “judicious tract” on 

the Trinity.5 Although some held Gill’s work on the Trinity in high praise and others not 

as high, what is unmistakable is the significance and defense of the doctrine throughout 

Gill’s life and ministry. As Gill admonished John Reynolds (1730–92) at his ordination to 

remember that the doctrine of the Trinity is a fundamental article of revealed religion: 

“The doctrine of the Trinity of persons in one God . . . is the foundation of religion, and 

of the economy of man’s salvation; it is what enters into every truth of the gospel, and 

without which no truth can be truly understood, nor rightly explained.”6

History of Research

Although Gill wrote extensively on the Trinity throughout his published works, 

it is surprising that no one has written a substantive treatment of his trinitarian theology, 

setting it in its context, examining his Patristic sources, and evaluating his contribution to 

Baptist orthodoxy. Instead, theologians and historians have primarily viewed and 

examined Gill through the monocle of High or Hyper-Calvinism. Consequently, most of 

the attention has fixated on soteriological and evangelistic issues with little attention 

given to Gill’s trinitarian thought. 

The first work published on Gill was an anonymous sketch of his life, labors, 

and character.7 Prefaced to Gill’s two volume Collection of Sermons and Tracts and 

published two years after his death, this work consists of a concise commentary of 

significant events and major publications during Gill’s life and includes a brief 

background to the initial publication of a Treatise on the Doctrine of the Trinity.8 
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———————————
5Caleb Evans, The Scripture Doctrine of the Deity of the Son and Holy Spirit, Represented in 

Two Sermons Preached at Bristol, March 24 and April 21, 1765 (Bristol: S. Farley, 1766), 41.

6John Gill, A Collection of Sermons and Tracts in Two Volumes (London: George Keith, 
1773), 2:53.

7Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, ix-xxxv.

8Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, xx.



Expanding upon the anonymous sketch, Gill’s immediate successor in ministry, John 

Rippon published A Brief Memoir of the Life and Writings of the Late Rev. John Gill.9 

Rippon’s work provides a brief analysis, valuable background, and judicious quotations, 

but the work is primarily biographical and too brief, though it presents helpful 

information regarding the context of Gill’s Treatise on the Trinity. Prior to 1950, the most 

extensive work examining Gill’s trinitarianism was Daniel T. Fisk’s article, “The 

Theology of Dr. Gill” in the Bibliotheca Sacra.10 While Fisk’s article furnishes a brief 

outline of Gill’s theology and helpful analysis of Gill’s trinitarian theology, the article 

lacks the comprehensive and in-depth treatment the subject deserves.  

Since 1950, several scholars have addressed some aspect of Gill’s doctrine of 

the Trinity in either unpublished dissertations, books, or articles. In his dissertation, “John 

Gill, Baptist Theologian (1697–1771),” Robert Seymour devoted ten pages to discuss 

Gill’s Treatise on the Trinity.11 Within these pages, Seymour commented on the historical 

context of the Treatise on the Trinity, stated Gill’s understanding of the doctrine, and 

highlighted the significance of  and critiques Gill’s concept of the eternal Sonship of 

Christ. Despite expanding on Fisk’s article, Seymour’s treatment is brief, neglects to 

consider Gill’s Patristic sources, and ignores his trinitarian thought in his commentaries.  

Thirty years after Seymour’s work, Curt Daniel completed his massive 

dissertation, “Hyper-Calvinism and John Gill.”12  Although the focus and attention of 

Daniel’s work was not the doctrine of the Trinity but Gill as the doyen of Hyper-

Calvinism, Daniel interspersed comments on Gill’s trinitarianism within the chapters on 
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9Rippon, Brief Memoir.

10Daniel T. Fisk, “The Theology of Dr. Gill,” Bibliotheca Sacra 14 (1857): 343–89.

11Robert E. Seymour, “John Gill, Baptist Theologian, 1697–1771” (Ph.D. diss., Edinburgh 
University, 1953).

12Curt D. Daniel, “Hyper-Calvinism and John Gill” (Ph.D. diss., University of Edinburgh, 
1983).



methodology and covenants, the latter receiving more attention in relation to the doctrine 

of eternal Sonship.  Daniel’s work, however, neglects to examine Gill’s trinitarian 

sources and lacks the thorough treatment the doctrine merits.

Following Curt Daniel’s work, Thomas Ascol’s dissertation, “The Doctrine of 

Grace: A Critical Analysis of Federalism in the Theologies of John Gill and Andrew 

Fuller,” examined the role of English Federalism in the soteriology of John Gill and 

Andrew Fuller.13 Ascol’s work is a helpful analysis of Gill’s soteriology in relation to 

English Federalism. While Ascol mentioned the roles of each person of the Trinity in 

Gill’s federalism, the doctrine of the Trinity is not the focus of the dissertation and is 

therefore basically ignored. 

Hong-Gyu Park’s 2001dissertation, “Grace and Nature in the Theology of John 

Gill (1697–1771),” claimed that prior research has failed to interpret Gill in the context of 

the Reformed tradition of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and consequently 

hindered researchers from properly assessing and analyzing Gill’s understanding of the 

relation of divine sovereignty and man’s responsibility.14 According to Park, scholars 

have failed to interpret Gill within the Reformed tradition of the sixteenth and 

seventeenth centuries because most researchers have focused on whether Gill was a High 

or Hyper-Calvinist. Therefore, Park challenged the notion that Gill so stressed God’s 

sovereignty (grace) that he ignored human responsibility (nature) by considering Gill’s 

theological development, and his doctrines of Scripture, God, creation, and providence. 

Within the section on God, Park devoted one chapter to examine the doctrine of the 

Trinity, claiming one must first understand Gill’s trinitarianism in order to comprehend 

his theology. Park’s chapter on the Trinity is helpful, for he argued that Gill’s 
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———————————
13Thomas Kennedy Ascol, “The Doctrine of Grace: A Critical Analysis of Federalism in the 

Theologies of John Gill and Andrew Fuller” (Ph.D. diss., Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, 
1989).

14Hong-Gyu Park, “Grace and Nature in the Theology of John Gill (1697–1771)” (Ph.D. diss., 
University of Aberdeen, 2001).



trinitarianism is the substructure of all his other doctrines.15 He then reviewed Gill’s 

arguments for the unity of essence, summarized his evidence for the plurality of the 

Godhead, examined his reasons for the distinction and order of persons, and discussed the 

grounds for belief in the distinctive personality and deity of the three persons. Despite 

Park’s helpful treatment, his chapter lacked a thorough examination of the trinitarian 

controversy, analysis of Patristic sources, and engagement with Gill’s trinitarian theology 

throughout his commentaries and sermons.

More recently, Jonathan White has written a significant dissertation, “A 

Theological and Historical Examination of John Gill’s Soteriology in Relation to 

Eighteenth-Century Hyper-Calvinism.”16  His thesis is that if Gill’s soteriology is 

understood in its historical and theological context, it is incorrect to classify him as a 

Hyper-Calvinist. Although White mentioned the three persons of the Godhead in his 

dissertation, with most of his discussion of Gill’s trinitariansim being in chapter three, 

“Eternal Aspects of Gill’s Soteriology,” there is no concentrated discussion concerning 

the Trinity, nor any mention of the trinitarian controversy in the eighteenth century.

Besides these dissertations on Gill, a few books have been written on the 

eighteenth-century Baptist theologian and pastor. The first book was a major biography 

published in 1995 by George Ella, John Gill and the Cause of God and Truth.17 In this 

work, Ella discussed the doctrine of the Trinity, mentioning some of Gill’s antagonists, 

explaining the circumstances that merited a revision to the church’s Confession of Faith, 

and identifying his significant trinitarian works. While Ella’s work is useful and provides 
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15 Park, “Grace and Nature in the Theology of John Gill,” 233.

16Jonathan Anthony White, “A Theological and Historical Examination of John Gill’s 
Soteriology in Relation to Eighteenth-Century Hyper-Calvinism” (Ph.D. diss., The Southern Baptist 
Theological Seminary, 2010).

17George M. Ella, John Gill and the Cause of God and Truth (Durham, England: Go 
Publications, 1995).



helpful contextual data, his treatment of Gill’s doctrine of the Trinity lacks an 

examination of Patristic sources and an in-depth study of the trinitarian controversy.

Two years after Ella published his work, Michael Haykin edited a volume, The 

Life and Thought of John Gill (1697–1771): A Tercentennial Appreciation, which 

examined various aspects of Gill’s theological works.18 Although the work treated a 

diversity of subjects, such as Gill’s sources, doctrine of believer’s baptism, interpretation 

of the Old and New Testaments, his relation to the Evangelical Awakening, and his 

spirituality, the book omitted a discussion of Gill’s trinitarianism.19

In addition to these two books, several authors have contributed articles and 

chapters in books in which they discuss Gill’s doctrine of the Trinity. Timothy George 

has contributed a chapter on John Gill in an edited book, Theologians of the Baptist 

Tradition.20 After a synopsis of Gill’s life, George reviewed three major doctrinal areas in 

Gill’s theology: Scripture, the Trinity, and the Doctrines of Grace. George’s review of the 

Trinity is a profitable précis. It is nevertheless too concise for such a prominent theme in 

Gill’s writings. 

Following the work by George, Thomas Nettles has written a chapter on John 

Gill in his three-volume work, The Baptists: Key People Involved in Forming a Baptist 

Identify.21 Nettles interacted with Gill’s writings, including his defense of the Trinity, in 

order to support his thesis that Baptist identity—which he defined according to a fourfold 

criteria of orthodoxy, evangelicalism, separate-ness, and consciously confessional—

  

 6 

———————————
18Michael A. G. Haykin, ed., The Life and Thought of John Gill (1697–1771): A Tercentennial 

Appreciation (Leiden: Brill, 1997).

19Haykin acknowledges that “one or two key areas of Gill’s main theological interests . . . have 
not been examined” (Haykin, The Life and Thought of John Gill [1697–1771], 6). It is most likely that one 
of these key areas would have been a discussion on the Trinity.

20Timothy George, “John Gill,” in Theologians of the Baptist Tradition, ed. Timothy George 
and David S. Dockery (Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 2001), 11–33.

21Tom J. Nettles, “John Gill (1697–1771),” in The Baptists: Key People Involved in Forming a 
Baptist Identify (Fearn, Scotland: Mentor, 2005), 1:195–242.



should be understood as a “coherent-truth” view over a “soul-liberty” view.22 While 

Nettles’s treatment of the Trinity is helpful, it is a summary, lacking the thorough 

treatment such an important subject deserves in Gill’s writings. 

In his 743-page Baptist Theology: A Four-Century Study, James Leo Garrett Jr. 

examined the doctrinal beliefs of Baptists from the beginning of the seventeenth century 

through the twentieth century.23 As expected, Garrett surveyed Gill’s work, but he 

devoted less than two pages to the Trinity.24

Besides these dissertations, books, and articles on Gill, Michael A. Smith has 

investigated seventeenth-century English Baptist use of the Fathers in his dissertation, 

“The Early English Baptists and the Church Fathers.”25 Smith divided his seminal work 

into three periods and analyzes three Baptists during each period. Despite the helpful 

analysis, the study does not extend to the eighteenth century and thus lacks any 

consideration of John Gill. 

Further, histories of doctrines have generally neglected the eighteenth century 

and the controversy surrounding the Trinity. Despite the numerous surveys of the doctrine 

of the Trinity, most of which focus upon the development of the doctrine during the 

Patristic period,26 the general pattern of historians is to overlook the eighteenth century,27 
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22Tom J. Nettles, The Baptists: Key People Involved in Forming a Baptist Identity (Fearn, 

Scotland: Christian Focus, 2002), 1:13.

23James Leo Garrett, Baptist Theology: A Four-Century Study (Macon, GA: Mercer University 
Press, 2009).

24Garrett, Baptist Theology, 95–96.

25Michael A. Smith, “The Early English Baptists and the Church Fathers” (Ph.D. diss., The 
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 1982).

26Some of the more significant works are as follows: Aloys Grillmeier, Christ in Christian 
Tradition: From the Apostolic Age to Chalcedon (451), 2nd rev. ed., trans. John Bowden, vol. 1 (Atlanta: 
John Knox Press, 1975); J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, rev. ed. (San Francisco: Harper Collins, 
1978); R. P. C. Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God: The Arian Controversy 318–381 
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1988).

27Adolph von Harnack, History of Dogma, trans. William M‘Gilchrist, 7 vols. (London: 



though a few mention the trinitarian controversy between Samuel Clarke and Daniel 

Waterland.28 Similarly, with a few exceptions,29 specialized studies of the doctrine of 

Trinity have treated the eighteenth century similar to the histories of doctrine.30 

Recently, Philip Dixon authored a monograph on the doctrine in the 

seventeenth century, Nice and Hot Disputes.31 Likewise, Thomas Pfizenmaier published 

his dissertation on the Trinitarian Theology of Dr. Samuel Clarke (1675–1729), which 

addressed the trinitarian controversy in the early eighteenth century.32 Richard Muller has 

also acknowledged Gill’s contribution to the trinitarian crisis in the eighteenth century.33  

While scholars have written on various aspects of Gill’s theology and even briefly 

addressed his doctrine of the Trinity, no one has given detailed attention to his doctrine of 

the Trinity. What is needed then is an examination of Gill’s trinitarian theology, setting it 

in its context, examining his sources, and surveying the controversy. Unless one  

understands not only that but also how Gill defended the Trinity against the avalanche of 

anti-trinitarianism, his contribution as a trinitarian luminary in the eighteenth century  
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Williams & Norgate, 1894–99); Reinhold Seeberg, Text-Books of the History of Doctrines, trans. Charles 
Hay, 2 vols. (1895–98; repr., Grand Rapids: Baker Book, 1952); Jaroslav Pelikan, The Christian Tradition: 
A History of the Development of Doctrine, 5 vols. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971–89). 

28K. R. Hagenbach, A History of Christian Doctrines, 3 vols. (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 
1880–81); William G. T. Shedd, A History of Christian Doctrine, 2 vols. (New York: Charles Scribner’s 
Sons, 1894); Henry Sheldon, History of Christian Doctrine, 2nd ed., 2 vols. (New York: Harper & Bros., 
1895); George Park Fisher, History of Christian Doctrine (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1896).

29R. S. Franks, The Doctrine of the Trinity (London: Gerald Duckworth and Co., 1953).

30Edmund J. Fortman, The Triune God: A Historical Study of the Doctrine of the Trinity 
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1972); Robert Letham, The Holy Trinity: Its Scripture, History, Theology, and 
Worship (Phillipsburg, NJ: P & R, 2004). Fortman does devote a chapter to the eighteenth century, but he 
focuses upon the philosophers and their impact upon the doctrine.

31Philip Dixon, Nice and Hot Disputes: The Doctrine of the Trinity in the Seventeenth Century 
(London: T & T Clark, 2003).

32Thomas C. Pfizenmaier, The Trinitarian Theology of Dr. Samuel Clarke (1675–1729): 
Context, Sources, and Controversy (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1997).

33Richard A. Muller, Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics: The Rise and Development of 
Reformed Orthodoxy, ca. 1520 to ca. 1725, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2003), 4:139–140. 



whose writings helped preserve Particular Baptists from abandoning the fundamental 

doctrine of the Trinity will continue to be overlooked. 

Thesis

How then did Gill formulate and defend the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity 

amid the growing influence of rationalism, increasing acceptance of anti-trinitarianism 

among Anglicans and Dissenters, changing methods of exegesis, and a rising unease of 

traditional trinitarian terminology? In seeking to address this main question, this 

dissertation will argue that Gill’s formulation and defense of the doctrine of the Trinity 

was faithful to the Scriptures and was vital to the preservation of orthodox trinitarianism 

among Particular Baptists in the long eighteenth century. As  part of the examination of 

Gill’s doctrine of the Trinity, this dissertation will examine Gill’s Patristic scholarship 

and how he used Patristic sources to formulate and defend his doctrine of the Trinity. 

Methodology

This dissertation intends to address the lack of a thorough examination of John 

Gill’s formulation and defense of the doctrine of the Trinity, and his use of Patristic 

sources in that defense. This dissertation will examine, therefore, the extensive corpus of 

Gill’s writings, paying particular attention to his Treatise on the Doctrine of the Trinity 

Stated and Vindicated,34 Complete Body of Doctrinal and Practical Divinity,35 Sermons 

and Tracts,36 especially his Dissertation Concerning the Eternal Sonship of Christ,37 and 
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34John Gill, The Doctrine of the Trinity, Stated and Vindicated. Being the Substance of Several 

Discourses on That Important Subject; Reduced Into the Form of a Treatise (London: Aaron Ward, 1731).

35John Gill, A Body of Doctrinal Divinity; or a System of Evangelical Truths, Deduced from 
the Sacred Scriptures (1769; repr., Paris, AR: Baptist Standard Bearer, 2004); John Gill, A Body of 
Practical Divinity; or System of Practical Truths, Deduced from the Sacred Scriptures (1770; repr., Paris, 
AR: Baptist Standard Bearer, 2004).

36Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts.

37Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:534–64.



Exposition of the Old and New Testaments,38 which is his commentary on each book of 

the Bible, and his church’s Confession of Faith. Gill’s varied and extensive writings will 

form a significant part of the primary sources for two reasons. First, Gill not only 

defended the doctrine of the Trinity throughout his lengthy ministry, but his critical 

thought and understanding of the Trinity pervades his treatises, books, sermons, and 

commentaries. Second, if one wants to analyze Gill’s use of sources, then his primary 

works provide the best place to start, for he presents copious information to locate his 

original sources. For example, in the footnotes, he invariably identified the author, title of 

the work, page number or locating reference. Sometimes he mentioned the edition he is 

using and generally quoted the original Greek or Latin. 

Moreover, Gill’s writings will be supplemented with other primary sources, 

such as pamphlets, sermons, books, treatises, and letters from other writers embroiled in 

the long eighteenth-century trinitarian controversy. These multiple sources will be 

analyzed, compared, and synthesized in order to place Gill’s trinitarian theology in its 

proper context. Gill’s Patristic sources will be examined in order to assess his 

understanding and interpretation of such writings in the development of his thought.
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38John Gill, Exposition of the Old Testament (London, 1757–66; repr., Paris, AR: Baptist 

Standard Bearer, 2006); John Gill, Exposition of the New Testament (London, 1746–48; repr., Paris, AR: 
Baptist Standard Bearer, 2006).



CHAPTER 2

GILL’S CONTEXT, LIFE, AND WORKS

Context

This chapter will examine the political, cultural, and theological context of Gill 

and then examine his life and works. An understanding of the context will help one to 

appreciate something of the turbulent and tumultuous period in which Gill ministered and 

defended the Trinity. Politically, Gill outlived four monarchs. Culturally, he witnessed 

seismic moral and intellectual changes. Theologically, he observed the growth of Deism 

and Revivalism. After examining the context, Gill’s life and works will be examined over 

three periods. 

 Political Context

This section will examine the major political events that occurred during the 

reigns of William III, Queen Anne, George I, and George II.

William III (1689–1702). Hearing the news of peace with France in 

September 1697, England exulted. In Plymouth, in celebration of the Treaty of Rhyswick 

(1697),1 the newspaper, the Post Man and the Historical Account, reported that guns 

discharged, trumpets blasted, and drums pounded.2 There the people also shouted, 

  

 11 

———————————
1Two significant concessions from France in the Treaty were (1) the recognition of William as 

King of England, Scotland, and Ireland and (2) the promise not to engage in war against England or any of 
its territories, nor support any insurrectionists against William in any manner.

2Post Man and the Historical Account, no. 373 (September 18–21, 1697). The Post Man and 
the Historical Account was an English newspaper that began in October 1695. Its publisher was Richard 
Baldwin and original editor John de Fonvive. Appearing three times a week, the paper reported domestic 
news, but its focus was foreign news. Baldwin was affiliated with the publishers of Post Boy (Abel Roper 
and Abel Boyer), which began in May 1695, but on account of a bitter dispute, Baldwin separated and 



“repeated huzzah’s and loud acclamations of long live King William . . . the Restorer of 

the peace of Europe.”3 While Bristol celebrated with “all manner of rejoycings,”4 in 

Portsmouth festivities included bells, bonefires, and jubilation.5 When William6 returned 

in the middle of November, London also celebrated and honored their King with a 

memorable and majestic parade through the city, memorable for the thunder of the joyful 

throng and majestic for the retinue of the stately grandeur.7 William Bates (1625–99) 

expressed the joyous sentiment of his fellows ministers in and around London, when he 

said to the King that “your  happy return with Peace in your retinue, has rais’d a spring-

tide of joy, that overflows the nation.”8 After nine years of strife and slaughter, battle and 

bloodshed, conflict and carnage, England’s war with France had ceased. William had 

inaugurated a Pax Anglia. 
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started the Post Man.

3Post Man and the Historical Account, no. 373. 

4Post Man and the Historical Account, no. 373. 

5The Post Boy, no. 372 (September 21–23, 1697). Similarly, The Post Boy reported on 
September 23, 1697, in issue 372 that “the Mayor and Alderman of Richmond in Yorkshire, together with 
the High Sheriff of the Country of York and all the Gentlemen of the North-riding assembled themselves, 
and with Bonefires, Bell ringing, and Trumpets sounding, drank [to] the King’s health with all imaginable 
joy and satisfaction.” Similar reports can be found in the same newspaper and same issue on September 20 
from Cows.

6For biographies on William III, see Stephen B. Baxter, William III and the Defense of 
European Liberty, 1650–1702 (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1966); Tony Clayton, William III 
(London: Pearson Education, 2002).

7An Account of His Most Excellent Majesty’s Splendid Reception Into the Famous City of 
London: Together with His Royal Entertainment in and Through the Said City, on Tuesday the 16th of This 
Instant November, 1697 (London, 1697). In addition to the account above, an orphan composed a speech  
to commemorate the return of the King: Isaac Crew, A Speech Spoken by Isaac Crew: An Orphan of the 
Grammar-School in Christ’s-Hospital; To His Majesty King William III. In His Passage Through the City 
of London, November 16, 1697 on His Return from Flanders, After the Happy Conclusion of the Peace. 
(London: G. G., 1697). Further, an anonymous poet penned a heroic poem that was published to mark the 
joyful and triumphant occasion: The Triumphant Reception of His Most Sacred Majesty, King William III: 
In His Passage Through the City of London, to His Royal Palace, on His Return from Flanders, After a 
Firm Conclusion of Peace, November the 16th 1697. A Heroick Poem (London, 1697).

8William Bates, Dr. Bates’s Congratulatory Speech to the King, Novemb. 22, 1697: In the 
Name of the Dissenting Ministers in and About London (London: Tho. Parkhurst, 1698), 1.



When John Gill was born, William had already ruled over England for nine 

years and would continue for another four years. From the beginning, his rule evoked 

great expectations, spread joy throughout the nation, and dispelled black clouds of 

political despair.9 Among his major accomplishments that impacted the kingdom of 

England, three are noteworthy: (1) he championed the religion of Protestants, (2) he 

supported the toleration of Dissenters, and (3) he mediated between absolutism and 

republicanism. 

When many in the nation became both incensed by James II’s unwise actions 

and exacerbated by his imprudent policies, William of Orange received an invitation by 

letter signed by the “Immortal Seven” on June 30, 1668.10 The letter requested that 

William visit England with an army in order to rescue the nation from Roman 

Catholicism, deliver them from arbitrary power, and champion the religion of Protestants. 

Before William departed for England, he defended his expedition with arms by 

explaining that one of the reasons for his visit was the preservation of Protestantism.11 

Similarly, William appealed to the navy captains and soldiers in the English fleet and the 

officers and soldiers in the English army to assist him because the purpose of his voyage 

was to safeguard the Protestant religion.12 Later, when ninety Dissenting ministers visited 
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9Gilbert Burnet, Bishop Burnet’s History of His Own Time (Oxford: Clarendon, 1823), 4:1.

10The Immortal Seven consisted of the following persons: Charles Talbot, Earl of Shrewsbury 
(1660–1718), William Cavendish, Earl of Devonshire (1640–1707), Thomas Osborne, Earl of Danby 
(1632–1712), Richard Lumley (1650–1721), the Bishop of London, Henry Compton (1632–1713), Edward 
Russell (1653–1727), and Henry Sidney (1641–1704). For the names and copy of the invitation sent to the 
Prince of Orange from the Immortal Seven, see Maurice Ashley, The Glorious Revolution of 1688 (New 
York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1966), 121–22, 201–2.

11William Prince of Orange, The Declaration of His Highness William Henry Orange, by the 
Grace of God Prince of Orange, &c. of the Reasons Inducing Him to Appear in Armes in the Kingdome of 
England;  for Preserving of the Protestant England, for Restoring the Lawes and Liberties of England, 
Scotland and Ireland: Here Unto Are Added the Letters of the Aforesaid His Illustrious Highnesse to the 
Sea and Land Forces of England, Together with the Prayer for the Present Expedition (Hague: Arnout 
Leers, 1688), 8, 10.

12Prince of Orange, Declaration of His Highness William Henry Orange, 15–16.



the Prince on January 2, 1689, William reassured them that the design of his journey was 

the “defense of the Protestant religion,” a religion which he stated that he embraced 

himself, along with his country and ancestors.13 The promise made to champion the 

Protestant religion culminated with William taking the Coronation Oath, swearing that he 

would do all within his power to “maintain the laws of God, the true profession of the 

gospel, and the Protestant Reformed Religion established by law.”14 Shortly before his 

death, William secured a Protestant successor to the English and Irish thrones by 

establishing the Act of Settlement (1701).15 This Act vested the succession to the English 

and Irish thrones to Princess Sophia, Electress of Hanover and her Protestant heirs who 

had not married a Roman Catholic. Therefore, it was no exaggeration for an Anglican to 

declare in a memorial sermon that the king was “the great defender of our Faith and 

Religion.”16

Along with championing the Protestant religion, William also advocated 

religious toleration, though such toleration did not extend to all groups, such as Roman 

Catholics. As William prepared to visit England, he expressed his hope that a free 

parliament would enact laws that concurred with the Established Church and all 

Nonconformists.17 Not too long afterwards, in reply to the Dissenting ministers who 

visited him on January 2, 1689, William assured them that he would endeavor to promote 

a unity among all the Protestants.18 Later that same year, King William and Queen Mary 
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13The Address of the Nonconformist Ministers (in and About the City of London) to His 

Highness the Prince of Orange (London: Thomas Cockerill, 1689), 2.

14Coronation Oath, 1689, 1 Will. and Mar., sess. 1, c. 6. See Statutes Great Britain. Laws, etc., 
A Collection of Statutes Connected with the General Administration of the Law, 3rd ed. (London: Thomas 
Blenkarn, Edward Lumley, and W. H. Bond, 1836), 5:30.

15Act of Settlement, 1701, 12 and 13 Will, sess. 3, c. 6.

16Edward Clarke, A Sermon Preach’d at St. Mary’s Nottingham; on Sunday the 15th of 
March, 1701. Upon Occasion of the Death of King. (London: Edw. Evets, 1702), 3.

17Prince of Orange, Declaration of His Highness William Henry Orange, 8.



approved the Act of Toleration, which was meant to be a “means to unite their Majesties’ 

Protestant subjects in interest and affection.”19 Whereas the law did not benefit Roman 

Catholics or non-trinitarians, with a few restrictions the law granted Dissenters freedom 

of worship.20 

Besides his defense of Protestant religion and advocacy of religious toleration, 

William promoted constitutional monarchy, though it was with some reluctance. Prior to 

the arrival of William of Orange, James II had provoked the passions of his people by his 

exercise of arbitrary power. Consequently, in order to allay the concerns of the people that 

he or future rulers may abuse their power, William acceded to the Bill of Rights, which 

restrained royal prerogative and required future monarchs to subscribe to Protestantism. 

Due to pressure from growing resistance overseas, a threat of withdrawal of war funds, 

and having provoked outrage by vetoing the Place Bill, William capitulated to the 

Triennal Bill (1694) and thus limited the maximum term of Parliament to three years. 

Gilbert Burnett reported that many in Parliament rejoiced over the approval of the 

Triennal Bill, believing that this new law would prevent great corruption in elections and 

secure previous laws and liberties.21 Another important contribution to constitutional 

monarchy was established when William accepted the restrictions placed on the power of 

future monarchs in the Act of Settlement (1701), such as the potentate must receive 
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18Address of the Nonconformist Ministers, 2.

19Act of Toleration, 1689, 1 Will. and Mar., sess. 1, c. 6. For entire act, see Great Britain. 
Laws, A Collection of Statutes Connected with the General Administration of the Law, 5:30–35. 

20Act of Toleration, 1689, 1 Will. and Mar., sess. 1, c. 6., vi, viii–x,  xvii. Dissenting ministers 
were exempted from Articles 34–36 and the first clause of Article 20, while Baptists were also exempted 
from Article 27. Some of the restrictions included the following: (1) Nonconformist ministers must 
subscribe to thirty-six of the thirty-nine articles of the Church of England with Baptist ministers exempted 
from one more article due to their rejection of infant baptism. (2) All Nonconformist ministers must still pay 
tithes to the Church of England. (3) Dissenting congregations must license their place of worship, and the 
minister of the congregation must take the Oaths of Allegiance and Supremacy.

21Burnet, Bishop Burnet’s History of His Own Time, 4:232–33. As a result of Triennal Bill, 
England (later Britain) experienced ten elections over the next twenty years. Elections were conducted in 
1695, 1698, 1700/01, 1701, 1702, 1705, 1708, 1710, 1713, and 1715.



parliamentary consent before leaving the country, must be a communicant of the Church 

of England, and must not engage in war with any nations or territories that do not belong 

to the crown.22 

Anne (1702–14). In his last speech in Parliament before the Houses of Peers 

and Commons, William informed the two houses that Louis XIV had breached the Treaty 

of Ryswick not only by declaring James Francis Edward Stuart (1688–1766), the Old 

Pretender, the King of England but also by placing his grandson Philip (1683–1746) on 

the throne of Spain.23 For this reason, William exhorted the “Lords and Gentlemen” to act 

wisely and quickly and “exert the ancient Vigour of the English Nation,” since “the Eyes 

of all Europe” are upon them.24 William stressed that French aggression must be stopped. 

In the same session, William reminded the two houses that from beginning of his reign he 

had desired to see England and Scotland unified.25 These two themes of French 

aggression and the union of England and Scotland dominated the reign of Queen Anne.

In Queen Anne’s first speech to both houses on March 11, 1702, she renewed 

her brother-in-law’s admonition that Parliament do whatever is necessary to reduce the 

“exorbitant power of France.”26 On May 4, 1702, England declared war against France 
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22John Piggott (d. 1713) expressed the significance of this Settlement in his funeral sermon of 

William III: “And how great a concern did this Prince discover for posterity, by his earnest and seasonable 
recommending to the late Parliament the succession to the crown in the Protestant line, thereby 
extinguishing the hopes of a suppositious heir, to make the clearer way for that admirable princess that now 
fills the throne?" John Piggott, The Natural Frailty of Princes Consider’d; in a Sermon Preach’d the 29th 
of March, 1702. Upon the Sad Occasion of the Death of the Late and Mighty Prince William the Third, 
King of England (London: Dan. Brown, A. Bell, and J. Baker, 1702), 18.

23History and Proceedings of the House of Commons from the Restoration to the Present 
(London: Richard Chandler, 1742), 3:183–84.

24History and Proceedings of the House of Commons, 3:184.

25History and Proceedings of the House of Commons, 3:189.

26History and Proceedings of the House of Commons, 3:198. In this speech, the Queen 
acknowledged that she was wholeheartedly English and that her word was completely trustworthy. History 
and Proceedings of the House of Commons, 3:190. Bishop Gilbert Burnet commented that these remarks 
from Anne about her devotion to England and that her word was trustworthy caused some concern because 



and Louis XIV’s grandson, Philip. This war became known as the War of Spanish 

Succession, a war that sought to redress the balance of power throughout Europe and 

prevent French hegemony over continental Europe.27 Under the command of the Duke of 

Marlborough, England and its Allies won decisive victories over France. Consequently, at 

least three times, the Queen appointed a day of public thanksgiving for victories in war: 

September 7, 1704; June 27, 1706; and February 17, 1708/09. On each of these occasions, 

a popular London Particular Baptist minister and hymnwriter Joseph Stennett I (1663–

1713) preached a thanksgiving sermon,28 the first of these sermons not only received the 

approbation of the Queen but also her remuneration.29 John Piggott (d. 1713), a London 

Particular Baptist minister, also published a sermon on the first public thanksgiving.30 

Despite Allied victories, it was not until 1713 that the War of Spanish Succession ended 

with the Treaty of Utrecht.31

Moreover, Queen Anne also reminded Parliament  in her first speech that they 

consider what must be done to unify England and Scotland into one kingdom.32 
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her father, James II, had uttered the same thing in his first speech. Burnet, Bishop Burnet’s History of His 
Own Time, 5:2–3. Some biographers have also interpreted Anne’s comment—that she is wholeheartedly 
English—as a swipe at William and his preoccupation with foreign affairs. Clayton, William III, 188; 
Edward Gregg, Queen Anne, new ed. (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2001), 152–53. 

27History and Proceedings of the House of Commons from the Restoration to the 
Present, 3:200–201.

28Joseph Stennett, A Sermon Preach’d on Thursday the 7th of September 1704: Being the Day 
Appointed by Her Majesty for a Solemn Thanksgiving... for the Late Glorious Victory... at Bleinheim... 
(London: A. Bell, and J. Baker, 1704); Joseph Stennett, A Sermon Preach’d on Thursday the 27th of June 
1706: Being the Day Appointed by Her Majesty for a Solemn Thanksgiving to Almighty God for the Late 
Glorious Progress of Her Majesty’s Arms and Those of Her Allies in Flanders and Spain (London: J. 
Baker, A. Bell, S. Crouch, and D. Brown, 1706); Joseph Stennett, A Sermon Preach’d on Thursday, 
February 17. 1708/9, Being Appointed by Her Majesty for a Solemn Thanksgiving to Almighty; for the 
Many and Great Successes of the Confederate Arms This Last Campaign. (London: J. Baker, 1709).

29Joseph Stennett, The Works of the Late Reverend and Learned Mr. Joseph Stennett... To 
Which is Prefix’d Some Account of His Life (London: J. Darby, D. Midwinter, and A. Ward, 1732), 1:23.

30John Piggott, A Sermon Preach’d the 7th of September, 1704. Being the Solemn 
Thanksgiving-Day for the Late Glorious Victory... at Bleinheim (London: John Baker, 1704).

31The Treaty required France not only to recognize Queen Anne as the sovereign of Britain but 



Concerned about the Protestant succession in Scotland and the nation’s reputation abroad, 

the Queen wrote to the Scottish Parliament and emphasized that further delay would be 

deleterious and disastrous.33 She added a little later in the same letter that “ a longer delay 

of settling the succession in the Protestant line may have very dangerous consequences; 

and a disappointment of it would infallibly make that our kingdom the seat of war, and 

expose it to devastation and ruin.”34 Writing to the Parliament of Scotland, Fourth 

Session on July 31, 1706, Anne commented that the union of England and Scotland 

would be considered the “greatest glory of our reign” because the union would be the 

“greatest happiness of Our people.”35 On May 1, 1707, the two kingdoms of England and 

Scotland united to become known as the kingdom of Great Britain.36 As a result of the 

Act of Union, the succession to the throne of Great Britain was secured so that a 

Protestant monarch would always rule over the one kingdom.37 

George I (1714–27). On August 1, 1714, the London Gazette reported that on 

“this day, at half an hour past seven in the morning, died our late most gracious sovereign 
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also cease to support James Francis Edward Stuart’s ambitions to regain the crown of Britain.

32History and Proceedings of the House of Commons, 3:198.

33Anne, Letters and Diplomatic Instructions of Queen Anne, ed. Beatrice Curtis Brown (New 
York: Funk & Wagnalls, 1968), 146.

34Anne, Letters and Diplomatic Instructions of Queen Anne, 147.

35Anne, Letters and Diplomatic Instructions of Queen Anne, 191.

36History and Proceedings of the House of Commons from the Restoration to the Present 
(London: Richard Chandler, 1742), 4:16. “That the two Kingdoms of Scotland and England, shall, upon the 
first Day of May next ensuing the Date hereof, and for ever after, be united into one Kingdom by the Name 
of Great-Britain.”

37History and Proceedings of the House of Commons, 4:16. “That the Succession to the 
Monarchy of the united Kingdom of Great-Britain, and of the Dominions thereunto belonging, after her 
most sacred Majesty, and in default of Issue of her Majesty, be, remain, and continue to the most Excellent 
Princess Sophia, Electress and Duchess Dowager of Hanover, and the Heirs of her Body, being Protestants. 
. . . And that all Papists, and Persons marrying Papists, shall be excluded from, and for ever incapable to 
inherit, possess, or enjoy the imperial Crown of Great-Britain, and the Dominions thereunto belonging, or 
any Part thereof.” 



Queen Anne. . . . Upon her death the Lords of the Privy Council immediately assembled 

at St. James, and gave orders for proclaiming the Most High and Mighty Prince George, 

Elector of Brunswick Lüneburg, King of Great Britain, France, and Ireland.”38 Many in 

Great Britain celebrated the accession of George, but James Francis Edward Stuart, son of 

James II, did not. In a formal protest dated August 29, 1714, James objected that not only 

was he unlawfully denied his inheritance, but he, not the Elector of Brunswick, was the 

legitimate heir to the throne.39 Therefore, he demanded the return of his hereditary right 

and resolved never to cease such pursuit.40

Shortly after George I ascended to the throne of Great Britain, he encountered 

the first of two major crises: the Jacobite rebellion of 1715. This rebellion, also known as 

“the Fifteen,” was an attempt by the Old Pretender to regain the crown of Great Britain 

and restore the throne to the exiled House of the Stuart family. Supporters of the Old 

Pretender continued to exist in Britain, especially among the Scots, who considered 

James Francis Edward Stuart as the lawful king of Scotland. But it was the Whig party’s 

tactics that contributed and fueled the uprising. Having gained a dominant victory over 

the Tories in the elections of March 1715, the Whigs began to displace Tories at the 

national and local levels, remove prominent Tory politicians as directors from the South 

Sea Company,41 and replace Tories with Whig supporters. Further, the Whigs inflamed 
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38London Gazette, no. 5247 (1 August 1714).

39Culloden Papers: Comprising an Extensive and Interesting Correspondence from the Year 
1625 to 1748: Including Numerous Letters from the Unfortunate Lord Lovat, and Other Distinguished 
Persons of the Time; with Occasional State Papers of Much Historical Importance. The Whole Published 
from the Originals in the Possession of Duncan George Forbes... To Which is Prefixed, an Introduction, 
Containing Memoirs of the Right Honourable Duncan Forbes (London: T. Cadell and W. Davies, 
1815), 30.

40Culloden Papers: Comprising an Extensive and Interesting Correspondence from the Year 
1625 to 1748: Including Numerous Letters from the Unfortunate Lord Lovat, and Other Distinguished 
Persons of the Time; with Occasional State Papers of Much Historical Importance. The Whole Published 
from the Originals in the Possession of Duncan George Forbes... To Which is Prefixed, an Introduction, 
Containing Memoirs of the Right Honourable Duncan Forbes, 31–32.

41John Carswell, The South Sea Bubble (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1960), 68–



the Tories by impeaching Henry St. John (1678–1751), 1st Viscount Bolingbroke, James 

Butler (1685–1745), Duke of Ormonde, and Robert Harley (1661–1724), Earl of Oxford, 

for high treason, high crimes, and misdemeanors and Earl of Strafford for high crimes 

and misdemeanors. As a result, many Tories who did not initially support open rebellion 

reconsidered and began to support the invasion of the Old Pretender.42 Meanwhile, pro-

Jacobites began to riot in many parts of England. These rioters destroyed many buildings, 

including several Dissenting meeting places, among which were two Baptist meeting 

houses in Oxford and Wrexham in Denbighshire.43 While the rioters destroyed the Baptist 

meeting houses, they shouted, “No foreigners, no presbyterians, King James III, etc.”44 

Appearing before George I on August 16, 1715, on behalf of the Dissenting ministers in 

and around London, the Baptist minister, Nathaniel Hodges (1655–1727) reassured the 

King that he had “undoubted right and title to the imperial crown,” and they abhorred any 

and all efforts to reinstate the Old Pretender.45 In September, the Earl of Mar raised the 

standard in Scotland, declaring the Old Pretender their King,46 and assuring the Scots that 

James would support them in their rising.47 But by the time James had arrived in Scotland 

on December 22, it was too late. The Jacobite army had dwindled. George I’s army, 

however, had increased with the arrival of 6,000 Dutch soldiers.48 Therefore, in February 
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42Ragnhild Hatton, George I, foreword by Jeremy Black (New Haven, CT: Yale University 
Press, 2001), 175.

43Thomas Crosby, History of the English Baptists (Paris, AR: The Baptist Standard Bearer, 
2001), 4:136, 140.

44Crosby, History of the English Baptists, 4:125.

45Joseph Ivimey, A History of the English Baptists (London, 1811–30), 3:121–22. Nathaniel 
Hodges delivered the letter on behalf of the Presbyterians, Independents, and Baptists. 

46Daniel Szechi, 1715: The Great Jacobite Rebellion (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 
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47Hatton, George I, 176.



1716, the Old Pretender and the Earl of Mar fled to France.49

The next crisis during the administration of George I was the South Sea 

Bubble.50 The South Sea Company was established by Robert Harley (1661–1724), Earl 

of Oxford, in 1711 to consolidate the debt of the government and counteract the Whig-

dominated Bank of England. The South Sea Company was granted a monopoly to trade in 

the South Seas—South America—which was thought to possess great wealth, since 

people had heard there were gold and silver mines in Peru and Mexico.51 With 

government debt at £9 million in 1711, primarily incurred due to the War of Spanish 

Succession, the South Sea Company offered creditors of the government a debt for equity 

swap. The creditors would exchange their debt for shares in the new company at par, 

while government promised to pay annual interest and expenses of almost £600,000.52 In 

a speech delivered in 1717, George I requested that the House of Lords and Commons 

consider how to reduce the national debt. Parliament responded by accepting the South 

Sea Company proposal to convert £31 million of government debt into shares.53 In 

exchange for the debt swap, the government agreed to pay an annual interest of five 

percent until 1727, when the rate would then reduce to four percent.54 Fueled by 

speculation and greed,55 the South Sea’s shares quickly shot up from £12856 on February 
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49For a more thorough examination of the Jacobite Rebellion in 1715, see Daniel Szechi, The 
Jacobites, Britain and Europe, 1688–1788 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1994), 59–84; 
Szechi, 1715: The Great Jacobite Rebellion.

50For an extended treatment of the South Sea Bubble crisis, see Carswell, South Sea Bubble.

51Charles Mackay, Memoirs of Extraordinary Popular Delusions and the Madness of Crowds 
(London: National Illustrated Library, 1852), 1:46.

52Mackay, Memoirs of Extraordinary Popular Delusions, 1:45.

53Mackay, Memoirs of Extraordinary Popular Delusions, 1:48.

54Hatton, George I, 250.

55Hatton, George I, 248. This period was inebriated with speculation so that joint-stock 



1, 1720 to £1,00057 at the end of June of the same year, varying throughout July and 

August, but by the end of September the price plummeted to £200.58 With such a wild 

ride in prices, many people, including the nobility,59 were ruined and lost vast sums of 

money,60 “suicide became commonplace,”61 and, “it was impossible to find 

accommodation for patients in any private mad-house.”62 Among those with an 

investment in the South Sea’s shares was the London Particular Baptist Fund, which had 

an investment of £300.63 Samuel Chandler (1693–1766), a Dissenting minister, lost 

everything and consequently was forced to open a bookstore in order to survive.64 Public 

outrage compelled the House of Commons to investigate the financial fiasco of the South 

Sea shares and discovered that several ministers and members of parliament had accepted 

bribes of stock and profited from speculative activity.65 Although George I was rumored                                
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companies, which came to be called bubbles, sprung up everywhere. Mackay identified over eighty bubble 
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to have profited from the speculation, which according to a biographer, he did not,66 the 

South Sea Bubble inflicted considerable embarrassment to the king and diminished public 

confidence. Through the efforts of Robert Walpole (1676–1745), parliament instituted 

efforts to restore public confidence.67

George II (1727–60). When George I died on June 22, 1727 in Hanover, 

Robert Walpole68 was the first to inform the new king of Great Britain, George II.69 

Through his vital role in directing foreign affairs, despite intermittent conflicts with 

cabinet ministers, George II embroiled Britain in three foreign wars.70 First, England and 

Spain clashed with one another in the War of Jenkins’ Ear (1739–48). The war arose 

when the two nations could not resolve its dispute over British trade to South America. 

This war was subsumed into the War of the Austrian Succession (1740–48), a war over 

Maria Theresa’s claim to the Habsburg throne. Initially, the major European powers had 

agreed to the Pragmatic Sanction (1713), which permitted a daughter of Charles VI to 

inherit the Habsburg throne. Prussia and France, however, contravened the Pragmatic 

Sanction, while George II and other kingdoms upheld it, leading to war. Towards the end 

of George II’s reign, Britain participated in the Seven Years War (1756–63). The Seven 
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Years War was a continuation of the War of Austrian Succession, but Prussia became an 

ally of Britain and Austria an adversary. Despite initial losses, Britain gained major 

victories over France in North America, India, and West Africa. As a result of the Seven 

Years’ War, Great Britain expanded its territories, prompting George Macartney to 

comment later that Great Britain was a “vast empire, on which the sun never sets, and 

whose bounds nature has not yet ascertained.”71 

While Britain was engaged in the War of the Austrian Succession, George II  

was compelled to return to England in order to quash the Jacobite Rebellion of 1745, also 

known as “The ’45.”72 The year before the ’45, France and Britain had declared war 

against one another as part of the War of Austrian Succession.73 Meanwhile, Charles 

Edward Stuart (1720–88), also known as the “Young Pretender” and “Bonnie Prince 

Charlie,” made secret plans to invade Scotland in order to reestablish the exiled House of 

Stuart. Despite France’s lack of support for the invasion, Charles proceeded. Evidently, 

he thought the time was apt for an invasion for the following reasons: (1) George and his 

armies were preoccupied with France, (2) Britain had sustained many casualties at 

Fontenoy, and (3) few soldiers remained in Britain to defend the land.74 On July 23, 1745, 

the Young Pretender arrived on the island of Eriskay, and on August 19, he raised the 

standard at Glenfinnan. Having gathered sufficient support, he captured Edinburgh and 

then routed the government army led by Sir John Cope at the Battle of Prestonpans. 
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Spurred on by his success in Scotland, Charles Edward proceeded south, entered England, 

and quickly captured Carlisle, while the people of Derby to the south panicked.75

Meanwhile, George and his subjects responded to this “unnatural rebellion.” 

First, the  king requested that his son, the Duke of Cumberland, immediately send home 

“eight battalions and also nine squadrons of the British troops.”76 Next, George issued 

several proclamations, forbidding Jacobite sympathizers from approaching within ten 

miles of London and Westminster and enjoining British subjects to set apart a day of 

fasting for the blessing and mercy of God. 77  Third, Dissenting ministers in London and 

Westminster reaffirmed their support for the king.78  Even a woman identified as a British 

lady admonished her countrywomen to oppose the rebellion: “Let the young and fair, who 

have it in their power to reward heroes, look with contempt on every man who does not 

attend his King and country’s call in their defence . . . and drive their sons and husbands 

to the field.”79 Further, Particular Baptists supported the king in their preaching and 

writing. In a sermon preached on December 18, 1745, Joseph Stennett II (1692–1758) 

reminded his hearers of the Young Pretender’s upbringing, warned against the 
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enticements of the Catholics, and recalled the blessings of the present king.80 While 

writing his commentary on Psalm 25:3 on December 2, 1745, Gill paralleled those that 

rebelled against David as similar to those that were rebelling against their “rightful 

sovereign King George” and prayed that “they might be ashamed; that they may fail in 

their attempts and designs, and be brought to deserved punishment.”81

Having seized Carlisle, the Young Pretender set his ambitions on the citadel, 

London. But before he departed Derby, the Young Pretender and his council of war 

received news that compared to their 5,000 troops, they would soon encounter three 

British armies of about 30,000 men.82 Despite the insistence of Charles to advance, Lord 

George Murray and all the other council members advised that they retreat to Scotland, 

and they did.83 After a few subsequent battles with the British armies, the Young 

Pretender lost a decisive battle on April 16, 1746 at Culloden to the Duke of 

Cumberland.84 Afterwards, Bonnie Prince Charlie hid for several months and then 

escaped at the end of September to France. 

In response to the victory, George appointed October 9, 1746 as an appointed 

day of thanksgiving to God. The Church of England composed a prayer for the 

ocassion.85 John Wesley published seven hymns to express thanksgiving,86 and Joseph 
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Stennett II and other ministers commemorated the victory in their preaching.87 

Cultural Context

Having considered the political context and some of the major events under the 

reigns of William III, Anne, George I and II, this section will now examine the cultural 

context under two major sections: the moral and intellectual contexts.

Moral context. Although one can analyze the moral context through several 

vices, this section will limit itself to three of the more prominent: the stage, drinking, and 

gambling. While examining this triad of vices, one must be careful not to smear the 

picture more than it warrants. It cannot be denied that some noble efforts and 

achievements occurred in the first half of the eighteenth century. For example, George 

Frederick Handel (1685–1759) composed his illustrious works, such as Zadok the Priest 

for the coronation of George II and the incomparable oratorio Messiah (1742). 

Nevertheless, throughout the first half of the eighteenth century, the bawdiness of many 

English plays vitiated the British society. Writing in the Spectator in 1712, the essayist 

Joseph Addison (1672–1719), who was not opposed to plays in themselves, complained 

about the debauchery on stage. He said, 

It is one of most unaccountable things in our age, that the lewdness of our theatre 
should be so much complained of, so well exposed, and so little redressed. It is to be 
hoped, that sometime or other we may be at leisure to restrain the licentiousness of 
the theatre, and make it contribute its assistance to the advancement of morality, and 
to the reformation of the age. As matters stand at present, multitudes are shut out 
from this noble diversion, by reason of those abuses and corruptions that accompany 
it.88
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The essayist and dramatist Richard Steele (1672–1729), who like Addison did not oppose 

plays in general, but in fact wrote a few, criticized the play, London Cockolds, for 

exposing its audience to a “heap of vice and absurdity.”89 At the same time, the satirist 

Jonathan Swift (1667–1745) argued in his Project for the Advancement of Religion and 

the Reformations of Manners that the nation was very corrupt in religion and morals and 

therefore in need of a reformation.90 Among the chief areas that Swift identified in need 

of reformation was the stage, which he bemoaned because performers mocked the clergy, 

commended vice, and censured virtue.91 Provoked by what he considered as “horrid 

blasphemies and impieties,”Arthur Bedford (1668–1745) crusaded against the stage and, 

in his most well known work, expressed the judgment that the English plays seemed 

almost always “to destroy or confound the notions of good and evil, to laugh us out of our 

virtue and religion, to turn the most serious and sacred things into a jest, and in short to 

debauch and corrupt the minds and manners of both men and women under the pretence 

of diverting them.”92 Commenting on a proposed bill in 1735 to limit the number of 

theaters and regulate its conduct brought by Sir John Bernard to the House of Commons, 

James Erskine (1679–1754) deplored the degradation of the theater and its deleterious 

effects on the British people when he said, “It is no less surprizing than shameful, to see 
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so great a change for the worse in the temper and inclinations of the British nation, which 

though cheerful and facetious formerly, yet was sedate and solid; but now so 

extravagantly addicted to lewd and idle diversions, that the number of Play-Houses in 

London was double to that of Paris.”93  

Besides the corrupting influence of the theater, many of the British became 

ensnared with the vice of drunkenness. It is true that drunkenness existed before the 

eighteenth century. The evidence is too plain to cite. What was unique in the eighteenth 

century, however, was the ascent of “the master curse of English life,” gin-drinking.94 

According to William Lecky, gin-drinking became an epidemic in the early years of 

George I’s reign.95 Many in the upper class consumed it. Joseph Addison, Lord Oxford 

(who was reported to have appeared drunk before Queen Anne on several occasions), and 

Lord Bolingbroke were said to be addicted to gin.96 While at the beginning of the century, 

the poor in England primarily drank beer and ale, but that changed, according to Lecky, 

around 1724 when gin-drinking became the craze.97 Writing to the Lord Mayor of 

London, one citizen complained to the mayor of the building of a new theater in 

Goodman’s Field. The anonymous citizen then warned that if the mayor permitted the 

new theater to remain, then it is very possible that plays would “spread, as drinking of gin 

has done, all over the kingdom.”98 Moreover, gin was very affordable for people to 
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purchase and thus greatly contributed to its ease of access.99  Commenting on the 

Spirituous Liquor Bill (1742) in his History of England, from the Revolution to the Death 

of George the Second, Tobias Smollett (1721–71) remarked how the “populace of 

London were sunk into the most brutal degeneracy, by drinking to excess the pernicious 

spirit called Gin, which was sold so cheap, that the lowest class of the people could afford 

to indulge themselves in one continued state of intoxication, to the destruction of all 

morals, industry, and order.”100  While William Hogarth (1697–1764) graphically 

portrayed the devastating effects of gin upon the nation in his famous print Gin Lane 

(1751), Parliament introduced several acts to suppress the consumption of gin, but it was 

probably the Gin Act (1751) along with other reasons that petered out the Gin Craze. 

Along with the Gin Craze, gambling captivated many British subjects.101 

William Sydney described gambling to be so endemic to the people that they “turned to it 

as they did to an ordinary recreation. . . . Few appear to have escaped the infection. Most, 

if not all, from the highest to the lowest carried with them some traces of it.”102 In her 

book, The Romance of Gambling in the Eighteenth-Century British Novel, Jessica 

Richard remarked that gambling “permeated the daily lives of eighteenth-century Britons 

of all classes and economic strata.”103 William Lecky reported that many of the upper 

class were habitual gamblers.104 

  

 30 

———————————
99Philanthropos, The Trial of the Spirits: Or, Some Considerations Upon the Pernicious 

Consequences of the Gin-Trade to Great Britain (London: T. Cooper, 1736), 4.

100Tobias Smollett, The History of England, from the Revolution to the Death of George the 
Second (Designed as a Continuation of Mr. Hume’s History) (London: Printed for T. Cadell and R. 
Baldwin, 1785), 3:92.

101For a history, though not comprehensive, of gambling in England in the eighteenth century, 
see Andrew Steinmetz, The Gaming Table: Its Votaries and Victims, in All Times and Countries, Especially 
in England and in France, 2 vols. (London: Tinsley brothers, 1870); William Sydney, England and the 
English in the Eighteenth Century (London: Ward & Downey, 1891), 1:219–47; John Ashton, The History 
of Gambling in England (London: Duckworth & Co., 1898).

102Sydney, England and the English, 1:219.

103Jessica Richard, The Romance of Gambling in the Eighteenth-Century British Novel 



In his History of Gambling in England, John Ashton believed that although 

gambling was common from the reign of Charles to the rule of Anne, the vice either 

became more publicized or intensified during the latter’s reign.105 In 1709, Jonathan Swift 

acknowledged that gambling was one of the nation’s problems that had prevailed so much 

at that time.106 During the reign of Anne, gambling became such a problem that 

Parliament amended the existing statutes in order to curb “excessive and deceitful 

gambling” by restricting losses to ten pounds.107 Despite such efforts, gambling increased 

during the reigns of George I and II. Spurred on by the speculation of the South Sea 

Bubble and fueled by the state lottery reinstated in 1710, the English people became 

engrossed in gambling.108  Speaking about the lottery, Sydney expressed the conviction 

that “of all baneful things that the evil propensities of Government ever induced it to 

patronize, assuredly they [lotteries] were the worst.”109 

Furthermore, British society demonstrated their enchantment with gambling by 

their demand for multiple reprints of the Compleat Gamester, the standard instruction 

manual on playing games. Originally published in 1674 and attributed to Charles Cotton 

(1630–87), the Compleat Gamester went through multiple editions in the first half of 

eighteenth century. By 1750, the Compleat Gamester was in its seventh edition, having 
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been updated by Richard Seymour and Charles Johnson.110  At the same time the 

Compleat Gamester was enchanting the people, Edmund Hoyle was instructing Britons to 

play whist in his short treatise, which went through ten editions between 1742–50.111 

Although the government attempted to redress the mania of gambling by passing 

legislature in 1739, 1740, and 1745, the problem persisted throughout the century.112 

Intellecutal context. While England battled with its moral climate from plays, 

drinking, and gambling, the end of the seventeenth century witnessed a revolutionary 

intellectual change in English thought. “Assumptions which had been accepted for 

centuries were abandoned as obsolete. New principles began to govern human 

thought.”113 These intellectual changes began with Francis Bacon’s (1561–1626) seminal 

work, Novum Organum (1620). After growing dissatisfied with Aristotle’s deductive 

reasoning to explore science,114 Bacon introduced the scientific method with its “stress on 
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observation, experiment and inductive reasoning.”115  He believed that the scientific 

method was the true way to investigate and discover truth116 and thus laid the foundation 

for the empirical method that would be advanced upon by John Locke.

John Locke (1632–1704), said Colin Brown, was “the most brilliant creative 

thinker of his age”117and Cragg called him “the moving spirit of the eighteenth 

century.”118 Building upon Bacon’s empirical method, Locke believed all ideas are 

derived from sensation or reflection on sensation119 and, like Bacon, he rejected Descartes 

innate ideas.120  The consequence of Locke’s rejection of innate ideas led to his rejection 

of the sense of the deity inscribed upon the conscience of man, for he said, “it seems to 

me plainly to prove, that the truest and best notions men have of God were not imprinted, 

but acquired by thought and meditation, and a right use of their faculties.”121 Another 

significant implication of Locke’s theory of knowledge was his displacement of the 

supremacy of revelation to reason, for he declared that “whatever God hath revealed is 

certainly true: . . but whether it be a divine revelation or no, reason must judge.”122 Thus, 
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Locke’s epistemology furnished two significant shifts in the intellectual thought of 

England. First, he supplanted innate ideas with an empirical method, and second he 

displaced the supreme position of the traditional understanding of biblical authority with 

the role of reason.123

The influence of Locke upon the English intellectual environment was 

matched, and in some people’s eyes exceeded, by Isaac Newton (1642–1727). Hume 

considered Newton as “the greatest and rarest genius that ever rose for the ornament and 

instruction of the species.”124 Locke referred to him as “the incomparable Mr. Newton” in 

his epistle to the reader in his Essay Concerning Human Understanding.125 What 

distinguished Newton and brought him notoriety was his formulation of the laws of 

motion and gravity. “He had discovered a single principle which explained both the 

falling of a pebble and the movements of the stars.”126 This discovery would result in a 

mechanistic view or mechanical theory of the world in which the world was governed by 

mathematical laws. Man, who was at a lost to explain the phenomena in the world, now 

had an explanation and that by the use of his reason. As one writer stated, “It is no 

wonder that anyone challenging the competence of reason to answer important questions 

had an intolerable burden of proof on his shoulders.”127  
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Theological Context 

Anti-Catholicism. Despite the doctrinal and practical differences between the 

Anglicans and the Dissenters, one menace united them—Catholicism.128 Both feared and 

dreaded the re-establishment of the Papacy in England. This vein of dread did not cease at 

the beginning of the century, but it continued throughout the heart of and into the late 

eighteenth century, so that Colin Haydon has noted in his work, Anti-Catholicism in the 

Eighteenth-Century England, that the “eighteenth century constituted a bridge, not a 

hiatus, between the better-researched ‘No Popery’ troubles of the Stuart and Victorian 

eras.”129

This anti-Catholicism was part and parcel of the very air most Britons 

breathed, reaching all the way to the throne. In fact, at the end of the seventeenth century 

and throughout the eighteenth century, the various monarchs of England and later of 

Great Britain130 issued proclamations to subdue Catholicism and secure the government. 

On February 8, 1699, William III promulgated that all Catholic priests and Jesuits depart 

from England and not return unless they wanted to face the consequences of the law.131 

Three days later the King issued another proclamation that enjoined all of his subjects in 

foreign Catholic seminaries to return home, prohibited any of his vassals to reside in such 

schools, and forbade any of his citizens to support those who attend such institutions, for 
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William did not want his subjects to be “educated in Romish superstition” which he 

deemed to be a “great detriment” to his kingdom.132 Following her brother-in-law 

William’s proclamation against Catholic recusants above sixteen years of age, which 

restricted them to travel no more than five miles from their abode,133 Queen Anne issued 

a similar proclamation against the recusants and commanded Catholics living within ten 

miles of or in the cities of London and Westminster to leave their home within five days 

of the Proclamation.134 

Likewise, due to the riots in the various parts of Great Britain and impending 

invasion of James the Pretender, George I charged all “Papists and Reputed Papists” 

dwelling within ten miles of or in the cities of London and Westminster or borough of 

Southwark to depart within fourteen days,135 and enacted a law to disarm Catholics and 

Nonjurors.136
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With lingering memories from the Gunpowder Plot, the Popish Plot, the pro-

Catholic policies of James II, and the Assassination Plot of William III in 1696, many in 

the Established Church cringed at the thought of the restoration of Roman Catholicism. 

Thomas Tenison (1636–1715), the Archbishop of Canterbury from 1694 to his death, 

republished his tract, An Argument for Union, Taken from the True Interest of Those 

Dissenters in England, Who Profess, and Call Themselves, Protestants,137 which 

attempted to persuade Nonconformists to reunite with the Established Church because 

they both opposed the same enemy—Rome.138 In the same year, Lewis Atterbury (1656–

1731), a chaplain to Queen Anne, wrote a rebuttal in response to A Modest and True 

Account of the Chief Points in Controversie Between the Roman Catholicks. And the 

Protestants,139 which was a rejoinder to Archbishop of Canterbury John Tillotson’s 

Sermons against Roman Catholicism. Atterbury informed his readers that not only was 

there a significant number of Catholics in the land, but he claimed they also generated a 

large amount of income to promote their religion, as much as 80,000 pounds per year.140  

Consequently, he urged his readers to act accordingly so that they did not become 
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enslaved to the Pope.141 An anonymous writer, who appeared to be a member of the 

Church of England,142 reminded his readers that since the Reformation in England, their 

nation had never been immune from the schemes and stratagems of Rome to reintroduce 

its religion.143 He complained that the English people are ignorant of the strength of the 

Papacy in their land,144 bemoaned the fact that the number of priests and Jesuits “swarm 

all over the nation, especially in and about London,”145 and lamented that the laws against 

the Papacy are not enforced.146

In 1711, William Stephens (1690–1745), Rector of Sutton in Surrey, preached 

a sermon to commemorate the Irish Protestants’ deliverance from what he termed a 

“barbarous massacre” by the “bloody Papists.”147 In his sermon, Stephens admonished the 

Irish Protestants living in London to remember the Massacre of 1641 and to resist the 

tyranny of Roman Catholicism. The following year Thomas Bray (1658–1730), an 

Anglican clergyman and founder of the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge and 

the Society for the Propagation of Gospel in Foreign Parts, warned the people of Great 

Britain that Papists believed in and practiced supplanting governments, subjecting rulers, 

and subjugating people. Therefore, they must remember that the Papacy was still a real 
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threat to the nation.148 Although a decade had passed since the Jacobite Rising of 1745, 

Henry Venn (1725–1797), Curate of Clapham, still believed that it was necessary to 

admonish his audience to arouse themselves from “that state of indifference to the 

multiplied attempts of Popery, to spread and increase herself.”149 He told his hearers that 

his purpose in preaching was to “open the eyes of some of that deluded multitude, who 

alas by fair speeches and confident promises of Popery, have been seduced to join her 

confederacy.”150

Not only did the Anglicans express anti-Catholic sentiment, but so did the  

Nonconformists. Matthew Henry (1662–1714), an English Presbyterian minister and 

bible commentator, preached a sermon to commemorate the foiled Gunpowder Plot of 

1605. In the sermon, Henry pointed out that they rejoiced in the foiled plot because the 

plot’s failure preserved true religion—Protestantism—in their land and protected them 

from Papacy, which was strenuously attempting to reassert its presence by force. “It is the 

Preservation of our Religion, the Protestant Religion, own’d and profefs’d among us; ’tis 

the keeping out of Popery, which at the Reformation was driven out, and which our 

Popish Enemies both Home and Abroad have been very industrious to bring in, and to re-

establish among us by Force and Violence.”151 
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The next year, John Gale, a Baptist minister, preached on the anniversary of the 

Gunpowder Plot, and his thanksgiving sermon went through four editions in less than two 

months.152 Since some possessed an inadequate understanding of the teachings of Roman 

Catholicism, and even some now sympathized with Rome’s adherents, Gale thought it 

necessary to remind his hearers that Catholicism was still a great danger to the nation.153 

Consequently, he recounted some of the doctrines and practices of Rome. He described 

the teachings of Catholicism as “monstrous opinions instead of things taught in the 

gospel,”154 and their practices as idolatrous155 and barbarous.156 Gale warned his hearers 

not to be seduced by enticing words, but to be reassured that wherever the Papacy has 

prevailed, it will continue unchanged in its teachings and practices.157

Following Matthew Henry and Gale’s preaching of a sermon to commemorate 

the failed Gunpowder Plot, other Dissenting ministers preached sermons on November 5 

in the 1730s that expressed anti-Catholic sentiment. John Brine (1703–65), a Particular 

Baptist minister preached a sermon entitled, “God the Defence and Glory of his 

Church.”158 In 1735 Samuel Bourn the Younger (1689–1754), a Presbyterian minister, 

delivered an address with the title, “Popery a Craft and Popish Priests the Chief Crafts-

Men.”159 Joseph Stennett II (1692–1758), a Particular Baptist minister, also exhorted his 
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hearers in his sermon, “National Ingratitude Exemplified, in the Case of Gideon, and his 

Family; and Applied to the Present Time,” a sermon that went through five editions by 

the end of 1741.160

Further, John Gill (1697–1771) wrote against and expressed concern with the 

growth of Roman Catholicism. In his preface to the Cause of God and Truth, after he had 

explained his approach to examine the subject, Gill noted that the increase in Catholics 

engendered no little measure of discomfort for the people: “At this juncture, we are 

greatly alarm’d with the growth of Popery in this nation.”161 Despite the space of almost 

fifteen years between his previous remark in the Cause of God and Truth and this 

statement, Gill commented in his sermon delivered at the Wednesday evening lecture on 

December 27, 1750, that the number of Roman Catholics in the nation had not decreased. 

Rather, he observed that there was a “very great increase of Popery” in the land, and 

added a little later that “popery itself is far from being on the decline, or losing 

ground.”162 Even at the end of his life, Gill still maintained concern for the growth of 

Catholicism. While rejecting the interpretation that the millennium and binding of Satan 

commenced at the Reformation, he reasoned that no one can believe that Satan has been 

bound or the millennium has been inaugurated, while there existed a “great decline of 

religion” or “increase of Popery.”163
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Deism. For all the threat and dread that Catholicism aroused throughout the 

eighteenth century, there was an even more serious menace, one that struck at the 

foundation of orthodox Christianity—Deism. Deism not only pervaded the intellectual 

élite of England, but it also presented a pernicious challenge to orthodox Christianity.164 

According to John Orr, “No previous period in the history of Christianity had produced so 

extensive a literary attack upon that faith and its Scriptures and no other period produced 

a larger volume of apologetic literature than the first half of the eighteenth century. 

England became a debating society, and the subject of the debate was religion.”165 

Although the foundational principles of Deism emerged in Lord Herbert of 

Cherbury’s (1583–1648) famous work, De Veritate (1624), and were later zealously 

propagated through his disciple Charles Blount (1654–93), Deism did not provoke serious 

public discourse until John Toland (1670–1722)166 capitalized on the lapse in the 

Licensing Act in 1695 and published Christianity Not Mysterious (1696).167 Leslie 

Stephen described the significance of Christianity Not Mysterious as “the signal-gun 

which brought on the general action, and, like most successful books, gave articulate 

expression to a widely diffused, but as yet latent, sentiment.”168 Influenced by Socinian 
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and Arminian theories and Lockean epistemology,169 Toland repudiated the belief that 

divine revelation contradicts or transcends reason, explaining that revelation is not the 

ground of belief but the “Mean of Information.”170 Furthermore, since one should believe 

nothing that contradicts or transcends reason, he rejected any claim of mystery in religion 

that is above reason.171 In his response to Christianity Not Mysterious, Peter Browne 

judged Toland to be “the most inveterate Enemy to reveal’d religion that hath lately 

appear’d in print.”172

When Toland published his Fables of Aesop with the moral reflections of Mr. 

Badouin, he dedicated the English translation to Anthony Collins (1676–1729), who 

would become a leading deist.173 Collins promoted his deistic notions in his Discourse of 

Free-Thinking (1713), in which he contended that individuals should have liberty to 

publish their thoughts on religious questions, such as the nature and attributes of God, the 

truth, authority, and meaning of Scripture.174 For such free inquiry, the Discourse of Free-
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Thinking aroused great controversy, evoking over twenty responses.175 Taking up “one of 

the themes of the Discourse of Free-Thinking, the suggestion of the unreliability of 

Scripture,”176 Collins challenged the ground and reasons of Christianity in his Discourse 

of the Grounds and Reasons of the Christian Religion by disputing that the Messiah was 

predicted in the Old Testament, such predictions Collins claimed to be the only proof of 

Chrisitianity.177 He argued that if one interprets Old Testament prophecies in a literal 

manner, one will have to conclude that they are not fulfilled in the New Testament.178 As 

a result of discrediting Scripture as well as his other claims in his Discourse of the 

Grounds and Reasons of the Christian Religion, Collins provoked over thirty 

responses,179 and generated considerable alarm.180

While Collins did not examine the subject of miracles in his previous works, 

commenting that he had “almost transcribed” his discourse on miracles in the Scheme of 

Literal Prophecy Considered,181 Thomas Woolston (1670–1733) did address the subject 

in his six Discourses on the Miracles of Our Saviour (1727–29).182 Woolston denied the 
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reality of miracles, claiming that if interpreted literally, it would lead to absurdity.183 He 

insisted that even the Church Fathers understood that the miracles had to be interpreted 

figuratively.184 Laced with irreverent humor and gross blasphemy, the Discourses on 

Miracles generated immense sales, as much as thirty thousand copies, if Voltaire is to be 

trusted.185  As a result of his Discourses on the Miracles, Woolston was charged and 

found guilty of blasphemy, leading to a one year imprisonment and £100 fine.186 Unable 

to pay the fine, Woolston died in prison in 1733.187  

Despite the imprisonment of Woolston in 1729, Matthew Tindal (1657–1733) 

published the following year his work entitled Christianity as Old as the Creation.188 

Tindal argued that God has implanted in all humans sufficient reason to discern their duty 

towards God and man, which the fundamentals of Christianity affirm, and therefore 

Christianity is as old as creation.189 This work of Tindal’s became known as the “Deists 

Bible,” eliciting over one hundred and fifteen responses, sixty of which were 

substantial.190 In the judgment of Daniel Waterland, one of the respondents, Christianity 

  

 45 

———————————
183Thomas Woolston, A Discourse on the Miracles of Our Saviour: In View of the Present 

Controversy Between Infidels and Apostates (London, 1727), 3, 19–58.

184Woolston, Discourse on the Miracles, 19–58.

185Farrar, A Critical History of Free Thought in Reference to the Christian Religion, 193. On 
the occasion of the death of Jonathan Swift remarked in one of his poems that Woolston’s tracts went 
through twelve editions and supposedly read “by ev’ry politician. The country-members, when in Town, to 
all their boroughs send them down; you never met a thing so smart; the courtiers have them all by heart; 
those maids of honour, who can read, are taught to use them for their creed.” Jonathan Swift, The Poetical 
Works: Of Dr. Jonathan Swift... In Four Volumes. With the Life of the Author (London: J. Bell, 1787), 3:52.

186Stephen, History of English Thought in the Eighteenth Century, 1:230–31.

187Stephen, History of English Thought in the Eighteenth Century, 1:231.

188Matthew Tindal, Christianity as Old as the Creation: Or, the Gospel, a Republication of the 
Religion of Nature, vol. 1 (London, 1730).

189“I think too great a stress can’t be laid on Natural Religion; which, as I take it, differs not 
from Reveal’d, but in the manner of its being communicated: The One being the Internal, as the Other being 
the External Revelation of the same unchangeable will of a being, who is alike at all times infinitely wise 
and good.” Tindal, Christianity as Old as the Creation, 1:3.



as Old as the Creation was a “declamatory libel against Reveal’d Religion, under colour 

and pretence of setting up Natural Religion in its place.”191

Whereas subsequent Deists continued to publish their rational ideas, none of 

them contributed any original or new ideas. Thomas Chubb (1679–1747) argued in his 

Discourse Concerning Reason, With Regard to Religion and Divine Revelation (1731) 

that  “reason is, or ought to be, a sufficient guide in matters of religion.”192 He contended 

that all divine revelation must agree to reason, and that “all obligations, arising from 

revelation, are originally founded in reason.”193 Thomas Morgan (d. 1743) denied that 

New Testament Christianity has its roots in the Old Testament in The Moral Philospher, 

in a Dialogue between Philalethes, a Christian Deist, and Theophanes, a Christian Jew 

(1737).194 The last deist of any influence was Peter Annet (1693–1769). In his self-edited 

journal, The Free Enquirer (1761), Annet attacked the miracles performed in the Bible in 

general, but especially those in the account of the Exodus.195 As a result, he was charged 

with blasphemy, to which Annet pled guilty and consequently was fined, mandated hard 

labor for a year, and imprisoned for one month.
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Deism not only pervaded much of British society in the first half of the 

eighteenth century, but it even spread its pestilential teaching among Baptists. For this 

reason, Joseph Stennett II, preaching to a gathering of ministers and persons interested in 

encouraging prospective ministers, remarked about the “amazing progress which 

infidelity is daily making,” the root of which he explained to be Deism.196 Stennett 

concluded his sermon, thus: 

the most grievous wounds the gospel had received, have been in the house of its 
pretended friends. And, a little reflection will convince us, that the absurd, and 
blasphemous reasonings of the Deists did but little execution, comparatively, till a 
set of men arose, among our selves, who paved the way for that amazing success, 
which these sworn enemies of Christ Jesus have of late years obtained. It is, indeed, 
most shocking to consider, that some, under the character of christian ministers, 
instead of contending earnestly for the faith of Christ, are industriously sapping the 
fundamental principles of it.197 

Likewise, in his book defending particular redemption, John Brine acknowledged that 

Deism had at that time “greatly spread.”198 Preaching on January 1, 1752, Gill explained 

that the reason “Deism has had such a spread among us of late years” was the 

relinquishing of one truth after another.199 Even as late as 1774, Benjamin Wallin 

delivered a sermon and observed that “Deists, open and disguised, are numerous, and 
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daily increasing, insomuch, that in almost every promiscuous or occasional company we 

meet with a sceptic or scoffer at divine revelation.”200 

Revivalism. While Deism was busy subverting the foundation of revelation  

and laying its cornerstone of reason and while anti-catholicism was arousing the passions 

of Protestants, many parts of England experienced a religious revival. Beginning in the 

1730s, this revival was a constituent part of a larger transatlantic movement known as the 

eighteenth-century Evangelical revival. The eighteenth-century Evangelical revival, 

according to Michael Watts, was an “international and intercontinental phenomenon” that 

encompassed America, Germany, Wales, and England.201 

America was the first among the fours places to experience revival. In the 

1720s in the American colony of New Jersey, a series of mini-revivals ignited in Raritan 

Valley through the preaching of the Dutch Reformed minister Theodorus Frelinghuysen 

(1691–1747).202 Frelinghuysen’s preaching emphasized conversion. It discriminated 

between hearers, and it demanded piety as evidence of a genuine work of regeneration.  

Several years later, George Whitefield  (1714–70) acknowledged Frelinghuysen as the 

“beginner of the great work, which I trust the Lord is carrying on in these parts.”203  

Impressed with the fruit of Frelinghuysen’s ministry and later adopting similar preaching 

emphases, Gilbert Tennent (1703–64), a Presbyterian minister in New Brunswick, not 

only awakened many of his auditors by his pointed and urgent preaching but also gained 
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many disciples to the Lord Jesus.204 One who was impressed with such pointed and 

urgent preaching of Tennent was George Whitefield. After hearing Tennent preach, 

Whitefield recorded in his journal that he had “never before heard such a searching 

sermon. . . . Hypocrites must either soon be converted or enraged at his preaching.”205 As 

a result of his preaching, Tennent became a leader in the revival and under his ministry 

there was “a very considerable revival of religion.”206 Besides Tennent, Jonathan 

Edwards (1703–58) became a prominent leader in this awakening through his preaching 

and publications. While preaching on Justification by Faith Alone at Northampton in 

1734, Edwards credited this sermon and its subject to “the beginning of the late work of 

God in this place.”207 He recorded that in December of the same year “the Spirit of God 

began extraordinarily to set in, and wonderfully to work amongst us.”208 His assessment 

of the events at that time was that “there was scarcely a single person in the town, either 

old or young, that was left unconcerned about the great things of the eternal world.” The 

following year in 1734, he commented that “the town seemed to be full of the presence of 

God: it never was so full of love, nor so full of joy.”209 Edwards also defended the 

revivals, both historically and theologically, in his publications of A Faithful Narrative,210 
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The Distinguishing Marks of a Work of the Spirit of God,211 and Some Thoughts 

Concerning the Present Revival of Religion in New-England.212

Meanwhile, as the clouds of revival began to form in the American colonies, 

which eventually led to the First Great Awakening, the Moravian revival began in 

Saxony, Germany under the leadership of Count Nicholas von Zinzendorf (1700–60). The 

Moravians were persecuted Protestants from Bohemia who had found refuge on the estate 

of Zinzendorf, and there they built a new settlement, which they called Herrnhut. As other 

persecuted Protestants found refuge at Herrnhut, quarrels eventually erupted between the 

Moravians and their Protestant brethren over doctrine. In 1727, Zinzendorf intervened 

and transformed the bickering Moravian community into a united fellowship of 

believers.213  The capstone of their unity was experienced on August 13, as they 

worshipped together and experienced the descent of the Spirit upon their gathering.214 At 

the end of August, these united believers consecrated themselves to pray every hour, 

which was reported to have continued uninterrupted for over a hundred years.215 At the 

same time, children began to pray with such fervency and intensity that on August 29 

boys and girls met in separate places, praying from ten at night until one in the 

morning.216  After five years of a “unity of the brethren” and dedicated prayer, the 
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Moravians commissioned their first missionary to St. Thomas in the West Indies in 1732. 

Afterwards, they commissioned missionaries to Greenland (1733), Dutch Guinea (1734), 

Dutch colonies of South Africa, Guinea, and Ceylon (1737),  Constantinople (1740), 

Bucharest (1740), St. Petersburg (1740), and Persia (1747).217  Although others had 

preached the gospel to pagans, acting on the belief that it was the duty of “Kings, Princes, 

and States,” to send missionaries, what distinguished the Moravian’s foreign missions 

was that it was the “first Protestant Church in Christendom” to send out “missionaries as 

authorised agents of the Church.”218  

During the same decade the Moravians commissioned their first missionaries, 

the Methodist revival commenced in Wales through the preaching of Howell Harris 

(1714–73) and Daniel Rowland (1713–90).219 Both were converted independently in 

1735.220 From the time of their conversions, Harris and Rowland engaged in itinerant 

preaching throughout Wales. By 1742, these two men with William Williams Pantycelyn 

(1717 –91) had “set the whole of Wales aflame from Holyhead to Cardiff. . . . There was 

hardly a locality, however, rural and remote its position, where these evangelists had not 

been preaching.”221 Harris and Rowland preached to “many thousands.”222 Among those 
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converted in the revival were some of no little reputation and influence.223 As result of 

the conversions, Harris established religious societies in 1736 for the new converts, which 

later became prevalent in the English Evangelical revival.224 By 1750, there were “433 

religious societies in Wales and the borders.”225 

Although the American, German, and Welsh revivals were independent, all 

three came into contact with the English Evangelical revival through the Oxford 

Methodists, George Whitefield and John (1703–91) and Charles Wesley (1707–88). 

Whitefield provided the link between the American, Welsh, and English revivals. 

Converted around Easter 1735,  Whitefield began to preach on the new birth and 

justification by faith.226 He credited the publication of his sermon on the new birth to the 

awakening in London, Bristol, Gloucester, and Gloucestershire.227 As a result of his 

preaching, he began to attract large crowds in Gloucester, Bristol, Bath and London.228 

Describing the scene in Bristol, Whitefield reported that 

it was wonderful to see how the people hung upon the rails of the organ loft, 
climbed upon the leads of the church, and made the church itself so hot with their 
breath, that the steam would fall from the pillars like drops of rain. . . . Persons of all 
denominations flocked to hear. Persons of all ranks, not only publicly attended my 
ministry, but gave me private invitations to their houses.229 
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While still in England and only twenty-two years of age, Whitefield recorded his growing 

popularity:  “Thousands and thousands came to hear. My sermons were everywhere 

called for. News came from time to time of the springing up and increase of the seed 

sown in Bristol, Gloucester, and elsewhere.”230

Beginning in 1738, Whitefield made his first of seven trips to America. On his 

second trip in 1739, he preached for Gilbert Tennent in New Brunswick to a crowd 

estimated to be “seven or eight thousand.”231 Among those attending the preaching was  

Frelinghuysen.232 The following year in October he preached for Jonathan Edwards. 

Writing to a minister in Boston and describing the effects of Whitefield’s sermons, 

Edwards reported that “the congregation was extraordinarily melted by every sermon; 

almost the whole assembly being in tears for a great part of sermon time.”233 As a result 

of his second visit to America, Whitefield’s preaching fanned the flame of revival. 

After Whitefield returned from Georgia on his first visit to America in 1738, he 

wrote an introductory letter in December to Howell Harris, a letter that initiated the 

connection between the Welsh and English revival. The letter to Harris encouraged him 

in his labors and expressed a desire to form a spiritual friendship.234 According to 

Dallimore, “Harris became one of Whitefield’s closest friends and most valued co-

labourers.”235 Through the influence of Harris,236 Whitefield took the momentous step to 

  

 53 

———————————
230Whitefield, Journals, 90–91.

231Whitefield, Journals, 413.

232Whitefield, Journals, 352.

233Jonathan Edwards, Letters and Personal Writings, vol. 16 of The Works of Jonathan 
Edwards, ed. George S. Claghorn (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1998), 116.

234Arnold A. Dallimore, George Whitefield: The Life and Times of the Great Evangelist of the 
Eighteenth Century (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth, 1980), 2:233–34.

235Dallimore, George Whitefield, 1:235.

236Dallimore has credited Harris as “the pioneer of Methodist field-preaching, the originator of 
its itinerant evangelism and the first to form a number of Societies and link them together in a permanent 



begin open-air preaching, to which Whitefield then introduced John and Charles 

Wesley.237  

Almost one year before John and Charles Wesley embarked upon open-air 

preaching, they both experienced conversions.238 Their conversions came through the 

influence of the Moravians and thus linked the German and English revivals. While 

traveling to Georgia in 1736 and still trusting to his “own works” and “own 

righteousness,” John Wesley met twenty-six Moravians who attempted to show him “a 

more excellent way” of salvation.239 Nevertheless, John continued in his own words to 

remain “ignorant of the righteousness of Christ,”240 in “abject state of bondage to sin,”241 

and never himself “converted to God.”242 But his spiritual condition changed when he 

returned to England in 1738 and received help regarding justifying faith in Christ from 

Peter Böhler, a Moravian missionary.243 John met Böhler who had just arrived from 

Germany for the first time on February 7 and helped to provide him with 

accommodations in London.244 Through his conversations with Böhler, he noted in his 

journal on March 5 that he became convinced that he was devoid of saving faith.245 On 
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May 24, 1738, he reluctantly attended a Moravian society meeting at Aldersgate Street. 

While someone was reading Luther’s Preface to Romans and “describing the change 

which God works in the heart through faith in Christ,” he wrote, “I felt my heart strangely 

warmed. I felt I did trust in Christ, Christ alone for salvation, and an assurance was given 

me that he had taken away my sins . . . and saved me from the law of sin and death.”246 

Around the same time that John underwent his conversion, Charles Wesley 

also experienced his conversion through the influence of the Moravians. Shortly after 

Böhler arrived in London, Charles began teaching him English.247 When Charles became 

extremely ill and filled with pain, Böhler asked him for the basis of his hope for salvation, 

to which Charles replied, “because I have used my best endeavours to serve God.”248 

Böhler “shook his head, and said no more.”249 Charles also received help through the 

Moravian John Bray with whom he moved in with and committed to stay until he came to 

saving faith.250 He then received further light concerning justification while hearing a 

reading of Luther’s Commentary on Galatians.251 On May 21, three days before John’s 

conversion, Charles recorded in his journal his conversion: “I now found myself at peace 

with God and rejoice in the hope of loving Christ. . . . I saw that by faith I stood. . . . I 
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went to bed still sensible of my own weakness (I humbly hope to be more and more so), 

yet confident of Christ’s protection.”252 One year after their conversions, John and 

Charles began to proclaim the glad tidings of salvation in the open air. John’s preaching 

attracted large crowds in Moorfields of “six or seven thousand,”253 in Kensington “fifteen 

thousand,”254 and in Bowling Green “three thousand.”255 Charles preached in Moorfields 

and estimated there were “ten thousand,”256 at Bowling Green “four thousand,”257 and at 

Rose Green“five thousand.”258

While Whitefield and the Wesleys travelled throughout Britain proclaiming the 

gospel and kindling the English revival, the response of the Particular Baptists was 

mixed. Many did not support the English revival. Several reasons can be suggested. First, 

some were very troubled by the Arminian influence in the revival and the possible effects 

of this system of theology. Brine, for example, suggested that Arminian theology, one 

strain of which the Wesleys propagated, would lead to Socinianism and then to Deism, 

both of which were considered serious problems in England at the time.259 At the time 

Roman Catholicism was greatly increasing in England, Gill considered Arminianism as 

“the very life and soul of Popery.”260 Then, an anonymous author accused Gill and others 
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of failing to distinguish between “[Calvinistic] Methodists and [Wesleyan] Methodists.” 

The author pleaded that Gill and others not let their opposition to Arminianism negate 

their support of the English Calvinistic Methodists as Whitefield, Thomas Adams and 

Herbert Jenkins.261 Second, some Particular Baptists objected to the language of offering 

the grace of God or offering the gospel, which was expressed by some preachers in the 

revival. Gill, for example, asserted that the apostles did not tender “the saving grace of 

God to all men, without exception; whereas they tender’d it to none but preached the 

gospel to all without exception, without any distinction of persons who came to hear 

it.”262 Meanwhile, other Particular Baptists supported and benefited from the revival. For 

instance, John Fawcett (1740–1817) and Robert Robinson (1735–90) were both 

converted through the ministry of Whitefield.263 Andrew Gifford, Jr. (1700–84) enjoyed 

listening to Whitefield’s preaching and later published some of his sermons.264 

Furthermore, an anonymous writer reminded Gill and others who did not support the 

English Calvinistic Methodists that they cannot deny that these men “have many seals of 

their despised ministry in your own churches.”265 Then, the Seward brothers, Henry, 
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William, and Benjamin, either were converted by one of the Methodist preachers or 

supported their evangelistic efforts. When ministers prohibited Whitefield from preaching 

in their churches, Henry invited Whitefield to preach in his yard.266 William joined 

Whitefield on one of his preaching tours in February 1739 and was martyred the 

following year while preaching in the open air at Hay in South Wales.267 Benjamin was 

converted through the preaching of Charles Wesley.268

Life and Works 

Early Years (1697–1719)

When John Gill was born on November 23, o.s. 1697 in Kettering, 

Northamptonshire,269 the town had already existed for over 700 years.270 Elevated about 

250 feet above sea level, Kettering is located fifty miles to the east of Birmingham and 

seventy miles north of London.271 After passing through the main eighteenth-century 
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entrance to the town on the “western side of a small hill,”272 and walking through and 

surveying the scenery and setting, the first thing that would strike anyone was the absence 

of any significant buildings except for the Kettering Parish Church building.273 With a 

soaring spire and majestic tower, the church’s building would have easily captured one’s 

attention. Whereas the building proper appeared diminutive, the interior of the church, 

however, was spacious.274 

In the mid to late seventeenth century, through the introduction and settlement 

of a Mr. Jordan, Kettering began to manufacture wool so that John Morton (1670–1726), 

rector of Oxendon, described it as a “place of great trade and very full of people.”275 Most 

of the town’s wool work consisted of “Shaloons, Serges, and Tammies,” the former of the 

three attaining notoriety for the town.276 In fact, an anonymous writer who identified 

himself as a “Lover of his Country and the Constitution of Great-Britain” stated that 

Kettering had rivalled Sudbury, Farnham, and Newbury for making shalloons, sending to 

London up to 1000 pieces per week.277

Into this industrious town of Kettering that manufactured wool, John Gill was 

born to Edward and Elizabeth Gill neé Walker. Regretfully, existing records provide very 

little information about Gill’s parents except for some minor details about their living 
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conditions and religious character. His parents lived in neither wealth nor dearth, enjoyed 

neither opulence nor experienced indigence. What provisions the family did possess, 

Edward met through his work in the wool industry, where his son later joined him.278 

Being devoted Christians, Edward and Elizabeth attained the reputation of being godly 

and God-fearing. Edward later became a deacon of the Baptist church in Kettering and 

received the encomium of being “eminent for his grace, piety, and holy conversation.”279 

Prior to joining the Baptist church at Kettering in 1696, Edward was a member 

of the Dissenting church in Kettering, which consisted of Presbyterians, Independents, 

and Baptists, but when William Wallis (d. 1715?), an elder who baptized persons by 

immersion, and other Baptists were made uncomfortable because of their views 

concerning baptism, Wallis, Edward Gill, and a few others separated and established a 

Baptist church at Kettering.280  During this same period, Edward met and married 

Elizabeth who gave birth a year later to their son John. While Elizabeth was pregnant, 

Edward had a premonition that they would have a son who would be an eminent Baptist 

minister.281 On the day that John was born, Edward informed a man named Chambers, a 

woodsman who was unloading some firewood, that he had a son and at that same time a 

stranger passed by whom they had never seen before or afterwards said, “Yes, and he will 

be a Scholar too, and all the world cannot hinder it.”282
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280Bull documented that the Independent Church recorded in its Church Book on October 29, 
1696 that “Mr. Wm Wallis formerly a Ruling Elder in this Church taking upon Him to be an Administratr of 
Baptisme to some of ye Members of this Church, agst whom it was prov’d in a Church Assembly yt He had 
no Right and power so to do, desir’d his Dismission, whch was granted Him & accordingly He was 
dismissed frõ being an Elder & Member in this Church of Christ. Samuell Brigstock, Sarah Billing, John 
Wyman, & Mary Wyman, Anthony Graves & Jane his wife, All of them being Anabaptists & deserting ye 
Ministry & Com̃union of the church, in Adherence to Wm Wallis, the Church declared They were no more 
under its Care & watch, but had removed themselves by their own careless relinquishing ye Church.” Bull, A 
Sketch of the History of the Town of Kettering, 105. If this list is complete and accurate, then it appears that 
Edward Gill did not depart at first, but he did eventually leave. 

281Summary of Life, Writings, and Character of John Gill, x.



From an early age, John Gill exhibited a great aptitude for learning so that his 

parents enrolled him in grammar school at an early age. While at the Kettering Grammar 

School,283 Gill mastered several of the chief Latin classics, including Virgil at the age of 

nine,284 and had gained considerable proficiency in Greek so that he acquired an early 

reputation of being a youth of learning and thus drew the attention of some neighboring 

ministers.285 Gill, however, did not complete grammar school. When the headmaster of 

the school insisted that all children—including children of Dissenting parents—attend a 

midweek service in the parish church, Gill’s parents removed him from the grammar 

school. Although several friends attempted to help further Gill’s education, they were 

unsuccessful. Even some Baptist ministers and other Dissenting ministers attempted to 

assist by applying for funds in London for Gill to attend seminary, but they were also 

unsuccessful because the seminary said that Gill was too young.286 This initial setback, 
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the woodsman was a man of sober and upright character who testified at different times to the words of the 
stranger.  Summary of Life, Writings, and Character of John Gill, x.

283According to Greenall, the Kettering Free Grammar School was established in 1577 by a 
grant from Queen Elizabeth I to instruct young boys in “good learning and fear of God.” Greenall, History 
of Kettering, 29. See also Bull for additional details about the school. Bull, A Sketch of the History of the 
Town of Kettering, 114–20.

284Rippon, Brief Memoir, 111. When Gill was challenged about his learning, he replied that he 
had read the classics, including Virgil by the age of nine. If anyone read Gill’s Exposition of the Book of 
Solomon’s Song, which was originally published in 1728, he would discover that Gill cited Virgil’s three 
major works over 25 times. See John Gill, Exposition of the Book of Solomon’s Song, Commonly Called 
Canticles (London, 1854; repr., Paris, AR: Baptist Standard Bearer, 2007), 35, 40, 44, 62, 64, 69, 72, 76, 
81, 85, 86, 88, 92, 100, 128, 135, 219, 223, 250, 251, 261, 266, 267, 304, 305, 324. Similar evidence could 
be adduced for Ovid, Horace, Cicero, and Aristotle to justify Gill’s claim that he had read and knew the 
major Latin and Greek classics.

285See M. L. Clarke, Classical Education in Britain, 1500–1900 (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1959), 34–60 for the probable content and method of instruction at the grammar schools 
during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. 

286The Dissenting Academy in London that denied Gill was probably under the tutelage of 
Isaac Chauncey (1632–1712) who was succeeded by Thomas Ridgley (1667–1734). According to Irene 
Parker, students entered the academy, generally between the ages of 15–17, which was the same age of 
those entering university. Irene Parker, Dissenting Academies in England: Their Rise and Progress and 
Their Place Among the Educational Systems of the Country (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1914), 51, 141.



however, did not deter Gill from improving his store of knowledge. In fact, he not only 

maintained his knowledge of Greek and Latin, but he improved them both by reading 

books in those languages, especially Latin theological works.287 Meanwhile, in the course 

of time, suo marte, he studied “Logic, Rhetoric, Moral and Natural Philosophy”288 and 

learnt Hebrew through self-study using Buxtorf’s Grammar and Lexicon so that he was 

later able to read his Hebrew Bible with “great ease and pleasure.”289 

Around the age of twelve, Gill heard a sermon by William Wallis, the pastor of 

the Baptist church in Kettering, from Genesis 3:9. From that moment, the Spirit of God 

began to apply to Gill the same question that God had asked of Adam, “Where art thou?” 

Shortly afterwards, feeling the depravity of his nature, the heinousness of his sin, and the 

judgement to come, Gill repented of his sins toward God and placed his faith in Christ’s 

blood and righteous. Although Gill was convinced that he was genuinely converted at that 

time, he did not immediately confess his hope in Christ. He waited until he was nineteen 

years of age to profess Christ publicly because he was concerned about his youthful age, 

the seriousness of making a profession, and, primarily as he matured and grew, he 

perceived that the members of the church wanted to make him a minister who could assist 

their pastor.290 On November 1, 1716, Gill declared to the church how God had dealt with 

him in mercy and kindness to save him. He then was baptized in a river by immersion on 

the same day by his pastor Thomas Wallis, the son of William Wallis, while the people 

sang a hymn that Gill composed for the occasion:

Was Christ baptiz’d to sanctify
This ordinance he gave?

And did his sacred body lie
Within the liquid grave?
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Did Jesus condescend so low
To leave us an example?

And shan’t we by this pattern go;
This heavenly rule so ample?

What rich and what amazing grace!
What love beyond degree!

That we the heavenly road should trace
and should baptized be.

That we should follow Christ the Lamb,
In owning his commands;

For what we do, He did the same,
Tho’ done with purer hands.

And does this offer to my faith,
How Christ for me did die

And how he in the grave was laid,
And rose to justify?

Then how should this engage my heart
To live to Christ that dy’d;

And with my cursed sins to part,
Which pierc’d his precious side?291

The following Lord’s Day on November 4, he was admitted into membership 

and partook of the Lord’s Supper. Later that evening, while attending a prayer meeting in 

a private house with some members of his church and other Christians, he read and 

expounded some passages from Isaiah 53, which so impressed some in attendance that 

they commented, “Friend, we take this as a beginning of the exercise of your ministerial 

gift, which we are persuaded the Lord has bestowed upon you.”292 Gill was then 

requested to preach the following Sunday evening before the same group, which he did. 

He preached from 1 Corinthians 2:2 “For I determined not to know any thing among you, 

save Jesus Christ and him crucified.” It was not very long before the church 

acknowledged his ministerial gifts and called him to the work of the ministry. 

After speaking with some friends in London and desiring to continue his 

studies, Gill decided to move to High-Ferrers in order to live with John Davis, a man of 
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learning and the new pastor of the church in Higham. Gill soon learnt that his friends’ 

design was for him to assist Davis with his work. While ministering at the church in 

Higham, Gill met Elizabeth Negus, a woman of “great piety and good sense” and member 

of the new church.293 He married her in 1718. Although Gill had intended to pursue his 

studies under Davis, he came to believe that God’s main design in his providential 

leading to High-Ferrers was his meeting and marriage to Elizabeth, to whom he was 

married for forty-six years. Together, they had many children, but only three children 

survived infancy: Elizabeth who died at the age of thirteen, for whom Gill preached her 

funeral sermon; John who was a goldsmith; and Mary who married George Keith, a 

bookseller.294

Gill returned with his wife to Kettering and, while ministering there, his 

ministry began to produce fruit so that his first biographer stated that “he had been 

blessed, not only to the comfort, but to the conversion of many,”295 of which one of these 

converts was John Brine.296 Not too long after he had resettled in Kettering, Gill received 

and accepted a call to be the pastor of the prominent Horselydown297 Church in 

Southwark, London which had suddenly lost their pastor Benjamin Stinton (1676–1718), 

successor and son-in-law to Benjamin Keach (d. 1704). Although Gill was approved to be 

the pastor on September 13,1719 by a significant majority of members, he was not 

ordained until March 22, 1720, due to opposition from a small but powerful group.
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296Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 1.591–92n, marked by a single asterisk.

297The name of the meeting house where Gill ministered was spelt Horsly-down by the first 
biographer of Gill and Rippon, but it was spelt Horselydown by Joseph Ivimey in A History of the English 
Baptists, 3:409, 433.



Middle Years (1720–1746)

From the beginning of his ministry in London, Gill’s preaching resulted in 

many new believers, as his first biographer recorded, “God was with him, and blessed his 

ministry to the conversion of many souls, so that large additions were made to the church, 

year after year, for a considerable time.”298 Having developed the habit of arduous and 

assiduous study from his youth and convinced of the importance and advantage of 

Rabbinic study through John Skepp (1675–1721), Gill began to devour Hebraic and 

Rabbinic literature. He read “the Targums, the Misnah, the Talmuds, and Rabbot, and 

their ancient commentaries, the book of Zohar and whatever else, of this kind, he could 

meet with.”299 When Skepp died in 1721, Gill’s purchased Skepp’s Hebrew and 

rabbinical library, which proved a highly significant help to his study.300 

In 1724, Gill began a lengthy exposition of the Song of the Solomon and 

continued until he had preached 122 sermons. That same year, he published his first 

work, a funeral sermon on the death of John Smith, who was one of the church’s deacons, 

from Romans 5:20–21,301 and the following year he published a sermon on Deuteronomy 

33:8, the Urim and Thummim Found with Christ.302 About this time, Gill and his wife 

gave birth to their daughter Elizabeth.303 In reply to the Independent minister Matthias 
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“An Account of the Proceedings of the Church Meeting Upon Horselydown from the Decease of their late 
Pastor, the Rev’d Mr. Benjamin Stinton” (Metropolitan Tabernacle, 1719).

299Summary of Life, Writings, and Character of John Gill, xxiii. In the preface to his 
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302Summary of Life, Writings, and Character of John Gill, xv.

303Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 1:404. Gill recorded the date of his daughter’s 
birthday as March 14, 1725–26.  



Maurice’s (1684–1738) The Manner of Baptizing with Water, Cleared Up from the Word 

of God and Right Reason, Gill’s rejoinder was The Ancient Mode of Baptism by 

Immersion.304 Maurice further replied the following year with another pamphlet, to which 

Gill retorted in the same year with A Defense of the Ancient Mode.305 Meanwhile, 

Maurice had also sent some of his pamphlets to America, and the Baptists there, having 

heard of Gill’s response, requested that Gill send his rejoinders. After preaching through 

the entire book of the Song of Solomon, Gill’s auditors entreated him to publish his 

sermons. Gill consented because he wanted to vindicate the book’s authority and 

canonicity from the attacks of the Deists and other opponents.306 As a result of the 

publication of the Song of Solomon, Gill gained some notoriety and esteem among British 

Christians.307 Indeed, James Hervey (1714–58), the evangelical Anglican, lauded this 

work in his Theron and Aspasio, comparing it to the beauty and loveliness of the Garden 

of Eden.308 

When someone commented that no Calvinist could write anything profitable in 

response to Anthony Collins’s Scheme of Literal Prophecy Considered,309 some friends 

of Gill approached him and requested that he respond. Consequently, he began a sermon 

series on the prophecies of the Messiah, examining and establishing that the prophecies 
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308Hervey wrote, “It has such a copious vein of sanctified invention running through it, and is 
interspersed with such a variety of delicate and brilliant images, as cannot but highly entertain a curious 
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with gay enamell’d colors mix’d.’” James Hervey, Theron and Aspasio (London: John and James 
Rivington, 1755), 125.

309Collins, The Scheme of Literal Prophecy Considered.



were literally fulfilled in Jesus Christ, and then extracting from these sermons, he 

published a response to Collins entitled The Prophecies of the Old Testament.310 

In 1729 Gill began a series of lectures on Wednesdays at Great Eastcheap, 

when several persons both from within and without the Particular Baptist denomination 

persuaded him to commence a weekly lectureship. Gill continued his weekly lectures 

until 1756, when he resigned in order to devote more time to complete his other writing 

projects. In time, these lectures became the bases of Gill’s works: Justification,311 The 

Trinity,312 The Cause of God and Truth,313 and several commentaries on books of the Old 

and New Testaments.

The year after Gill began his Great Eastcheap Lectures, several persons from 

the Independent denomination approached him and eight other ministers in order to begin 

a short lectureship that defended the cardinal doctrines of the faith.314 This additional 

lectureship, which became known as the Lime Street lectures, commenced on November 

12, 1730 and continued weekly until April 8, 1731.315 Gill preached two messages on the 

resurrection of the dead, and along with the other ministers, these lectures were published 

in 1732. Before the publication, Gill and several of the ministers had agreed to meet and 

  

 67 

———————————
310John Gill, The Prophecies of the Old Testament, Respecting the Messiah, Consider’d; and 

Prov’d to Be Literally Fulfill’d in Jesus. Containing an Answer to the Objections of the Author of The 
Scheme of Literal Prophecy. (London: Aaron Ward, 1728).

311John Gill, The Doctrine of Justification by the Righteousness of Christ, Stated and 
Maintained: Being the Substance of Several Sermons Preached at the Wednesday’s Evening Lecture Near 
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312John Gill, The Doctrine of the Trinity, Stated and Vindicated. Being the Substance of 
Several Discourses on That Important Subject; Reduced Into the Form of a Treatise (London: Aaron Ward, 
1731).

313Gill, Cause of God and Truth.

314The other ministers that participated were as follows: Robert Bragge, Abraham Taylor, John 
Sladen, Peter Goodwin, John Hurrion, Samuel Wilson, and Thomas Hall.

315For the importance of the Lime Street lectures, see Peter Toon, “The Lime Street Lectures 
(1730–31) and Their Significance,” The Evangelical Quarterly 40 (1968): 42–48.



review each other’s sermons in order to improve one another’s work. Since Abraham 

Taylor (fl. 1726–40) had made some comments that Gill believed were inaccurate and 

highly offensive to some godly persons, Gill had intended to speak with Taylor at their 

meeting.316 When Gill, Taylor, and others met, Gill was delighted to see that Taylor had 

removed the inaccurate and offensive comments. But when Taylor’s work was published, 

Gill was surprised to discover that not only were these offensive comments in print, but 

they were also intensified. Therefore, Gill felt compelled to reply to Taylor, which he did 

in a letter entitled God’s Everlasting Love, Eternal Union (1732).317 Before publishing a 

response to Taylor, some friends of Taylor suggested to Gill that he reconsider 

responding because he would lose the financial support and respect of Taylor’s friends. 

Gill replied, “Do not tell me of losing. . . . I have nothing in comparison to gospel-truths. 

I am not afraid to be poor.”318 As a result of God’s Everlasting Love319 and Gill’s treatise 

on Justification, Taylor accused Gill of being an Antinomian. In fact, Taylor published an 

Address to Young Students, advising his students to avoid everything tending to 

antinomianism, and pointedly directed comments at Gill and some of his expressions 

concerning good works.320 Consequently, Gill replied with a little treatise entitled, The 

Necessity of Good Works to Salvation.321 
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A year before the Lime Street lectures, Gill published his Treatise on the 

Trinity because of the encroaching Sabellianism among the Baptists. The following year, 

he preached a sermon on prayer to a group of young men who met to pray regularly at 

Horselydown.322 Then on December 25, 1733 Gill preached a sermon on Psalm singing to 

the same group. Both of these sermons were published together in 1734.

Around 1734, Daniel Whitby’s (1638–1726) work on the Five Points of 

Calvinism was republished, and some considered it a masterpiece and irrefutable.323 

Some friends of Gill approached him and asked that he reply to the work. After reading 

Whitby’s work, Gill decided to answer and therefore began to preach a series of sermons 

at Great Eastcheap on the key passages that not only Arminians used to support their 

teaching, but also the principal texts that Calvinists used to confirm their doctrine. Gill 

extracted from these sermons and published the first part of his work on the Cause of God 

and Truth in 1735 and the second in 1736. The third and fourth parts were published in 

1737 and 1738 respectively. 

While preaching and publishing a response to Whitby in 1736, Gill replied to 

Job Burt’s324 work, Some Doctrines in the Supralapsarian Scheme Examined by the Word 

of God,325 which contended against God’s everlasting love, eternal union, and 

justification, in a pamphlet Truth Defended. Between 1737–39, Gill then published two 

refutations of some pamphlets on baptism written by a Presbyterian minister, Samuel 

Bourn, the younger, (1689–1754).  At the end of 1737, Gill preached an annual sermon at 
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325Some Doctrines in the Superlapsarian Scheme Impartially Examined by the Word of God 
(London: J. Wilson, 1736).



the Great Eastcheap on December 28 with the intent to vindicate the charge that the 

doctrines of Calvinism lead to ungodly living. This sermon, The Doctrine of Grace 

Cleared from the Charge of Licentiousness, was published the following year; 

meanwhile, during the same year in his work, The Moral Nature and Fitness of Things 

Considered,326 Gill also contended against a sermon preached before the Societies for the 

Reformation of Manners by Samuel Chandler (1693–1766).327

On May 30, 1738, the same year of the publication of the final part of The 

Cause of God and Truth, Gill’s twelve year old “dear child” and daughter, Elizabeth, 

died. Her suffering was great and attended with much pain.328 Gill preached his 

daughter’s funeral sermon from 1 Thessalonians 4:13–14 and was so moved with emotion 

at the end of his sermon that he said, “My affections will not permit me to give you an 

account of the ground and reason of this hope, this faith, this confidence [i.e. that she fell 

asleep in Jesus] . . . I find I must break at once.”329 

Mature Years (1746–1771)

After engaging in several polemical matters, Gill shifted his focus. He began to 

devote his time, talents, and thought to the publication of a commentary on the New 

Testament. During the years 1746–48, the Baptist pastor published his three folio 

volumes: Exposition on the New Testament. This was a major accomplishment. No 
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Passages in the Reverend Mr. Samuel Chandler’s Sermon, Lately Preached to the Societies for the 
Reformation of Manners (London: Aaron Ward, 1738).

327Samuel Chandler, The Necessary and Immutable Difference Between Moral Good and Evil, 
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329Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 1:403.



Baptist had ever published a commentary on every verse of the New Testament. 

Permeating his commentary with pertinent insights from a myriad of Rabbinical 

literature, Gill demonstrated his erudition to the learned world and validated the proverb 

labor omnia vincit. In the preface to the first volume of his Exposition of the New 

Testament, Gill represented his labor as “arduous work.”330 He did not, however, forget to 

lay the crown of his achievements upon the head of his God: “I do, in the most sincere 

and grateful manner, give thanks to God for that measure of health and strength of body; 

and for all the gifts and graces of his spirit afforded me, by which I have been enabled to 

go through this arduous work thus far.”331 In consequence of his “excellent commentary 

on the New Testament”332 along with his other labors that displayed his “knowledge of 

the Scripture, of the Oriental languages, and of Jewish antiquities,”333 the Marischal 

College in the University of Aberdeen conferred upon this autodidact the degree of 

Doctor of Divinity.

Alarmed at the increasing number of Baptists in Boston, some paedobaptist 

ministers solicited Jonathan Dickinson (1688–1747) of Elizabeth Town, New Jersey, to 

write in order to curb the growth of anti-paedobaptists. After the Baptists in America saw 

the success of Dickinson’s pamphlet, A Brief Illustration and Confirmation of the Divine 

Right of Infant Baptism,334 they sent the pamphlet to Dr. Gill and requested that he reply 

to Dickinson. Gill responded to Dickinson by publishing The Divine Right of Infant 
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Baptism Examined and Disproved (1749).335 Peter Clark (1692–1768), a minister in 

Salem, New England, replied to the Doctor’s pamphlet in A Defence of the Divine Right 

of Infant-baptism (1752). The Doctor answered Clark in a letter to a friend in Boston, 

giving his friend permission to do with it as he thought best. Gill the Baptist apologist, 

however, did not republish that letter in Britain, though he was solicited to do so, for he 

reasoned that the controversy was overseas, where he preferred it to remain.336 

Meanwhile, Gill was drawn to address another pamphlet on infant baptism, though he 

indicated he did so with reluctance.337 When Samuel Wilson (d. 1750), a Baptist minister, 

who had intended to answer the pamphlet, The Baptism of Infants a Reasonable Service, 

died, and due to the fact that certain persons claimed that this pamphlet was irrefutable, 

Gill decided to address the subject once more in The Argument from Apostolic Tradition 

in Favor of Infant-Baptism Considered (1751). Two years later, Gill replied to an 

anonymous writer who argued for the antiquity of infant baptism by publishing 

Antipaedobaptism: or Infant-Sprinkling an Innovation (1753).338 Despite Gill’s 

publication of over ten tracts and treatises on baptism, Augustus Toplday (1740–78), 
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to a Friend at Boston, in New-England (Boston: Phillip Freeman, 1754).

337John Gill, The Argument from Apostolic Tradition, in Favour of Infant-Baptism, with 
Others, Advanced in a Late Pamphlet, Called The Baptism of Infants a Reasonable Service, &c. 
Consider’d;... To Which Are Added the Dissenters Reasons for Separating from the Church of England 
(London: G. Keith and J. Robinson, 1751), 1. Gill wrote, “It is with reluctance I enter again into the 
controversy about baptism; not from any consciousness either of the badness or weakness of the cause I am 
engaged in; but partly on account of other work upon my hands, which I chose not to be interrupted in; and 
partly because I think there has been enough written already, to bring this controversy to an issue. . . . If 
persons are content to search the scriptures, and form their judgment of this matter by them, there has been 
enough published on both sides of the question to determine themselves by; and we are willing things 
should rest here: but this is our care; if we reply to what is written against us, then we are litigious persons, 
and lovers of controversy; though we only rise up in our own vindication, for which surely we are not to be 
blamed; and if we make no reply, then what is written is unanswerable by us, and we are triumphed over.

338Summary of Life, Writings, and Character of John Gill, xxiv.



Gill’s intimate friend, commented that the Doctor never suggested, much less discussed, 

the subject of baptism with him. Toplady wrote, “Though he [Gill] wrote much 

concerning the particular principle by which his denomination is distinguished; yet it was 

for the most part, in his own defense. And I can repeat it, to his honour, that, intimate 

with him as I was, I never so much as once, heard him drop a single hint, in all our 

conversations, directly or indirectly, concerning the principle of baptism.”339

In the middle of the baptismal controversy, the Anglican evangelist John 

Wesley (1703–91) published a brief treatise entitled, Serious Thoughts upon the 

Perseverance of the Saints. In this treatise, Wesley asserted that on the authority of 

Scripture a “saint may fall away; that one who is holy or righteous in the judgment of God 

himself, may nevertheless so fall from God, as to perish everlastingly.”340 Gill read, 

rejected, and refuted Wesley proposition by proposition in his work entitled The Doctrine 

of the Saints Final Perseverance, Asserted and Vindicated.341 Not only did the Doctor 

contend against all eight of Wesley’s propositions, but he also presented ten reasons to 

confirm the doctrine of the final perseverance of the saints. Wesley then shifted the 

debate to the doctrine of predestination by publishing Predestination Calmly Considered 

(1752), a work that also provoked a response and rebuttal from the pen of Gill: The 
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339Erasmus Middleton, Evangelical Biography, or, An Historical Account of the Lives and 

Deaths of the Most Eminent and Evangelical Authors or Preachers (London: W. Baynes, 1816), 4:458–
59n.

340John Wesley, Serious Thoughts Upon the Perseverance of the Saints (London, 1751), 4. 
Wesley concluded his treatise with the following declaration: “If the Scriptures are true, those who are holy 
or righteous in the judgment of God himself; those who are endued with the faith that purifies the heart, that 
produces a good conscience; those who are grafted into the good olive tree, the spiritual, invisible Church; 
those who are branches of the true vine, of whom Christ says, ‘I am the vine, ye are the branches;’ those 
who so effectually know Christ, as by that knowledge to have escaped the pollutions of the world; those 
who see the light of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ, and who have been made partakers of the 
Holy Ghost, of the witness and of the fruits of the Spirit; those who live by faith in the Son of God; those 
who are sanctified by the blood of the covenant, may nevertheless so fall from God as to perish 
everlastingly.” John Wesley, Serious Thoughts Upon the Perseverance of the Saints, 24.

341John Gill, The Doctrine of the Saints Final Perseverance, Asserted and Vindicated: In 
Answer to a Late Pamphlet, Called, Serious Thoughts, on That Subject (London: G. Keith and J. Robinson, 
1752).



Doctrine of Predestination Stated, and Set in the Scripture-Light (1752).342 James Hervey 

appreciated Gill’s response to Wesley on the perseverance of the saints and commended it 

to a friend.343 Likewise, Augustus Toplady perused Gill’s tract on predestination and 

pronounced it to be “excellent and nervous.”344 

Besides disputing with Wesley, the Doctor remained busy preaching at funerals 

during the years 1749–55. On January 1, 1749, he preached at the funeral of Edward 

Ludlow, a member of his church. When Ludlow became ill, Gill visited him and inquired 

about his spiritual state and condition.345 On October 14, 1750, Dr. Gill preached the 

funeral sermon of one of his colleagues and friends in ministry—Samuel Wilson.346 

Three years later, he delivered the funeral address of Benjamin Seward of Worchester, a 

man who was a member of another Particular Baptist congregation and who was 

acquainted with the Doctor, but was not well known to Gill.347 The next year on October 
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342John Wesley, Predestination Calmly Considered (London: W.B., T. Trye, and R. 

Akenhead, 1752); John Gill, The Doctrine of Predestination Stated, and Set in the Scripture-Light: In 
Opposition to Mr. Wesley’s Predestination Calmly Consider’d. With a Reply to the Exceptions of the Said 
Writer to The Doctrine of the Perseverance of the Saints, 2nd ed. (London: G. Keith, J. Robinson, Mr. 
Edwards, Mr. Akenhead, and Mr. Taylor, 1752).

343James Hervey, A Collection of the Letters of the Late Reverend James Hervey (London: 
Charles Rivington, 1760), 2:138. Writing to a friend, Hervey commented, “Dr. Gill shall tell you my 
sentiments, in relation to Wesley on the Perseverance of the Saints. Both their pamphlets on this subject I 
send you; whether his replies and interpretations in the first part are sound and satisfactory, judge you; the 
considerations in the latter part I think, are full of weight, rich with consolation, and worthy of a place in our 
memories and in our hearts. May our meditation fix them in the one, and the Spirit of our God implant them 
in the other!”

344Toplady, The Works of Augustus Toplady, B.A., Late Vicar of Broad Hembury, Devon, 4. 
By nervous, Toplady meant reasoning that is strong or vigorous.

345John Gill, A Sermon Occasioned by the Death of Mr. Edward Ludlow, Who Departed This 
Life December 28th, 1748. Preached January 1st (London: J. Ward and J. Robinson, 1749), 26.

346John Gill, A Sermon Occasioned by the Death of the Revd. Mr. Samuel Wilson, Who 
Departed This Life October 6, in the Forty-Eighth Year of His Age, Preached October 14, 1750 (London: 
G. Keith and J. Robinson, 1750).

347John Gill, A Sermon Occasioned by the Death of Benjamin Seward Esq. Who Departed This 
Life March 30th, Having Enter’d the Forty-Ninth Year of His Age. Preached, April 8th, 1753 (London: G. 
Keith and J. Robinson, 1753).



13, 1754, Gill preached from Job 33:24 at the funeral of John Davenport, a member and 

deacon at Horsly-down.348 During these span of years, Gill also published a second 

edition of his Treatise on the Trinity in 1752.349 

During this same period of constant writing and continual preaching, the 

Doctor’s health deteriorated due to incessant care for his frail wife. Excruciating and 

unceasing pain racked her body so that she required a constant attendant.350 At first, her 

husband ministered to her and nursed her. But when the Doctor’s mortal frame began to 

break due to constant and long interruption to his sleep, he was compelled to seek 

assistance.351 Consequently, around 1755, Gill received the help of his niece, Anne 

Smith, who moved into the home in order to relieve the Doctor and care for his beloved 

wife. Smith’s work required her not only to be a personal attendant who slept in the same 

room as Mrs. Gill, but she also had to feed Mrs. Gill small portions hourly throughout the 

day and night.352 After three years of such exhausting labor, Smith’s health became so 

impaired that she had to resign and was replaced by her sister who herself died before 

Mrs. Gill.353

Smith reported that Gill, his children, and son-in-law lived in adjoining homes 

so that the entire family enjoyed daily meals together.354 She commented on the concord 
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348John Gill, Christ, the Ransom Found. A Sermon Occasioned by the Death of Mr. John 

Davenport, Who Departed This Life, October 4th, Aged Forty-Eight. Preached October 13, 1754 (London: 
G. Keith and J. Robinson, 1754).

349John Gill, The Doctrine of the Trinity, Stated and Vindicated. Being the Substance of 
Several Discourses on That Important Subject; Reduced Into the Form of a Treatise, 2nd ed. (London: G. 
Keith, 1752).

350Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 1:578.

351Thomas Quin, “Anecdotes of the Late Venerable Dr. Gill,” The Baptist Magazine 21 
(1829): 148.

352Quin, “Anecdotes of the Late Venerable Dr. Gill,” 148–49.

353Quin, “Anecdotes of the Late Venerable Dr. Gill,” 148–50.

354Quin, “Anecdotes of the Late Venerable Dr. Gill,” 149.



and benevolence witnessed among the family, calling their relationship a “pattern of 

domestic felicity.”355 Smith revealed that the Doctor was upstairs in his massive library 

from four or five in the summer and later in the winter.356 And when he descended from 

his library, he would lead the family in worship and repeat the same in the evening. Each 

morning and evening, he exhorted his family to cling to Christ, and sometimes he 

“addressed himself to his servants particularly.”357

Before the Doctor departed to the chapel on the Lord’s Day, he invariably 

visited his wife, expressed his affection, and when weeping, he comforted her with the 

words “The Lord is everywhere, my dear.”358 At this time, Smith stated that the chapel 

was “generally much crowded” with persons from all ranks, many of whom arrived in 

their carriages.359

In 1756, Gill relinquished his Wednesday evening Lecturers in order to focus 

his time and energy on the production of his Exposition of the Old Testament, an 

exposition that he began to publish in 1757. Meanwhile, due to the deteriorated condition 
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356Quin, “Anecdotes of the Late Venerable Dr. Gill,” 149. Smith mentioned that she later 
worked for a noble man, which gave her the opportunity to visit different mansions, yet she had never seen 
any library that rivalled Gill’s. She stated that Gill’s library was located at the top of the house, occupying 
several rooms with books of all sizes. For an idea of the library of Dr. Gill, see John Gill, A Catalogue of 
the Library of the Late Reverend and Learned John Gill, D.D. Deceased. Comprehending a Fine 
Collection of Biblical and Oriental Literature; Which Will Be Sold by Auction (London, 1772).

357Quin, “Anecdotes of the Late Venerable Dr. Gill,” 150.

358Quin, “Anecdotes of the Late Venerable Dr. Gill,” 150.

359Quin, “Anecdotes of the Late Venerable Dr. Gill,” 150. According to Joseph Ivimey, under 
the ministry of Benjamin Keach (1640–1704), the Horselydown church building accommodated almost one 
thousand people. Ivimey, History of the English Baptists, 3:410. Moreover, before Joseph Hussey (1691–
1726) moved to London, the church in Cambridge where he ministered was recorded to have “an audience 
of upwards of a thousand, and a church of upwards of 150 members” Church Book: St. Andrews Street 
Baptist Church, Cambridge, 1720–1832, English Baptist Records (London: Baptist Historical Society, 
1991), 10. It is not too much of a stretch to suggest that if the building Gill occupied held almost one 
thousand people and that it was very crowded, that attendance at church may be anywhere between five 
hundred to one thousand people, despite the membership in 1757 consisting of 141 persons. Goat 
Yard/Carter Lane Church Book 1719–1808, Metropolitan Tabernacle.  



of the Horsly-down building and imminent expiration of the lease, the members voted to 

construct a new building in Carter Lane, St. Olave’s Street, Southwark in 1757.360 From 

1757–58, Gill published his Exposition of the Prophets, both the Larger and Smaller in 

two volumes and then issued his four volume Exposition of the Old Testament, which 

consisted of his commentary from Genesis to Song of Solomon, from 1763–66.361

During these arduous labors of publishing his Exposition of the Old Testament, 

Gill’s dear wife of 46 years died in 1764. Evidently, so touched with the loss of the apple 

of his eye, Gill did not appear in public after his wife’s death until he preached her funeral 

sermon.362 He chose to preach from Hebrews 11:16 “But now they desire a better country, 

that is, an heavenly: wherefore God is not ashamed to be called their God; for he hath 

prepared for them a city.” At the end of the sermon, Gill had intended to deliver a brief 

summary of his wife’s life, but he was apparently so overwhelmed with emotion that he 

could not deliver it and instead, being found among his writings, it was published with his 

Collections of Sermons and Tracts.

Sometime in 1765, Isaac Backus (1724–1806), who had begun correspondence 

with Gill in 1761363 and continued it until Gill’s death,364 wrote to the Doctor in order to 

introduce and recommend James Manning (1738–91), first President of the College of 
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meeting at Carter Lane. See Richard Hall, The Journal of a Georgian Gentleman, ed. Mike Rendell 
(Sussex: Book Guild, 2011), 87. Hall sat under the ministry of the Doctor, attending two sermons, at least, 
from 1745. He did not receive believer’s baptism and testify to his conversion until 1763. Hall, The Journal 
of a Georgian Gentleman, 42, 86–87. Gill is said to have had a significant influence in Hall’s formative 
years. Hall, The Journal of a Georgian Gentleman, 43.

361Summary of Life, Writings, and Character of John Gill, xxv-xxvi.

362Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 1:566. 

363Isaac Backus, The Diary of Isaac Backus. Vol.1, 1741–1764, ed. William G. McLoughlin 
(Providence, RI: Brown University Press, 1979), 522.

364Alvah Hovey, A Memoir of the Life and Times of the Rev. Isaac Backus, A.M. (Boston: 
Gould and Lincoln, 1859), 152.



Rhode Island and later Brown University.365 Backus mentioned that since the college had 

few books,366 they desired to obtain additional books and would appreciate it if the 

Doctor spoke with his son-in-law, George Keith. After his death and through his 

executors, Gill donated a set of his entire works and fifty-two folio volumes of the 

Fathers.367 Writing to John Ryland on November 12, 1772, Manning stated that Gill’s gift 

of books was “by far the greatest donation our little library has yet had.”368 In addition to 

his generous gift to the library, Gill was among the initial subscribers to the College of 

Rhode Island.369 Gill also contributed to the establishment of the College of Rhode Island 

in an indirect manner. When the Baptist Church in Philadelphia sought a pastor for their 

church, they sent a letter to Gill on behalf of the board of ministers in London.370 The 

Doctor, as Chairman of the Particular Baptist Fund, recommended Morgan Edwards.371 

Edwards accepted the call and later became the driving impulse for the establishment of 

Rhode Island College,372 which Edwards considered “the greatest service he has done or 
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365Reuben Aldridge Guild, Life, Times, and Correspondence of James Manning, and the Early 

History of Brown University (Boston: Gould and Lincoln, 1864), 71; Hovey, A Memoir of the Life and 
Times of the Rev. Isaac Backus, A.M., 152–54.

366The library at the College of Rhode Island was meager at best in quantity, and even worse in 
theological quality. On February 21, 1772, while writing to Thomas Llewelyn, President Manning 
mentioned that the library contained approximately two hundred volumes, which not of choice, since they 
were books that people could afford to part with. Reuben Aldridge Guild, History of Brown University, with 
Illustrative Documents (Providence, RI, 1867), 65.

367Guild, Life, Times, and Correspondence of James Manning, 200.

368Guild, Life, Times, and Correspondence of James Manning, 200. Manning also subscribed 
to six sets of Gill’s initial publication of the Body of Doctrinal and Practical Divinity (1769–70) and six 
sets of his Sermons. See subscribers list in  John Gill, A Body of Doctrinal Divinity; or, a System of 
Evangelical Truths, Deduced from the Sacred Scriptures. In Two Volumes (London: George Keith, 1769); 
Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, v.

369Guild, Life, Times, and Correspondence of James Manning, 91; Guild, History of Brown 
University, 158. According to the order of names in England, Gill appeared to be first person to contribute 
to the College of Rhode Island. 

370Thomas R. McKibbens and Kenneth L. Smith, The Life and Works of Morgan Edwards 
(New York: Arno Press, 1980), 13.

371McKibbens and Smith, Life and Works of Morgan Edwards, 13.



hopes to do for the honor of the Baptist interest.”373

Despite his increasing age, Gill continued to produce several works. In 1767, 

Gill published his Dissertation on the Antiquities of the Hebrew Language, Letters, 

Vowel-Points, and Accents.374 The same year, the Doctor made some further additions 

and published a third edition of his Exposition of the Song of Solomon.375  The following 

year Gill published his Dissertation Concerning the Eternal Sonship,376 a most 

impressive work in which he examines those who denied the eternal Sonship of Christ 

and those who affirmed it from the first century up to the time of the Reformation. 

In 1769, Gill published his Body of Doctrinal Divinity, and the next year he 

published his Body of Practical Divinity, both of these works were the substance of his 

preaching to his congregation.377 John Martin (1741–1820) who enjoyed listening to Gill 

whenever the opportunity presented itself and who later became a Baptist minister 

attended the last sermon Gill preached from his series on a body of practical divinity. 
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373Morgan Edwards, Materials Towards a History of the American Baptists: In XII Volumes 
(Philadelphia: Thomas Dobson, 1792), 1:48.

374John Gill, A Dissertation Concerning the Antiquity of the Hebrew-Language, Letters, 
Vowel-Points, and Accents (London: G. Keith, 1767). In this work, Gill rebutted the charge that the Jews 
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reviewer in the Critical Review is unpersuaded by Gill’s argument on the divine origin of the vowel points, 
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376Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:534–64.

377Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity; John Gill, A Body of Practical Divinity: Or, a System of 
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Evans (1712–81), six sets; Caleb Evans (1737–91), six sets; James Manning, six sets; and Samuel Stillman 
(1737–1807), twenty four sets.



Martin recalled the Doctor’s final exhortation to his hearers as he closed his sermon to 

approximate the following words: 

Thus, have I, by the grace of God, gone through a body of doctrinal, and practical 
divinity in the pulpit; in doing which, I have not shunned to declare to you all, 
according to my ability, the whole counsel of God. I am free from the blood of you 
all. I say, I am free from the blood of you all! God grant that none of the sermons 
which I have preached in the course of this work, may rise up against you another 
day! God grant that it may not be so! Amen.378

Now, in his seventies, the Doctor’s health continued to decline. Nevertheless, 

he continued to preach and had hoped to finish Luke 1, especially the Song of Zacharias 

and Song of Simeon, but the Lord of all had other plans in mind, for Gill preached his 

final sermon from Luke 1:78 “By the remission of their sin through the tender mercy of 

God.” Despite his increased weakness, diminished appetite, and agonizing pain at the 

time, his first biographer commented that he “always appeared calm, serene, and cheerful. 

His faith was steady, and his hope firm, to the last.”379 In fact, when a relative inquired 

about him, the dying servant of God replied, 

I depend wholly and alone upon the free sovereign, eternal, and unchangeable and 
everlasting love of God; the firm and everlasting covenant of grace, and my interest 
in the persons of the Trinity; for my whole salvation: and not upon any 
righteousness of my own, nor any thing in me, or done by me under the influences of 
the holy [sic] Spirit; nor upon any services of mine, which I have been assisted to 
perform for the good of the church, but my interest in the persons of the Trinity. . . . 
These are no new things with me; but what I have been long acquainted with; what I 
can live and die by. And this you may tell to any of my friends. I apprehend I shall 
not be long here.”380 

A little before his death the Doctor recorded some dying thoughts based on 
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Stockdale, 1797), 70. Martin heard Whitefield and others preach, but none pleased him as much as Gill. 
Among his reasons were that Gill’s “discourses were more evangelical, better studied, and argued, and, I 
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and Writings of the Rev John Martin, 44.

379Summary of Life, Writings, and Character of John Gill, xxxii.

380Summary of Life, Writings, and Character of John Gill, xxxii.



Matthew 24:4. In these unfinished thoughts, the Doctor considered what it means to be 

prepared for death and eternity. He described death for the believer as “going to their 

father’s and Christ’s father’s house, where there are many mansions provided, and where 

they shall enjoy the kingdom it is their father’s good pleasure to give, and where they 

shall have his presence for evermore.”381 He then added the chief reason for saints to look 

forward to death: “It is in order to be with Christ, which is infinitely preferable to being 

in this world, and where they shall be for ever with him and behold his glory.”382 

On October 14, 1771, Gill departed to his Father’s house to dwell with Christ. 

The last words this bold defender of the ever blessed Trinity uttered were “O my Father, 

my Father.”383 
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383Summary of Life, Writings, and Character of John Gill, xxxiii.



CHAPTER 3

THE TRINITARIAN CRISIS OF THE 
LONG  EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

The Trinitarian Crisis: The First Phase (1688–1711)

At the beginning of his reign as King of England, William III coveted unity 

among his Protestant subjects. Although he pursued unity among his subjects, and 

accomplished some measure of it through the Act of Toleration, little did the king realize 

that an anonymous tract published the year before his accession would instigate a major 

doctrinal controversy in England. This controversy would eventually erupt into an 

internecine feud among Protestants over the doctrine of the Trinity. Trinitarians would 

wrangle with trinitarians, while their common adversary exploited their fissure and 

ridiculed both.1 When the controversy blazed so intensely that it threatened the peace of 

the Anglican Church and purity of the Christian faith, William directed his archbishops 

and bishops to enjoin all clergy to comply with the trinitarian doctrine enshrined in the 

creeds and Thirty-Nine Articles, to eschew using any new terms in explaining this 

mystery of the Christian faith, and to maintain civility in all public discourse.2 Two years 

later, in order to secure peace and curb the trinitarian crisis, William approved the 

Blasphemy Act (1697), which punished anyone who had professed Christianity but later 
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2William III, Directions to Our Arch-Bishops and Bishops, for the Preserving of Unity in the 
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espoused polytheism or denied the Trinity.3 As a result of the resurgence of Unitarianism, 

which was sparked by the seemingly innocuous and anonymous publication of the Brief 

History of the Unitarians, a work that revived the teachings of John Biddle (1615–62), 

the Father of English Unitarianism, the last decade of the seventeenth century inaugurated 

a trinitarian crisis.4 This chapter will now examine two phases of the trinitarian crisis, 

leading up to the time when Gill commenced his series of lectures on the Trinity.

Stephen Nye: The Unitarian Apologist
for the Doctrine of God

After Biddle died in 1662 and the Clarendon Code had begun to squelch 

Dissenters, Socinianism in England, for the most part, was quiescent.5 Although some 

Socinians continued to meet, correspond, and preach,6 they did not inflame the Socinian 

controversy ignited through the writings of Biddle,7 especially concerning the deity of 

Christ and the Spirit. Consequently, the controversy engendered little response from 
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The Apostolical and True Opinion Concerning the Holy Trinity, Revived and Asserted: Partly by Twelve 
Arguments Levyed Against the Traditional and False Opinion About the Godhead of the Holy Spirit: Partly 
by a Confession of Faith Touching the Three Persons. (London, 1653); John Biddle, A Twofold Catechism: 
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trinitarians over the next twenty-five years.8 But things changed the year before the 

accession of William III, when Stephen Nye (1648–1719), Rector of Little Hormead in 

Hertfordshire, with the financial support of Thomas Firmin (1632–97),9 published A Brief 

History of the Unitarians, Called Also Socinians.10 Shortly afterwards, the Brief History 

became a “celebrated book”11 that was distributed freely in 1689;12 two years later, Nye 

published a second edition of the Brief History.13  

The title of the Brief History belies its true content. It is not a history of the 

Unitarian sect, but a thoughtful apology of the Unitarian’s doctrine of God. Composed of 

four letters addressed to a friend, who is probably Firmin,14 Nye asserted that Unitarians 

believe that the God of the Bible is “only one Person, not three,” and that one person who 

is God Almighty is the Father alone and not any other person.15 For this reason, he 

continued, they reject the full deity of the Son and deny the full divinity of the Spirit. For 
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Written to a Friend,  (n.p., 1687). According to McLachlan, this was the first time the term Unitarian had 
been used in a title of a work. H. John McLachlan, Socinianism in Seventeenth Century England, 320–21.

11Charles Leslie, The Socinian Controversy Discuss’d: Wherein the Chief of the Socinian 
Tracts (Publish’d of Late Years Here) Are Consider’d (London: G. Strahan, 1708), xxxvii.

12Leslie, Socinian Controversy, xxxvii.

13Stephen Nye, A Brief History of the Unitarians, Called Also Socinians: In Four Letters 
Written to a Friend, 2nd ed. (n.p., 1691).

14E. M. Wilbur, A History of Unitarianism (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1945–
52), 2:219.

15Nye, Brief History of the Unitarians, 3–4.



them, the Son is a creature of God, a messenger, prophet, Son, but not God, and the Spirit 

is the “power and inspiration of God” but not God.16 

In the first letter, Nye presented eleven reasons to reject the full deity of the 

Son and then five reasons to repudiate the full divinity of the Spirit. During his 

examination and refutation of the deity of the Son and the Spirit, Nye responded to 

several of the commonly cited biblical texts that trinitarians used to support their doctrine. 

He concluded his first letter by rejecting the plurality in unity of the divine essence, 

declaring that to believe in the Trinity is “absurd, and contrary both to reason and to it 

self, and therefore not only false, but impossible” (emphasis original).17 In the second 

letter, Nye examined several Old Testament passages supporting the trinitarian doctrine, 

and then considered the Gospels and the book of Acts in the third letter. Nye concluded 

his work by examining the epistles and the book of Revelation.

From the publication of the Brief History until the end of the seventeenth 

century, Nye demonstrated his apologetic zeal to defend the Unitarian’s doctrine of God 

by his numerous publications. He published several tracts arguing for the Unitarian’s 

position,18 answered his opponents rejoinders,19 republished several of Biddle’s works,20 
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18Stephen Nye, The Trinitarian Scheme of Religion, Concerning Almighty God and Mankind: 
Considered Both Before and After the (Pretended) Fall: With Notes Thereoupon, Which Notes Contain 
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19Stephen Nye, Some Thoughts Upon Dr. Sherlock’s Vindication of the Doctrine of the Holy 
Trinity: In a Letter, 2nd ed. (London, 1691); Stephen Nye, A Letter of Resolution Concerning the Doctrines 
of the Trinity and the Incarnation (London, 1691); Stephen Nye, Observations on the Four Letters of Dr. 
John Wallis Concerning the Trinity and the Creed of Athanasius (London, 1691); Stephen Nye, An 
Accurate Examination of the Principal Texts Usually Alledged for the Divinity of Our Saviour: And for the 
Satisfaction by Him Made to the Justice of God, for the Sins of Men: Occasioned by a Book of Mr. L. 
Milbourn, Called Mysteries (in Religion) Vindicated (London, 1692); Stephen Nye, Considerations on the 
Explications of the Doctrine of the Trinity: By Dr. Wallis, Dr. Sherlock, Dr. S---Th, Dr. Cudworth, and Mr. 
Hooker, in Considerations on the Explications of the Doctrine of the Trinity (London, 1693); Stephen Nye, 
Considerations on the Explications of the Doctrine of the Trinity: Occasioned by Four Sermons Preached 
by His Grace the Lord Arch-Bishop of Canterbury: A Sermon Preached by the Lord-Bishop of Worchester: 
A Discourse by the Lord-Bishop of Salisbury (London, 1694); Stephen Nye, The Exceptions of Mr. 



and authored a biography of Firmin.21 Notwithstanding his many published works, which 

buttressed his status as champion of Unitarianism, it was Nye’s Brief History that ignited 

the first phase of the trinitarian crisis and established him as a Unitarian apologist.

Arthur Bury: The Simple Gospel 
of the Lord Jesus and His Apostles

Meanwhile, as Nye was championing a Unitarian view of God and imbuing the 

atmosphere with Socinianism, Arthur Bury (1624–1714) anonymously published The 

Naked Gospel, arguing for a return to the simplicity of the gospel that the Lord Jesus 

Christ and his apostles preached. This simple gospel consisted of no more than two 

fundamental doctrines: repentance and faith, which can even be narrowed to one—faith.22 

Although he contended that one must believe in Christ in order to receive the promise of 

eternal life, Bury also maintained that one can reject creedal formulation concerning the 

person of Christ and still enter into the kingdom of heaven.23 He explained that as long as 
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Edwards in His Causes of Atheism Against the Reasonableness of Christianity, as Deliver’d in the 
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(London, 1691); John Biddle, A Confession of Faith Touching the Holy Trinity, According to the Scripture 
(London, 1691).

21Stephen Nye, The Life of Mr. Thomas Firmin, Late Citizen of London (London: A. Baldwin, 
1698); Stephen Nye, An Account of Mr. Firmin’s Religion, and of the Present State of the Unitarian 
Controversy (London, 1698).

22Arthur Bury, The Naked Gospel: Discovering I. What Was the Gospel Which Our Lord and 
His Apostles Preached, II. What Additions and Alterations Latter Ages Have Made in It, III. What 
Advantages and Damages Have Thereupon Ensued (London, 1690), 7.

23Bury, Naked Gospel, 30.



an individual believes Christ will bring him to heaven, though he be wrong about the 

person of Christ, that individual will still “certainly attain eternal life.”24 Bury blamed the 

teachers in the early church for corrupting the simple gospel by their inquiry into and 

disputation over the person of Christ and for imposing their creedal formulation upon all 

disciples and thus hindered the prosperity and advancement of Christianity.25 

Furthermore, he ridiculed the historical events surrounding the early councils’ 

understanding of the divinity of Christ, mockingly stating that this fundamental doctrine 

was “from first to last advanced by gross partiality of the most guilty kind, and at last 

imposed by a Novice Emperour, upon implicit faith in two bishops.”26 Despite the central 

message of the Naked Gospel to return to the simplicity of the gospel so that Christianity 

may prosper, Bury’s attack on the early church’s councils, particularly Nicea, and the 

creeds, his rejection of the Trinity, and denial of the Lord Jesus Christ as fully God was 

perceived to propagate Socinianism and thus provoked a response. 

On August 19, 1690, the Convocation of the University of Oxford assembled,   

and condemned The Naked Gospel and also decreed that the book should be burnt for its 

“impious and heretical propositions.”27 In the same year after the decree of Oxford, an 
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anonymous author published An Historical Vindication of the Naked Gospel: 

Recommended to the University of Oxford in which the Naked Gospel was defended.28 

The anonymous author blamed the corruptions of the original gospel on the ceremonies 

and philosophy of the Pagans and credited Plato as the originator of the Trinity under the 

three principles of Being, Reason, and Spirit.29 

Bury, stung by his censure, published a second edition, in which he confessed 

that he would have been more circumspect in his previous edition, if he had known what 

he privately circulated would have been publicly disseminated.30 In the second edition, 

Bury mentioned that he had expunged or modified comments that depreciated the 

doctrines of the Trinity and the Incarnation, though he insisted he would not alter the 

most objectionable matter found in his conclusion concerning charity.31 Further, he 

confessed that he did not knowingly reject any of the Anglican Church’s Articles, and if 

he did reject any articles unknowingly, he assured his readers that he would recant such 

statements.32 Disturbed by the first and unconvinced by the second edition of Bury’s 

Naked Gospel, Thomas Long (1621–1707) wrote against the Naked Gospel, pronouncing 

the book to be not a “Scandalum Magnatum . . . but a crime Laesae Majestatis, an overt 

attempt to overthrow the Crown and Kingdom of our Blessed Saviour.”33 Long warned 

his readers that the Naked Gospel condemned subscription to creeds, mocked the Council 

  

 88 

———————————
28[Jean Le Clerc?], An Historical Vindication of The Naked Gospel: Recommended to the 
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30Arthur Bury, Naked Gospel, 2nd ed. (London: Nathanael Ranew, 1691), To the reader, ii.

31Bury, Naked Gospel, To the Reader, iii-vi.

32Bury, Naked Gospel, To the Reader, vii.
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of Nicea and ridiculed the Athanasian Creed, and promoted the doctrines of Socinianism, 

not by open declaration but through crafty insinuations.34 Unaware of Long’s response at 

the time of writing and zealous for the honor of Jesus Christ, William Nicolls (1655–

1727) published An Answer to an Heretical Book Called the Naked Gospel, refuting the 

notion that the doctrine of the Trinity has hindered the progress of Christianity while 

aiding Islam.35 He repudiated the suggestion that the doctrine of the Trinity is contrary to 

the simplicity of the gospel and argued that belief in the Trinity does not require an 

unlearned person to comprehend all of the intricacies in dispute.36 

William Sherlock: Three Infinite Minds
United by Mutual Consciousness
in One Divine Essence

Provoked by the reading of The Brief History of the Unitarians as well as The 

Brief Notes on the Athanasian Creed and zealous to defend the honor of Christ, William 

Sherlock (1641?–1707), Dean of St. Paul’s Cathedral, countered Nye’s argument by 

publishing A Vindication of the Doctrine of the Holy and Ever Blessed Trinity and the 

Incarnation of the Son of God.37 Sherlock undertook to vindicate the “Great and 
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37William Sherlock, A Vindication of the Doctrine of the Holy and Ever Blessed Trinity and 
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Fundamental Mysteries” of Christianity—the doctrines of the Trinity and the 

Incarnation—from the “pretended absurdities and contradictions” of atheists and heretics 

so that anyone could conceive of these truths as “possible and intelligible.”38 Assured that 

he had established the doctrines of the Trinity and the Incarnation as not being contrary to 

reason, he then endeavored to demonstrate that these two doctrines are the teaching of the 

Scriptures, testimony of the early church, and defensible from the Socinian apologist.39 

After expounding the nature of a contradiction, Sherlock briefly analyzed and defended 

the content of the Athanasian Creed concerning the Trinity in Unity and the Incarnation, 

and then vindicated the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity. Following his examination of the 

early Church Fathers and the Scholastics, Sherlock refuted the major arguments presented 

in the Brief History. While refuting the major arguments in the Brief History, the dean 

focused on the first letter’s arguments against the full deity of the Son and full divinity of 

the Holy Spirit.

Although Sherlock emphasized throughout his work the unity of the divine 

essence,40 stated each person is equal with respect to their nature while maintaining  

subordination in relation to order,41 his explanation that the three persons are united in 

one undivided essence by mutual consciousness42 and his suggestion that the three 

persons are three infinite minds43 or three infinite beings44 provoked sharp criticism from 
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Made Against This Doctrine (London: Richard Baldwin, 1690). Nye thought that Marlow was responding 
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Creed: And Observations on the Learned Vindication of the Trinity by Dr. William Sherlock (London, 
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38Sherlock, Vindication of the Trinity, Preface, i.

39Sherlock, Vindication of the Trinity, Preface, i-ii.

40Sherlock, Vindication of the Trinity, 13, 14, 46–47, 68.

41Sherlock, Vindication of the Trinity, 18.

42Sherlock, Vindication of the Trinity, 57–58, 67–68, 83, 87, 136.

43 Sherlock, Vindication of the Trinity, 50–51, 66–67, 73, 75, 84.



trinitarians and anti-trinitarians.45  

In Sherlock’s reasoning, finite created spirits have self-consciousness. By self-

consciousness, he meant finite creatures were aware of their own thoughts and passions, 

but not those of any other spirit. If, however, it was possible that three created spirits were 

aware of their own and the others self-consciousness, then Sherlock believed that they 

would be numerically one. For Sherlock, it is this self-consciousness that unites a spirit.46 

In an effort to explain how three persons can be numerically one essence, Sherlock 

conjectured that if we can assume there are “Three Infinite Minds and Persons, thus 

conscious of whatever is in each other, as they are of themselves, they can be but One 

numerical God.”47 He then proceeded to support his conjecture by asserting that the 

Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are “Three Infinite Minds, really distinct from each other.”48 

These “Three Infinite Minds or Persons,” according to Sherlock, “are One God.” Aware 

that some would consider his notion of mutual consciousness as novel, Sherlock 

contended that the substance of mutual consciousness can be found in the Ancient 

Fathers, especially in Augustine. While the Fathers did not use the exact same 

terminology, yet he claimed they meant the same thing by περιχώρησις.49 Despite his best 

explanations and reasoning, Sherlock roused controversy with his novel concept of 
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consciousness, a concept that would eventually lead to the rupture of the “fragile unity of 

the trinitarian party.”50

One of the first works to reply to Sherlock was an anonymous work entitled, A 

Vindication of the Unitarians, Against a Late Reverend Author on the Trinity.51  H. John 

McLachlan has attributed this work to William Freke (1662–1744).52 Freke, an Arian, 

considered both Arians and Socinians to be united in a common battle for the truth of the 

doctrine of God. After rebuking Sherlock for his boastful attitude and uncharitable 

speech, Freke set out the teaching of the trinitarians and Arians and then stated three 

principles and made two observations.53 He then disputed with Sherlock using reason, 

Scripture, and tradition, contending that the latter’s arguments are unconvincing or 

fallacious.

Nye controverted Sherlock’s Vindication of the Trinity with several writings 

over the next few years.  Initially, Nye appended an answer to Sherlock in the Brief 

Notes54 and followed this response with a more lengthy treatment in Some Thoughts 

Upon Dr. Sherlock's Vindication of the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity.55 In the latter work, 

Nye asserted that the Dean relied too much on philosophy and too little on Scripture. He 

disagreed with Sherlock over the interpretation of John 10:30, 38, a key text used by 
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52H. McLachlan, The Story of a Nonconformist Library (Manchester: University Press, 
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Sherlock to demonstrate the essential unity of the Father and the Son. Nye insisted that 

Jesus did not mean to convey an essential unity of nature with the Father, when he said, “I 

and the Father are one,” but a “moral and relative unity.”56 Convinced that when 

Scripture called Jesus God or Son of God, Nye argued that it meant the Father has 

sanctified him, and that meaning, he believed, was plain and obvious.57 Since Jesus’ 

words in John 10:30, according to Nye, clearly mean that the Father has sanctified the 

Son, he determined that this plain meaning should govern how one should interpret all the 

other Scripture passages that designate Christ as God or Son of God. “Therefore, I would 

have the author to know that since this passage [i.e. John 10:30–38] contains in a most 

clear and exact way, the true foundation upon which is grounded the title of Son of God, 

which Christ ascribes to himself; I may lawfully make use of it to explain any other 

passage, wherein Christ is stiled God, or Son of God” (emphasis original).58 Furthermore, 

Nye chided Sherlock for using Carthesian philosophy in his discussion of self and mutual 

consciousness.59

Meanwhile, the same year that Nye initially replied to Sherlock’s Vindication 

of the Trinity, an anonymous author issued a detailed and thorough rebuttal to Sherlock 

entitled A Defence of the Brief History of the Unitarians, Against Dr. Sherlock’s Answer 

in His Vindication of the Holy Trinity.60 The anonymous author argued that he cannot 

believe the doctrine of the Trinity because it contradicts reason, disagrees with Scripture, 

and dissents with tradition.61 He replied to all eleven of Sherlock’s responses to the Brief 
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58Nye, Some Thoughts Upon Dr. Sherlock’s Vindication, 6.

59Nye, Some Thoughts Upon Dr. Sherlock’s Vindication, 8.

60[Peter Allix], A Defence of the Brief History of the Unitarians, Against Dr. Sherlock’s 
Answer in His Vindication of the Holy Trinity (London, 1691).

61[Allix], Defence of the Brief History, 4–5.



History’s arguments for the deity of the Son and five arguments for the deity of the Holy 

Spirit. In his arguments against the deity of the Son, the unknown writer devoted 

considerable effort to refute the trinitarian understanding of Colossians 1:15–18 because 

the passage was considered important to the trinitarian’s argument.62 Concluding his 

Defense of the Brief History, the author rebutted four charges against the Socinianism. 

One of the important observations made by the author was the logical outworking of 

Sherlock’s three infinite minds. He reasoned that if Sherlock insisted that the three 

persons are three infinite minds, three infinite beings, then he cannot avoid espousing 

tritheism.63

While other authors opposed Sherlock, one writer identified himself as 

Melancholy Stander-by and who was probably Edward Wetenhall, lamented in 1691 that 

such controversy had taken place over the doctrine of the Trinity. He pleaded for 

forbearance and peace, arguing that the controversy at present was “most unreasonable,” 

“most dangerous,” and “most unseasonable.”64

Robert South: Three Infinite Minds
Necessarily Infers Three Gods

The most trenchant and mordant critique of Dean Sherlock’s Vindication of the 

Trinity appeared in the anonymous publication Animadversions Upon Dr. Sherlock’s 

Book, Entituled A Vindication of the Holy and Ever-Blessed Trinity.65 The author of 
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Animadversions has been recognized to be Robert South (1634–1716), Canon of Christ 

Church Cathedral, Oxford. South railed against the Dean, pilloried his writings, and 

demolished Sherlock’s arguments in his Vindication of the Trinity and Apology for 

Writing Against Socinians66 so that one writer remarked that “the Dean’s hypothesis was 

to be dissected, and the operator [South] did not spare the knife.”67 

South assailed Sherlock’s work, not merely because he wanted to defend the 

Trinity, but there was something more—personal animus. Sherlock and South had 

communicated in at least six letters regarding the lawfulness of taking oaths.68 Originally, 

Sherlock had communicated to South that he would not take the oath of allegiance to 

William and Mary, but then he changed his mind and took the oath.69 Despite Sherlock’s 

effort to persuade South, the latter abjured his oath to William and Mary.  Consequently, 

South felt betrayed when Sherlock took the oath and capitalized upon the opportunity to 

repay his friend with unsparing rancor.70

In the preface to Animadversions, South accused Sherlock of betrayal for his 

two books: A Discourse Concerning the Knowledge of Jesus Christ (1674) and 

Vindication of the Trinity.71 South said that he had felt compelled to reply after three 
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years of silence by the Church of England.72 He charged Sherlock with teaching a novel 

idea of three infinite minds that by necessary inference espoused three Gods.73 He was 

incensed that Sherlock would assert that to teach any other notion than three infinite 

minds is heretical and nonsense.74 Convinced that if Sherlock had advanced his notion of 

three persons are three infinite minds by mutual consciousness in the early church, South 

believed that Sherlock’s writings would have been condemned.75 Therefore, South 

declared that his purpose in writing was to show that the doctrine of the Trinity 

propounded by Sherlock was a theological novelty in the Church of England.76

At the heart of the controversy between the two divines within the Church of 

England was whether self consciousness is the “formal reason of personality” and 

whether mutual consciousness unites the three persons in one essence. Prior to the 

examination of the central issue between the two, South defined his key terms: being, 

substance, mode of being, essence, existence, nature, form, subsistence, and personality.77 

He then accused Sherlock of laying aside established terms about the divine nature and 

persons, such as essence, substance, subsistence, nature, because they allegedly produced 

wrong ideas in the minds of persons.78 Therefore, Sherlock advocated that the traditional 

trinitarian vocabulary should be replaced with more suitable terms. South, however, 

disagreed with Sherlock’s alternative vocabulary (truth, wisdom, goodness, and power), 
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76Sherlock, Apology for Writing Against Socinians, xix.
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arguing that such words present no less challenge than the established terms.79 In fact, 

South contended that the established terms better express and explain deity than 

Sherlock’s alternatives.80 South concluded the chapter by presenting other reasons that 

produced difficulties in conceiving of the deity and divine persons: (1) the spirituality of 

the divine nature, (2) infinity of the divine nature, and (3) uniqueness of any example to 

the Trinity in Unity.81 

Moreover, South rejected Sherlock’s notion that self-consciousness is what 

constitutes a person in finite persons. He argued that since self-consciousness must 

presuppose personality, the former cannot be the reason for the latter.82 Further, if self-

consciousness is the “formal reason of personality,” and the human nature of Christ is 

aware of its own thoughts, reasoning, and affection, then it follows that the human nature 

of Christ is a person, but that is not true.83 For if that is true, then both the human nature 

of Christ and divine nature had distinct self-consciousnesses, which leads to the idea of 

there being two persons, which is the error of Nestorius. The human nature of Christ is 

not a person. There is only one person in Christ not two. Therefore, self-consciousness 

cannot be the formal reason of personality. South also remarked that Sherlock’s borrowed 

his notion of self-consciousness from Decartes.84 

South refuted the idea that self-consciousness is the “formal reason of 

personality” in the three divine persons85 and denied that mutual consciousness is what 
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unites the three persons in one essence.86 South considered omniscience as a more 

suitable explanation than mutual consciousness for the intimate, comprehensive, infinite 

knowledge of each divine person to himself and the others. “Every Person in the Trinity, 

by one and the same act of omniscience, knows all the internal acts, motions, and 

relations proper both to himself and to the other two persons besides.”87

Further, South denied the assertion that the three persons of the Godhead are 

equivalent to “Three distinct Infinite Minds or Three distinct Infinite Spirits.”88 

Therefore, he accused Sherlock of espousing by inference tritheism, though the former 

believed the latter did it out of ignorance.89 South argued that “three distinct infinite 

minds” are “three distinct infinite absolute beings, natures, or substances,” which is 

“three Gods.”90 South denied that the notion of self-consciousness can be found in the 

writings of the Fathers and medieval theologians and then expounded the doctrine of the 

Trinity that had been received in the councils, creeds, Fathers, medieval theologians, and 

others.

In a private letter to a friend, Gilbert Burnet remarked that he hoped Sherlock 

would not reply to South, fearing that Sherlock would provoke a “bloody warre . . . to the 

no small diversion of the profane and of the Socinians.”91 Sherlock, however, did reply to 

South by publishing A Defence of Dr. Sherlock's Notion of a Trinity in Unity92 and in the 
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postscript also replied to the Dissenting Minister John Howe’s A Calm and Sober 

Enquiry Concerning the Possibility of a Trinity in the Godhead.93 South then responded 

to Sherlock’s Defence of Dr. Sherlock's Notion of a Trinity in Unity by charging him with 

Tritheism in his work, Tritheism Charged Upon Dr. Sherlock’s New Notion of the Trinity 

and the Charge Made Good.94

John Wallis: The Possibility of “Three 
Somewhats” being One God

Two years before South pilloried Sherlock in print, and eight days before the 

University of Oxford prepared to convene and burn the Naked Gospel, John Wallis 

(1616–1703), Professor of Geometry at Oxford and former non-voting scribe at the 

Westminster Assembly,95 wrote the first of his eight letters, arguing for the possibility 

that three persons may be one, three in one regard and one in another.96 In the Brief 

History, Nye had protested the possibility that three persons may be one God because he 

believed it was inconsistent, impossible, and illogical.97 Perceiving that Nye’s protest was 
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the “Socinians [sic] great objection” to the doctrine of the Trinity,98 Wallis argued one 

main point throughout his letters: that it is not contradictory or inconsistent to natural 

reason to affirm that “three Somewhats (which we call Persons) may be One God.”99 

To support his point that something may be three in one regard and one in 

another and therefore it is reasonable to affirm three persons and one God, Wallis 

considered analogies from the material and immaterial realm. From the material realm, he 

used the analogy of a cube. He pointed out that the cube has dimensions of length, 

breadth, and height.100 Each dimension, he remarked, is distinct from one other, and yet 

they are united as one cube.101 He then theorized that if each of the three dimensions of 

the cube were infinite, remaining distinct from each other, there would still be one cube, 

though it be infinite.102 He reminded his reader that infinite dimensions of a cube must be 

equal to one another, for otherwise there would be no cube, and that there can be no more 

or less than three dimensions, if it were to be a cube.103 Therefore, Wallis reasoned from 

his analogy of a cube that it is possible for something in the material realm to be three in 

one respect and one in another. Furthermore, from the immaterial realm, he considered 

the analogy of a spiritual being, for example, a human soul with knowledge and power to 

act. He explained that while being, knowledge, and action are distinct, they still exist in 
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one and the same human soul.104 Notwithstanding the use of various analogies to support 

his claim that three may be one, Wallis did acknowledge that no analogy was sufficient to 

express the distinction of persons and unity of essence.105 Nevertheless, Wallis’s letters 

provoked responses, especially concerning his cube analogy.

The first to reply to Wallis and detect some problems with his cube analogy 

was a person identified as W.J., a person generally supportive of the professor’s first let-

ter. W.J. observed that while each person of the Godhead is called God, the same is not 

true of each dimension of the cube, for each dimension of a cube is not called a cube and, 

therefore, he noted there is a significant problem with the comparison.106 This was fol-

lowed with a response from Nye in Doctor Wallis’s Letter Touching the Doctrine of the 

Blessed Trinity.107 After expressing disappointment that Wallis blackened the eye of 

Socinians by suggesting that they rejected the plain meaning of Scripture in order to exalt 

reason, Nye remarked that his opponent mentioned only two texts and then lampooned 

Wallis’s cube analogy.108 An anonymous author, who is probably William Freke,109 then 

answered the first three letters, asserting that the tri-personality of God is a denial of the 
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first commandment.110 Freke also rejected the various analogies, especially the cube anal-

ogy and represented Wallis as a tritheist.111 Both Freke and Nye then replied to Wallis’s 

fourth letter. The former accused Wallis of sophistry and artifice.112 The latter, after con-

ceding Wallis’s main point of the possibility that three may be one, evaluated the cube 

analogy, ridiculed it, and suggested that Wallis was a Sabellian or Socinian.113 

Edward Stillingfleet: Plea for Unity 
Among the Trinitarian Party 

By 1695, the trinitarian crisis reached its nadir. Sherlock and South had 

brawled in print against one another. Nye had pitted Sherlock, South, and Wallis against 

one another and then called Sherlock a tritheist, South a Socinian, and Wallis a 

Sabellian.114 Firmin had broadcasted anti-trinitarianism throughout the land by publishing 

a few collections of tracts.115 With temerity, Freke sent his anti-trinitarian tract, A 

Dialogue by Way of Question and Answer Concerning the Deity, to both houses of 

Parliament, which aroused an uproar that led to the burning of Freke’s work.116 To 
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preserve peace and unity in the Church of England, William III directed the archbishops 

and bishops to curb the schism among the clergy.117 Among the bishops that received 

directives from the king was the learned Edward Stillingfleet (1635–99), Bishop of 

Worcester.118 Almost two years after he received directions from the king, Stillingfleet 

felt compelled to publish a work entitled, A Discourse in Vindication of the Doctrine of 

the Trinity, in which he not only defended the orthodox doctrine of Trinity, but he also 

entreated the trinitarian party to unite.  

While Stillingfleet expressed three primary purposes for publishing his 

Discourse in Vindication of the Doctrine of the Trinity, he stated that the main purpose of 

his preface was to unite the trinitarian party.119 To persuade trinitarians to unite, 

Stillingfleet argued that they all agreed in the substance of the doctrine. First, he declared 

that they all affirmed there are three distinct persons who are one God.120 Second, they all 

agreed this one God is undivided in his essence.121 Third, they all accepted that the divine 

essence is “communicated from the Father to the Son, and from both to the holy Spirit” 

so that they cannot be accused of Sabellianism.122 Since trinitarians all agreed on these 
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three points, Stillingfleet exhorted the trinitarians not only to refrain from introducing 

novel terms but also to adhere to theological words accepted by the universal church and 

expressed in the creeds.123 Further, because all trinitarians agreed how the three persons 

are united in one divine nature is incomprehensible, he admonished all persons to relent 

from disputes of things above reason and instead defend what is clearly revealed in 

Scripture.124

Whereas Stillingfleet’s main purpose in his preface was to unite the trinitarian 

party, he thought it also necessary to blow the trumpet and warn of the dangerous 

consequences of John Locke’s (1632–1704) “way of ideas.”125 Although Locke did not 

intend his notion of ideas to be applied to theology as John Toland had done in 

Christianity Not Mysterious, Stillingfleet believed that Locke’s ideas subverted the 

doctrine of the Trinity. He explained that Locke insisted that the foundation of all 

knowledge that people possess is from “simple ideas” received by sensation or 

reflection.126 Therefore, on this foundation of knowledge, Stillingfleet reasoned that it is 

impossible to have a notion of any substance, even a spiritual substance, since it cannot 

be received by sensation or reflection. Due to the intellectual stature of Stillingfleet, 

Locke replied with a 227-page letter in January 1697, to which Stillingfleet replied in 

April of the same year.127 Locke then followed up with another letter, which Stillingfleet 
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answered and shortly thereafter the bishop of Worcester exited from the dispute.128 Locke 

replied once more with a 452-page letter.129 

Towards the end of the last decade in the seventeenth century and throughout 

the first decade of the eighteenth century, the trinitarian controversy in many ways 

abated.130 While it cannot be denied that the presses continued to publish trinitarian and 

non-trinitarian tracts, the controversy, however, did not intensify. Several factors 

contributed to the abatement of the controversy. First, the death of Firmin on December 

20, 1697, was a significant loss to the Socinian party, for as Gilbert Burnet commented, 

“Firmin’s death put a stop to the printing and spreading of Socinian books.”131 

Consequently, with no financial support from Firmin, Nye significantly reduced his 

publications. During the first ten years of the controversy, Nye published ten works, but 

after the death of Firmin, he published less than five over the next ten years.132 Nye even 

counseled Unitarians to cease their disputing, which may have diminished further anti-
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trinitarian tracts.133 Second, two months after the death of Firmin, the House of Commons 

entreated William III to enact legislation to quash any publications that denied the Trinity 

or any other fundamental tenets of the Christian faith. Third, when Thomas Aikenhead 

(1678?–97) was executed for blasphemy in Scotland, news of such action would have 

probably deterred Socinians from publishing anti-trinitarian literature, especially when 

the Blasphemy Act in England was enacted the following year. 

The first phase of the trinitarian crisis erupted with Nye’s publication of the 

Brief History and was inflamed by the internal division among the trinitarians in the 

Established Church. Nye exploited such divisions, but after the death of Firmin, the 

controversy subsided until Samuel Clarke inaugurated the second phase of the 

controversy.

The Trinitarian Crisis: The Second Phase (1712–1729)

While the first phase of the trinitarian crisis was sparked and fueled 

predominantly by the Socinians Nye and Firmin, the second phase of the trinitarian crisis 

was revived and inflamed primarily by Samuel Clarke (1675–1729), who was branded as 

an “Arian.” Writing in 1712, John Edwards (1637–1716), the English Calvinist divine, 

commented on the renewal of the trinitarian controversy: 

It is now about twenty years since the disputes concerning the Trinity were started 
among us, occasion’d by some Foreign and English Socinians who called 
themselves Unitarians. Several of our Divines opposed the attempts of these Men. . 
. . But now our Elephants are turn’d against our selves: Some of our own Body are 
gone over to the Enemy, and thereby the State of the Religious War is wretchedly 
alter’d. Mr. Whiston and Dr. Clarke, have reviv’d those Heretical Opinions.134

Despite the contribution of William Whiston (1667–1752) to the second phase of the  
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trinitarian controversy, Clarke had much more influence upon the ensuing controversy 

over the next two decades.

Samuel Clarke: New Scheme

Shortly before Clarke published his influential work on the Trinity, Whiston, 

Lucasian Professor of Mathematics at the University of Cambridge, was deposed from his 

chair in 1710 for his Arian views. The following year, Whiston confirmed his Arian 

views by publishing Primitive Christianity Revived.135 Clarke, Rector of St. 

James,Westminster, then published The Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity in 1712, which 

earned him the title of an Arian by his opponents.136 Clarke arranged his Scripture 

Doctrine of the Trinity into three parts. In the first part, he claimed to have evaluated 

every New Testament passage—1,251 passages in all—that addressed the doctrine of the 

Trinity. In the second part, Clarke deduced fifty-five propositions from the 1,251 passages 

and then illustrated these propositions with the writings from the early Church Fathers, 

claiming their support for his new scheme. He concluded the final part of his work by 

examining the Church’s liturgy, in which he claimed support for his view of the Trinity, 

and afterwards addressed some of the principal Scripture passages that appeared to 

contradict his teaching.

Although many opponents branded Clarke’s teaching as Arianism, he denied 

it.137 He remarked that Arianism, as well as tritheism, Sabellianism, and Socinianism, had 
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led “to the great disparagement of Christianity, puzzled the plain and practical doctrine of 

Scripture, with endless speculative disputes.”138 Furthermore, he believed that he denied 

the two fundamental historical tenets of Arius, by condemning those that say the Son was 

“made out of nothing,” and those that maintain “there was a time when the Son was 

not.”139 Since Clarke believed he was not an Arian, what then did he teach that led to 

such charges? Clarke taught that the Father alone is supreme and self-existent.140 He 

denied the Son is self-existent because he “derives his being or essence and all his 

attributes from the Father.”141 Clarke did not expound on the meaning of the Son’s 

derivation from the Father, commenting that the Scriptures are silent, but he did reject 

those that say the Son was “made out of nothing,” and those that affirm the Son is “the 

self-existent substance” (emphasis original).142 Acknowledging the Son is a real person 

that pre-existed with the Father,143 Clarke nevertheless affirmed the Son to be subordinate 

to the Father in essence. 144 While Clarke admitted that Scripture sometimes designates 

the Son as God, he denied that it is due to his metaphysical nature or essence but due to 

his divine power and authority derived from the Father, which is incomprehensible.145 

Similarly, Clarke asserted that the Spirit is not self-existent but “derives his being from 
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the Father (by the Son)”146 and is subordinate to the Father and to the Son.147 He insisted 

that the term God in Scripture is never used to denote more than one person.148 According 

to Clarke, the term God always referred either to the Father or to the Son, but never to 

both. Therefore, it should be no surprise, given Clarke’s view of the Son, that he denied 

the Son received worship in his own person because of his nature as being fully God.149 

He wrote, “Honor is due not to the abstract metaphysical nature, essence, or substance but 

to the Person intelligent, and as having dignity, power, authority, and goodness.”150 He 

commented that the Son received worship after his session at the right hand of the Father 

because of his mediatorial work.151 

In the same year Clarke published his Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, 

rebuttals streamed from the press.152 The number of rebuttals were voluminous and only a 

few therefore will be selected.153 An anonymous author published An Essay Towards an 

Impartial Account of the Holy Trinity and the Deity of our Saviour as Contained in the 

Old Testament, in which he challenged Clarke’s omission of Old Testament texts.154 John 
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Edwards complained in his Some Animadversions on Dr. Clark’s Scripture-Doctrine that 

Clarke misquoted the Fathers, twisted the Scriptures, and mangled human reason.155 

Edwards followed up his initial Animadversions to Clarke with A Supplement to the 

Animadversions and Some Brief Critical Remarks on Dr. Clarke’s Last Papers.156 James 

Knight (1672–1735) involved himself in the controversy by anonymously publishing the 

True Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, the Eucharist, and the Satisfaction Made for Us by 

Our Lord Jesus Christ, a work which Edward Wells (1667–1727) deemed a sufficient 

response to Clarke.157 Despite the several rebuttals, which Clarke judged as from 

“unintelligible writers,” it was Wells that provoked the first response from the rector of 

St. James.158 But the most formidable response to Clarke came from the pen of Daniel 

Waterland, whose response will be examined below. Before Clarke duelled with 

Waterland, however, he had to answer the Lower House of Convocation. 

On June 2, 1714, the Lower House of Convocation of the Church of England 

complained to the Upper House concerning Clarke’s views espoused in his Scripture 

Doctrine of the Trinity. The Lower House asserted that Clarke’s book contained 

propositions that contradicted the doctrine of their church, troubled the mind of 

worshippers, and misrepresented the teachings of the Book of Common Prayer and 

Thirty-nine Articles.159 They implored the Upper House to render judgment in order to 
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prevent further harm and remove their reproach.160 Convinced after reading Clarke’s 

explanation against the charges and satisfied by his promise not to publish or preach on 

the subject, the Upper House acquitted Clarke of any fault.161 The Lower House, 

however, disagreed and declared by resolution that the Bishops had failed to render a just 

verdict.162

Salter’s Hall Debate: Subscription
 or Non-Subscription

Whereas the first phase of the trinitarian crisis primarily vexed the Established 

Church,163 after the publication of Clarke’s Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, Dissenters 

became embroiled in the crisis by dividing over subscription to a trinitarian confession. 

This division over subscription primarily originated because of James Peirce (1674?–

1726), a Presbyterian minister in Exeter. Twelve months after Clarke published his work, 

Peirce had purchased and read the Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity.164 Although he 
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differed with Clarke on some points, Peirce became convinced that he “must depart with 

some beloved opinions.”165 By this he meant that he could not agree that the Trinity in 

Unity was a fundamental article of the Christian faith.166 A few years later, when some 

students at Joseph Hallet’s academy in Exeter began to dispute over the deity of Christ 

and spread their notions,167 and rumor spread that three Presbyterian ministers held  

heterodox views of the divinity of Christ, three friends of Peirce requested at the end of 

May 1717 that he combat these notions by avowing the full deity of Christ.168 The 

following Lord’s Day, Peirce complied with the request. But his preaching provoked only 

angst, when he spoke so rapidly about the unity of the Godhead that no one was able to 

record his words.169 Meanwhile, Pierce aggravated the concerns of the people in Exeter, 

when he and Joseph Hallet (1656–1722) supported the ordination of Hubert Stogdon 

(1692–1728), a student at Hallet’s Academy and a known anti-trinitarian who had altered 

his views on the Trinity after reading Clarke’s Scripture Doctrine.170

In November 1718, Peirce and other ministers were asked to declare their 

views on the Trinity in order to prevent the spreading errors. They were given the option 
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to state their views either “in words of the First Article of the Church of England; or in 

the words of the sixth Answer in the Assemblies Catechism” or in their own words.171  

Peirce objected.172 He then affirmed the subordination of the Son, rejected the first article 

of the Thirty-nine Articles, and denied the sixth answer in the Westminster Shorter 

Catechism.173 

As a result of Peirce’s unwillingness to declare his views on the Trinity, the 

citizens of Exeter solicited advice from some eminent ministers in London. These 

eminent ministers advised that the citizens select some neighboring ministers, who were 

more familiar with their situation, to help resolve their differences.174 Consequently, 

seven neighboring ministers were selected who met and drew up three resolutions for the 

citizens.175 But before the seven neighboring ministers met again and offered their advice 

on February 9, they received communication from London that there was a “plan for 

peace proposed by some considerable gentlemen at London to the Committee of the three 

Denominations.”176 

The ministers from the three denominations—Presbyterians, 

Congregationalists, and Baptists (General and Particular)—met, deliberated, and prepared 

advice for Exeter on February 19 and 24, 1719, and in the latter meeting, the ministers 

divided over whether to include  a subscription in the advice.177 Fifty-seven opposed 

subscription; fifty-three favored it.178 Those who opposed subscription believed that “no 
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human compositions, or interpretations of the doctrine of the Trinity, should be made a 

part of those articles of advices.”179 When some of the non-subscribers complained that 

their opposition to the declaration was interpreted as a denial of the Trinity, those in favor 

of subscription attempted to renew the discussion with the non-subscribers on March 3.180 

The subscribing ministers then thought it best to declare their own convictions regarding 

the Trinity prior to the consideration of and separate from the advice to Exeter.181 

Therefore, the subscribing ministers invited anyone interested in subscribing either to the 

first article of the Church of England or fifth and sixth answers in the Westminster 

Shorter Catechism to proceed upstairs into the gallery and sign the subscription. 

According to Daniel Wilcox, sixty ministers proceeded upstairs while fifty remained 

downstairs.182 In other words, the subscribers now outnumbered the non-subscribers so 

that the initial majority became the minority. Meanwhile, the remaining non-subscribers 

believed their subscribing brothers actions were out of order and therefore adjourned their 

meeting until March 10. At the March 10 meeting, the non-subscribers concluded their 

advice to Exeter and sent their eight recommendations signed by seventy-three ministers 

with a letter dated March 17.183 In this letter, the non-subscribing ministers declared that 
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they “utterly disown the Arian doctrine, and sincerely believe the doctrine of the Blessed 

Trinity, and the proper divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ . . . but are far from condemning 

any who appear to be with us in the Main, tho’ they should chuse not to declare 

themselves in other than Scripture Terms or not in Ours.”184 At the same time, the 

subscribing ministers sent their advice to Exeter with their Declaration of Faith in the 

Trinity, signed by seventy-eight persons.185 Although the subscribing ministers declared 

their faith in their advice, they did not recommend any test or confession of faith for the 

ministers in Exeter.186 Rather, they left the people of Exeter to their own discretion how 

to satisfy themselves regarding the orthodoxy of their ministers.187 

Prior to receiving the advice from London, the committee of thirteen in Exeter 

who managed the financial affairs of the Presbyterian congregations in Exeter requested 

that their ministers state their view concerning the Lord Jesus Christ in either four 

ways.188 Peirce and Hallet refused to comply.189 Therefore, the trustees of the 

Presbyterian meeting houses ejected Peirce and Hallet.190 In response to their ejection, 

Pierce and Hallet met the following Sunday in a private house and preached to an 

estimated 300 people.191
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Even though the seventy-three non-subscribers denied Arianism and affirmed 

their belief in the Trinity, time proved that the subscribers had justified reason to fear. For 

many Presbyterian and General Baptists congregations, non-subscription became the 

broad road to Unitarianism.192 But for the majority of Congregationalists and Particular 

Baptist congregations, subscription became the narrow road to trinitarianism.193

Daniel Waterland: The Son is Either
Created or Uncreated

In the same year the Dissenters divided over a trinitarian subscription at 

Salters’ Hall, Daniel Waterland (1683–1740), an English theologian, published A 

Vindication of Christ’s Divinity, in which he replied to thirty-one ‘Queries’ from John 

Jackson (1686–1763) concerning Clarke’s scheme on the Trinity.194 Although he 

responded formally to Jackson’s Collection of Queries, Waterland maintained in the 

background Clarke’s Scripture Doctrine. Among the thirty-one queries, Waterland 

discerned that the fundamental point at controversy was whether the Son was essentially 

God or a creature.

For Waterland, there was no via media between being essentially God or a 

creature. Either the Son is truly and properly God or he is a creature. Waterland reminded 

Jackson that the Scriptures “every where carefully keep up the distinction between 

Creator and Creature; and never confound both in one.”195 Summing up the main issue 
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between him and Jackson, Waterland stated it to be whether the Son as the Creator and 

Redeemer, “be a Creature, or no.”196 Although Jackson attempted to find a middle 

position between being essentially God or being a creature, Waterland exposed it as 

futile197 and then insisted that Jackson acknowledge the “Son to be of the same undivided 

Substance with the Father; or else declare him a Creature.”198 Further, Waterland rejected 

Jackson’s effort to posit a middle position between the consubstantiality of the Son while 

maintaining that the Son was not a creature. Waterland replied, “Let it be said then 

plainly, and without disguise, that the Son of God is either Consubstantial with God the 

Father, or else a Creature. There is no medium, neither can there be any; consistent with 

Scripture, and with the truth and reason of things.”199

Believing that not only Jackson denied the consubstantiality of the Son but so 

too did Clarke, Waterland argued that Clarke must also acknowledge the Son to be a 

creature. Even though Clarke condemned those who said that the Son was made out of 

nothing, Waterland maintained that Clarke by implication taught the Son was a creature. 

By rejecting that the Son was made out of nothing, Waterland explained that Clarke 

followed some of the ancient Arians who also rejected the charge the Son was a creature 

by the Orthodox. Waterland pointed out that Arians were willing to affirm that the Son 

was “not a creature like other Creatures which are created mediately by the Λο' γος.”200 

Further, Waterland underscored that some Arians rejected the Son was made out of 

nothing,201 and noted that some Arians even condemned those that said there was a time 
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when the Son was not.202 But what united all Arians, according to Waterland, was that 

they disavowed the consubstantiality of the Son. They divided, however, over explicit 

affirmation of the eternity of Son, and dropped or disguised belief in other principles, 

such as there was a time when the Son was not or was made out of nothing.203 Since 

Clarke denied the Son was consubstantial with the Father, Waterland believed Clarke was 

an Arian, despite his disavowal. “In truth and reality, every Man that disowns the 

Consubstantiality, rightly understood, is as much as an Arian, as Euonomius, or Aetius, or 

any of the Antient Arians were; or even as Arius himself, excepting only some few 

particulars, which were not his standing and settled Opinions.”204

In an anonymous publication entitled The Modest Plea,205 Clarke rejected 

Waterland’s query that if the Son was the creator of all things, he must be uncreated and 

therefore cannot be made of nothing. Clarke denied the Son was the creator of all things 

absolutely.206 He contended that the Father alone was the creator of all things; the Son, 

however, was the agent by whom the Father made all things.207 Rejecting the Son was 

made “out of nothing,” Clarke affirmed that the Son was “from the Father’s 

substance.”208 When asked how the Son derived his being “from the Father’s substance,” 

he replied that it cannot be explained, since the Scriptures do not reveal such metaphysics 

of the Son’s substance.209 To Waterland’s claim that there is no middle position between 
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being made out of nothing and being out of something (i.e. out of the Father’s substance), 

Clarke agreed there is no middle position.210 Clarke then distinguished that being made 

out of nothing and being made out of Father’s substance is different from being self-

existent.211 In distinguishing between being made out of nothing (i.e. creature), being 

made from the Father’s substance (the Son) and self-existence (the Father alone), Clarke 

thus claimed a middle position between creator and creature: being made out of the 

Father’s substance.212 For this reason, Clarke claimed that it is “evident, a Person who is 

not a Creature, may yet not be the ‘the One Supreme Being.’”213 Further, Clarke rejected 

Waterland’s contention that he denied the consubstantiality of the Son and thus by 

inference made the Son to be a creature. Clarke answered that the term consubstantiality 

has multiple meanings. He believed that the meaning of consubstantiality intended by the 

Council of Nicea was that the Son derived his being “in some ineffable manner from the 

substance of the Father.”214  

Waterland published a supplement to his Vindication of Christ’s Divinity and 

answered Clarke’s Modest Plea in the preface of his Eight Sermons.215 In the second and 

third sermon, Waterland argued that the Scriptures and the early church taught the Son 

was “strictly and properly efficient cause and creator of all things.”216 By consequence, as 

creator of all things, the Son is truly and properly divine.217 In the preface to his Eight 

  

 119 

———————————
210Clarke, Modest Plea, 24.

211Clarke, Modest Plea, 24.

212Clarke, Modest Plea, 24–25.

213Clarke, Modest Plea, 20.

214Clarke, Modest Plea, 27.

215Daniel Waterland, Eight Sermons Preached at the Cathedral Church of St. Paul, in Defense 
of the Divinity of Our Lord Jesus Christ (Cambridge: Corn Crownfield, 1720).

216Waterland, Eight Sermons, 45.

217Waterland, Eight Sermons, 41–113.



Sermons, Waterland reminded Clarke that there were only three positions in the debate: 

Athanasian, Arian, or Sabellian, and only one of them is true.218 Since Clarke believed the 

Son is a real distinct person and denied the full deity of the Son, Waterland deemed 

Clarke to be an Arian.219 Waterland declared that there are only three ways to view the 

Son: either the Son is (1) man alone, (2) “more than man, yet a precarious dependent 

being,” which is really to say that he is a creature, and thus Arianism, or (3) he is fully 

and truly God, necessarily-existing and uncreated.220  Waterland contended that Clarke 

advocated that Christ is a precarious dependent being. In espousing Christ as a precarious 

dependent being, Waterland insisted that Clarke departed from the early Church Fathers 

who asserted the Son’s “necessary-existence.”221 To Waterland, for Clarke to affirm the 

Son as a precarious dependent being was equivalent to deny the Son’s necessary 

existence, or to affirm the Son of God to be a creature. Waterland charged Clarke with 

failing to answer plainly and clearly whether the Son is infinite or finite or his existence is 

dependent or independent on anyone.222 If Clarke believed in the consubstantiality of the 

Son as taught by pre-Nicene theologians and the Council of Nicea, Waterland requested 

that Clarke plainly acknowledge it and abide by it.223 

Conclusion

Clarke and his supporters continued to exchange writings with Waterland, but 

the death of Clarke in 1729 marked the close of the second phase of the trinitarian crisis.  

Although the second phase of the trinitarian crisis came to an end, the issues raised did 
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not dissipate or disappear but continued to embroil the Established Church and the 

Dissenters. During the same year that Clarke died, John Gill began his lectureship at 

Great Eastcheap and shortly afterwards began his lectures on the Trinity, which 

culminated in his publication of a Treatise on the Trinity (1731). 
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CHAPTER 4

JOHN GILL: PATRISTIC SCHOLAR

Gill as a Patristic Scholar

In his book, Church and State in England in the XVIIIth Century, Norman 

Sykes has asserted that the followers of Samuel Clarke and Richard Watson showed a 

“disdain of patristic theology,” and then Sykes added that the “contempt of theologians 

for patristic studies was typical of the general temper of their age towards the heritage of 

the past.”1 Similarly, in the Introduction to their book, Religious Thought in the 

Eighteenth Century, John Creed and John Smith claimed that “the great theological 

writers of the eighteenth century were not deeply interested in patristic learning, as the 

divines of the seventeenth century had been.”2 L.W. Barnard acknowledged that there was 

some measure of truth in the judgment of Sykes and by implication Creed and Smith, but 

he also highlighted Joseph Bingham (1668–1723),3 John Potter (c. 1674–1747),4 and 

Daniel Waterland (1683–1740) as three exceptions who were “among the most learned 

men of the age and all were eminent in Patristics.”5 Barnard had in view the state of 
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Patristic studies among the Anglican divines, but if he had wanted to add another learned 

man of the eighteenth century whose writings evince vast reading and eminent knowledge 

of the Fathers, he could have mentioned John Gill.

Over the last several decades, scholars have published various works in which 

they have examined the magisterial Reformers, post-Reformed divines, and other 

ministers’ use of the Fathers. Anthony Lane has written an excellent methodological 

treatment and detailed study of John Calvin: Student of the Church Fathers.6 In the work 

Testimonia Patrum, Peter Fraenkel has investigated the function of Patristics in the 

theology of Philip Melanchthon.7 E. P. Meijering has published a work, entitled 

Melanchthon and Patristic Thought, in which he analyzed Melanchthon’s use of the 

Fathers concerning the doctrines of Christ and grace, the Trinity, and the creation.8 

Following Meijering, H. Ashley Hall has published a detailed study of Philip 

Melanchthon and the Cappadocians: A Reception of Greek Patristic Sources in the 

Sixteenth Century.9 Ann-Stephane Schäfer has examined how the Fathers functioned 

among the Puritans in England and, especially, New England.10 Furthermore, several 

authors have written very helpful chapters in The Reception of the Church Fathers in the 

West.11 Arthur Meyers has studied John Wesley as a Patristic scholar and church 
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Philip Melanchthon (Geneva: E. Droz, 1961).

8E. P. Meijering, Melanchthon and Patristic Thought: The Doctrines of Christ and Grace, the 
Trinity and the Creation (Leiden: Brill, 1983).

9H. Ashley Hall, Philip Melanchthon and the Cappadocians: A Reception of Greek Patristic 
Sources in the Sixteenth Century (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2014).

10Ann-Stephane Schäfer, Auctoritas Patrum?: The Reception of the Church Fathers in 
Puritanism, Mainzer Studien Zur Amerikanistik, vol. 58 (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2012).

11Manfred Schulze, “Martin Luther and the Church Fathers,” in The Reception of the Church 
Fathers in the West: From the Carolingians to the Maurists, ed. Irena Backus (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 
1997), 573–626; Irena Backus, “Ulrich Zwingli, Martin Bucer and the Church Fathers,” in The Reception of 



historian.12 Among Baptists, Michael Smith has looked at seventeenth-century Baptist use 

of Patristic writings in his dissertation “The Early English Baptists and the Church 

Fathers.”13  Thus, although scholars have examined various divines’ use of the Fathers, 

no researcher has given detailed attention to Gill’s use of the early Church Fathers.14 

This chapter will argue that Gill should be viewed as a Patristic scholar whose 

Patristic scholarship was used to defend the doctrine of the Trinity. The chapter begins 

with four fundamental theses that will establish the methodological approach for the rest 

of the chapter. Next, Gill’s attitude towards the Fathers is examined, which is then 

followed by a survey of the Fathers in the writings of Gill and a detailed analysis of Gill’s 

use of Gregory Nazianzen and Augustine. The chapter concludes with Gill’s use of the 

Patristic sources in the trinitarian controversy. Some of the questions that will be 

addressed throughout the chapter are as follows: (1) Which Fathers did Gill know? (2) 

Which editions of the Fathers’ works did he possess or have access to? (3) How did he 

use his quotations? (4) Which Fathers were his favorites ? (5) How precisely did he quote 

his sources? (6) What knowledge did Gill have of the Fathers, and how did he use that 

knowledge?  

  

 124 

———————————
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Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 1982).

14Michael Haykin has examined Gill’s use of the Fathers in defense of particular redemption.  
See Michael A. G. Haykin, “We Trust in the Saving Blood,” in From Heaven He Came and Sought Her: 
Definite Atonement in Historical, Biblical, Theological, and Pastoral Perspective, ed. David Gibson and 
Jonathan Gibson (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2013), 57–74.



Fundamental Theses 

Thesis I: Gill’s citations compares remarkably well to our modern 

standards of documentation. Despite living in the eighteenth century, Gill’s citations of 

the Fathers corresponds remarkably well to our present standards of documentation.  

Present standards expect writers to provide “sufficient information either to lead reader’s 

directly to the source consulted or, for materials that may not be readily available, to 

positively identify the sources used, whether these are published or unpublished.”15 

Admittedly, the documentation standards of the eighteenth century were not as high as 

today’s. Nevertheless, Gill’s scholarly standards not only met eighteenth-century criteria, 

but they satisfy, for the most part, modern standards because they provide readers with 

sufficient information to consult sources and validate details, whether a quote, 

paraphrase, or fact. 

First, there is general evidence to demonstrate that Gill carefully documented 

his sources. Throughout his writings, the diligent pastor footnoted a large number of 

sources, which included many Patristic citations. In fact, he recorded over one thousand 

footnotes in the third edition of his Exposition of the Book of Solomon’s Song, over 

twelve hundred in his Body of Doctrinal and Practical Divinity, and over two thousand in 

his Cause of God and Truth. Likewise, his commentaries exhibit a similar thoroughness 

of documented sources. For example, his commentaries on Genesis and Psalms each 

contain almost two thousand footnotes, Isaiah over thirteen hundred, Matthew over 

seventeen hundred, Acts almost fourteen hundred, and Romans almost three hundred 

footnotes. For the sheer volume of footnotes, this is remarkable, even for our modern age. 

If one examined this meticulous theologian’s sermons and treatises and thought that he 

relaxed his standards, one is mistaken. In his printed sermons and treatises, the Baptist 
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theologian is just as scrupulous to document his sources. For instance, in his treatise 

addressing infant baptism entitled, The Argument from Apostolic Tradition, Gill recorded 

almost one hundred footnotes, many of which are from Patristic writings. Similarly, he 

recorded over fifty footnotes in his Discourse on Singing of Psalms as a Part of Divine 

Worship, many of which contained lengthy Greek and Latin quotations. It is true that 

these various footnotes throughout the oeuvre of Gill do not all pertain to Patristic 

sources. It is also true that many of these footnotes include citations from Rabbinic 

writings. Certainly, some of Gill’s works do not contain any footnotes, such as The 

Character and the End of the Wicked Considered and The Plague of a Man’s Heart, What 

It Is, to Whom Discovered. Nevertheless, the overall evidence of voluminous footnotes 

points to a scholar and servant of the Lord who scrupulously documented his sources. 

Even though voluminous in number, one must remember that these footnotes 

are the original toil of Gill. They are not the additions of later editors, as one may find in 

some modern critical editions; they are not the output of modern technology; they are the 

sedulous labor of a servant of God. Besides the general evidence that Gill documented his 

sources, his footnotes provide specific evidence of how remarkably well his references 

correspond to our modern day standards. When Gill quoted, paraphrased, or summarized 

an author, he not only cited his source, but he also provided detailed information to locate 

that source. For example, in a sermon just mentioned above—A Discourse on Singing of 

Psalms as Part of Divine Worship—Gill quoted Clement of Alexandria who had 

mentioned that the Egyptians sang hymns to their gods as part of their worship. In the 

citation of Clement, Gill mentioned the author’s name, title of the work, the chapter 

number, page location, and the particular printed edition.16 Likewise, the student of the 
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Ignatius, Tertullian, Faustinus, see John Gill, The Cause of God and Truth (London: Aaron Ward, 1735–
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Church Fathers provided similar details for a citation of Ignatius in his Body of Doctrinal 

Divinity.17 Whereas Gill did not always state the particular printed edition that he used, he 

did consistently identify the author, title, and page number or chapter number so that one 

was able to locate the original source. For authors who were well known, such as the 

early church historians, Eusebius, Socrates, Sozomen, and Theodoret, Gill simply 

provided the book number and chapter.18 

In reference to sixteenth-century writers, Anthony Lane wisely cautioned his 

readers not to assume that because a sixteenth-century author accurately cited some 

sources, if follows that the author always documented his sources, especially since they 

were under no obligation at that time to do so.19 The caution is considered, but Gill is 

different. First, the profusion of citations throughout Gill’s works militates against the 

idea that he failed to cite his sources. Of course, he may have omitted a reference due to 

human fallibility, but that seems no more likely than a modern writer doing the same. The 

evidence simply points to Gill as a scrupulous and meticulous scholar with his sources. In 

fact, in The Cause of God and Truth, Gill included in his footnotes the page number of 

the first and second editions of his opponent Daniel Whitby’s works, when he was under 

no obligation to do so. Second, this Baptist student of the Fathers presented a table of the 

editions of all the Church Fathers that he cited in his Cause of God and Truth.20 Again, 

there was no need to be so meticulous, but he did it.

Thesis 2: Gill’s editions of the Fathers are available to us. Since Gill’s 

citations correspond remarkably well to our modern standards, we can identify the exact 
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editions that he used. Although one can sift through his footnotes and discern some of the 

Patristic editions which he used,21 thankfully, Gill has assembled in one place a table of 

the Patristic editions he used. In this table, he identified the Patristic author, printed 

edition, and publication year, which can be located at the end of part four of The Cause of 

God and Truth.22 Further, we know that Gill either had access to or owned many, if not, 

all of these editions listed in the table sometime during his life because one year after his 

death, Gill’s executors donated “fifty-two folio volumes of the Fathers” to James 

Manning and the College of Rhode Island.23 Gill’s library at the end of his life included 

works of Ambrose, Clement of Alexandria,24 Cyril, Gregory of Nyssa,25 Gregory 
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Discourses on That Important Subject; Reduced Into the Form of a Treatise (London: Aaron Ward, 
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22Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:446–47.

23Reuben Aldridge Guild, Life, Times, and Correspondence of James Manning, and the Early 
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James Manning to identify Rabbinic, Patristic, and Medieval sources under the rubric of Fathers to John 
Ryland Sr. Surely, the appellation “Fathers” in the eighteenth century would be distinguished from Rabbinic 
and Scholastic works. Second, the Williams Catalog does not distinguish works that are multi-volume from 
single volume. For example, the Catalog lists Gill’s commentaries on the Old and New Testaments as two 
volumes when they were printed in nine folio volumes. Therefore, if one is to count, it should be based on 
the number of volumes. For example, we know that Augustine works were at least 10 volumes; Origen and 
Athanasius works are also multi-volume. Finally, Van Hoesen acknowledged that of the 607 volumes in the 
catalog in 1782, “less than two-thirds” can be specifically traced to the donor’s name. Hoesen, Brown 
University Library, 80. It is possible that some of these unidentified volumes are unsigned gifts of Gill. In 
short, it does seem more persuasive to maintain that the donation of Gill consisted of fifty-two volumes of 
Patristics.

24The edition listed in the catalog of Gill’s books indicate the year 1641, while the Cause of 
God and Truth indicate the year 1631. John Gill, A Catalogue of the Library of the Late Reverend and 
Learned John Gill, D.D. Deceased. Comprehending a Fine Collection of Biblical and Oriental Literature; 
Which Will Be Sold by Auction (London, 1772), 9.



Nazianzen,26 Gregory of Neocaesarea, Justin Martyr, Origen, Optatus, and Eusebius, all 

of which were either in Greek or Latin or both.27 Therefore, we have knowledge of the 

exact editions that Gill used in his writings.

Thesis 3: Gill’s comments indicate that he had read the Fathers.  Gill’s 

statements and citations indicate that he had read the Fathers. In his introductory 

comments to part four of the Cause of God and Truth, the industrious minister removed 

any doubt whether he had read the Fathers or not, when he wrote, 

I have only further to observe, that the testimonies produced in the following work, 
are taken from the writers before Austin. I have made no use of him, nor of Prosper 
and Fulgentius, his two boatswains, as Dr. Whitby very wittily, no doubt, as he 
thought, calls them: nor have I taken any citations upon trust from others; but what 
is here presented to the reader, is the fruit of my own reading, care, and diligence. I 
say not this in an ostentatious way, but that the reader may more safely depend upon 
them. To all which I only add, that I have not attempted an elegant translation of 
these testimonies, but have as much as possible pursued a literal one, lest I should 
be thought to impose my own sense upon an author.28

From the above quotation, two things should be observed. First, Gill confirmed that he 

labored to read the Fathers. It was the fruit of his own “reading, care, and diligence.”29 

Second, he read the Fathers in the original languages, for he indicated that he translated 

passages literally rather than elegantly. That he read the Fathers in the original is 

corroborated by an opponent accusing Gill of “great ignorance in translating” the ancient 

Fathers, which Gill rebutted.30 In addition, the library of Dr. Gill reflects that he owned 
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several classical Greek writers in the original languages, whom he cited generously 

throughout his corpus, implying facility with Greek and thus ability to read the Fathers in 

the original language.31

Moreover, when represented as a “botcher in divinity” and an unlearned man, 

Gill was compelled to acknowledge that among his extensive readings, he had read the 

“Greek and Latin Fathers of the Church.”32 This confession of reading the Fathers was 

published in 1739, which was one year after Gill had published the final part of his Cause 

of God and Truth, in which he examined the early Church Fathers and thus further 

substantiates that he read the Fathers.

Since Patristic anthologies existed from the sixteenth century and some were 

extremely popular, such as Herman Bodius’s Unio Dissidentium, which went through 

forty editions, is it not possible that Gill himself used anthologies?33 It is possible, but it 

seems unlikely that Gill used or relied on Patristic anthologies ultimately, for he stated 

twice that his research was the fruit of his own reading. Furthermore, throughout Gill’s 

writings, there are many insignificant and obscure references, which cannot be ascribed to 

an anthology. For example, he mentioned from Clement of Alexandria a comment 

concerning the different types of ointments34 and from Origen the place where John the 
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To Which is Added, a Postscript, Occasioned by Mr. Henry Heywood’s Introduction to His Translation of 
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16th-Century Patristic Anthologies,” in Auctoritas Patrum: Zur Rezeption der Kirchenväter Im 15. und 16. 
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34John Gill, An Exposition of the Book of Solomon’s Song, Commonly Called Canticles 
(London: Aaron Ward, 1728), 29.



Baptist was baptizing.35 Such references one does not expect to find in an anthology.

Therefore, we can conclude that Gill did not rely upon Patristic anthologies as 

his ultimate sources but read the Fathers himself as attested on two different occasions in 

writing in two different years to two different audiences. Although Gill read the Fathers 

himself in the original language, it does not mean that we know the extent of his reading, 

for that is to be examined in a subsequent section.

Thesis 4: Only actual citations and not allusions or passing references are 

evaluated. The method adopted in this chapter is to examine only actual citations of the 

early Church Fathers in the writings of Gill and not allusions and passing references. 

Allusions and passing references are much more difficult to assess; nor are they 

necessary, when there are abundant actual citations. Here the author is following 

Johannes van Oort’s definition of a citation: “a quotation of, a paraphrase of, or a clear 

reference to a Patristic work, council, or person.”36 This definition precludes any 

allusions or passing references to the Fathers. 

Gill’s Attitude towards the Fathers

Gill expressed a high regard and maintained a respectful attitude towards the 

Fathers. Expressing high regard for the Fathers, he viewed them as “men of great sobriety 

and simplicity, of exemplary lives and conversations, and who suffered much and bravely 

for the sake of the Christian religion.”37 He considered Jerome and Eusebius to be men  

of great learning.38 He commended Athanasius as one who “bore an excellent testimony 

to the deity of Christ against the Arians” and was a “famous champion for the doctrines 
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of the Trinity, the proper Sonship of Christ, and his eternal generation.”39 Gill regarded 

Ambrose as an eminent doctor of the church.40 He called the Bishop of Hippo the “great 

Augustine”41 or “great Austin.”42 

Despite his high regard for the Fathers, Gill neither viewed them as final 

authorities nor overlooked their weaknesses. He made the following observations about 

the authority of the Fathers in relation to Scripture: 

The writings of the best of men, of the most early antiquity, and of the greatest 
learning and piety, cannot be admitted by us as the rule and standard of our faith. 
These, with us, are only the Scriptures of the Old and New Testament: to these we 
appeal, and by these only can we be determined. . . . It is of no great, moment with 
us, what such who lived nearest to the times of the apostles say, unless what they say 
agrees with their words and doctrines.43 

Likewise, preaching at the baptism of several persons, Gill reminded his hearers that the 

Scriptures are the final authority in matters of doctrine and practice. He instructed his 

hearers to have no compulsion to embrace infant baptism, even if many of the early 

Church Fathers practiced it, no more than to receive many of their “absurdities, weak 

reasonings, and silly notions.”44

Furthermore, he noted that the best of the early writers had weaknesses and 

thus deviated from pure doctrine. 

The purest writers of the first ages were not free from considerable mistakes and 
blemishes, and deviations from the word of God, and doctrines of the apostles; 
which having been taken notice of by many learned men, I forbear to repeat. Indeed 
we have scarce any thing remaining of what was written in the first century, and 
very little of what was written in the second. And besides, the writings of these and 
after-times have been so interpolated, and so many spurious pieces have been 
ascribed to the writers of those ages, that it has been difficult to know their true and 
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real sentiments. Since the reformation, learned men have taken much pains to 
separate the spurious and interpolated, from their genuine works.45

 Third, Gill thought the Fathers lagged behind many modern Reformed theologians 

because the latter had the advantage of previous writings and ability of reading the 

original languages of Greek and Hebrew. He wrote, “Without any detraction from their 

real worth and value, they [Fathers] were but children, in comparison of some of our 

European divines, since the reformation.”46  

Survey of the Fathers

Since Gill maintained a respectful but qualified attitude to the Fathers, it will 

be useful to analyze the breath and depth of his use of the Fathers. This section will first 

examine the breath of Gill’s citations by surveying his Patristic references in his works. In 

this survey, a Greek and Latin author from the first four centuries will be selected, noting 

their various works cited in Gill. In the next section, we will analyze in greater detail two 

Fathers: Gregory Nazianzen and Augustine. 

In general, the works of Gill demonstrate a wide and comprehensive reading of 

the Fathers. Anyone that examines Gill’s Cause of God and Truth alone will discover that 

the Baptist pastor cited over forty Patristic authors.47 Similarly, he cited many of the 

ancient Fathers mentioned in the Cause of God and Truth in his Body of Doctrinal and 
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Practical Divinity.48 In his defense of the eternal Sonship of Christ, the Baptist pastor 

cited over twenty Patristic authors.49 

Apostolic Fathers. Clement of Rome (fl. ca. 96)50 was an early Church Father 

who lived in the first century and was thought to have been acquainted with the apostles. 

Indeed, the historian Eusebius suggested that the Clement mentioned in Phil 4:3 was 

Clement of Rome.51 Although some in the early church thought that Clement of Rome 

penned several works including the “Clementine Literature”52 and Second Epistle of 

Clement, scholars believe, however, that the only genuine work of Clement’s to be the 

Epistle to the Corinthians. The Epistle to the Corinthians is considered one of the earliest 

postapostolic extant documents outside of the New Testament and unanimously attributed 

to Clement of Rome.

The Epistle to the Corinthians is cited many times in the works of Gill.53 It is 
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50Dates for early Church Fathers are from Angelo Di Berardino, general editor, Encyclopedia 
of Ancient Christianity (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2014) or F.L. Cross, ed., The Oxford 
Dictionary of the Christian Church, 3rd ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005).

51Eusebius Ecclesiastical History 3.15.

52The Clementine Literature consists of the twenty Homilies, ten books of the Recognitions, 
and two Greek Epitomes.

53Gill affirmed that the edition he used for Clement of Rome was the Oxford 1669 edition in 
his “Discourse on the Eternal Sonship,” which was the same that he stated in his Cause of God and Truth. 
John Gill, Sermons and Tracts (1814–15; repr., Choteau, MT: Old Paths Gospel), 6:181.



most often mentioned in the Cause of God and Truth as evidence of an early Church 

Father whose writings have traces of statements that affirm the Five Points of 

Calvinism.54 Indeed, there are at least twenty-three citations in the Cause of God and 

Truth from the Epistle to the Corinthians and many of these are from different chapters of 

Clement’s Epistle.55 Furthermore, Gill mentioned that Paul had been imprisoned seven 

times in his commentary on Romans 16:7 and cited Clement as his source.56 To the same 

purpose, he cited Clement’s epistle to show that the apostles selected persons to the 

ministry with the “consent or choice of the whole church.”57 Other works of Gill that 

cited the Epistle to the Corinthians included his commentary on Job58 and his treatise 

entitled The Necessity of Good Works unto Salvation Considered.59 Not only did Gill 

frequently cite from Clement’s only genuine work, but he was also aware that some 

works attributed to Clement were deemed spurious, such as the book of Recognitions. He 

wrote, “though the book of Recognitions, ascribed to him, are judged spurious, yet there 
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54Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:17–20, 101–02, 215–16, 307–08, 373.

55Below is a sample of six different chapters Gill cited from Clement’s First Epistle to the 
Corinthians. The original citation can be found in Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:17–18:

Epist. ad Corinth. i. p. 64 (First Epistle to the Corinthians, 27.5; PG 1:268a)
Epist. ad Corinth. i. p. 2 (First Epistle to the Corinthians, 1:1; PG 1:208a)
Epist. ad Corinth. i. p. 104 (First Epistle to the Corinthians 46.4; PG 1:304a)
Epist. ad Corinth. i. p. 112 (First Epistle to the Corinthians 49.5; PG 1:312a)
Epist. ad Corinth. i. p. 6 (First Epistle to the Corinthians 2.4; PG 1:212a)
Epist. ad Corinth. i. p. 88 (First Epistle to the Corinthians 38.3; PG 1:285a). 

All of the above page references were checked with the 1669 Oxford edition of Clement of 
Rome, and they were are all correct.

56Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:586. Gill mentioned Clement in the 
Introduction to his Commentary on Hebrews, but the citation is from Eusebius.

57John Gill, A Body of Practical Divinity; or System of Practical Truths, Deduced from the 
Sacred Scriptures (1770; repr., Paris, AR: Baptist Standard Bearer, 2004), 867. 

58Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 3:425, note t.

59Gill, The Necessity of Good Works Unto Salvation Considered, 22.



is an epistle of his to the Corinthians thought to be genuine.”60 Based on the various 

citations from Clement, especially in the Cause of God and Truth, we may conclude that 

Gill was intimately acquainted with Clement’s epistle. He read the work extensively and 

did not recycle the same references throughout his writings.

Another significant Apostolic Father that Gill cited was Ignatius (d. ca. 110), 

Bishop of Antioch. While journeying to Rome to be martyred for the Faith, Ignatius wrote 

seven epistles: six of them to the churches of Ephesus, Magnesia, Tralles, Philadelphia, 

Smyrna, and Rome, the last one pleading with them not to intervene with the authorities 

to spare his life. He wrote, “All the pleasures of the world, and all the kingdoms of this 

earth, shall profit me nothing. It is better for me to die in behalf of Jesus Christ, than to 

reign over all the ends of the earth.”61 He also wrote one letter to Polycarp, Bishop of 

Smyrna, in which he exhorted him to “bear all things for the sake of God, that He also 

may bear with us. Be ever becoming more zealous than what thou art. Weigh carefully the 

times. Look for Him who is above all time, eternal and invisible, yet who became visible 

for our sakes.”62  

Throughout his corpus, Gill cited from all seven genuine and three spurious 

epistles of Ignatius.63 He mentioned how Ignatius wrote an Epistle to the Ephesians in 

which the early Church Father commended them for their intolerance of heresy and 
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60Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:181. See also John Gill, Antipaedobaptism; Or Infant Baptism 

an Innovation, in Collection of Sermons and Tracts (London: George Keith, 1773), 2:385.

61Ignatius, Epistle to Rome, 6.1 (ANF 1:76).

62Ignatius, Epistle to Polycarp, 3.1–2 (ANF 1:94).

63Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:21–22; Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:269; Gill, 
Sermons and Tracts, 6:182–83; Gill, Body of Practical Divinity, 915; Gill, Exposition of the Old and New 
Testaments, 2:685, note o (1 Kgs 3:7); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 7:200, note y (Matt 
18:2); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:248, note k (Acts 11:26); Gill, Exposition of the 
Old and New Testaments, 9:209, note k (Col 4:9); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:586, 
note m (Rom 16:6); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:687, note w (Rev 1:9).



mentioned Onesimus as their bishop.64 Commenting on 1 Kings 3:7, Gill observed how 

Ignatius in his Epistle to the Magnesians believed Solomon was crowned king at the age 

of twelve.65 To substantiate that in the early church the primary name of the Lord’s 

Supper was the Eucharist, the Baptist pastor cited from Ignatius’ Epistle to the 

Smyrnaeans.66 He denied that Ignatius taught that Christianity is a work of mere 

persuasion, citing from Ignatius’ Epistle to the Romans.67 Gill claimed that Ignatius 

affirmed the perseverance of the saints, by appealing to his Epistle to the Trallians68 and 

Epistle to the Philadelphians.69 In his work the Divine Right of Infant-Baptism, Examined 

and Disproved, Gill denied that Ignatius made any statement regarding infant baptism in 

his letters, and what he does mention about baptism, Gill asserted, favors believer’s 

baptism.70 Moreover, Gill also cited from the spurious works of Ignatius: Epistle to the 

Antiochians,71 Epistle to the Tarsians,72 and Epistle to Mary at Neapolis.73  
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64Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:337 (Acts 20:17). Gill’s page reference to 

the 1680 edition of Isaac Vossius was checked and confirmed to be accurate as it relates to the Onesimus as 
Bishop (Epistle to the Ephesians 1.3). He does not, however, cite a reference to his statement that the 
Ephesians did not tolerate heresy. The correct reference is Ignatius of Antioch, Epistolæ Genuinæ, 2nd ed., 
Isaac Vossius (London: Typis Joannis Gellibrand & Roberti Sollers, 1680), 22; Ignatius Epistle to the 
Ephesians 9.1.

65Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 2:685. The page reference of the citation 
was verified to be correct in the edition of Vossius, and the interpretation accurate. This reference, 
interestingly, is part of the long recension, though it does not appear to be differentiated as part of the long 
recension. See longer version in Ignatius Epistle to the Magnesians chap 3.

66Gill, Body of Practical Divinity, 915. The citation reference corresponded exactly to the page 
reference in edition of Vossius, and interpretation is correct. Ignatius Epistle to the Symrnaeans 8.1.

67Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:219. It should be noted that the translator of ANF 1.75 
translated the πεισμονηñς as silence rather than persuasion, as Gill correctly did.

68Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:374. The page reference cited in Ignatius is correct, and the 
translation is accurate. Ignatius Epistle to the Trallians 11.1–3. 

69Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:375. Again, the page reference of the citation was confirmed 
to be correct in the Vossius edition. Ignatius Epistle to the Philadelphians 1.1.

70Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:269. The page reference in Vossius was correct, 
and the translation accurate. Ignatius Epistle to Polycarp 6.2.

71Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:248 (Acts 11:26).



From as early as 1728, when Gill published the first edition of his Exposition 

of Solomon’s Song, he displayed an awareness of the claims for the longer recension of 

the Epistles of Ignatius. Speaking about the early witnesses to the canonicity of the Song 

of Songs, he remarked that, if genuine, the larger epistles of Ignatius cited from 

Solomon’s Song would prove an early reception of the Old Testament book.74  

From this survey of Gill’s citations from Ignatius, one may conclude that Gill 

had a broad knowledge of Ignatius, having cited from each of his genuine epistles and 

three of his spurious works. Further, Gill’s citation were extremely accurate. Each citation 

from the genuine epistles were compared to the Vossius edition and found to match 

exactly, though there was one minor oversight, which was quickly traced to the original 

source. 

Second century. While Clement of Rome and Ignatius addressed their writings 

to Christian audiences, Justin Martyr (d. before 167) defended Christianity against 

unbelievers and persecutors. Justin was “the most important of the Greek apologists of 

the second century and one of the noblest personalities of early Christian literature,” 

according to Johannes Quasten.75 After his conversion from paganism, Justin devoted his 

life to defend the Christian faith in the midst of Roman persecution. His genuine extant 

writings are his two Apologies, which defended Christianity against the persecution of 

Roman authorities and the Dialogue with Trypho, which is the oldest extant Christian 

apologetic against Jews.76
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72Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:687, note w.

73Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:586, note m (Rom 16:6).

74Gill, An Exposition of the Book of Solomon’s Song, Commonly Called Canticles, 2.

75Johannes Quasten, Patrology (Notre Dame, IN: Christian Classics, 2005), 1:196.

76Although several works were found in the manuscripts of Justin with the three genuine 
works, the following works were also included in the manuscripts but are considered spurious: Cohartatio 
ad Graecos, Oratio ad Graecos, De Monarchia, Questiones et Responsiones ad Orthodoxos, Quaestiones 



Throughout his writings, Gill often cited from Justin’s writings. In at least 

sixteen of Gill’s works, evidence shows that he cited from the three genuine corpora of 

Justin.77 For instance, Gill cited from Justin’s First Apology in his Body of Practical 

Divinity for historical support that the distribution of bread by deacons in the Lord’s 

Supper can be traced back to the early church.78 The Baptist pastor also quoted from 

Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho in his Cause of God and Truth as evidence of an early 

Church Father who believed in the doctrine of original sin.79 Further, in his exposition on 

1 Corinthians 7:10, commenting that a woman should not divorce her husband, Gill cited 

the example from Justin’s Second Apology of a Christian woman who had divorced her 

profligate husband.80 Moreover, of his sixteen writings, Gill cited from the three genuine 
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Christianorum ad Gentiles, Questiones Graecorum ad Christianos, and Confutatio Dogmatum Quorumdam 
Aristotelicorum. Quasten, Patrology, 1:205–6.

77There is evidence in over fifteen works of Gill that he cited from Justin Martyr. He cited 
from Justin Martyr in the following works: Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 155; Gill, Cause of God and 
Truth, 4:24; Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 1:22 (Gen 3:1); Gill, Exposition of the Old 
and New Testaments, 1:371 (Exod 12:9); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 2:219 (Josh 
10:13); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 3:616 (Preface to Psalm 22); Gill, Exposition of 
the Old and New Testaments, 7:10 (Matt 2:1); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:212 (Acts 
8:9); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:563 (Rom 14:11); Gill, Exposition of the Old and 
New Testaments, 8:695 (1 Cor 12:3); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:836 (2 Cor 11:32); 
Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:404 (Heb 6:4); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New 
Testaments, 9:688 (Rev 1:10). 

Other works of Justin Martyr cited in Gill’s works are as follows: Gill, Dissertation 
Concerning the Eternal Sonship of Christ, 186–87; John Gill, The Divine Right of Infant Baptism, 
Examined and Disproved: Being an Answer to a Pamphlet, Entitled, A Brief Illustration and Confirmation 
of the Divine Right of Infant Baptism, Printed at Boston in New England, 1746 (London: J. Ward, J. 
Robinson, and G. Keith, 1749), 23; Gill, Antipaedobaptism; Or Infant Baptism an Innovation, 2:386.

78Gill, Body of Practical Divinity, 920. See also Justin Martyr, 1 Apology, chap. 65. Gill’s 
citation seems to suggest 2 Apology, but he gives the exact page number in 1 Apology edition.

79Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:219. “Now, we know that he did not go to the river because 
He stood in need of baptism, or of the descent of the Spirit like a dove; even as He submitted to be born and 
to be crucified, not because He needed such things, but because of the human race, which from Adam had 
fallen under the power of death and the guile of the serpent, and each one of which had committed personal 
transgression” (ANF 1:243; PG 6:685c). 

80Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:645. See also Justin Martyr, 2 Apology, 
chapter 2. Gill’s citation here is to 1 Apology. Based on the previous note and this footnote, it seems that 
Gill’s copy of Justin Martyr inverted the apologies compared to what is printed in Migne and ANF.



works of Justin: fourteen are unique citations, seven from the Dialogue with Trypho, six 

from 2 Apology (which is 1 Apology in the modern versions), and one from the 1 Apology 

(which is 2 Apology in the modern versions).81 Although the diligent pastor cited from 

Epistola ad Zenam et Serenum,82 Expositio Fidei,83 and Quaestiones et Responsiones ad 

Orthodoxos,84 which were all included in the manuscripts of Justin, he acknowledged that 

these works may not be the genuine works of Justin.

Like Justin Martyr’s, Gill also cited from the writings of Clement of 

Alexandria (150–ca. 215) in at least fifteen of his works.85 Clement of Alexandria has 

been called “the pioneer of Christian scholarship.”86 He was a man “full of eloquence and 

  

 140 

———————————
81From the Dialogue with Trypho, Gill cited the following chapters of Justin’s work: chapter 

88 in his Body of Doctrinal Divinity, chapter 16 in his Cause of God and Truth, chapter 40 in his 
commentary on Exodus, chapter 132 in his commentary on Joshua, chapter 108, in his commentary on 1 
Corinthians, and chapter 78 in his commentary on 2 Corinthians. 

From the 2 Apology (which is 1 Apology in modern versions), Gill cited as follows: chapter 27 
in his commentary on Genesis, chapter 34 in his commentary on Matthew, chapter 27 in his commentary on 
Acts, chapter 52 in his commentary on Romans, chapter 61 in his commentary on Hebrews, and chapter 67 
in his commentary on Revelation. It should be noted that chapter 61 was also cited in Divine Right of Infant 
Baptism and Antipaedobaptism. 

From the 1 Apology (which is the 2 Apology in the modern versions), he cited from chapter 61 
in Dissertation Concerning the Eternal Sonship of Christ.

82Gill, Discourse on Singing of Psalms, 47.

83Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 55.

84Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 55.

85Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:41–45; Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 31; John Gill, The 
Head of the Serpent Bruised by the Seed of the Woman. A Sermon on Genesis Iii. 15. Occasioned by the 
Death of Mrs. Martha Gifford, Late Wife of the Reverend Mr. Andrew Gifford, Preached January 14, 1732. 
(London: Aaron Ward and H. Whitridge, 1733), 26; John Gill, A Dissertation Concerning the Antiquity of 
the Hebrew-Language, Letters, Vowel-Points, and Accents (London: G. Keith, 1767), 49; John Gill, An 
Exposition of the Book of Solomon’s Song Commonly Called Canticles, 3rd ed. (London: George Keith, 
1768), 29; John Gill, Doctrine of the Cherubim Opened and Explained, in Collection of Sermons and 
Tracts (London: George Keith, 1773), 2:39; Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 1:425 (Exod 
19:15); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 2:471 (1 Sam 12:18); Gill, Exposition of the Old 
and New Testaments, 2:771 (2 Kgs 1:2); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 3:505 (Job 
39:22); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 4:91 (Ps 90:10); Gill, Exposition of the Old and 
New Testaments, 7:110 (Matt 10:25); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:198 (Acts 7:20); 
Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:628 (1 Cor 5:1); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New 
Testaments, 8:785 (2 Cor 5:1); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:193 (Col 2:18).

86Quasten, Patrology, 2:6.



learning, both in sacred Scripture and in secular literature,” recorded Jerome.87 Having 

succeeded Pantaenus, Clement headed the school at Alexandria.88 From his extensive 

library,89 he produced many works, of which his primary extant works are the trilogy 

Exhortation to the Greeks, Paedagogus, and The Stromata. 

The earliest citation of Clement is found in Gill’s Doctrine of the Trinity. The 

citation is from Clement’s Stromata, in which Gill referenced Clement to give a reason 

why the Son is called the Logos.90 Two years after initially mentioning Clement, Gill 

published his sermon on the occasion of the death of Mrs. Martha Gifford. In the sermon, 

the pastor-scholar made reference to Clement’s Exhortation to the Greeks.91 By the time 

Gill published the final part of his Cause and God and Truth, his citations were primarily 

from the Stromata and Paedagogus. What is significant in the Cause of God and Truth is 

the number of places that Gill cited from Clement. In the Cause of God and Truth, he 

cited from all of the books in the Stromata, except for books 3 and 8.92 One will find a 

reference to book 3 of the Stromata in his commentary on Matthew 8:21. Likewise, he 

cited from at least five different chapters of book 1 in the Paedagogus.93 From this survey 

of Clement, we may conclude that the citations indicate that Gill had read widely in the 

Stromata and Paedagogus.

  

 141 

———————————
87Jerome, Lives of Illustrious Men 38.

88Eusebius Ecclesiastical History 6.6.

89Henry Chadwick, The Church in Ancient Society: From Galilee to Gregory the Great 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 126.

90Gill, however, indicated that the he used Friedrich Sylburg’s edition for this citation. Gill, 
Doctrine of the Trinity, 119. The Sylburg edition is the Paris edition, but the only difference is that Gill 
cited the edition in 1631 in the Cause of God and Truth, but in his listing of books in his library, the year 
given is 1641. Further, in PG, there is no mention of a 1631 Paris edition. There is a 1629 and 1641 but no 
1631. For information on the editions that were available at that time, see PG 8:17–22.

91Gill, Head of the Serpent Bruised, 27.

92Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:40–43, 228.

93Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 41–42, 382–83, 385.



Third century. Succeeding Clement at the school of Alexandria was his pupil, 

Origen (ca. 185–ca. 254). Origen was “the outstanding teacher and scholar of the early 

Church, a man of spotless character, encyclopedic learning, and one of the most original 

thinkers the world has ever seen.”94 He has been dubbed “the first great theologian of the 

church”95 and “greatest early theologian of the East.”96 He was one of the most prolific 

authors of antiquity, alongside Augustine and Marcus Varro.97

 Despite the reputation, learning, and accomplishments of Origen, Gill was not 

ignorant of the errors and idiosyncrasies of the first great theologian of the church. Even 

though he claimed Origen for support for the eternal generation of the Son, the Baptist 

minister acknowledged that Origen’s writings contained many errors.98 Gill noted that 

Origen taught the doctrine of universal salvation,99 the pre-existence of human souls, 

including Christ’s from eternity,100 and the erroneous notion that the resurrected body will 

be new and celestial.101 He also pointed out the deficiencies of the Latin translations of 

Origen’s work, for he wrote that this translation was “full of interpolations, additions, and 

detractions; so that, as many learned men observe, ‘one knows not when he reads Origen, 

and is at a loss to find Origen in Origen.’”102 He also criticized Origen and the school of 

Alexandria for “corrupt[ing] the simplicity of the gospel.”103 
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94Quasten, Patrology, 2:37.

95Joseph Wilson Trigg, Origen: The Bible and Philosophy in the Third-Century Church 
(Atlanta, GA: John Knox Press, 1983), 1.

96Fred Norris, “Origen,” in The Early Christian World, 2 vols., ed. Philip F. Esler (New York: 
Routledge, 2000), 1005.

97Joseph Trigg, Origen (New York: Routledge, 1998), 245.

98Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:194.

99Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 1:245.

100Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 156, 273.

101Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 610.



Yet for all his criticism of Origen, Gill still recognized the importance and 

usefulness of the early Church Father’s works. In fact, Gill cited from at least fourteen 

different works of Origen. He cited from Origen’s second Homily on the Gospel of John, 

where Origen called the apostle John a divine.104 In his work Infant Baptism: A Part and 

Pillar of Popery, Gill acknowledged that Origen in his Commentary on Romans 5 

claimed that the practice of infant baptism could be traced back to the apostles.105 To 

show that the early church sang psalms, the Dissenting minister quoted a passage from 

Origen’s On Prayer and included the original Greek in a footnote.106 Furthermore, Gill 

claimed that the Jews divided the Psalms into five books and supported it with a citation 

from Origen’s Hexapla.107 In the Introduction to his Commentary on the Gospel 

according to Luke, Gill noted that Origen in his commentary on Romans 16:21 thought 

that gospel writer Luke was the Luke mentioned in Romans.108 Gill referenced Origen’s 

Homily on Leviticus109 and disagreed with the early Church Father’s reference in First 

Principles that Jude cited from the Ascension of Moses concerning the dispute over 

Moses’ body.110 In reference to the place where John the Baptist was baptizing, Gill 
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102Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:471. Gill expressed the same sentiment in his 

Reply to a Book, Entitled, “A Defence of the Divine Right to Infant Baptism.” He commented, “Erasmus 
observes, it is uncertain whether one reads Origen or Ruffinus; and Scultetus says the same thing; and 
Huetius, who has given us a good edition of the Greek commentaries of this father, and well understood 
him, says, that ‘his writings are so corrupted by him, that you are at a loss to find Origen in Origen, and so 
deformed and unlike the original, they can scarce be known.’” Gill, Collection of Sermons and 
Tracts, 2:421.

103Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, l.

104Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, xliii.

105Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:513.

106Gill, Discourse on Singing of Psalms, 49.

107Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 3:829.

108Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 7:496. See also PG 14:1288a.

109Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 1:624.



footnoted Origen who mentioned the place where John baptized in his Commentary on 

John.111  As an early witness to the canonicity of the epistle of James, Gill cited from 

Origen’s seventh Homily on Joshua,112 and from Origen’s first Homily on Isaiah, as he 

mentioned one of the early Church Fathers who affirmed that Isaiah was sawn in two.113 

In his Commentary on Genesis, Gill cited Origen from Philocalia to corroborate the 

practice of Arabians circumcising their children at the age of thirteen.114 For a description 

of the lice in Exodus 8:17, Gill cited Origen’s fourth Homily on Exodus.115 Then Gill 

cited from Origen’s Letter to Julius Africanus to support his claim that the book of Judith 

was not available in Hebrew.116 Gill’s growing reading of Origen is seen in the fact that in 

his first and second edition of the Song of Solomon he did not cite Origen but in the third 

edition published in 1768, he included a citation from Origen’s Homily on the Canticle of 

Canticles.117 He cited from Origen’s apologetic work Contra Celsum to show the early 

Church Father taught of the need of grace and help to do any good work.118

While Origen influenced the east with his voluminous writing, Tertullian 

exercised a similar influence on the Latin west. After Augustine of Hippo, Tertullian is 

“the most important and original ecclesiastical author in Latin.”119 Cyprian’s secretary 
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110Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:674.

111Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 7:750.

112Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:493.

113Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:468.

114Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 1:126.

115Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 1:351.

116Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 6:780.

117Gill, Exposition of the Book of Solomon’s Song, 97; cf. Gill, An Exposition of the Book of 
Solomon’s Song, Commonly Called Canticles, 69; John Gill, An Exposition of the Book of Solomon’s Song, 
Commonly Called Canticles:, 2nd ed. (London: John Ward and George Keith, 1751), 92.

118Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:236–37.



recalled how Cyprian “was accustomed never to pass a day without reading Tertullian, 

and that he frequently said to him, ‘Give me the master,’meaning by this, Tertullian.”120 

Tertullian’s extant writings consist of thirty-one manuscripts, and these writings are 

usually categorized into a threefold division: (1) apologetic, (2) controversial, and (3) 

disciplinary, moral, and ascetical works.121

In the corpus of Gill, Tertullian (ca. 160–ca. 225) appears to be one of the most 

cited Patristic authors. Tertullian is cited in over forty of Gill’s works.122 Among the forty 
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119Quasten, Patrology, 2:247.

120Jerome, Lives of Illustrious Men 53.

121Robert D. Sider, “Tertullian,” in Encylopedia of Early Christianity, 2nd ed., ed. Everett 
Fergsuon (New York: Routledge, 1999), 1107.

122Tertullian is cited in Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:45–47; Gill, Body of Doctrinal 
Divinity, xxxviii; Gill, Antipaedobaptism; Or Infant Baptism an Innovation, 2:390; John Gill, A 
Dissertation Concerning the Rise and Progress of Popery, in Collection of Sermons and Tracts (London: 
George Keith, 1773), 2:567; John Gill, The Argument from Apostolic Tradition, in Favour of Infant-
Baptism, with Others, Advanced in a Late Pamphlet, Called The Baptism of Infants a Reasonable Service, 
&c. Consider’d;... To Which Are Added the Dissenters Reasons for Separating from the Church of England 
(London: G. Keith and J. Robinson, 1751), 30; Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:346 
(Acts 21:5); John Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:185, 193; Gill, Exposition of the Old and New 
Testaments, 7:795 (John 5:2); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:687 (Rev 1:9); Gill, 
Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:748 (1 Cor 16:2); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New 
Testaments, 9:653 (1 John 5:7); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:528 (1 Pet 1:1); Gill, 
Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:668 (Introduction to Jude); Gill, Exposition of the Old and 
New Testaments, 9:365 (Introduction to Philemon); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:468 
(Heb 11:37); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:493 (Introduction to James); Gill, 
Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 7:363 (Matt 27:45); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New 
Testaments, 7:519; Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 1:171 (Gen 24:65); Gill, Exposition of 
the Old and New Testaments, 1:393 (Exod 15:1); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 4:192 
(Josh 4:20); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 2:285 (Judg 2:13); Gill, Exposition of the Old 
and New Testaments, 2:731 (1 Kgs 13:1); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 3:80 (2 Chr 
26:15); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 3:121 (Ezra 8:21); Gill, Exposition of the Old and 
New Testaments, 3:177 (Esth 6:8); Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 3:392 (Job 24:15); Gill, 
Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:797 (2 Cor 6:14); Gill, Dissertation Concerning the Antiquity 
of the Hebrew-Language, 4; John Gill, The Prophecies of the Old Testament, Respecting the Messiah, 
Consider’d; and Prov’d to Be Literally Fulfill’d in Jesus. Containing an Answer to the Objections of the 
Author of The Scheme of Literal Prophecy. (London: Aaron Ward, 1728), 112; Gill, Discourse on Singing 
of Psalms, 20; Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 4:180 (Introduction to Ps 110); Gill, Divine 
Right of Infant Baptism, 36; John Gill, A Dissertation Concerning the Baptism of Jewish Proselytes 
(London: George Keith, 1771), 66; John Gill, The Faithful Minister of Christ Crowned, in Collection of 
Sermons and Tracts (London: George Keith, 1773), 1:599; Gill, Exposition of the Book of Solomon’s 
Song, 510; Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 99.



works, there are at least one citation from at least twenty five works of Tertullian. Gill 

cited from Tertullian’s De Praescriptione Haereticorum, in support of his interpretation 

that 1 John 2:19 did not address preachers only but all nominal Christians.123 He 

suggested that there are traces of the doctrine of election and reprobation in the writings 

of Tertullian, citing from De Corona,124 De Resurrectione Carnis,125  Ad Nationes,126 and 

Adversus Marcionem.127 In addition, Gill found support not only for the doctrine of 

particular redemption in Tertullian’s Adversus Judaeos,128 but also for the doctrine of 

original sin in De Testimonio Animae,129 De Patientia,130 De Exhortatione Castitatis,131 

and De Monogamia.132 From the works of De Viriginibus Velandis,133 De Anima,134 and 

Apologeticum,135 Gill found support for effectual grace. Other works that Gill cited from 

Tertuallian included De Fuga in Persecutione,136 De Paenitentia,137 De Idololatria,138 
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123Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 2:351.

124Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:45.

125Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 2:46.

126Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 2:46.

127Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 2:46.

128Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:116.

129Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:229.

130Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:230.

131Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:230.

132Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:230.

133Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:319.

134Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:319.

135Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:321.

136Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:386.

137Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:391.



Scorpiace,139 De Pudicitia,140 Adversus Praxean,141 De Baptismo,142 Ad Uxorem,143 De 

Oratione,144 De Cultu Feminarum,145 De Carne Christi,146 and Ad Scapulam.147 What can 

we conclude from Gill’s citations of Tertullian? We can surmise that Gill engaged 

comprehensively with Tertullian. 

Fourth century. Another favorite of Gill was the eminent doctor of the 

church, Ambrose (ca. 337–397). Gill cited from over twenty-five different works of 

Ambrose. He quoted from this eminent doctor’s work De Officiis Ministrorum to 

illustrate the different offices that existed in the church at that time.148 He referenced a 

historical incident in Ambrose’s De Virginibus,  relating to some virgins travel to Milan 

from far distances.149 He quoted from two sermons of Ambrose to show the latter’s 

support for fasting during Lent.150 In another sermon of Ambrose, Gill made reference to 

the Latin Father’s discussion of Peter and Paul’s feasts days.151 He pointed out that 
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138Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:391.

139Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:391.

140Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:392.

141Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 128.

142Gill, Body of Practical Divinity, 911.

143Gill, Body of Practical Divinity, 957.

144Gill, Body of Practical Divinity, 948.

145Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:582.

146Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:180.

147Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:528 (1 Pet 1:1).

148Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:570.

149Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:571.

150Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:577–78.

151Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:579.



Ambrose’s loose expression about the body and blood of Christ in his work De Initiandis 

[de Mysteriis] has fueled Roman Catholic doctrine of transubstantiation.152 Likewise, Gill 

cited Ambrose from his De Excessu fratris Satyri and how sailors and travelers took with 

them the Lord’s Supper, which they called viaticum, as preparation for the next life.153 In 

Gill’s exposition of Proverbs 31:11, he cited Ambrose for different interpretive options, 

one of the interpretations was from Ambrose’s Expositio Psalmi CXVIII.154 In his Essay 

on the Origin of Funeral Sermons, Orations, and Odes, Gill made a passing reference to 

Ambrose’s funeral sermon on Valentinian.155 Moreover, he also cited from De Isaac in 

his third edition of his Exposition of the Song of Solomon.156 Gill cited from various 

works of Ambrose as witnesses to the doctrine of predestination. He referenced several 

exegetical works as De Evangelii secundum Lucam,157 De Abraham,158 Enarratio in 

Psalm 48.159 He also mentioned a few letters (Epistle 5 and 27).160 Similarly, to correct 

the notion that some may find in Ambrose’s writings hints of particular redemption, Gill 

directed persons to consider a citation from Ambrose’s dogmatic work De Paenitentia,161 

from his moral and ascetical work, De Institutione Virginibus,162 or from his letters, 
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152Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:582.

153Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:583.

154Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 4:544.

155John Gill, An Essay on the Original of Funeral Sermons: Orations, and Odes (London: J. 
Roberts and H. Whitridge, 1729), 14. This work was included in a Catalogue of Works of Gill believed to 
have been published around 1750. A Catalogue of the Works of John Gill, D.D (London, 1750?), 3.

156Gill, Exposition of the Book of Solomon’s Song, 52.

157Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:83.

158Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:83.

159Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:83.

160Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:84.

161Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:184.



Epistles 31 or 51.163 Further, Gill cited from De Apologia Prophetae David,164 De Noe,165 

De Jacob,166 De Tobia,167 De Fuga Saeculi,168 and De Paradiso169  in his discussion of 

original sin. Another dogmatic work cited from Ambrose was De Spiritu Sancto.170 

Another author that was commonly cited throughout Gill’s work was 

Athanasius (ca. 295/300–373). Succeeding Alexander as patriarch of Alexandria,171 

Athanasius opposed Arian doctrine throughout his entire life, despite being deposed five 

times.172 His many writings evince a man committed to defend the faith of Nicea. These 

writings consist of apologetic and dogmatical works, historical and polemical writings, 

exegetical works, moral and ascetical writing, and letters. Of great importance among the 

letters is the thirty-ninth Festal Letter of 367, which lists the twenty-seven books of the 

New Testament, declaring them to be canonical. 

In Gill’s third edition of his Exposition of Solomon’s Song, he cited 

Athanasius’ Synopsis of the Sacred Scripture173 as evidence of a Church Father who 
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162Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:184.

163Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:186.

164Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:283.

165Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:285.

166Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:285.

167Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:285.

168Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:285.

169Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:286.

170Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:355.

171Sozomen Ecclesiastical History 2.17.

172Quasten, Patrology, 3:20.

173Gill was aware that the Synopsis of the Sacred Scripture may not have been a genuine work 
of Athanasius, for he mentioned in the Introduction to his commentary on Ezekiel that either Athanasius 
wrote the Synopsis or someone using his name. Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 6:2.



affirmed Solomon as the author of the Song of Songs.174 Replying to the Presbyterian 

Jonathan Dickinson, Gill reminded his Presbyterian brother that he should not confuse the 

acts of discipling and baptizing, and then he cited from Athanasius’ Orationes contra 

Arianos to show that the fourth-century writer distinguished the two, noting that to teach 

preceded baptism.175 From Athanasius’ Contra Gentes, Gill referenced a historical 

observation in his commentary on Micah 1:7 concerning the harlotry of the Phoenician 

women in the temples.176 The Baptist commentator mentioned Athanasius’ Synopsis of 

the Sacred Scripture to show one of the early Fathers who believed the gospel according 

to Matthew was written in Hebrew.177 In his commentary on Hebrews, Gill cited from the 

Incarnation of the Word in reference to Isaiah being put to death by sword178 and, in his 

commentary on Exodus, Gill remarked that, according to Athanasius in Contra Gentes, 

the Egyptians worshipped the Nile as a god.179 The sudden and unusual death of Arius is 

related in Athanasius’ Letter to Serapion Concerning the Death of Arius.180 Defending 

the eternal generation of the Son, Gill cited Athanasius’ Expositio Fidei as someone who 

affirmed the Son was eternally begotten by the Father.181 
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174Gill, Exposition of the Book of Solomon’s Song, 3. The first two editions do not include the 

citation to Athanasius. The reference to book 16 in the Synopsis of the Sacred Scripture is accurate (PG 
28:349c). Athanasius wrote, “Τουñ Σολομωñντο' ς ε�στι καὶ τουñτο τὸ βιβλι'ον συγγραφὴ, καθὰ προδεδη' λωται.” 
The exact reference in Synopsis of the Sacred Scripture in the 1686 edition of Athanasius works is 
Athanasius, Tou en Hagiois Patros Hemon Athanasiou Archiepiskopou Alexandreias Ta Heuriskomena 
Hapanta: Sancti Patris Nostri Athanasii Archiepiscopi Alexandriæ Opera Quæ Reperiuntur Omnia 
(Coloniae: Mauritii Georgii Weidmanni, 1686), 2:98. 

175John Gill, The Divine Right of Infant-Baptism, Examined and Disproved, in Collection of 
Sermons and Tracts (London: George Keith, 1773), 2:299.

176Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 6:554. The same comment was also made 
in Gill’s commentaries on Lev 19:29 and Deut 23:18.

177Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 7:1.

178Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:468; Athanasius De Incarnatione §24. 

179Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 1:346.

180Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:144. For complete letter, see PG 686–
690; NPNF2 4:564–66.



Gill’s Use of Gregory Nazianzen

Having surveyed Gill’s use of the Fathers, this section will examine Gregory 

Nazianzen (ca. 330–90) and then Augustine (354–430) in the next section. In this section, 

we will examine the sources of citations,  a table of citations, accuracy of translations, 

purpose of use, and assessment of Gill’s use of Nazianzen.

Sources of citations. According to the table in part four of the Cause of God 

and Truth, Gill used the 1628 Paris edition of Nazianzen.182 His catalog of books at the 

end of his life, however, record that he owned a 1615 Paris edition of Nazianzen.183 

Further complicating the Paris editions is the discussion of the different Nazianzen 

editions in volume 35 of Patrologiae Graeca (PG). PG indicates that a Greek and Latin 

version first appeared in the1609 Paris edition and then another Paris edition was issued 

in 1630.184 It seems that the 1628 Paris edition corresponds to the Paris 1630 edition and 

the Paris 1615 corresponds to the 1609 Paris edition.
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181John Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:203.

182Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:447.

183Gill, Catalogue of the Library of John Gill, 9.

184PG 35.17–18. For similar editions mentioned in PG, see Edward Harwood, A View of the 
Various Editions of the Greek and Roman Classics: With Remarks, 4th ed. (London: G. G. J. and J. 
Robinson, 1790), 168.

 



Table 1. Gill’s Citations of Nazianzen

Nazianzen’s 
Works

Number of 
Citations

Gill’s Works Reference in 
Gill’s Works

Publication
Date

Orations 
1, 5, 9, 14, 16, 
31, 38, 42, 43, 

51,

13 Cause of God 
and Truth 

(CGT)

Part 4, chapter 
3, section 21

1738

Carmens 
1, 4, 13, 16, 

25, 
42, 47, 58, 

9 CGT Part 4, chapter 
3, section 21

1738

Orations 
6, 9, 12, 16, 

19, 37, 43, 44,

9 CGT Part 4, chapter 
4, section 14

1738

Orations 
4, 9, 32

Epistle to 
Basil

4 CGT Part 4, chapter 
2, section 23

1738

unknown

Orations 
26, 29, 35, 40, 

4 A Dissertation 
Concerning 
the Eternal 
Sonship of 

Christ

Vol. 6, pp. 
206-7

1768

Orations 
4, 18, 20, 

3 A Dissertation 
Concerning 
the Rise and 
Progress of 

Popery

Vol. 1, pp 13-
14, 27

Unknown

Orations  
9, 31, 32

3 CGT Chapter 1, 
Section 15

1738

Orations  
3, 29, 35

3 A Complete 
Body of Doc-

trinal and 
Practical 
Divinity

xxxvi; 158 (2) 1769–70

Orations  
4, 31

2 CGT Chapter 5, 
Section 17

1738

Carmen 
Iambic 2

2 CGT Chapter 5, 
Section 17

1738

Oration 47 1 Commentary 
Ezekiel

Ezek 1:3 1757–58

Epistle 18 1 Commentary 
on John

John 19:39 1746–48
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Table 1 (Continued)

Oration 
3

1 Funeral Ser-
mon of Rev. 

Aaron 
Spurrier

Sermons and 
Tracts (1773): 

1:465

Preached 1749 
and published 

1773

Oration 
40

1 The Argument 
From Aposto-
lic Tradition, 
In Favor of 

Infant-
Baptism, Con-

sidered

Sermons and 
Tracts (1773): 

2:334

1751

In Table 1, one may observe several things. First, Gill’s citations demonstrate a 

broad engagement with Nazianzen. The Baptist minister cited from twenty six orations, 

ten poems and two epistles of Nazianzen. Second, these citations show that Gill’s most 

extensive period of reading Nazianzen occurred by 1738, which coincided with his publi-

cation of his Cause of God and Truth. His reading of Nazianzen during this period 

resulted in citations from nineteen orations and ten poems. Third, it is somewhat surpris-

ing that Gill did not cite from Nazianzen’s Theological Orations, when he published his 

Treatise on the Trinity, though he did cite from the Theological Orations in his Body of 

Doctrinal Divinity.185

Translation of Nazianzen. Several citations from Gill were selected and 

examined for accuracy in the original. Three selections are reproduced for analysis. The 

first is a passage from Oration 42 Final Farewell: Delivered in the Presence of the 150 

Bishops. This oration was originally delivered in Constantinople in 381 before the 

bishops attending the council and before Nazianzen’s own flock. Though Gregory wrote 

very little on the doctrine of predestination, Gill quoted from this oration because he 

considered it the most significant passage to confirm Nazianzen’s teaching on 

predestination: 
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Three persons gathered together in the name of the Lord, are more esteemed of by 
God than multitudes that deny his Deity; would you prefer all the Canaanites to one 
Abraham? or the Sodomites to one Lot? or the Midianites to Moses, even to these 
sojourners and strangers? what, shall the three hundred men that lapped with 
Gideon, be inferior to the thousands that turned away? or Abraham’s servants, 
though less in number, than the many kings and myriads of soldiers, whom they, 
though few, pursued and put to flight? How dost thou understand that passage, If 
the number of the children of Israel was as the sand of the sea, a remnant shall be 
saved? as also that, I have reserved for myself seven thousand men who have not 
bowed the knee to Baal? It is not so, it is not, ouk en tois pleiosin eudokesen o 
Theos, “God does not take pleasure in the multitude; thou numberest myriads, but 
God, tous sozomenous, those that are to be saved; thou the unmeasurable dust; but I 
ta skeue tes ekloges, the vessels of election.186 

The translator from the Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers (NPNF) series 

translated the same passage as follows:

Three gathered together in the Name of the Lord count for more with God than tens 
of thousands of those who deny the Godhead.  Would you prefer the whole of the 
Canaanites to Abraham alone? or the men of Sodom to Lot? or the Midianites to 
Moses, when each of these was a pilgrim and a stranger?  How do the three 
hundred men with Gideon, who bravely lapped, compare with the thousands who 
were put to flight?  . . . Or how do you understand the passage that though the 
number of the children of Israel be as the sand of the sea, a remnant shall be saved? 
And again, I have left me seven thousand men, who have not bowed the knee to 
Baal? This is not the case; it is not?  God has not taken pleasure in numbers. Thou 
countest tens of thousands, God counts those who are in a state of salvation; thou 
countest the dust which is without number, the vessels of election.187
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186Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:75–76. “καὶ πλέους Θεωñ,  τρειñς συνηγμένοι ε�ν ο� νόματι 

Κυρίου, πολλωñν μυριάδων α� ρνουμένων θεότητα. Η�  καὶ τοὺς Χαναναίους α«παντας προτιμήσεις ε�νὸς τουñ 
Α� βραάμ; η�  καὶ τοὺς Σοδομίτας ε�νὸς τουñ Λώτ; η�  καὶ Μαδιηναίους Μωσέως, τωñν παροίκων καὶ ξένων; Τί 
δαὶ τοὺς μετὰ Γεδεὼν τριακοσίους, τοὺς λάμψαντας α� νδρικωñ ς, τωñν α� ποστραφεισωñν χιλιάδων; τί δαὶ τοὺς 
οι�κογενειñς Α� βραὰμ, τοὺς μικρὸν υ� πὲρ τούτους τωñ,  α� ριθμωñ,  τωñν πολλωñν βασιλέων, καὶ τωñν τουñ στρατουñ 
μυριάδων, α�ς, καίπερ ο»ντες ο� λίγοι, κατεδίωξαν καὶ ε� τρέψαντο; ε�κειñνο δὲ πωñ ς νοειñς, ο«τι Ε� ὰν γένηται ο�  
α� ριθμὸς τωñν υι�ωñν Ι� σραὴλ ω� ς η�  α»μμος τηñς θαλάσσης, τὸ κατάλειμμα σωθήσεται; τί δαὶ τὸ, Κατέλιπον 
ε�μαυτωñ,  ε�πτακισχιλίους α»νδρας, οι«τινες ου� κ ε»καμψαν γόνυ τηñ,  Βάαλ; ου� κ ε»στι τουñτο, ου� κ ε»στιν. Ου� κ ε�ν τοιñς 
πλείοσιν ευ� δόκησεν ο�  Θεός.   Η´. Σὺ μὲν α� ριθμειñς τὰς μυριάδας, Θεὸς δὲ τοὺς σωζομένους· καὶ σὺ μὲν τὸν 
α� μέτρητον χουñν, ε� γὼ δὲ τὰ σκεύη τηñς ε�κλογηñς.” The page reference was checked in the 1630 Paris edition 
and confirmed to be accurate. Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregoriou Nazianzenou Ta Euriskomena. Sancti 
Patris Nostri Gregorii Nazianzeni Theologi, Opera. (Paris: Claude Morel, 1630), 515 (PG 36:468a-b).

187NPNF2 7.338. 



In examining Gill’s citation of the original Greek, he is accurate. His English 

translation is faithful to the original, though he omits the word count or number 

(α� ριθμειñς) in the final sentence so that it should read, “God numbers the multitudes.”

The second passage to be examined is from Oration 5 Against Julian. This 

passage was quoted by Gill in support of Nazianzen’s teaching particular redemption: 

O God, why hast thou cast off forever? thy anger is stirred up against the sheep of 
thy pasture; remember thy congregation which thou hast possessed from the 
beginning, ην περιποιησω τοις του μονογενου�  Λογου σου παθεσιν, ‘which thou hast 
purchased by the sufferings of thine only begotten Word,’ to which thou hast 
vouchsafed thy great covenant, and hast drawn to heaven by a new mystery and the 
earnest of the Spirit.188

C.W. King, translator of the two invectives against Julian, translated the same 

passage as follows: “Wherefore hast Thou rejected us, O God; for ever? Hath Thy Spirit 

been wroth against the sheep of Thy pasture? Remember the help that Thou hast 

possessed from the beginning, which Thou hast obtained through the sufferings of Thy 

Only-begotten Word, which Thou hast thought worthy of the great Covenant, which Thou 

hast drawn up to the heavens by the New Mystery and by the pledge of the Spirit.”189

Again, Gill’s citation of the original Greek is accurate. As far as his translation, 

he has a more accurate translation than King in some respects, for he has translated θυμο' ς 

σου  as “your anger” while King translated as “your Spirit been wroth” and Gill has 

translated συναγωγηñς as “congregation” while King translated as “help.”190
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188Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:171. Ι« να τί α� πώσω, ο�  Θεὸς, ει�ς τέλος; ω� ργίσθη ο�  θυμός 

σου ε�πὶ πρόβατα νομηñς σου; Καὶ μνήσθητι τηñς συναγωγηñς σου, ηðς ε�κτήσω α� π’ α� ρχηñς, η�ν περιεποιήσω τοιñς 
τουñ μονογενουñς Λόγου σου πάθεσιν, η�ν τηñς μεγάλης σου διαθήκης η� ξίωσας, η�ν καὶ ει«λκυσας ει�ς ου� ρανοὺς 
τωñ,  καινωñ,  μυστηρίω, , καὶ τωñ,  α� ρ� ρ� αβωñνι τουñ Πνεύματος.” The citation was traced to the original source 
without exception. Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregoriou Nazianzenou Ta Euriskomena. Sancti Patris Nostri 
Gregorii Nazianzeni Theologi, Opera., 124 (PG 35:697).

189C.W. King, trans., Julian the Emperor: Containing Gregory Nazianzen’s Two Invectives 
and Libanius’ Monody: With Julian’s Extant Theosophical Works (London: George Bell and Sons, 
1888), 107–8.

190PG 35:697.



The third passage is from Oration 40 On Holy Baptism. Gill cited this passage 

in his Discourse on the Eternal Sonship of Christ: “Believe the Son of God, the word that 

was before all ages begotten of the Father before time, and in an incorporeal manner; the 

same in the last days made the Son of man for thy sake, coming forth from the virgin 

Mary in an unspeakable manner.”191 The NPNF translated the passage as “believe that the 

Son of God, the Eternal Word, Who was begotten of the Father before all time and 

without body,was in these latter days for your sake made also Son of Man, born of the 

Virgin Mary ineffably.”192 Besides some differences in expressions, Gill’s English 

translation is virtually the same as the NPNF, and it is faithful to the original text in the 

Migne edition.193

If these three passages are representative of Gill’s citation of Nazianzen, we 

may conclude that his use of the original is accurate and his translation into English is 

faithful to the original text. 

Purpose of use. How did Gill use Nazianzen? What was his purpose for citing 

Nazianzen? Two purposes are evident in Gill’s citations of Nazianzen. Gill primarily, but 

not exclusively, cited Nazianzen for polemical purposes. Of the fifty-six citations from 

Gregory, fifty are included in a polemical work. 194 Forty-two are included in the 

polemical work the Cause of God and Truth and all of these citations are in part four of 

the work, in which Gill attempted to demonstrate that the pre-Augustinian Fathers had 

strands of Calvinistic teaching in their works.  Not only forty-two citations were included 
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191Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:206. “Πίστευε, τὸν Υι�ὸν τουñ Θεουñ, τὸν προαιώνιον Λόγον, τὸν 

γεννηθέντα ε�κ τουñ Πατρὸς α� χρόνως καὶ α� σωμάτως, τουñτον ε�π’ ε�σχάτων τωñν η� μερωñν, γεγενηñσθαι διὰ σὲ καὶ 
Υι�ὸν α� νθρώπου, ε�κ τηñς Παρθένου προελθόντα Μαρίας, α� ρ� ρ� ήτως ” (PG 36:424b).

192NPNF2 7:377 (Orat. 40.44).

193PG 36:424a–b.
 

194See table above for total number of citations.



in the polemical work the Cause of God and Truth, but four citations were included in the 

polemical work A Dissertation Concerning the Eternal Sonship of Christ. Further, Gill 

cited Gregory for polemical purposes in his Body of Doctrinal Divinity. Defending the 

distinctive persons of the Trinity, Gill rejected some that had redefined eternal generation 

of the Son: “Some, of late, have put a new sense on these words, equally as absurd as the 

former, and interpret them, of the creation of the human soul of Christ, in eternity; which 

they say, was then made and taken up into union with God.”195After he asserted and 

defended that eternal generation is taught in Scripture, he acknowledged the explanation 

of how Christ is begotten is a sublime mystery. Therefore, he looked to Gregory to 

succinctly express his own thoughts on the ineffability of the eternal generation of Christ. 

Gregory wrote, “Let the generation of God be honoured in silence; it is a great thing, 

(abundantly so) for thee to learn or know, that he is begotten; but “how” he is begotten, is 

not granted to thee to understand, nor, indeed, to the angels.”196 

Though Gill’s primary purpose for quoting Gregory was polemical, he 

sometimes cited him for non-polemical purposes. In his Body of Practical Divinity, Gill 

cited Nazianzen’s comments in his Oration Against Julian to illustrate that Julian the 

Apostate, in observing the success of Christian preaching, attempted to spread 

Heathenism by propagating pagan doctrines through lectures and preaching.197 Similarly, 

Gill used a citation from Nazianzen to illustrate a point about myrrh in his commentary 
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on the Gospel of John. While commenting on the aloes and myrrh brought to bury Jesus 

in John 19:39, Gill stated that the myrrh, producing a pleasant smell, was used in funerals 

as, for example, in the case of Nazianzen’s brother: “he lies dead, friendless, desolate, 

miserable, σμυρνς ολιγης ηξιωμενος, ‘favoured with a little myrrh.’”198 Again, at the 

funeral of Rev. Aaron Spurrier, Gill preached on Philippians 1:23 and, in opening up the 

text under the second main head, he considered whether the apostle desired to die “in an 

unlawful or dishonorable way” as some have because they did not want to continue to 

live because of some disappointment.199 To illustrate this disappointment, he drew upon 

Gregory’s writing in which Aristotle is reported to have desired death because he could 

not explain the cause of ebbing and flowing of the Euripus.200

Assessment of use. Several comments can be made regarding the assessment 

of Gill’s use of Nazianzen. First, Gill respected Nazianzen but he sometimes critiques 

Nazianzen in his writings. For example, in his Dissertation Concerning the Rise and 

Progress of Popery, he traced the errors of the papacy praying to the saints as founded as 

early in men such as Gregory who prayed to the deceased Cyprian and Basil.201 In the 

same work, Gill recorded how Rome used certain unguarded statements by the Fathers 

such as Gregory to support their teaching of transubstantiation: “In the fourth century 

several unguarded expressions were used, as by Athanasius, . . . and by Nazianzen, who 

speaks of some defiling the altars with blood, which have their name from the most pure 

and unbloody sacrifice.”202

  

 158 

———————————
198Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:121.

199Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 1:465.

200Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 1:465.

201Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 1:13–14.

202Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 1:27.



Second, Gill’s citations intimate that he had a thorough and comprehensive 

knowledge of Nazianzen. These citations reflect that he read Nazianzen’s orations, 

poems, and epistles. As a result of his thorough knowledge of Nazianzen, Gill challenged  

authors, such as Whitby, regarding their interpretations of the Fathers, often bringing 

forward quotations to defend his position.

Third, Gill’s citations of Gregory indicate a high level of scholarship. Like 

Calvin, “he did not confine himself merely to commenting on the Fathers or giving brief 

quotations, as did most of his fellow Reformers. His quotations are long and plentiful.”203 

When Gill cited Nazianzen, he gave detailed information that would allow one to 

examine his writings. His citations were remarkably accurate. As a scholar, he read the 

original languages and rendered a faithful translation. 

Fourth, his use of Nazianzen was generally faithful to the author’s intent. For 

in reading the larger context of some of the selections, Gill accurately represented the 

authors. This is not to deny that in some places he may not have faithfully represented 

Nazianzen, but generally he was faithful. For instance, in the Cause of God and Truth, 

Gill is restrained in his claims, making the point that he simply wants to show that 

Arminians cannot claim consensus of the Ancient Fathers for their position. “I do not 

pretend to reconcile all their different expressions, which may seem contradictions to 

themselves and to truth: what I propose, and have in view, is to make it appear that the 

Arminians have no great reason to boast of antiquity on their side.”204 He does not 

attempt to argue that men such as Gregory of Nazianzus unequivocally taught the 

Calvinistic system.  

In summary, Gill’s use of Gregory of Nazianzus was multifaceted. Sometimes, 

he used Nazianzen for polemical and other times for non-polemical purposes. Gregory 
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was used to confirm the teaching of the Scripture, rebut the claims of opponents, and 

illustrate the truth. Moreover, Gill’s reading of Gregory was not limited but broad, for 

Gill’s citations indicate wide exposure to the corpus of Gregory’s writings. Next, Gill did 

not read Gregory uncritically, for he was aware that Gregory, though godly and righteous, 

did not always have clear and distinct views on some doctrines and in even some cases 

led to the church’s corruption in doctrine and practice. Then, Gill’s translation and use of 

Gregory is faithful. We may thus summarize Gill’s use of Nazianzen as varied in purpose, 

comprehensive in reading, critical in appropriation, and accurate in translation and 

interpretation.

Gill’s Use of Augustine 

Edition used. By the time Gill was born in 1697, the complete works of 

Augustine had been printed several times in Latin and another edition was nearing its 

completion that would be published by 1700. The first edition of Augustine’s works was 

printed by Johannes Amberach in Basel between 1505 to 1517 and was subsequently 

reprinted in Basel in 1527–28 with a few changes by Erasmus.205  During 1576–77, the 

theological faculty of Louvain published an edition of the complete works printed by 

Christophe Plantin in Antwerp.206 Almost a century later, the Benedictines of St. Maur 

published the most respected edition of Augustine’s complete works in Paris from 1679 

to 1700.207 From this Maurist edition came the standard text which was reprinted with 

some minor revisions by Jacques-Paul Migne in Patrologia Latina (PL) 32–47 (Paris, 

1841–49). Which edition did Gill use for his reading and interaction with Augustine? 

Thankfully, he has left his readers with no doubt which edition he used. In a footnote in 
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his work, The Argument from Apostolic Tradition, in Favor of Infant Baptism, 

Considered, Gill informed his reader that he used the Louvain edition published by 

Plantin in 1576.208

Table 2. Summary of Augustine’s Citations

Number Works of Augustine Citations
Works
of Gill

1. Confessiones 5 3
2. Contra Adversarium Legis et Prophetarum 1 1
3. Contra Duas Epistolas Pelagianorum 4 1
4. Contra Faustum Manichaeum 2 2
5. Contra Felicem Manichaeum 1 1
6. Contra Julianum 3 2
7. Contra Litteras Petiliani 1 1
8. De Baptismo contra Donatistas 2 2
9. De Civitate Dei 35 14
10. De Correptione et Gratia 1 1
11. De Cura pro Mortuis 1 1
12. De Doctrina Christiana 2 2
13. De Dono Perseverantiae 6 1
14. De Genesi ad Litteram 1 1
15. De Gratia Christi et de Peccato Originali contra 

Pelagium
2 2

16. De Haeresibus 17 10
17. De Libero Arbitrio 1 1
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Table 2 (Continued)

18. De Nuptiis et Concupiscentia 1 1
19. De Octo Quaestionibus ex Veteri Testamento 1 1
20. De Peccatorum Meritis et Remissione et de 

Baptismo Parvulorum
7 4

21. De Praedestinatione Sanctorum 1 1
22. Enarrationes in Psalmos 5 3
23. Enchiridion 6 5
24. Epistolae 7 3
25. Expositio quarumdam propositionum ex 

Epistola ad Romanos
1 1

26. In Epistolam Ioannis ad Parthos Tractatus 
Decem

2 2

27. In Evangelium Ioannis Tractatus Centum 
Viginti Quatuor

1 1

28. Quaestionum in Heptateuchum  1 1
29. Retractationes 1 1
30. Sermones 3 2

Psuedo-Augustine
Sermones 2 2

Non-cited references209 12 3
Total 135

Gill’s engagement with Augustine.  To what extent did Gill engage with 

Augustine can be assessed from the summary of his citations in the above table.  After 

reviewing Gill’s citations of Augustine, one may conclude that Gill engaged with 

Augustine extensively and broadly throughout his career. In Gill’s literary corpus, he 

cited Augustine at least one hundred and thirty-five times from at least thirty different 

works. His favorite citation sources were as follows: (1) On the City of God cited thirty-

five times,  fifteen of which are included in his Body of Doctrinal and Practical Divinity, 
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and (2) On Heresies cited seventeen times, four of which are included in his Body of 

Doctrinal and Practical Divinity. Other frequents sources included On the Merits and 

Forgiveness of Sins and on Infant Baptism, Letters, Confessions, Against Pelagian, and 

On Predestination. 

Gill’s purpose for using Augustine. Gill’s purpose for using Augustine was 

twofold: polemical and non-polemical. In at least seventy-one of the one hundred and 

thirty-five citations, his primary use was polemical where he appealed to Augustine to 

support an argument or sometimes to disagree. For example, he appealed to Augustine as 

support for his view on eternal Sonship, but was not averse to disagree with him on some 

teaching, as he did on baptism. Gill’s polemical use of Augustine’s writings began in 

1731 with his work on the Trinity and continued throughout his career, reaching its zenith 

with twenty-three citations in his Cause of God and Truth and seventeen citations in his 

baptismal writings, Argument from Apostolic Tradition, in Favor of Infant Baptism and 

Antipaedobaptism, or Infant Baptism an Innovation. Not surprisingly, Gill’s commentar-

ies appear to be absent of polemical citations.

Although Gill’s primary use of Augustine was polemical, his non-polemical 

use was also quite significant. His non-polemical use can be divided into two categories: 

exegetical/interpretive and historical/illustrative. By exegetical or interpretive use, Gill 

interpreted a passage and interacted with Augustine over the meaning. Sometimes, Gill 

disagreed with Augustine over translation or exegesis and stated his reasons for doing so. 

For instance, Gill commented that Augustine translated Psalm 39:9 as “because thou hast 

made me,” but Gill believed the better translation of the verse was “because thou didst 

[it],” arguing that though it is true that God is the creator of man and therefore men are to 

remain quiet, “the sense is, that the psalmist was determined to be patient and quiet under 

his affliction, because God was the author of it; for though he is not the author of the evil 

of sin, yet of the evil of affliction; (see Amos 3:6); and it is a quieting consideration to a 
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child of God under it, that it comes from God, who is a sovereign Being, and does what 

he pleases; and does all things well and wisely, in truth and faithfulness, and in mercy and 

loving kindness.”210  The majority of Gill’s exegetical use is found in his Exposition of 

the Old and New Testaments and in his A Body of Doctrinal Divinity

 Not only did Gill use Augustine for exegetical or interpretive purposes, but he 

also used him for historical or illustrative purposes. If a heresy or heretic is mentioned, 

Gill often referred to Augustine’s work On Heresies for historical support of the error and 

practice.211  Occasionally, he included some historical detail from Augustine’s writings 

about the Punic language in his A Dissertation Concerning The Antiquity Of The 

Hebrew-Language, Letters, Vowel-Points, And Accents.212 In his commentary, Gill some-

times cited some historical detail from Augustine that is not critical to the interpretation 

of the passage, but assisted with background information. For example, while comment-

ing on in Genesis 35:30 where Esau begged Jacob to give him some of that red stuff, 

which is identified as lentils in v. 34, Gill cited Augustine who mentioned that lentils 

were exported from Alexandria into other countries.213 Similarly, in his exposition of Job 

31:24, where Job defends himself by denying that he made gold his hope or fine gold his 

confidence, Gill cited Augustine who mentioned the Romans who, by contrast, did make 

gold their confidence by worshipping Pecunia.214 
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Gill’s Topical Use of Augustine

What topics did Gill address in his use of Augustine? Gill’s topical use of 

Augustine was varied, for at least twelve different topics are addressed in his writings. 

These topics include baptism, Christ, the church, God, error and heresy, grace and 

salvation, last things, predestination, resurrection, sin and man, worship, and miscellany. 

Of these topics, baptism, sin and man, and triune God are the three most cited 

topics.These three topics will be briefly discussed next. 

Baptism. Gill’s most cited topic from Augustine was baptism. He cited him 

twenty times in five works: Baptism A Public Ordinance of Divine Worship, Argument 

from Apostolic Tradition, In Favor of Infant Baptism, Antipaedobaptism, or Infant Bap-

tism an Innovation, A Reply to a Defence of the Divine Right of Infant Baptism, and A 

Body of Practical Divinity. These twenty citations are scattered over twelve different 

works of Augustine and, as expected, all except two are polemical.215 For example, in the 

tract, Argument from Apostolic Tradition, In Favor of Infant Baptism, Gill disputed with 

his antagonist who claimed that both Pelagius and Augustine said that infant baptism was 

never denied by any man, heretic or catholic and was the constant practice of the church. 

Gill argued that such a proposition cannot be proven concerning Pelagius when he said, 

“he never heard, no not any impious heretic, that would say concerning infants, what he 

had proposed or mentioned.”216 The antagonist understood Pelagius to mean that Pelagius 

had never heard any deny infant baptism. Gill replied that is not sense of the passage, for 

the meaning hinges upon the understanding of the phrase “what he had proposed or men-

tioned” (quod proposuit). He then appealed to and quoted from Augustine who said, “it is 

objected to them [the Pelagians] that they will not own that unbaptized infants are liable 
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to the condemnation of the first man; & in eos tranfisse originale peccatum regeneratiane 

purgandum, and that original sin has passed upon them to be cleansed by 

regeneration.”217 From this quotation of Augustine, Gill concluded that Pelagius’ words 

cannot mean he denied infant-baptism, but rather “either that he never heard that any one 

should say, that unbaptized infants are not liable to the condemnation of the first man, 

and that original sin had not passed upon them to be cleansed by regeneration; . . . or the 

meaning is, that he never heard that any of them should say, that unbaptized infants are 

liable to the condemnation of the first man, and that original sin has passed upon them to 

be cleansed by regeneration, which is most likely.”218 Nor did Augustine, Gill argued, say 

that he had never heard any heretic or catholic deny infant baptism since he would have 

read of Tertullian’s opposition to its practice. Further, Gill contended that since 

Augustine presided over a council in Carthage that anathemized anyone who denied 

infant-baptism, it is high unlikely that Augustine was unaware of some who denied 

infant-baptism.219 

Gill acknowledged that Augustine believed infant-baptism as well as infant-

communion to have been an ancient practice of the church and apostolic tradition.220 But 

he criticized Augustine for his argument based upon John 3:5 and 6:35 that infant-

baptism and the Lord’s Supper are necessary for eternal life.221 

Man and sin. The second most cited topic from Augustine in Gill’s writings 

was the topic of man and sin. At least sixteen times, Gill cited Augustine. His two most 

cited sources from Augustine on man and sin were the City of God and Against Two 
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Letters of the Pelagians. For instance, after explaining that Adam’s sin resulted in the 

loss of original righteousness for him and his posterity, and consequently unholiness and 

unrighteousness set in, Gill cited Augustine who said, “the loss of good takes the name of 

evil” to affirm that the absence of good is evil.222 While discussing the consistency of the 

freedom of the will with some kind of necessity, Gill agreed with Augustine that God 

does not force his saving will upon men, but he draws them by his omnipotent 

sweetness.223 

Doctrine of God. Another commonly cited topic of Gill from Augustine was 

the doctrine of God. Gill cited Augustine twelve times on this topic with the majority of 

these citations from On Heresies.  The primary purpose of these citations was not 

polemical but historical, for Gill often cited from On Heresies as historical evidence for 

some heresy taught in the past on the triune God.

One work that is surprisingly not cited from Augustine is de Trinitate. Not 

even in the chapter “Proving the Personality and Deity of the Holy Ghost” in Gill’s work 

on the Trinity (1731), or in his later work a Body of Doctrinal Divinity does he cite 

Augustine’s work de Trinitate. Such an omission requires some explanation. First, Gill 

does cite in his work on the Trinity the following treatises: Tertullian’s Against Praxeas, 

Boethius’ (480–524) Against Eutyches and Nestorius, Fulgentius’ (468–533) Response to 

Arianism, and Owen on the Trinity. But Gill does not cite in his treatise on the Trinity, 

any of Athanasius’ works, Basil of Caesarea’s Against Eunomius or on the Holy Spirit, 

any of Gregory Nazianzen’s Theological Orations, or Hilary of Poitiers’ the Trinity. 

Second, by 1738, Gill had cited Athanasius’ Orations Against the Arians,224 Basil of 
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Caesarea on Against Eunomius and On the Holy Spirit.225 Hilary of Poitiers on the 

Trinity226 and Gregory Nazianzen on Oration 31227 are in the fourth part of the Cause of 

God and Truth. Further, he continued to cite Athanasius, Basil, Hilary, and Nazianzen in 

his Dissertation Concerning the Eternal Sonship of Christ and Body of Doctrinal 

Divinity.  Third, when Gill published A Dissertation Concerning the Eternal Sonship of 

Christ (1757–58), he quoted from Augustine’s De Ecclesiasticis Dogmatibus affirming 

the tri-unity of the Godhead:

We believe there is one God, the Father, Son, and holy Spirit; the Father because he 
has a Son, the Son because he has a Father; the holy Spirit because he is from the 
Father and the Son (proceeding and co-eternal with the Father and the Son,) — the 
eternal Father, because he has an eternal Son, of whom he is the eternal Father; the 
eternal Son, because he is co-eternal with the Father and the holy Spirit; the eternal 
holy Spirit, because he is co-eternal with the Father and the Son. 228 

After considering the evidence that Gill quoted from various Church Fathers 

writings on the doctrine of the Trinity, and even quoted a trinitarian confession from 

Augustine, it most unusual that he appeared to have never quoted from De Trinitate. We 

know that Gill had access to volume three, which included de Trinitate, since he cited De 

Doctrina  Christiana, Enchiridion, and De Genesi ad literam, all of which were included 

in volume three. What reason then did Gill not cite from De Trinitate? One possible 

reason is that the battle over the doctrine of Trinity in the eighteenth century was 

primarily over the period prior to Augustine. 

  

 168 

———————————
225Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:343.

226Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:341.

227Gill, Cause of God and Truth, 4:275.

228John Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:213. The original in Augustine, Opera Omnia, 8:1693 is 
“Credimus unum esse Deum Patrem et Filium et Spiritum sanctum. Patrem, eo quod Filium habeat: Filium, 
eo quod Patrem habeat: Spiritum sanctum, eo quod sit ex Patre et Filio. . . . Pater aeternus, eo quod 
aeternum habeat Filium, cujus aeternus sit Pater: Filius aeternus, eo quod sit Patri coaeternus: Spiritus 
sanctus aeternus, eo quod sit Patri et Filio coaeternus.”



Gill’s Historical Use of Augustine

Gill’s use of Augustine can be seen over four periods. Each period manifests 

not only an increased use of Augustine but also a diverse reading of the bishop. There is 

also a clear development of Gill’s reading and citation of Augustine over his career. This 

section will examine that development over four periods. 

1724–1731. Between the years 1724–1731, Gill published at least six works, of 

which only two included citations from Augustine:  Exposition of Song of Songs (1728) 

in two volumes and Treatise on the Doctrine of the Trinity Stated and Vindicated (1731). 

In these two works, Gill cited Augustine eight times. From these eight citations, there is 

little evidence, if any, of any significant influence of Augustine upon Gill’s theology, for 

the citations are either used for historical purposes or exegetical purposes, which involved 

no serious theological debate at that time. 

1732–1745.  After the publication of his Treatise of the Doctrine of the Trinity 

and prior to the publication of his Exposition of the whole New Testament, Gill’s citations 

increased fourfold to thirty-three with twenty-four included in the Cause of God and 

Truth. During this period, Gill cited from seven previously uncited works of Augustine, 

predominantly for polemical purposes.229 This polemical purpose focused upon three 

primary topics: sin and man, grace and salvation, and predestination. These three topics 

are no surprise, given the significance of Augustine to the Reformation. Although Gill 

cited Augustine on these various topics, he does not appeal to him as an authority, but 

rather treats him as testes veritatis, witness to the truth. 

  

 169 

———————————
229(1) Confessiones, (2) In Evangelium Ioannis Tractatus Centum Viginti Quatuor, (3) Contra 

Julianum, (4) De Praedestinatione Sanctorum, (5) Contra Duas Epistolas Pelagianorum, (6) De 
Correptione et Gratia, (7), De Dono Perseverantiae.



1746–1761. The following period of literary production (1746–1761) indicates 

Gill’s steady use of Augustine with twenty-nine citations. During this fifteen year period, 

Gill published his three volumes of the Exposition of the whole New Testament, and 

works on Argument from Apostolic Tradition, In Favor of Infant Baptism, 

Antipaedobaptism, or Infant Baptism an Innovation, and Dissertation Concerning Eter-

nal Sonship. Despite the small decrease in total citations, Gill’s cited from twelve pre-

viously uncited works from Augustine.230 We know that he certainly had access to 

Augustine’s works by 1751 since he stated in Argument from Apostolic Tradition that he 

was using the 1576 edition published by Louvain.231 

1762–1770. Gill’s greatest interaction with Augustine coincided with his most 

flourishing period of writing. Gill published his four volumes of the Exposition of the Old 

Testament and A Body of Doctrinal and Practical Divinity between 1762–1770. During 

this period, Gill cited Augustine fifty-seven times, of which forty-four are in his Body of 

Doctrinal and Practical Divinity. Of the fifty-seven citations, thirteen were from 

previously uncited works and twenty-four were from the City of God.232  The City of God 

was particularly used during this final period for support in the discussion of the doctrine 

of last things, for all of Gill’s citations from Augustine on eschatology occurred during 

this period.
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Gill’s use of Augustine can be summarized as comprehensive and varied. It 

was comprehensive, for Gill cited Augustine over one hundred and thirty times from over 

thirty different works. It was varied, since Gill cited Augustine for polemical, exegetical, 

and illustrative purposes, addressing topics, such as baptism, church, man and sin, 

predestination, God, error/heresy, and worship. 

Gill’s Use of Patristic Sources in Controversy

In the previous section, it has been argued that Gill should be viewed as a 

Patristic scholar. This has been shown by the breadth of citations from the Fathers and by 

the depth of citations through an examination of Nazianzen and Augustine. This section 

will build upon the previous study of Gill’s Patristic scholarship and show how he used 

his Patristic sources in defense of the Trinity. This section is not intended to be 

exhaustive but representative of Gill’s use of the Fathers in the trinitarian controversy. 

Gill looked to the Fathers for various purposes to defend the doctrine of the Trinity. He 

cited the Fathers to defend the plurality of persons in the Godhead, to gain an in-depth 

understanding of the various trinitarian heresies, and to define key trinitarian terms as 

person and substance. Further, Gill looked to the Fathers for reasons why the second 

Person of the Trinity is called the Logos, for defense of the eternal Sonship of Christ, and 

for justification to believe in the authenticity of the Johannine Comma. 

One God Does Not Exclude A Plurality
of Persons

In the first chapter of his treatise on the Trinity, Gill noted that Satan either 

attacks the full deity of the Son and Spirit, or he opposes the distinction of the persons in 

the Godhead. After quoting the apostle John that anyone who denies the Father and Son is 

the Antichrist (1 John 2:22), Gill quoted Tertullian as an early Church Father who 

opposed Praxeas’ views that the Father and the Son are not distinct.233 Similarly, to show 
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that the Godhead is plural and thus does not exclude the Son and Spirit because of 

Deuteronmy 6:4: “Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord,” Gill cited two examples 

from Fulgentius of Ruspe’s (462/63 or 467/68–527 or 532)234 work entitled, One Book 

Against Arians, Ten Responses to Ten Objections.235 Responding to the objection of Deut 

6:4 and Matthew 4:8, Fulgentius wrote: 

which God we believe, is not the Father only, but the Father, and the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit. For our faith, by which we serve and fear the one God, is not contracted 
by a personal union, nor disjoined by a substantial difference, lest we should either, 
after the manner of the Heathens, worship gods by worshipping different substances; 
or with Sabellius, deny the Son and the Spirit, not preferring the persons in the 
Trinity.236

 Fulgentius replied: “If by the Lord God we understand the Father only, then 

we should neither serve nor worship the Son as God; for whatsoever does not belong to 

the nature of the Lord God only, ought not to be worshipped by us as God.”237 

Understanding of Heresies

Furthermore, for an in-depth understanding of various trinitarian heresies, Gill 

immersed himself in the writings of the early Church Fathers. His reading included the 

works  of Irenaeus, Augustine, Jerome,  Eusebius, Hilary of Poitiers, Tertullian, 
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but the citation is actually from chapter 31.  ca. 160-ca. 230. Tertullian, Q. Sept. Florentis Tertulliani 
Opera: Ad Vetustissimorum Exemplarium Fidem Locis Quamplurimis Emendata, Nicolai Rigaltii I.C. 
Obseruationibus & Notis Illustrata Cum Indice Glossario Stili Africani (Paris: Sumptibus Mathurini du 
Puis, 1641), 663.

234Fulgentius of Ruspe, Fulgentius: Selected Works, trans. Robert B. Eno, Fathers of the 
Church, vol. 95 (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 1997), xvi.

235The full Latin title is Contra Arianos liber unus, ad decem objectiones decem responsiones 
continens. For the life of Fulgentius, Fulgentius of Ruspe, Fulgentius: Selected Works, 3–56.

236Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 21. “Quem Deum, non patrem solum credimus, sed patrem, & 
filium, & spiritum sanctum. Fides enim nostra, qua unum Deum colimus & timemus, nec unione personali 
contrahitur, nec substantiali diversitate disjungitur: Ne aut Deos Gentiliter colamus diversas colendo 
substantias, aut filium & spiritum cum Sabellio denegemus, non servantes in trinitate personas.” PL 
65:212c.  

237Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 21. “Quod si Dominum Deum,. solum patrem accipere 
debemus, filio ergo nec ut Deo serviamus, nec eum adoremus: Quicquid enim ad naturam Domini Dei solius 
non pertinet, ut Deus a nobis adorari non debet.” PL 65:221b.



Theodoret, Epiphanius of Salamis, Socrates, Sozomen, Leo Magnus, and Isidore.238 From 

Irenaues, Gill noted that Simon Magus was the founder of all heresies. Magus had not 

only claimed that God is one person but he also had the audacity to portray himself as that 

one God who appeared among the Jews as the Son, in Samaria as the Father, and among 

the nations as the Holy Spirit.239 Gill’s objection of the heresy of Simon Magus was 

buttressed with comments from Augustine’s Against Heresies and Jerome’s Commentary 

on Matt 19:5.240 Next, Gill acknowledged the early church historian, Eusebius, as a 

source for learning about the errors of the Ebionites who denied the deity of Christ, 

claiming that the Lord Jesus was a mere man.241 Gill noted that in his De Trinitate, Hilary 

of Poitiers called Photinus “the Ebion of our day” because he imbibed the same erroneous 

doctrine as the Ebionites, and Jerome commented that Photinus attempted to reintroduce 

the Ebionite heresy.242 Further, knowing that some in his day were holding to Christ’s 

Sonship grounded solely in his humanity, Gill read of a similar error in the works of 

Irenaeus. Irenaeus had written about Carpocrates of Alexandria who had propagated that 

Christ was only a man, “son of Joseph, and was just like other men,” except he had a 

suprahuman soul that was pure and which eventually ascended to the Father.243 From the 

writing of Tertullian, Gill observed that Valentinus believed that Christ “passed through 

the virgin Mary, as water through a pipe” and thus Tertullian concluded that the Gnostic 

leader believed “Christ was born by a virgin, but not of a virgin.”244 In Epiphanius, Gill 
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239John Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:179. See also ANF 1:347–48. 

240John Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:179. See also PL 42.25–26.

241John Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:180. See also NPNF2 1.158–59.

242John Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:180. See also NPNF2 9.119.

243John Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:184–185. See also ANF 1:350–51.

244ANF 3:652. John Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:185. 



read that Theodotus believed that Christ was “a mere man, but born of the seed of 

man.”245 Gill also cited from Tertullian’s Prescription Against Heresies and Against 

Praxeas for evidence of individuals or groups, such as Praxeas, Victorinus, and 

Cataphrygians, who denied a real distinction in the Godhead.246 Likewise, Gill received 

help from Augustine’s On Heresies for understanding not only the errors of Noetius and 

Simon Magus who held that there is only person in the Godhead but also the 

Macedonians, known as the Pnuematomachi, for denying the deity of the Holy Spirit.247 

Gill also referenced Tertullian and Augustine for understanding the heresies of Menander, 

Saturninus, and Basillides.248

Use and Definition of a Person
and Substance

Not only did Gill use the early Church Fathers to bear witness to the confession 

that the one true God does not exclude a trinity of persons and to clarify his understanding 

of trinitarian heresies, but he also looked to the Ancient Church for the use of the word 

“person.” Gill noted that the word was used in the early church’s works Expositio Fidei 

and Quaestiones et Responsiones ad Orthodoxos, which some thought to be Justin 

Martyr’s, though Gill had his doubts.249  Again, Gill observed the term “person” was 

frequently used in the writings of Tertullian and then cited seven different chapters where 

the word was used in Against Praxeas, of which one chapter included a definition of 
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246Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 52–53. It should be noted that Gill appeared to have attributed 
the heresies identified in chapters 46–53 (Adversus omnes haereses) to Tertullian, which scholars believe 
was written by someone else. Quasten, Patrology, 2:272. Tertullian wrote, “But after all these, again, one 
Praxeas introduced a heresy which Victorinus was careful to corroborate. He asserts that Jesus Christ is God 
the Father Almighty” (ANF 3.654). Speaking about the Cataphrygians, Tertullian wrote, “Other heretics 
swell the list who are called Cataphrygians, but their teaching is not uniform” (ANF 3.654). 

247Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 52–53, 197. See also PL 42.25–26, 32, 40–41.

248Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 99.

249Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 55.



person.250 Boethius’ famous definition of a person as “an individual substance of rational 

nature” was also examined.251 

Since the word substantia was controverted at one point in the early church, 

Gill cited Patristic sources to clarify how this important term was finally understood. He 

cited from Expositio Fidei and Quaestiones et Responsiones ad Orthodoxos, Origen’s 

Contra Celsum, and Boethius’ de Persona & Natura to show that the word substantia 

was at one point in the early church used by some Latin Fathers as being synonymous 

with hypostasis. But when the Latin Fathers saw how substantia might lead some to think 

of three distinct divine beings, he noted that the Latin Fathers chose to use persona 

instead of substantia.252 

Reason Second Person Called Logos

Undertaking to understand the reason why the second Person of the Godhead is 

called Logos, Gill looked to the early Church Fathers and how they understood the term. 

He suggested that the second Person was designated the Word because as a “conception 

of the mind, which is Λο' γος ε�νδια' θετος is the birth of the mind . . . is the very 

representation of the mind, and of the same nature with it, yet something distinct from it: 

so Christ is the begotten of the Father . . . of the same nature with him, though a person 

distinct from him.”253 Moreover, Gill identified several Fathers or writings that  

understood the Logos as the interpreter of the Father’s mind: Justin Martyr’s Dialogue 
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252Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 93–94.

253Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 117–18. Gill cited Ignatius’ Epistle to the Magnesians, chap. 8  
(PG 5.765b); Athenagoras’ Plea for Christians, chap. 10 (PG 6:909a); Theophilus’ To Autolycus, chaps 10 
(PG 6. 1064c) and 22 (PG 6.1088a-b); and Taitian’s Address to the Greeks, chap. 5 (PG 6.813c) to show 
several writers who understood the Logos as an essential or innate Word, which was begotten. 



with Trypho,254 Theophilus of Antioch’s To Autolycus,255 and Clement of Alexandria’s 

Stromata.256 Gill remarked that when these writers spoke of the Word as an interpreter of 

the Father’s mind, they did not use it in the same sense as Sabellians did, as if the Logos 

was a “mere attribute, and not a real person.”257

 Eternal Sonship of Christ

Although some denied the eternal Sonship of Christ, Gill defended it.258 In his 

work on the eternal Sonship of Christ, Gill marshalled an impressive examination of the 

early Church Fathers to defend the eternal generation of the Son. In fact, Gill cited 

twenty-one different Patristic authors.259 

Gill denied that Christ was called the Son of God because of his miraculous 

conception and birth, which some based upon Luke 1:35. After giving the meaning of 

Luke 1:35, he presented five reasons why the miraculous conception and birth cannot be 

the ground for calling Christ the Son of God. One of the reasons he offered was that if 

Christ was the Son of God only due to his human nature, then for Paul to add “according 

to the flesh” to the Sonship of Christ makes no sense. Gill explained that a father or 

mother does not speak of his or her son as someone according to the flesh, for it is 

obvious the son has a human nature. But Paul, he reasoned, added the phrase “according 

to the flesh” in order to distinguish his human nature from his divine nature. Gill then 
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257Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 119.

258See chapter 7 for those who opposed the eternal sonship of Christ.

259Gill cited the following persons: (1) Polycarp, (2) Justin Martyr, (3) Irenaeus, (4) Gregory 
Athenagoras, (5) Theophilus of Antioch, (6) Clement of Alexandria, (7) Tertullian, (8) Origen, (9) Cyprian, 
(10) Gregory Thaumaturgus, (11) Dionysius of Alexandria, (12) Athanasius, (13) Alexander of Alexandria, 
(14) Ephiphanius, (15) Hilary of Poitiers, (16) Gregory Nazianzen, (17) Basil of Caesarea, (18) Gregory of 
Nyssa, (19) Ambrose, (20) Jerome, (21) Augustine, (22) Fulgentius. Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:186–214. 



cited from Tertullian’s Against Praxeas260  and Theodoret’s Dialogue261 as witnesses to 

corroborate this understanding of Romans 1:4. According to Gill, Paul meant to 

distinguish the human nature and divine nature when he spoke of Jesus as the seed of 

David according to the flesh and declared to be the Son of God with power, according to 

the Spirit of holiness.262 

Moreover, Gill observed how the early Church Fathers did not pry into the 

mode of eternal generation. They simply acknowledged its ineffability. Gill cited from 

Gregory Nazianzen’s Oration 29 in which the Cappodocian Father cautioned his readers 

not to be overly curious about how the Father generated the Son: “Do you hear of 

generation? do not curiously enquire how it is. Do you hear that the holy Spirit proceeds 

from the Father? do not be anxiously solicitous how it is: for if you curiously search into 

the generation of the Son, and the procession of the Spirit, I shall curiously enquire into 

the temperament of the soul and body, how thou art dust, and yet the image of God? How 

the mind remains in thee, and begets a word in another mind?”263 Similarly, Ambrose of 

Milan confessed that the generation of the Son is beyond the ken of every creature: 

You ask me, how he can be a son if he has not a prior father? I ask of you also, when 
or how you think the Son is generated? for to me it is impossible to know the secret 
of generation; the mind fails, the voice is silent; and not mine only, but that of the 
angels; it is above angels, above powers, above cherubim, above seraphim, and 
above all understanding, if the peace of Christ is above all understanding, (Phil 4:7) 
must not such a generation be above all understanding?264
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the seed of David’” (Rom 1:5); in which words He will be Man and Son of Man. ‘Who was declared to be 
the Son of God, according to the Spirit’ (Rom 1:4); in which words He will be God, and the Word—the Son 
of God. We see plainly the twofold state, which is not confounded, but conjoined in One Person—Jesus, 
God and Man” (ANF 3.624).

261“It is enough to say ‘according to the Flesh’ to declare the Godhead which is not expressed 
in terms. When speaking of a relationship of man in general I do not say the son of such an one ‘according 
to the flesh,’ but simply ‘son’” (NPNF2 3.172).

262Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 154.

263John Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:207.

264John Gill, Sermons and Tracts, 6:208 See also NPNF2 10.212.



Again, Gill cited Rufinus’ Exposition of the Apostle’s Creed, in which the 

fourth-century author stated: “when you hear of a Father, understand the Father of a Son, 

the image of his substance; but how God begat a Son do not discuss, nor curiously intrude 

into the depth of this secret.”265 Then, Gill mentioned Boethius who acknowledged the 

“the Father has a Son begotten of his substance, and co-eternal with him, whose 

generation no human mind call conceive of.”266

When many were denying the eternal Sonship of Christ, Gill looked to the 

early church for confirmation that the Son was begotten or was the Son of God by nature. 

Gill mentioned that Ignatius in the shorter recension of the epistle to the Trallians spoke 

of the Son as begotten by the Father before the creation of the world and in the longer 

recension of the same epistle there is evidence Ignatius was aware that some in his time 

denied Christ was begotten by the Father.267  Similarly, Gill noted that Justin Martyr in 

his First Apology speaking about the Son confessed, “We speak that which is true, Jesus 

Christ alone is properly the Son begotten by God, being his Word, and first-born, and 

power, and by his will became man; these things he hath taught us.”268 And to show that 

there is a distinction between the Father and the Son, Gill quoted Justin who 

acknowledged in his First Apology, “Ye must understand, ye hearers, if ye do but attend, 

the Word declares that ‘this birth was begotten by the Father before all creatures, and 

that which is begotten is numerically another from him that begets.’”269 Based on Justin’s 

quotation, Gill exclaimed, “What can be more express[ed] for the eternal generation of 
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the Son of God, and that as a distinct person from his Father!”270  Next, Gill examined 

Gregory Thaumaturgus who confessed, 

One God, the Father of the living Word, of subsisting wisdom and power, and of the 
eternal character, perfect begetter of the perfect One, Father of the only begotten 
Son: and God the Son, who is through all. The perfect Trinity, which in glory 
eternity and kingdom, cannot be divided nor alienated. Not therefore anything 
created or servile is in the Trinity, nor any thing superinduced, nor first and last; nor 
did the Son ever want a Father, nor the Son a Spirit: but the Trinity is always the 
same, immutable and invariable.271

Johannine Comma

In his Body of Doctrinal Divinity, Gill asserted that 1 John 5:7 demonstrated 

the plurality of three persons in the Godhead. Since the beginning of the sixteenth 

century, 1 John 5:7 had posed a textual problem for trinitarians. Gill defended the  

authenticity of 1 John 5:7, despite its absence in Syriac, Latin, and many Greek 

manuscripts.272 He asserted that the text appeared in several early Church Fathers: 

Fulgentius of Ruspe in the sixth century, Jerome in his Latin translation at the end of the 

fourth century, Athanasius in the middle of the fourth century, Cyprian in the middle of 

third century, Tertullian in the beginning of the third century, and Clement of Alexandria 

at the end of the second century.273 Therefore, he believed that since there is textual 

evidence of its use up to one hundred years, that is sufficient evidence of its authenticity. 

Nevertheless, he did acknowledge that he would not rest his argument on this one text but 

believes the whole Bible bears witness to the truth of the Trinity.274
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273Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 136.



Conclusion

This chapter has argued that Gill should be viewed as a Patristic scholar on the 

basis of a survey of Gill’s use of the early Church Fathers, his in-depth reading of 

Nazianzen and Augustine, and by his employment of the Fathers in the trinitarian 

controversy of the eighteenth century. 
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CHAPTER 5

GILL’S DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY:
ITS IMPORTANCE, REVELATION, 

MYSTERY, AND DEFINITIONS

The Importance of the Doctrine of the Trinity

The previous chapters have provided a context to now examine Gill’s doctrine 

of the Trinity. Consistent with the convictions of the Reformers and the Protestant 

orthodox,1 Gill contended that the doctrine of the Trinity is a fundamental doctrine of the 

Christian faith. He expressed this contention in his sermons, commentaries, and treatises. 

In his sermon at the ordination of John Reynolds in 1766, Gill delivered the charge 

preaching from 2 Timothy 1:13: “Hold fast the form of sound words.” In the sermon, the 

elder statesman of the Particular Baptists denomination admonished the newly ordained 

pastor to hold fast to the doctrine of the Trinity because he asserted that it is “the 

foundation of revelation, and of the economy of man's salvation; it is what enters into 

every truth of the gospel, and without which no truth can be truly understood, nor rightly 

explained.”2 Moreover, the doctrine of the Trinity was a prime article of faith Gill stated 
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Reformed Orthodoxy, ca. 1520 to ca. 1725, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2003), 4:143–48.

2John Gill, A Collection of Sermons and Tracts in Two Volumes (London: George Keith, 
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structure that was ever contrived, and, without which, it is nothing but confusion.” Joseph Stennett, The 
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Thames-Street, the 9th of February, 1738. Before a Society of Ministers and Gentlemen Engaged in a 
Design for the Encouragement of Young Men in Their Studies for the Ministry, Whose Hearts God Has 
Inclined to That Sacred Work (London: Aaron Ward, 1738), 21–22. Benjamin Wallin, a Particular Baptist 



in his commentary on Titus 3:10. As he evaluated the meaning of a heretic, Gill presented 

two definitions, one of which he identified as someone who denied a “fundamental 

doctrine of Christianity, which affects particularly the doctrine of the Trinity, the deity, 

and personality of Father, Son, and Spirit.”3 Similarly, in his commentary on 2 Peter 2:1, 

he deemed destructive heresies introduced by false teachers as “errors in the fundamental 

doctrines of the Gospel; such as relate to a trinity of persons in the Godhead; and to the 

person of Christ, to his proper deity, distinct personality, eternal Sonship, and real 

humanity . . . and to the Holy Spirit, his deity, personality, and divine influences and 

operations.”4 Not only did Gill underscore the importance of the Trinity in his sermons 

and commentaries, but he also emphasized the same in his Treatise on the Trinity. For 

example, at the beginning of his treatise, he declared the Trinity to be “a doctrine of great 

importance.”5 
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minister, deemed the doctrine of the Trinity as “that first and grand truth principle of revealed truth and the 
gospel.” Benjamin Wallin, The Eternal Existence of the Lord Jesus Christ Considered and Improved 
(London, 1766), v. Similarly, Wallin asserted that the Trinity of persons “lies at the foundation of our holy 
religion.” Benjamin Wallin, The Scripture-Doctrine of Christ’s Sonship: Being Sermons on the Divine 
Filiation of Jesus, the Only Begotten of the Father (London, 1771), vii. For similar sentiments on the 
importance of the Trinity, see Josiah Eveleigh, A Vindication of Mr. Trosse from the Charge of 
Uncharitableness: Proving by Ten Arguments... That the Doctrine of the Trinity, and True Deity of Christ, 
is Fundamental (London: Eman. Matthews, 1719); Isaac Watts, The Christian Doctrine of the Trinity: Or 
Father, Son, and Spirit, Three Persons and One God, Asserted and Prov’d, with Their Divine Rights and 
Honors Vindicated by Plain Evidence of Scripture Without the Aid or Incumbrance of Human Schemes: 
Written Chiefly for the Use of Private Christians (London: J. Clark, E. Matthews, and R. Ford, 1722), vii, 
x,152; Abraham Taylor, The True Scripture Doctrine of the Holy and Ever-Blessed Trinity: Stated and 
Defended, in Opposition to the Arian Scheme (London: John Clark and Richard Hett, 1727), 12–13; 
Abraham Taylor, The Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity Vindicated: In Opposition to Mr. Watts’s Scheme of 
One Divine Person and Two Divine Powers (London: J. Roberts, 1728), i, xiii; Thomas Ridgley, A Body of 
Divinity: Wherein the Doctrines of the Christian Religion Are Explained and Defended. Being the 
Substance of Several Lectures on the Assembly’s Larger Catechism (London: Daniel Midwinter, Aaron 
Ward, John Oswald, and Richard Hett, 1731–33), 1:101–02; Daniel Waterland, The Importance of the 
Doctrine of the Holy Trinity Asserted, in Reply to Some Late Pamphlets (London: W. Innys and R. Manby, 
1734); Samuel Hayward, Seventeen Sermons on Various Important Subjects (London: Thomas Field, 
1758), 107.

3John Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments (Paris, AR: Baptist Standard Bearer, 
2006), 9:362–63.

4Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:595.

5John Gill, The Doctrine of the Trinity, Stated and Vindicated. Being the Substance of Several 



Although Gill declared and defended the importance of the orthodox view of 

the Trinity, many others disputed and denied the doctrine as fundamental to Christianity. 

In his tract, An Humble Inquiry into the Scripture-Account of Jesus Christ, Thomas 

Emlyn (1663–1741), an English nonconformist minister, rejected the deity of Christ as a 

fundamental article of Christianity.6 Martin Tomkins (d. 1755) declared, while preaching 

to his Dissenting congregation at Stoke-Newington, that he could no longer hold that “the 

Doctrine of the Trinity, or of the Deity of Christ, according to what is generally reckon’d 

to be the Orthodox notion, is a fundamental Doctrine of Christianity.”7 James Foster 

(1697–50), who delivered a weekly lecture at Old Jewry for over twenty years and was a 

General Baptist minister in Paul’s-alley, Barbican,8 challenged those who insisted that the 

doctrine of the Trinity was a chief article of faith. Not only did Foster reject this chief 

article, but he also claimed that anyone who denied the Trinity was not debarred from 

heaven. Speaking about the Trinity, he stated, “It is not of altogether so high and 

important a nature as they think it to be, and that a disbelief is not in itself inconsistent 

with any man’s Christianity, nor will destroy his title to the favour of God, and eternal 

life.”9 He then asserted that the doctrine is not a fundamental or essential doctrine of the 

Christianity and presented two reasons to support his argument: (1) a fundamental 
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Discourses on That Important Subject; Reduced Into the Form of a Treatise (London: Aaron Ward, 
1731), 3.

6Thomas Emlyn, A Collection of Tracts, Relating to the Deity, Worship, and Satisfaction of the 
Lord Jesus Christ... to Which is Prefix’d, A True Narrative of the Proceedings of the Dissenting Ministers 
of Dublin Against the Author, and of His Prosecution and Suffering &C. (London: James Knapton, John 
Sprint, and John Osborn, 1719), 41.

7Martin Tomkins, The Case of Mr. Martin Tomkins. Being an Account of the Proceedings of 
the Dissenting Congregation at Stoke-Newington, Upon Occasion of a Sermon Preach’d by Him July 13, 
1718 (London: John Clark, 1719), 23 (emphasis original); cf. 46.

8Joseph Ivimey, A History of the English Baptists (London, 1811–30), 3:216.

9James Foster, An Essay on Fundamentals; with a Particular Regard to the Doctrine of the 
Ever-Blessed Trinity. With an Appendix, Concerning the True Import of the Phrase, Son of God, as ‘tis 
Applied to Christ, 2nd ed. (London: J. Noon, A. Millar, and J. Ward, 1754), 2.



doctrine must be clearly revealed in Scripture and (2) belief in that doctrine must be 

explicitly stated as necessary to enter eternal bliss.10 He later drew the conclusion  that 

“the Father, Son, and Spirit, are the one Supreme Being, is not a fundamental of 

Christianity” because he stated it is not clearly revealed in Scripture nor does the 

Scripture credit it such importance.11 

The Anglican divine John Jackson pleaded for liberty for those who rejected 

the Trinity to be an important and fundamental article of faith.12 He asserted that there is 

no fundamental doctrine except what is “clearly express’d in Scripture” and that doctrine 

must be expressly stated as “necessary or fundamental.”13 What are the fundamental 

doctrines that are clearly revealed in Scripture? According to Jackson, it is to possess 

eternal life by knowing the only true God and Jesus Christ whom he has sent (John 

17:3).14 

Besides Emlyn, Tomkins, Foster, and Jackson’s rejection of the Trinity, two 

Particular Baptist pastors opposed the critical importance of the doctrine. While 

candidating for the vacant pastor position at Maze Pond Church in London, Sayer Rudd 

(d. 1757), a medical doctor and pastor, was censured by the church for his unorthodox 

views on the Trinity.15 In a meeting on April 3, 1734, the church considered Rudd’s 

denial of the Trinity as a fundamental error. They explained that the “Trinity of the 
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Vindicated: Against a Book Written by Dr. Waterland, and Entituled, The Importance of the Doctrine of the 
Holy Trinity Asserted, &C (London: J. Noon, 1734), 2–6.

13Jackson, Christian Liberty Asserted, 4.

14Jackson, Christian Liberty Asserted, 4–5.

15Joseph Ivimey informs us that the Snow’s-Field meeting place “had been erected in 1736, 
chiefly by a Mrs. [Elizabeth] Ginn, who was excluded from the church in Maze-pond, for having avowed 
Unitarian sentiments.” Ginn patronized Rudd as a minister at Snow’s-Field paying him one hundred pounds 
per year, which was no small amount at that time. Ivimey, History of the English Baptists, 3:492–93.



Persons in the Godhead and the divinity of the Mediator which are errors of so dangerous 

a nature and so pernicious and destructive in their consequences, that they undermine and 

turn up the foundation of the Christian religion, overthrowing the hope and comfort of 

every believer and destroying that faith which we ought above all things to earnestly 

contend for.”16 Three years later, Sayer Rudd published a sermon in which he openly 

declared that the doctrine of the Trinity was in no way “necessary to salvation” and then 

concluded that the doctrine was not a fundamental tenet of Christianity.17 While Sayer 

was denying the importance of the Trinity, his brother, John Rhudd18 was also rejecting 

the doctrine of the Trinity as foundational to Christianity. In reply to the Broad Street, 

Wappin, Particular Baptist church where he was pastoring, John maintained that he had 

not denied any fundamental articles. He insisted that there were only two fundamental 

articles of Christianity: there is one God and there is one mediator by whom men are 

saved. Since he affirmed these articles, he believed that he had not denied a foundational 

tenet.19 John, however, did reject that one must believe in what he called “the 

metaphysical knowledge of the divine being is a fundamental” by which he meant the 

Trinity in unity and unity in Trinity.20
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16Minute Book of London Maze Pond, 1722–43, MSS 2, Angus Library, Regent Park Library, 

Oxford, England.

17Sayer Rudd, The Doctrine of the Divine Being Under His Grand Distinguishing Characters 
of God, Father and Spirit. A Sermon Delivered at the Meeting House in Snow’s Fields, Southwark: 
Occasioned by the Anniversary of That Foundation, on the First of August MDCCXXXV (London: J. 
Roberts, A. Dodd, and J. Noon, 1737), 74; cf. 78.

18Although Sayer spelt his own surname as Rudd, John spelt his own surname as Rhudd. For 
instance, the letter John sent to his congregation, he spelt his name as Rhudd. John Rhudd, A Letter to the 
Protestant Dissenting Congregation, Meeting in Broad Street, Wappin, London: Occasioned by Their Late 
Procedings Against the Author, on His Profession of Unitarianism (London, 1734), 54. Interestingly, Sayer 
spelt his brother’s name as Rudd. Sayer Rudd, A Letter to the Reverend the Ministers of the Calvinistical 
Baptist Persuasion: Meeting at Blackwell’s Coffee-House... Remonstrating on the Difference Which Has 
Subsisted Between That Body and the Author, Since His Professing the Doctrine of One God and One 
Mediator. Together with a Proposal for Accommodating That Difference (London: J. Roberts, A. Dodd, 
and J. Noon, 1735), 16; Rudd, Letter to the Reverend the Ministers of the Calvinistical Baptist 
Persuasion, 44.

19Rhudd, Letter to the Protestant Dissenting Congregation, 30–31.



Despite the antagonists who denied the doctrine of the Trinity to be an essential 

article of Christianity and thought it should be a left as matter of liberty, Gill replied: 

The doctrine of the Trinity is often represented as a speculative point, of no great 
moment whether it is believed or not, too mysterious and curious to be pried into, 
and that it had better be let alone than meddled with; but, alas! it enters into the 
whole of our salvation, and all the parts of it; into all the doctrines of the gospel, and 
into the experience of the saints; there is no doing without it.21 

For Gill, the crux of the doctrine of the Trinity was the God who is to be 

worshipped. While it is true that Gill did not explicitly state this was the crux of the 

importance of the doctrine, nevertheless this assertion can be deduced from Gill’s chapter 

on “the Object of Worship” in his Body of Practical Divinity. Both Gill and his opponents 

acknowledged that the true and living God alone is the proper object of divine worship.22 

Both affirmed that the worship of the true and living God is of highest importance. But 

the interpretation of this true and living God diverged between the two parties, and, 

consequently, they differed in their object of worship. For Gill, the true and living God 

consisted of three distinct divine persons: Father, Son, and Spirit who are “equally the 

object of divine worship.”23 His opponents, however, denied the triune God is the proper 

object of divine worship. Notwithstanding his opponents denial of the importance of the 

doctrine, Gill contended that as long as men and women are required to render worship to 

God, and the God that is to be worshipped is trinitarian, the doctrine of Trinity is a 

fundamental doctrine. It is of the highest importance.

  

 186 

———————————
20Rhudd, Letter to the Protestant Dissenting Congregation, 37.
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the Sacred Scriptures (1769; repr., Paris, AR: Baptist Standard Bearer, 2004), 138.

22John Gill, A Body of Practical Divinity; or System of Practical Truths, Deduced from the 
Sacred Scriptures (1770; repr., Paris, AR: Baptist Standard Bearer, 2004), 697. Gill stated that the 
“doctrine of the unity of the divine Being, is of great importance in religion; especially in the affair of 
worship. God, the one only God is the object of it. This is the sense of the first and second commands. . . . 
But this hinders not but that the Son and Spirit may have acts of worship performed to them, equally as to 
the Father.” Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 130. 

23Gill, Body of Practical Divinity, 698.



The Necessity of Special Revelation
for Knowledge of the Trinity

In addition to maintaining the doctrine of the Trinity is a fundamental tenet of 

Christianity, Gill stressed that this doctrine requires special revelation. In his Treatise on 

the Trinity, he declared the doctrine to be of “pure revelation.”24 By which he meant that 

for anyone to attain to a biblical understanding of the Trinity, there must be special 

revelation. Whereas he admitted that human reason can discern the existence of a God, 

nevertheless he denied that unaided reason can know that the true God subsists in three 

distinct persons and is yet one divine being. He affirmed that it was beyond the ken of 

unaided intellect. He wrote, “That there is a God, and that there is but one God, who is a 

Being possessed of all divine perfections, may be known by the light of nature: But that 

there is a Trinity of persons in the Godhead, who are distinct, tho’ not divided from each 

other, is what natural reason could never have discovered.”25 Likewise, in the 

Introduction to his Body of Doctrinal Divinity, he identified the tri-personality of the 

Godhead as one of those “truths of pure revelation” that form part of the “sum and 

substance of supernatural Theology,” and, which particular truth, Satan and his minions 

have endeavored to subvert.26 Further, while preaching on The Scriptures: The Only 

Guide in Matters of Religion, the Baptist pastor reminded his hearers that “if the inquiry 

is about the doctrine of the Trinity; as the light of nature and reason will tell you, that 

there is but one God, and which is confirmed by revelation; the Scriptures will inform 

you, that there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy 
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25Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 2.
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Spirit, and that these three are one; are the one God (1 John 5:7).”27 Since the doctrine of 

the Trinity is a doctrine revealed only in the Scriptures, Gill rejected rational arguments to 

prove the Trinity from “the reason of things” or attempts to use metaphors or similes to 

illustrate this unique and unfathomable mystery.28 

The Mystery of the Doctrine of the Trinity

Along with the need of special revelation to know the truth concerning the 

Trinity, Gill equally insisted that the doctrine of the Trinity is a mystery. He began his 

Treatise on the Trinity with the affirmation that the “Doctrine of the Trinity in the unity 

of divine essence is, without controversy, a great mystery of godliness.”29 That there are 

three persons and one God, Gill declared, to be “a mystery incomprehensible by us.”30 In 

his exposition of Job 11:6, Gill noted that there are mysteries revealed in Scripture that 

cannot be comprehended. Such mysteries included, “the modus, or manner of them [i.e. 

mysterious doctrines], is not to be searched out and understood; such is the trinity of 

Persons in the Godhead. . . . men cannot come at them, by their own natural reason and 

understanding; it is God that reveals them, in his word and by his spirit and gives his 

people an increasing knowledge of them.”31 Again, Gill explained in his Answer to a 

Birmingham Dialogue-Writer, who denied anything is above reason, that a mystery is a 

doctrine revealed, not contrary to but above reason.32 He wrote, “It is true, that when a 
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29Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 1. Others who affirmed the doctrine of the Trinity to be a 
mystery were as follows: Ridgley, Body of Divinity, 1:103; Stennett, Christian Strife for the Faith of the 
Gospel, vi, 22; Abraham Taylor, The Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity Vindicated. In Opposition to Mr. 
Watts’s Scheme of One Divine Person and Two Divine Powers, 2nd edition (London: J. Roberts, 
1728), Preface i.

30Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 59.

31Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 3:281.

32Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:116; cf. Samuel Bourn, A Dialogue Between a 



thing is revealed, it is no longer a mystery that it is, but may still remain a mystery how it 

is, what it is: as in the care before us, it is no longer a mystery, now revealed, that the 

three persons, Father, Son and Spirit, are one God; but how they are so, is still a 

mystery.”33  

The Definition of the Key Terms Concerning the Trinity

At the end of the seventeenth and during the eighteenth century, various writers  

often conflated or rejected key trinitarian terms. Stephen Nye confused the meaning of 

persons and being, when he claimed that trinitarians believed “There are three Infinite, 

Almighty, All-wise Persons, three eternal beings, three absolutely-perfect Spirits, and yet 

but one God.34 Likewise, William Sherlock, though seeking to maintain orthodox 

trinitarianism, conflated key trinitarian terms, when he defined a person as “an intelligent 

being” and from this concluded that the three persons are “three infinite beings.”35 In 

response to Daniel Waterland’s Second Defense, John Jackson conflated the terms person 

and being, when he stated that it was a contradiction “to suppose three Persons, Beings, 

or Agents, equally eternal and necessarily existent.”36 A little further in the same work, 

Jackson asserted that “if God signifies one in Number, i.e. one intelligent Being, one 

acting Substance, one Agent, one Person; then it is self-evident, that three of that of 
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Baptist and a Church-Man. Occasion’d by the Baptists Opening a New Meeting-House, for Reviving Old 
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33Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:116 [italics original].

34Stephen Nye, A Letter of Resolution Concerning the Doctrines of the Trinity and the 
Incarnation (London, 1691), 6.

35William Sherlock, A Vindication of the Doctrine of the Holy and Ever Blessed Trinity and 
the Incarnation of the Son of God: Occasioned by the Brief Notes on the Creed of St. Athanasius, and the 
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1690), 66.

36John Jackson, Remarks on Dr. Waterland’s Second Defense of Some Queries. Being a Brief 
Consideration of His Notion of the Trinity (London: J. Noon, 1723), 17; cf. 24.



which it is but one, i.e. three intelligent Beings, three acting Substances, three Agents, 

three Persons, cannot be literally, and in number one God.”37 Sayer Rudd insisted that if 

trinitarains defined a person as “an individual intelligent agent; no property, attribute, or 

mode, but a real, a subsisting person, an hypostasis,” he drew the conclusion that to speak 

of “three hypostases, three real subsisting Persons,” is to deduce that there are three 

Gods.38 Moreover, Rudd rejected the Son and Spirit to be homoousion with the Father, 

when he reasoned that if there is one God, then there can be no “co-eternals and co-

equals.”39 William Davis, a Christian physician, denied the use of words, such as Trinity, 

unity, essence, and person, claiming that they are scholastic terms, which should not be 

used, since the unlearned cannot understand such important terms.40 Since some persons 

confused or denied critical trinitarian terms as being, person, essence, and homoousion, 

Gill as a trinitarian had to define his key trinitarian terms carefully and precisely in order 

to preserve orthodox trinitarianism.

Trinity

In his writings defending the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity, Gill employed a 

variety of terms or phrases to designate the Trinity. He began his treatise on the Trinity by 

referring to “a Trinity of persons in the unity of the divine essence.”41 In the same treatise, 

he spoke of a “Trinity of persons in the Godhead,”42 “Trinity of persons,”43 and “Trinity 
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42Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 2, 68, 72, 77, 85; cf. Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 34.

43Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 11, 75, 76.



of persons in the Deity.”44 He also referred to a “Trinity of persons in the one God,”45 

“Trinity of persons in one God,”46 and “Trinity of Persons in the unity of Essence.”47 

Sometimes, he spoke of God as “three divine persons subsisting in the unity of the divine 

essence,”48 “Triune God”49 or “Trine-une God.”50 Other times, he referred to God as a 

“trinity in unity,”51 “persons in the blessed trinity,”52 and “the glorious trinity.”53

When Gill employed these various terms and phrases to designate the Trinity, 

he already hinted at his definition in phrases as “Trinity of persons in the unity of the 

divine essence,” “Trinity of persons in the one God,” and “three divine persons subsisting 

in the unity of the divine essence.” He succinctly defined the Trinity in the Introduction to 

his Body of Doctrinal Divinity as “three persons in the Godhead, Father, Son, and Holy 

Spirit.”54 Not to be misunderstood when he spoke of the three persons in the Godhead,  

the Baptist theologian confessed in the Preface to his Discourse on Prayer that “the 

Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God; yet that these three are but one 
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48Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 24.

49Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, xliii.

50Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 132, 670.

51Gill, Collection of Sermons and Tracts, 2:50; Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 145.

52John Gill, The Cause of God and Truth: In Four Parts; with a Vindication of Part IV, from 
the Cavils, Calumnies, and Defamations of Mr. Henry Heywood (1855; repr., Paris: AR: Baptist Standard 
Bearer, 1992), 231.

53John Gill, Sermons and Tracts (1814–15; repr., Choteau, MT: Old Paths Gospel), 3:30, 38.

54Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, xliii.



God.”55 Hence, Gill affirmed the full deity of each person in the Godhead. Further, to 

guard against the false notion that there exists a composition or division in the Godhead, 

Gill stated that the Trinity of persons in the Godhead consists of “three distinct persons” 

with “one nature and essence common to them all, and which is not parted and divided 

among them; nor do these persons really differ from the divine nature and essence, nor 

from one another, but by their distinct modes of subsisting.”56 Thus, Gill was careful to 

maintain the simplicity of God while distinguishing in the Trinity both a unity and 

distinction. 

As the trinitarian debate continued throughout the eighteenth century, Gill 

deemed it wise to modify and clarify the church’s Confession of Faith concerning the 

Trinity. As a result, each member was required to subscribe to Article II of the 

Confession: “We believe, that there is but one only living and true God, and that he only 

is to be worshipped: that there are three Persons in the Godhead, the Father, the Son, and 

Holy Ghost, who are equal in nature, glory, and power.”57 At the close of his treatise on 

the Trinity, Dr. Gill united his doctrine with doxology. He professed, “there is but one 

God; that there is a plurality in the Godhead; that there are three divine Persons in it; that 

the Father is God, the Son God, and the Holy Spirit God; that these are distinct in 

Personality, the same in substance, equal in power and glory. . . .To the Father, to the Son 

and to the Holy Ghost, three Persons, but one God, be all honour, glory, and praise, now 

and for evermore. Amen.”58 
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Essence, Nature, Substance, Being, Form,
and Godhead

Throughout his writings, Gill used various words to denote the divine unity. He 

used the words essence, being, substance,  nature, form, and Godhead synonymously and 

interchangeably.

Essence. Gill defended and defined the use of the term essence in relation to 

God. He defended that God has an essence, for he pointed out that the Scriptures reveal 

that “God is that he is, ο�  ω» ν, which is, and was, and is to come; and if God is, then he has 

an essence.”59 Further, when God revealed his name to Moses in Exodus 3:14, Gill stated 

this revelation expressed God’s essence.60 He then defined essence as “that by which a 

person or thing is what it is; and seeing God is, essence may be truly predicated of him.”61 

In another place, Gill expressed a similar understanding, when he defined essence as “that 

by which a person or thing is what it is, that is its nature.”62 This essence of God, he 

declared, cannot be “perceived, understood, and fully comprehended” either in the present 

state or in the future state because “it is impossible for a finite mind, in its most exalted 

state, to comprehend the infinite Nature and Being of God.”63 Explaining the relation of 

the divine essence to the three persons, he asserted that there is “but one divine essence, 

which is common and undivided to Father, Son and Spirit and in this sense we assert that 

there is but one God.”64
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61Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 54.
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63Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 30.
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Nature. In his explanation of what trinitarians believe about the Trinity in 

unity, Gill often interchanged the terms essence and nature. He wrote, “we say that the 

whole divine nature or essence is in the Father; and that the whole divine nature or 

essence is in the Son; and the whole divine nature or essence is in the Holy Ghost; and 

that it is simple and undivided, and common to all three.”65 Similarly, as he explained 

that it was the second person of the Godhead that assumed a human nature and not the 

entire Godhead, Gill used the terms nature and essence reciprocally, for he said, “Now let 

it be observ’d, that the divine nature or essence, simply and absolutely considered, was 

not united to the human nature; but as it was in such a mode of subsisting. Or in other 

words, the divine nature, as it subsisted in the person of the Λο' γος, or Word, was united 

to the human nature.”66 Again, he said, “essence, which is the same thing with nature, is 

ascribed to God.”67

In several places, Gill expounded the nature of God. He asserted that the nature 

of God is incomprehensible.68 He added that this nature is “common to the three Persons 

in God, but not communicated from one to another; they each partake of it, and possess it 

as one undivided nature; . . . it is not a part of it that is enjoyed by one, and part of it by 

another, but the whole by each.”69 Furthermore, he cautioned against speaking of the 

Father as fons Deitatis because it may imply “a priority in the Father to the other two 

persons.”70 Instead, he advised that when speaking of the nature of three persons to say 
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that “they are self-existent, and exist together in the same undivided essence; and jointly, 

equally, and as early one as the other, possess the same nature.”71 Based on John 4:22, 24, 

Gill understood the nature of God to be spiritual and thus God is invisible.72 Since God is 

simple or uncompounded being, Gill explained that “every attribute of God, is God 

himself, is his nature.”73 Gill asserted that although “there are three distinct Persons in the 

Godhead, there is but one nature and essence common to them all, and which is not 

parted and divided among them, but is jointly and equally possessed by them; nor do 

these persons really differ from the divine nature and essence, nor from one another, but 

by their distinct modes of subsisting; so that they only distinguish and modify, but do 

neither divide nor compose the divine nature.”74

Substance. Moreover, the word nature is equivalent to substance. Gill spoke of 

the Christ as “the image of the Father’s person, as he is possessed of the whole divine 

nature or substance.”75 The word essence is also used interchangeably with substance. 

After commenting on how some of early Church Fathers recognized the ambiguity of 

using substantia for hypostasis and therefore replaced substantia with persona to 

correspond with hypostasis, Gill stated, “a difference there certainly is between 

“υ� πο' στασις subsistence, and ου� σι'α essence or substance.”76 Further, while explaining the 

eternal generation of the Son, Gill commented on how the “Father’s essence or substance 

is not the matter out of which he [the Son] is begotten.”77 In his reply to Samuel Bourn, 
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74Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 34.
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Gill declared that people honor the Father (John 5:23) by acknowledging the Father and 

Son are “of one and the same essence, substance.”78 

Being. Another term that was used synonymously with substance, nature, and 

essence was Being. Before examining the assertion that there is a plurality in the 

Godhead, Gill summarized his chapter on the singularity of the Godhead, stating that he 

had endeavored to prove “the unity of the divine Being, or that there is but one God.”79 

While preaching his final sermon entitled, The Agreement of the Old and New Testament, 

at the lectureship in Great Eastcheap, Dr. Gill reminded his hearers that one of the 

principal doctrines that the apostle Paul proclaimed was the “doctrine concerning the 

divine Being, and the persons in the Godhead. One branch of which is, that there is but 

one God . . . another branch of this doctrine is, that there is a plurality of persons in 

God.”80 In his explanation of the names of God in the New Testament, Gill observed that 

the name κυ' ριος often translated the Old Testament covenant name of God YHWH, and 

“denotes the essence or being of God.”81 He expressed in another place the name YHWH 

is “expressive of his essence or being” and added that “we are required to believe that he 

is, that he has a being or essence.”82

Further, Gill justified the term the divine being from the revelation of the name 

of God to Moses in Exodus 3:14. He commented that when God revealed his name as “I 

am that I am,” the name signified, “the real being of God, his self-existence, and that he is 

the Being of beings.”83 Indeed, for Gill, God is a “simple and uncompounded Being”  and 

“the most perfect Being.”84
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Form. With the being of God, the term “form of God” was sometimes 

understood to express the same thing as essence or nature of God. Explicating the nature 

of God, Gill mentioned that the nature of God is “the same with the form of God, in 

which Christ is said to be (Phil 2:6).”85 In his commentary on Philippians 2:6, Gill 

interpreted the “form of God” to mean the same thing as “the nature and essence of 

God.”86 Continuing and speaking about the Messiah, the biblical commentator reasoned 

that if the phrase in “the form of a servant” denoted true and proper humanity, then it 

follows that the meaning of in “the form of God” denoted true and property deity. “Just as 

the form of a servant signifies that he was really a servant, and the fashion of a man in 

which he was found means that he was truly and really man; so his being in the form of 

God intends that he was really and truly God; that he partook of the same nature with the 

Father, and was possessed of the same glory.”87 Again, he showed that he understood the 

form of God to be interchangeable with nature and essence, when he commented, “That 

there is but one form of God, or divine nature and essence, common to the Father and the 

Son, and also to the Spirit; so that they are not three Gods, but one God.”88 He says the 

same thing in his Body of Doctrinal Divinity in the chapter on “the Incarnation of Christ,” 

for he mentioned that “form of God . . . signifies the nature of God.”89 Furthermore, this 

term form was not to be understood as accidental, contingent, or nonessential, for Gill 

declared that “there are no accidents in God.”90 
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  Godhead. Another term commonly used to denote the essence, nature, being, or 

substance is Godhead. Gill could speak of a “Trinity of divine persons in the Godhead”91 

and also speak of a “Trinity of Persons in the unity of  Essence.”92 He entitled chapter 

twenty seven in his Body of Doctrinal Divinity “Of a Plurality in the Godhead; Or a 

Trinity of Persons in the Unity of the Divine Essence” which indicates that term Godhead 

was interchangeable with essence.93 The term Godhead was also noted to be synonymous 

with nature, divinity, and deity.94 Speaking about the will of God, Gill asserted that there 

can only be but one will in God, and then explained his reasons as “there is but one God, 

whose nature and essence is one; for though there are three persons in the Godhead, there 

is but one undivided nature common to them all, and so but one will.”95

The Term Homoousios

The key term in the Nicene Creed was the word homoousios. Gill was aware of 

the historical context and meaning of homoousios. In his Introduction to his Body of 

Doctrinal Divinity, he defended the right of Athanasians to use the term homoousios, 

since Arians were willing to introduce a non-biblical term as homoiousios to explain their 

meaning. He wrote, “The Athanasians had as good a right to use the word ο� μο' ουσιος as 

the Arians ο� μο' ιουσιος, and thereby explain their sense and defend their doctrine 

concerning the person of Christ, and his equality with God, against the latter, who 
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introduced a phrase subversive of it.”96 Gill considered ο� μο' ουσιος as equivalent to the 

Latin term consubstantial, and defined both of these terms as that which “expresses the 

Son’s being of the same substance, nature and essence with the Father.”97 Although some 

claimed that homoousios or consubstantial was never used prior to the Nicene Creed, Gill 

rejected that claim, citing the use of the word consubstantial by Eusbeius in Theodoret’s 

Ecclesiastical History;98 by Gregory Thaumaturgus, whom Gill thought to be the author 

of the Second Homily on the Annunciation to Holy Virgin Mary;99 and by the Synod of 

Antioch 269 in its condemnation of Paul of Samosata.100 

Although Gill used and understood the significance of homoousios and 

consubstantial, throughout his writings, he preferred to use the phrases the “same nature” 

or “same essence.” In his Dissertation of the Eternal Sonship concerning Christ, he made 

reference to the Nicene Creed and its pronouncement against Arius. He then cited the full 

creed, and in his citation of the Creed, he inserted the phrase “of the same essence” in 

parentheses immediately after the word consubstantial, signifying his understanding that 

consubstantial was synonymous with homoousios. 

We believe in one God the Father Almighty, the maker of all things, visible and 
invisible; and in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the only begotten, begotten 
of the Father, that is, out of the substance of the Father, God of God, light of light, 
true God of true God; begotten not made, consubstantial (or of the same essence) 
with the Father, by whom all things are made which are in heaven and in earth.101
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 While explaining the inter-mutual love between the three persons in the Godhead, Gill 

reasoned that the Father must love the Son, since the Son “ is of the same nature, and 

possessed of all the same perfections” with the Father.102 Likewise, he stated that the 

Father loves the Spirit, since the Spirit possesses “the same nature and essence” with the 

Father.103 Commenting on the passage where Jesus asked the Pharisees whose son is the 

Christ and the Pharisees replied the son of David, Gill applied the same question of 

whose Son is the Christ to his present situation and noted how the various groups would 

answer at that time. One group he highlighted was the Arians and their denial of the 

homoousios of the Son with the Father. He wrote, “If this question was put to some 

persons, it would appear, that they have no thoughts of Christ at all. . . . [Some] such as 

bear the Christian name, have very wrong thoughts of Christ, mean, and under-valuing. 

The Arrian [sic] thinks he is a created God, of a like, but not or the same nature with the 

Father.”104

Further, Gill clarified his understanding of the term consubstantial. He declared 

that it did not mean that the Son was like the Father in substance or nature. In reference to 

Macedonius who denied the full deity of the Spirit, Gill mentioned that Macedonius 

denied “the Son was consubstantial with the Father, but taught, that in all things he was 

like to him that begat him, and in express words called the Spirit a creature.”105 Similarly, 

in his discussion of the nature of God, Gill stated that Christ is equal with God and “he is 

not only the express image of him; not merely of a like, but of the same nature.”106 It was 

important to clarify the meaning of homoousios and consubstantiality because there were 
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those who denied such teaching. Bourn pronounced that to proclaim the Son is of the 

same substance and nature as the Father is to teach the doctrine of men and not God: 

“When any preachers preach the co-equality, co-essentiality, supremacy of the Son of 

God, according to my understanding they preach the doctrines of men instead of the truths 

of God.”107

Person

Along with the proper definition of homoousios, the term “person” was critical 

to a proper understanding of the doctrine of the triune God. Philip Dixon has pointed out 

in his work that the term “person” became a problem in the seventeenth century for 

several reasons: (1)  the “changing nature and function of language,” (2) redefinition of  

person due primarily to the influence of Hobbes and Locke, and (3) trinitarian’s lack of 

consensus on the meaning of person.108 Therefore, it is no surprise that this problem 

continued into the eighteenth century, leaving Gill and other trinitarians to defend and 

define precisely the term person.  

Although some critics of the doctrine contended that the term “person” is 

absent in Scripture, Gill asserted otherwise. He stated that the word “person” is used in 

Hebrews 1:3 to denote God the Father. Acknowledging the debate whether to translate 

υ� ποστα' σεως as “person” or “substance” in Hebrews 1:3, Gill claimed that the some of 

Greek Fathers in trinitarian discussions understood υ� πο' στασις in the same way as the 

English translators understood person.109 He admitted υ� πο' στασις was used in Hebrews 

11:1, and English translators have rendered the word as “substance.” He also conceded 
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that some early Latin writers translated υ� πο' στασις as substantia.110 Nevertheless, he 

pointed out that some of the best scholars have rendered υ� ποστα' σεως in Hebrews 1:3 as 

subsistence or person.111 Further, when the Latin Fathers realized that to speak of tres 

substantiae might lead people to think there are three individual beings, Gill commented 

that the Latin Fathers chose to speak of the distinction within the Godhead using persona 

instead of substantia.112 

Furthermore, he pointed out that the term “person” is also used in 2 

Corinthians 1:11.  Gill observed that the Greek Fathers used προ' σωπον to denote the 

persons in the Trinity, which the translators rendered as person in 2 Corinthians 1:11.113 

Likewise, προ' σωπον is used in 2 Corinthians 4:6, but, though the translators rendered the 

phrase “the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ,” Gill 

believed that the sense of the phrase was “the person of Christ.”114 Thus, the glory of God 

is seen most perfectly in the person of the Lord Jesus Christ.

Having considered the use of the term “person” in the Scriptures, Gill then 

cited a few examples of the historical use and definition of the word “person” in the early 

Church Fathers. First, he mentioned the use of the term in the writings of Psuedo-

Justin’s115 Expositio Rectae Fidei and Quaestiones et Responsiones ad Orthodoxos. Next, 
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he quoted from Tertullian’s Adversus Praxean, indicating that Gill had some awareness 

of the earliest use of the term, and he then quoted the famous but problematic definition 

from Boethius’ Liber De Persona et Duabus Naturis Contra Eutychen Et Nestorium.116 

Gill interpreted Boethius’ definition of substance to be interchangeable with subsistence, 

for he interpolated “subsistence” in Boethius’ definition of a person. Quoting Boethius, 

Gill wrote that a person is “an individual substance or subsistence of rational nature” 

(emphasis mine).117 Gill justified his interpolation of subsistence by citing a passage in 

the same chapter of Boethius’ work. He observed that Boethius mentioned that the 

Greeks designated the individual subsistence of a rational nature (naturae rationalis 

individuam subsistentiam) using the term υ� πο' στασις, while, due to the lack of an 

equivalent term in Latin, the Latins chose persona to correspond to υ� πο' στασις.118  Hence, 

Gill interpreted  Boethius to mean that the Latin’s use and definition of persona as an 

“individual substance of a rational nature” corresponded to the Greek’s use and definition 

of υ� πο' στασις as an “individual subsistence of a rational nature.” 

Moreover, Gill then considered the definition of the German Reformed 

theologian and educator Markus Friedrich Wendelin (1584–1652) who defined a person 

as an “individual, that subsists, is living, intelligent, incommunicable, is not sustained by 

another; nor is a part of another.”119 Relying upon Wendelin’s explication of his 

definition, Gill elaborated the key terms in the definition of a person. He said that a 

person 

is an individual, and therefore something singular: It differs from universal natures. 
It subsists of itself, and therefore is not an accident; which does not subsist of itself, 
but inheres in another. It is living; hence a stone, or any other inanimate being, is not 
a person. It is intelligent, or understands; wherefore an horse, or any other brute, is 
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not a person. It is incommunicable, and so it is distinguished from essence, which is 
communicable to more. It is not sustained by another; hence the human nature of 
Christ is no person, because it is sustained by the person of the Word. It is not a part 
of another; hence a human soul is no person, because it is a part of man.120

 Finally, Gill cited two definitions from Daniel Waterland: “That each divine 

person is an individual intelligent agent: But as subsisting in one undivided substance; 

they are altogether, in that respect, but one undivided intelligent agent.”121 The other 

definition was “a single person is an intelligent agent, having the distinctive characters of 

I, Thou, He, and not divided or distinguished into more intelligent agents, capable of the 

same characters.”122

After evaluating the various definitions of a person, Gill stated his own 

definition. He defined a person as “an individual, that subsists, lives, understands, etc. but 

such is the Father, therefore a person; such is the Son, therefore a person; such is the Holy 

Ghost, and therefore a person.”123 By defining a person as “an individual, that subsists, 

lives, understands,” Gill adopted Wendelin’s definition, for he later applied the key terms 

in Wendelin’s definition to defend the distinct personality of the Father and the Son.124 At 

the same time, Gill also thought Waterland’s definition was an alternative.125 

Similar to John Calvin who acknowledged that he was not so attached to the 

term person if an alternative could be found that maintained the real distinction between 

the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in the one divine essence,126 so Gill granted that he 
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would accept an alternative if a “more apt and suitable word was substituted in its room; 

whereby a real distinction in the Deity, might be maintained.”127 He then, however, 

cautioned against introducing new words in such an important matter remarking that “it is 

a difficult thing to change words, in such an important article as this, without altering the 

sense of it. It is a rule, that in many instances holds good, Qui, fingit nova verba, nova 

gignit dogmata; he that coins new words, coins new doctrines.”128 Thus, Gill remarked,  

“from the whole, there seems no reason to lay aside the use of this word.”129 

Hypostasis, Subsistence, and Mode of Subsisting

As mentioned previously, based on Hebrews 1:3, Gill defended the use of the 

term hypostasis. Although the term hypostasis was translated in Latin using persona to 

denote the three persons in the Godhead, Gill demonstrated that he was aware of the more  

precise, theological, and philosophical equivalent to hypostasis in Latin was subsistentia. 

While defending the biblical basis for using the term person because the word hypostasis 

is used in Hebrews 1:3, Gill mentioned that some of the Greek Fathers understood the 

word hypostasis “in the same sense as we do, for subsistence or person.130 Further, he 

observed that several learned men, as “Valla,131 Vatablus,132 Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, 
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Piscator,133 Paraeus,”134 and others translated the word hypostasis in Hebrews 1:3 as 

subsistence or person.135  Again, observing that when the Latin writers recognized that to 

speak of three substances could lead some to think of three divine beings and thus 

replaced tres substantiae with three persons or tres personae, Gill commented that one 

should not confuse the difference between “υ� πο' στασις subsistence, and ου� σι'α essence or 

substance.”136

Moreover, Gill also expressed the relation between the Father, Son, and Holy 

Spirit in the Godhead as a “mode of subsisting.” Addressing what distinguishes the three 

persons in the one divine essence, Gill answered, “The Three in the Godhead are . . . three 

distinct Persons in a different mode of subsisting, who are really distinct from each other; 

so that the Father is not the Son, nor the Son the Father, nor the Holy Spirit either the 

Father or the Son.”137 He explained that while there is one divine essence, but in this one 

divine essence, “there are different modes of subsisting in it which are called persons.”138 

Likewise, while rejecting the notion that the simplicity of God discredits the Trinity of 

persons in one divine essence, Gill commented that what distinguishes the three persons 
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from one another is their “modes of subsisting.”139 In another place, he affirmed the unity 

of the Godhead stating that “there’s but one essence,” and added “though there are 

different modes of subsisting in it.”140 

This mode of subsisting, according to Gill, has several characteristics. It is 

eternal, for it does not originate or depend on works effected in time.141 It is immutable so 

that if God never decreed to create the world or ordained to save the elect, Gill 

maintained that the “manner of subsisting” in the three persons would not alter or 

change.142 While God, being omniscient, knows “the mode of each person’s subsistence 

in the Deity,” his “mode of subsistence of the Persons of the Godhead” and “manner of 

subsisting of the Trinity of Persons in the Godhead” is inconceivable to all creatures, for 

it is a secret thing that belongs to God.143 Hence, Gill declared that the “distinct mode of 

subsisting” in the divine triunity to be a mystery.144  

The Term Circumincessio, Perichōrēsis

Richard Muller has observed that “supplementing the term homoousios, but 

more firmly grounded in Scripture is the term perichōrēsis or emperichōrēsis, usually 

rendered into Latin as circumincessio.”145 Circumincessio and perichōrēsis expressed the 

mutual indwelling of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. This mutual indwelling or 
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interpenetration is based on Jesus’ words in John 10:38 “that the Father is in me and I in 

him” and John 14:10–11 where the Lord Jesus assured his disciples to trust his words 

“that I am in the Father, and the Father in me.” Commenting on John 10:38, Gill 

remarked that the disciples should believe the miraculous works he performed as 

evidence of his deity because he and his Father are “one in nature, distinct in person, 

equal in power, and have a mutual inhabitation and communion in the divine essence.”146 

In like manner, Gill deduced that the mutual inhabitation of the Father and Son in John 

14:10 signified their equality of nature and affirmed their distinction of person. He wrote 

that the phrase the Father is in me expressed, 

the sameness of nature in the Father and the Son; of the Son’s perfect equality with 
the Father, since the Son is as much in the Father, as the Father is in the Son; and 
also of the personal distinction there is between them; for nothing with propriety can 
be said to be in itself. The Father must be distinct from the Son who is in him, and 
the Son must be distinct from the Father, in whom he is; the Father and Son, though  
of one and the same nature, cannot be one, and the same person.

 Further, Gill applied the unity of the divine nature to show that the Spirit 

also is indwelt by the Father and Son and the Spirit indwells the Father and Son. Arguing 

for the complacency and delight for the Spirit, Gill reasoned that since “these Three are 

One, of the same nature and perfections, and have a mutual in being in each other, and so 

a complacency in one another; for as the Father is in the Son, and the Son in the Father, 

(John 10:38; 14:10) so the Spirit is in them, and they in him.”147 Although the 

interpenetration of three persons is revealed in Scripture, Gill affirmed that the manner of 

their indwelling is a mystery.148 

The Justification of Non-Biblical Terms

 While some anti-trinitarians rejected the use of the terms as “Trinity, unity, 
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essence, and person; because they are not literally and syllabically expressed in 

Scripture,” Gill justified its use.149 First, he reasoned that if these terms signified what the 

Scriptures teach, then it is appropriate to use.150 He expressed the same sentiment when 

he explained that “words and phrases, though not literally expressed in scripture, yet if 

what is meant by them is to be found there, they may be lawfully made use of.”151 

Similarly, preaching at the ordination of John Reynolds, Gill reminded Reynolds and his 

hearers not to succumb to the notion that truth must only be expressed in the literally 

expressed words of Scripture. He stated that it is permissible “to express the sense and 

meaning of any doctrine” or to employ words that are “synonymous, signify the same 

thing, and convey the same idea:”152 Then, he added,  

when words and phrases have long obtained in the churches of Christ, and among 
the faithful dispensers of the word; the sense of which is determinate and 
established, and well known, and they fitly express the meaning of those that use 
them; they should not be easily parted with, and especially unless others and better 
are substituted in their room; for there is often truth in that maxim, qui fingit nova 
verba, nova gignit dogmata, ‘he that coins new words, coins new doctrines.’ Should 
any man require of me to drop certain words and phrases in treating of divine truths, 
without offering to place others and better in their room; I could consider such a 
man in no other view, than that he had an intention to rob me, to rob me of what is 
more precious than gold and silver, that is, truth.153 

Furthermore, Gill defended the use of extrabiblical language in order to 

differentiate between opposing positions. He remarked that if restricted to the formal and 

expressed words of Scripture, then one cannot distinguish between an anti-trinitarian and 

trinitarian: 

An Arian cannot be known from an Athanasian; both will say, in the words of 
Scripture, that Christ is the “great God”, the “true God”, and “over all God blessed 
for ever”; but without expressing themselves in their own words, their different 
sentiments will not be discerned; the one holding that Christ is a created God, of a 
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like but not of the same substance with his Father; the other, that he is equal with 
him, of the same nature, substance, and glory: and he that believes the latter, surely 
it cannot be unlawful to express his belief of it in such words which declare the true 
sense of his mind. So a Sabellian or Unitarian and a Trinitarian, will neither of them 
scruple to say in Scripture terms what Christ says of himself and his Father, “I and 
my Father are one”; and yet the former holds, they are one in person or but one 
person; whereas the latter affirms, that they are one in nature and essence, but two 
distinct persons; and surely it must be lawful so to express himself, if this is the real 
sentiment of his mind.154

Gill then suggested that the primary reason some are so zealous to confine truth 

to the expressed words of Scripture was in order to cloak their error and avoid 

detection.155

Third, Gill justified the use of non-biblical language as necessary in order to 

explain the meaning of words in Scripture. Without depreciating the high regard for every 

jot and tittle in Scripture, Gill nevertheless maintained that one must employ different 

expressions than the bare words of Scripture to explain Scripture:

As to the former, that we are to be tied up to the bare words of Scripture concerning 
any doctrine of faith delivered in them; though we ought to entertain the highest 
esteem of the words of Scripture, and have the greatest value for them, as being 
clothed with such majesty, and having such an energy in them, which the words that 
man’s wisdom teacheth have not; yet our sense of them cannot be expressed but in 
words literally varying from them.156
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CHAPTER 6

GILL’S DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY:
THE UNITY OF GOD AND THE PLURALITY 

IN THE GODHEAD

The Defense of the Unity of the Divine Essence

God is one, asserted Gill.1 The oneness or unity of God, continued Gill, is “a 

first principle, and not to be doubted of; it is a most certain truth, most surely to be 

believed, and with the greatest confidence to be asserted.”2 Since we are commanded to 

worship the one true God, the unity of God is a truth of vast importance, acknowledged 

Gill.3 The doctrine of the unity of God, according to Gill, is not only attested by reason 

and revelation but also “by Jews and Gentiles, by Jewish doctors, and heathen poets and 

philosophers; by Old and New Testament saints; by holy angels; and even by the devil 

themselves.”4  Indeed, “Christians and Jews agree with the best and wisest philosophers 

of the Gentiles, that there is but one God.”5 This chapter will first show how Gill argued 

for the unity of God and then demonstrate his arguments for a plurality in the Godhead. 

The Unity of the Divine Essence is
 Discerned by the Light of Nature
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Gill held that the light of nature teaches that God is one. Reason, he believed, 

leads men to the self-evident conclusion there is one supreme being. He contended that 

the heathens discerned not only from the light of nature that there is a God but that God is 

one.6 Despite some of the heathens’ gross idolatry, which was in accordance with the 

judgment of God according to Romans 1, Gill observed that the wiser heathens affirmed 

one supreme Being, though they submitted to the custom of offering worship to the 

“rabble of inferior deities.”7 He cited Homer’s Illiad and Hesiod’s Works and Days as 

two pagan writers who affirmed the existence of one supreme Being. Both writers  

mentioned Zeus who was regarded by the Greeks as the “Father of gods and men.”8  

Hesiod wrote, “ω� ς ε»φατ�: ε�κ δ� ε�γε'λασσε πατὴρ α� νδρωñν τε θεωñν τε” in Works and Days 

59. Similarly, Gill referenced Macrobius, the fifth-century Roman author of Saturnalia, 

who mentioned that the Assyrians called their supreme God Adad, which meant one.9 

According to Eusebius of Caesarea, the Phoenicians designated their king of gods as 

Adodus.10 Furthermore, citing from chapter three, “Quod Sapientia humana unum Deum 
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agnouit,” of Phillipe de Mornay’s11 De Veritate Religionis Christianae, the Baptist 

theologian listed seventeen examples of pagan poets and philosophers who confirmed 

there is one supreme being.12 

The Unity of the Divine Essence is Proven
 by the Perfections of God

Besides the light of nature attesting to the unity of God, the studious Baptist 

minister argued that the perfections of God prove there is one God. He examined the 

perfections of the necessary existence, eternity, and immensity of God.13 

Necessary existence of God. Gill asserted that the necessary existence of God 

is one reason to believe in the unity of God.14 He reasoned that God either exists by 

necessity or by will and choice. If by will and choice, then it must either be by the will 

and choice of another or by himself. If by the will and choice of another, then that other 

must be God, since that one is prior to and superior to effect the existence of the other. If 

by the will and choice of himself, then it implies that God must cause his own existence 

and thus exist and not exist at the same time, which is impossible and contradictory. 

Therefore, Gill concluded that God must exist by necessity. And since no reason can be 

given to demonstrate two necessary beings can exist at the same time, it follows that God 

must be one.15
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Eternity of God. Moreover, Gill held that the perfection of God’s eternity is 

yet another evidence of God’s unity. Gill asserted that eternity is a peculiar attribute of 

God because God alone is from everlasting to everlasting.16 No creature, he underscored, 

dare claim that it has no beginning of life or end of days. In fact, he went on to emphasize 

that not even the angelic hosts are so bold to make such a claim. Therefore, since God has 

declared that before him no God was formed, and there will be none after him (Isa 43:10), 

there cannot be two eternal beings, for to exist prior to God is to be eternal and to live 

after him is to be eternal. Consequently, since there cannot be two eternal beings, it 

follows that God must be the one eternal Being.17 In other words, there can only be one 

eternal Being and that one eternal Being is God.

Infinity of God. Additionally, Gill argued that the infinity of God was a strong 

evidence for God’s oneness. He asserted that there cannot be two infinite beings, for if 

there could be, then “one must reach unto, comprehend, and include the other or not; if it 

does not, then it is not infinite, and so not God; if it does reach unto, comprehend, and 

include the other,” then that which is comprehended, and included by it, is finite, and so 

not God.”18 If there can only be one infinity, then by inference there can only be one God.

The Unity of the Divine Essence is
Established by the Word of God

Not only do the perfections of God prove the unity of the divine essence but, 

Gill asserted, the Scriptures also establish the unity of the divine essence. Beginning with 

the Shema in Deuteronomy 6:4: “Hear, O Israel, the LORD our God is one LORD,” Gill 

noted that Moses first stirred up the people to pay attention to “this great and momentous 
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article, the unity of God.”19 Gill added that Deuteronomy 6:4 teaches that “the Lord, who 

was the covenant God and Father of his people Israel, is but one Jehovah.”20 Further, Gill 

cited several passages in Isaiah as clearly affirming the singularity of God. In Isa 43:10: 

“Before me there was no God formed, neither shall there be after me.”21 Similarly, the 

prophet Isaiah declared, “Thus saith the LORD the King of Israel, and his redeemer the 

LORD of hosts; I am the first, and I am the last; and beside me there is no God” (Isa 

44:6). Again, the LORD through the prophet uttered the same sense concerning his unity, 

when he said, “I am the LORD, and there is none else, there is no God beside me: I 

girded thee, though thou hast not known me: that they may know from the rising of the 

sun, and from the west, that there is none beside me. I am the LORD, and there is none 

else” (Isa 45:5–6).22 Gill also mentioned Isaiah 45:14, 18, 21, 22 and Isa 46:9 as other 

Old Testament texts that establish the unity of God.23

In the New Testament, Gill observed that when the Lord Jesus was asked what 

is the greatest commandment, he cited Deuteronomy 6:4 in Mark 12:29.24 Further, he 

noted that the Lord Jesus addressed God saying, “this is eternal life to know you, the only 

true God” (John 17:3).25 Similarly, the apostles affirmed the oneness of God. The apostle 

Paul commented that it is “one God which will justify the circumcision by faith and 

uncircumcision by faith” (Rom 3:30) and in 1 Corinthians 8:6 he wrote that “there is but 
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one God the Father, of whom are all things, and we in him.”26 Again, Gill noted that Paul 

declared that “there is one God, and one mediator between God and men, the man Christ 

Jesus.”27 Likewise, James pointed out that even the demons acknowledge there is one 

God.28 While these passages clearly establish the unity of the divine essence, which anti-

trinitarians would not dispute, Gill was equally concerned to show that these passages do 

not exclude the Son or Spirit in the oneness of God. 

According to Gill, the Scriptures clearly teach the unity of God, but he added 

that these passages do not exclude a trinity of persons. Indeed, Gill insisted that to affirm 

a unity of essence does not exclude the deity of the Son and the deity of the Spirit.29 First, 

he considered Deuteronomy 6:4: “Hear, O Israel, the LORD our God is one Lord.” 

Commenting on this passage in his exposition, Gill suggested that the meaning of the 

passage, if one translated the word Elohim, would be “Jehovah, our Gods, Father, Son, 

and Spirit, are one Jehovah.”30 This one God, he insisted, however, did not exclude a 

trinity of persons, for he appealed to Jewish sources and the Patristic Father Fulgentius of 

Ruspe (468–533) as support to show the Son and Spirit should not be excluded from 

oneness of God.31 

Further, Gill mentioned several texts in the prophet Isaiah as clear evidence for 

the unity of God, which do not exclude the Son or Spirit. He explained that the LORD 

through the prophet revealed that no god or idol existed before him and none will exist 

after him: “Before me there was no God formed, neither shall there be after me” (Isa 
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43:10). Likewise, when the LORD stated the same truth to Israel that “besides me there is 

no God” (Isa 44:6), Gill reminded his readers that these words meant that “all others are 

only gods by name, not by nature, mere nominal fictitious deities, not real ones; and it is 

to the exclusion of these from the rank of deity, these words are said; but not to the 

exclusion of the Son of God, and the Holy Spirit, who, with the Father, are the one true 

God.”32 Then, he observed that the LORD God proclaimed that he is the First and the 

Last (Isa 44:6), which title is also uttered by the Son in Revelation 1:8, 17, implying that 

the Son is the LORD God.33 Again, Gill explained that when the question was asked in 

Isa 44:8, if there is any God besides the LORD, he commented that “there were many 

fictitious and false deities, but none omniscient and omnipotent, that could foretell future 

events, and accomplish them as he did; there is no god but the one God, Father, Son, and 

Spirit.”34 Speaking to Cyrus, God reminded him that he is the LORD and there is no 

other, there is no God besides him, meaning that he is the one true God, Father, Son, and 

Spirit (Is 45:5–6). The same God declared that he created the heavens and the earth and 

thus there is no Lord besides him (Isa 45:18). 

Next, Gill discussed an important text for many anti-trinitarians who believed 

that John 17:3 excludes Jesus from being the one true God.35 Gill replied that if Jesus 

intended to exclude himself from being the only true God, then he would have never 

joined himself to the true God in the text.36 Further, if Jesus intended to exclude himself 

as the true God, then one must likewise exclude the Father from being called Lord, since 
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Jesus is called the one Lord (1 Cor 8:6) and only Lord (Jude 4).37 Equally important, Gill 

reasoned that the Lord Jesus is called the true God and eternal life (1 John 5:20) and 

eternal life depends as much on the Father as on the Son.38 Why then did Jesus speak in 

this manner? He explained, “The reason of this different mode of expression, is owing to 

the character of Christ as Mediator, who is said to be sent by the only true God, about the 

business of man’s salvation.”39 Furthermore, he mentioned a Jewish writer who objected 

that Jesus cannot be God, since Jesus said that the true God is only one God, nor did he 

identify himself as God but someone sent by God, and the apostle Paul asserted the unity 

of God in 1 Timothy 1:17.40 Gill replied that Jesus agreed that the true God is one, but he 

also intimates that he is true God by joining himself in the passage to his Father.41

Another favorite text in the anti-trinitarians’ arsenal was 1 Corinthians 8:6, 

namely, that there is but “one God the Father of whom are all things.” Gill pointed out 

that in the context (1 Cor 8:5) the apostle is contrasting the polytheism of the Gentiles 

with the one true God.42 Further, he suggested that the term Father could be understood 

either essentially or personally. If understood essentially, Gill explained that Father 

should be understood of the entire Godhead, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and not the 

relation between the persons in the Godhead. He suggested that one should understand 

the meaning of Father in this passage in relation to his creatures, similar to how the 

Scriptures sometimes spoke of God’s relation to his creatures as the Father of spirits.43 If 
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understood personally so that it addresses the first person of the Godhead in relation to 

his Son, it cannot exclude the Son or Spirit, said Gill. As he explained: “if Jesus Christ, 

stands excluded from this one God the Father; then, by the same rule of interpretation, 

God the Father must stand excluded from the one Lord; which is said of Jesus Christ in 

the very same text”44 and the same reasoning can be applied to Ephesians 4:5–6.45

 
The Unity of the Divine Essence Is Validated
in the Writings of the Fathers

While asserting that the Scriptures teach the unity of God, Gill also appealed to 

Patristic sources to confirm that the oneness of God does not exclude a plurality in the 

divine essence. He cited Fulgentius’ Response Against the Arians to show that the 

Ancient Church maintained the unity of God though not to the exclusion of the full deity 

of the Son and the Spirit.46

The Explanation of the Unity of the
Divine Essence

Although Gill acknowledged that “all professing Christians are Unitarians in a 

sense,” yet he explained that they do not all have the same understanding. He continued: 

Some are Unitarians in opposition to a trinity of persons in one God; others are 
Unitarians in perfect consistence with that doctrine. Those of the former sort stand 
ranked in very bad company; for a Deist: who rejects divine revelation in general, is 
an Unitarian; a Jew that rejects the writings of the New Testament, and Jesus of 
Nazareth being the Messiah, is an Unitarian; a Mahometan is an Unitarian, who 
believes in one God, and in his prophet Mahomet; a Sabellian is an Unitarian, who 
denies a distinction of persons in the Godhead; a Socinian is an Unitarian, who 
asserts that Christ did not exist before he was born of the virgin, and that he is God, 
not by nature, but by office; an Arian may be said, in a sense, to be an Unitarian, 
because he holds one supreme God; though rather he may be reckoned a Tritheist, 
since along with the one supreme God, he holds two subordinate ones. Those only 
are Unitarians in a true and sound sense, who hold a trinity of distinct persons in one 
God. This is the doctrine of divine Revelation, the doctrine of the Old and of the 
New Testament, the doctrine of that famous, text before mentioned, hear O Israel, 
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the Lord our God is one Lord;

Gill then expatiated on the different meanings of the unity of the divine essence.

The unity of the divine essence is not understood in an Arian sense. Gill 

rejected the Arian sense of the oneness of God. Arians, he said, believed that there is one 

supreme deity and two lesser or inferior deities.47 If the Arians sense was correct, then 

Gill contended that their insights were no better than the heathen poets and philosophers 

who affirmed one supreme being and inferior gods.48 Further, he pointed out that if the 

Scriptures lead to the conclusion of one supreme God and lesser gods and heathens using 

the light of nature come to the same conclusion, then what profit is there in having divine  

revelation with regard to the knowledge of God.49 Against the Arians’ affirmation of the 

unity of God, Gill commented that the Scriptures are not addressing the issue of more 

than one supreme God, since the heathens did not embrace such a notion.50 Rather, the 

Scriptures declared the oneness of God in order to oppose any notion of subordinate or 

inferior gods. In addition, the trinitarian apologist reasoned that these inferior gods in the 

Arian sense—the Son and the Spirit—are either the Creator or creature, for there is no via 

media between Creator and creature.51 If Creator, then the Son and the Spirit must be the 

supreme God, for the Scriptures teach creation is the unique work of the supreme God. 

But if creatures, then “they are not gods that made the heavens and the earth” and thus are 

subject to the imprecation of the prophet Jeremiah: “Thus shall ye say unto them, The 

gods that have not made the heavens and the earth, even they shall perish from the earth, 
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and from under these heavens” (Jer 10:11).52 Commenting on Jeremiah 10:11, Gill wrote, 

“The words may be considered as a prediction that so it would be; or as an imprecation 

that so it might be, and be read, “let the gods . . . and it may be observed, against the 

deniers of the true deity of our Lord Jesus Christ, that if he is not that God that made the 

heavens and the earth, he lies under this imprecation or prediction.”53 Finally, the first 

commandment prohibits the “religious worship” of any lesser or foreign gods.54

The unity of the divine essence is not understood in a Sabellian sense. Nor 

did Gill understand the unity of the divine essence in a Sabellian sense. According to Gill, 

advocates of Sabellianism believe that the oneness of God means that he is one person. 

Gill, however, affirmed the one God consists of three distinct persons. After tracing the 

origin of Sabellianism, Gill observed that the Socinians and modern Unitarians held 

essentially the same belief of the Trinity as Sabellians. He defended the plurality of the 

one God, arguing that 1 John 5:7 teaches that the Father, Son, and Spirit are three that 

testify and not one that testify. He wrote, “if the Father is one that bears record, the Son 

another, and the Holy Ghost a third, they must be three persons, and not one only.”55 

Then, he observed that when the Son said, “I and the Father are one,” (John 10:30), it 

implied that the Son could not mean they are one person, “for this is to make him say 

what is the most absurd and contradictory; as that I and myself are one, or that I am one, 

and my Father who is another, are one person.”56
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The unity of the divine essence is not understood in a Tritheistic sense. 

Moreover, Gill denied that his understanding of the unity of the divine essence should be 

understood in a tritheistic sense. By tritheistic sense, he meant that “there are three 

essences of beings numerically distinct, which may be said to be one, because of the same 

nature; as three men may be said to be one, because of the same human nature.”57 He 

continued to argue that to maintain three distinct essences are one nature is to affirm three 

Gods and not one due to “their essences being numerically distinct.”58 

 The unity of the divine essence is understood in a trinitarian sense. 

Although often accused of tritheism, Gill denied the charge that he and other trinitarians 

believe that there are three Gods.59 Instead, he affirmed that by the unity of the divine 

essence, he meant that “the Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God, yet 

not that they are three Gods, but one God.”60 He explained that the one divine essence is 

“undivided and common to the Father, Son, and Spirit, and in this sense but one God, 

since there is but one essence . . . . and these possess the whole essence undivided; that is 

to say, not the Father has one part, the Son another, and the holy Spirit a third; but as the 

whole fulness of the Godhead dwells in the Father, so in the Son, who has all that the 

Father has (John 15:16; Col 2:9) and so in the Spirit, and therefore but one God.”61 

Furthermore, this unity is not one of testimony but of nature.62 Nor is this unity one of 
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parts or composition, since God is a simple and an uncompounded Being.63 Nor is this 

unity of “genus and species, under which may be many singulars of the same kind, but 

God is one in number and nature.”64 Nor is this unity negated by the many names of God, 

since a man may have many names and yet be one.65 Moreover, when Gill declared that 

he affirmed one God, he meant that there is only one true God contrary to all other so-

called gods, and in opposition to “all figurative or metaphorical gods” as “angels, civil 

magistrates, and judges, are call’d gods because of their exaltation and dignity.”66 Finally, 

nor did he understand the Scripture passages that declare the unity of God to apply to one 

person to the exclusion of the others.67

The Defense of the Plurality in the Divine Essence

Having argued that God is one, Gill proceeded to demonstrate that there is a 

plurality in this one God. He contended for the plurality of God because of the different 

grammatical constructions with the plural name Elohim, the plural pronouns spoken of 

the one God, the distinction of the YHWH with the angel of YHWH and identification of 

the angel of YHWH as YHWH, and distinction of two who are both called YWHW or 

God.

Different Grammar Used with the Plural
Name Elohim

Gill pointed out that the name Elohim is sometimes used with a singular verb, 

other times with plural verb, and then sometimes with plural adjectives and participles.
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Singular verb. Gill observed that Elohim, though a plural form in Hebrew, 

was nonetheless used with a singular verb. He mentioned, for example, Genesis 1:1 

where it says, “In the beginning, God (Elohim) created the heavens and the earth.”68 He 

commented that Elohim is a noun with a plural ending and the verb created (bara) is a 

singular verb.  Gill claimed that many believed that the use of a plural noun Elohim and 

singular verb bara “express the truth of a plurality of persons in the unity of essence.”69 

He pointed out that Moses was not compelled to use the plural noun Elohim, since Moses 

had used the singular noun, such as YHWH or Eloah, the singular of Elohim in 

Deuteronomy 32:15–16.70 Furthermore, since Moses wrote to “oppose and extirpate the 

polytheism of the Heathens,” Gill thought it would be unusual for Moses to use a plural 

noun for the name of God, when Israel had been immersed in polytheism in Egypt.71 In 

addition, Gill believed that Moses would not have used Elohim “thirty times” in the 

creation account and “perhaps, five hundred times more, in one form of construction or 

another, in the five books of his writings had he not designed some kind of plurality or 

another.”72 Gill denied Moses meant either a plurality of deities, since he later declared to 

Israel, “Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord” (Deut 6:4), or he meant a mere 

plurality of characters or names because such things, Gill explained, do not have power to 

create, but only persons possess such power.73
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אָֽרֶץ 68 qאֵת הָ Uמַיִם וְ שָּׁ qאֵתַ ה Wהִים  ֹל mרָא אֱ Uשִׁיתָ בּ  Gill cites the Hebrew without vowel .בְּרֵא
points.

69Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 26. Gill himself expressed in his commentary on Gen 1:1 
whether the plural noun and singular is sufficient or not to establish the trinity of persons in the one divine 
essence, “yet there is no doubt to be made, that all the three Persons in the Godhead were concerned in the 
creation of all things.”

70Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 26.

71Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 26.

72Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 26.

73Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 27.



Plural verb. Not only did Gill mention that Elohim was used with a singular 

verb, but he noted that it was sometimes used with a plural verb. He cited examples of the 

use of the plural verb with Elohim from Genesis 20:13;74 35:7;75 2 Samuel 7:23.76 

Explaining the meaning of the plurality of name, Gill rejected that it is a plurality of 

names, since the Shema prohibits, nor of “meer names and characters, but of persons; for 

to these Elohim are ascribed personal actions; as their removal of Abraham from his 

father’s house; their appearance to Jacob, and their redemption of the people of Israel.”77

Plural adjectives and participles. Moreover, the Old Testament sometimes 

joined plural adjectives and plural participles with Elohim. Gill gave examples from 

Deuteronomy 4:7; 5:26; Joshua 24:19; 1 Samuel 17:26, 36;  and Jeremiah 10:10. Of these 

passages, the most remarkable which the Baptist pastor highlighted was Jeremiah 10:10, 

where the passage is translated, “YHWH is the true God; He is the living God.”78 The 

adjective “living” is plural and noun Elohim which it modifies is also plural. Thus, Gill 

interpreted it as a passage that affirmed the unity of the divine essence but in that one, 

there is a plurality of persons.79 

Admitting that Elohim was used to designate one person in the Godhead in 

Psalm 45:6–7, Gill answered that it should not surprise anyone that Elohim was applied 

to one person, when you consider “each divine person possesses the whole divine essence 
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mמַר74 אֹ Rי וָ mבֵּית אָבִ Fם מִ ֹלהִי Aתִי אֱ וּ אֹ mע bשֶׁר הִתְ Xהִי כַּאֲ  וַיְ

qנֵי 75 וֹ מִפְּ Uח בָרְ Tהִים ְבּ ֹל Gו הָֽאֱ וּ אֵלָי nל Aשָׁם נִגְ mכִּי  Wאֵל  Uאֵל בֵּֽית־ וֹם  Tק מָּ Gאַ ל Tבֵּחַ וַיִּקְרָ Gם מִזְ nיִּבֶן שָׁ  וַ
חִֽיו  אָ

ו76ֹ Gל וֹת־ דּֽ ֹלהִים לְִפ וּ־Cאֱ ֽכ mשֶׁר הְָל Wאָרֶץ אֲ Uחָדָ בּ וֹי אֶ qגּ Tאֵל  Gךָ כְּיִשְׂרָ nמִי כְעַמְּ  וּ
77Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 28.

Uיִּים78 qהִים חַ ֹל וּא־אֱ Tמֶת הֽ Gם אֱ ֹלהִי nוָה אֱ .(my translation) וַֽיה

79Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 28.



and nature common to all three.”80 In other words, since each person is God, it should 

surprise no one to apply the name God to one of the persons. Another objection 

commonly made was to argue that Moses was said to be a god or Elohim to Aaron in 

relation Pharaoh. Gill replied that Moses was representative of the triune God in relation 

to Aaron and Pharaoh.81 Finally, the Hebraist Gill appealed to the rabbinic writings and 

contended that Jewish authors in the book of Zohar recognized that there was a 

threesome, which they called three degrees and which was distinct, though one.82

Plural Pronouns Used with the One God

According to Gill, the Old Testament uses plural pronouns to speak of the one 

God. In Genesis 1:26, God said, “Let us make man in our image, after our likeness.” Gill 

pointed out that the plural pronouns us and our in Genesis 1:26 clearly show that there is 

a plurality in the divine essence, especially when you observe that terms image and 

likeness are singular.83 He wrote, “nothing is more plain from hence, than that more than 

one was concerned in consultation about, and in the formation of man.”84 Consequently, 

he  explained that is why Job 35:10;85 Ecclesiastes 12:1;86 and Isaiah 54:587 used plural 
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80Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 30.

81Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 30.

82Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 30.

83Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 31.

84Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 31.

לָּֽיְלָה85 וֹת בַּ Uתֵן זְמmִר Wשָׂי נֹ וֹהַּ עֹ mל Aמַר Lאַיֵּה אֱ ֹלא־אָ  But none says, “Where is God my“ .(Job 35:10) ֽוְ
Maker, who gives songs in the night” (my translation). Although the Hebrew used a plural participle with a 
plural suffix (שָׂיW �the LXX translated the participle with a singular participle (ο ,(עֹ  ποιη' σας με and the Latin 
Vulgate translated with a relative noun that is singular, 3ms perfect active indicative, and personal pronoun 
that is singular (qui fecit me).

ךָ  86 Tאֶי וֹרְ Gר אֶת־mבּ כֹ  Remember your Maker” (my translation). The Hebrew for“ .(Ecc 12:1) וְּז
Maker (ָך Tאֶי וֹרְ mבּ ) is a plural participle.

ו87ֹ Wמ וֹת שְׁ Uא בָ qוָה ְצ Tשַׂיִךְ יְה Gךְ עֹ Gלַיִ nכִּי בֹעֲ   (Isa 54:5). For your Maker is your husband, YHWH 



expressions, and then asked, “What reason can be given for these plural expressions, if 

there was not more than one concerned in man’s creation?”88 

Since the Jews objected to a plurality in Genesis 1:26, Gill was compelled to 

reply to the notion that “God consulted with the souls of men, and with second causes; 

with the elements, and particularly with the earth, out of which he formed man. . . . So 

that, in respect of his body, which is of the dust of the earth, he was made after the image 

of the earth; and in respect of his soul, after the image of God; and so in respect to both, 

after our image,” Gill responded that it is a preposterous notion and deserves no reply.89 

Some Jewish interpreters suggested that God consulted with his angels and addressed 

them with these words, Gill responded that angels are not “God’s privy council, nor were 

concerned in any part of the creation, and much less in the more noble part of it.”90 Nor 

do angels possess the power to create, much less power to create man in the image of 

God.91 Then, others maintained that God employed the pluralis majestaticus when he 

spoke in the plural in order to express his honor and majesty.92 Gill answered that when 

kings spoke a “plural of majesty,” it represented the king acting on behalf of the advice of 

counselors.93 Furthermore, Gill denied the “plurality of majesty” can be traced to any 

kings in Israel, or any monarchs as Pharaoh, Nebuchadnezzar, and Belshazzar when they 

spoke of themselves.94 In fact, Gill asserted that the first time such plural expression can 
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of Hosts is his name (my translation). The participle (ְשַׂיִךT .for Maker is plural ( עֹ

88Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 32. Isaac Watts was inclined to believe that Gen 1:26 did signify 
a plurality and mentioned other texts as Ecc 12:1; Ps 149:2; Job 35:10; Isa 54:5. Watts, Christian Doctrine 
of the Trinity, 132–33n.

89Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 32.

90Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 33; cf. Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 1:10.

91Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 33.

92Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 1:10.

93Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 33.



be found in Scripture is in the letters of Artaxerxes in Ezra 4:18 and 7:23, which he 

considered to be no evidence of a Hebrew way of speaking but of Chaldee.95 Quoting  

Richard Kidder (1633–1703),96 Gill wrote, “It is a very extravagant fancy, to suppose that 

Moses alludes to a custom that was not (for what appears) in being at that time, nor a 

great while after.”97

In addition, Gill responded to the author of the Great Concern of Jew and 

Gentile who suggested that God expressed himself in Genesis 1:26 merely under the 

character of the word and Spirit.98 Gill said, “That the Word and Spirit were concerned 

with God in the creation of man, is a truth, and is the true reason of this plural expression; 

but then, these are not to be considered as mere characters, under which God acted; for 

mere names and characters cannot be consulted with; nor can creative powers be ascribed 

to them; nor have they any image and likeness after which man could be made.”99

Furthermore, Gill considered the plural pronouns in Genesis 3:22: “And the 

Lord God said, the man is become as one of us.” The Hebrew scholar Gill disagreed with 

Jewish interpreters who believe that God spoke to angels, for Gill pointed out that angels 

are not God’s equals; even if God uttered such words to angels, he stated the text would 
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94Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 33–34.

95Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 34.

96Richard Kidder was bishop of Bath and Wales from 1691 until his death. He was ejected for 
failing to subscribe to the Act of Uniformity 1662 but conformed in 1664. He was a prolific author, one of 
his works included the Demonstration of the Messiah published in three parts.

97Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 133.

98Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 36; William Davis, The Great Concern of Jew and Gentile Or, 
The Supreme Divinity of the Son of God Asserted and Defended, 2nd ed. (London: R. Griffit’s, 1751), 23–
24.

99Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 36. For reply, see William Davis, A Brief Reply to Mr. Gill’s 
Doctrine of the Trinity: Being a Defence of a Small Piece, Intitled, The Great Concern of Jew and Gentile 
(London: H. Kent, 1743), 16–18. Davis claimed that it is not a mere character but “very significant” 
character. Davis, Brief Reply to Mr. Gill’s Doctrine of the Trinity, 16–17.



have said that the man has become “one of you” and not “one of us.”100 Moreover, the 

Baptist elder stated that the context of Genesis 3:22 helps to interpret the passage 

correctly, for he explained that Satan tempted Eve to be equal with God and not angels, 

and therefore Genesis 3:22 should be understood to denote the divine being.101

In addition to Genesis 3:22, Gill discussed Genesis 11:7 where he observed the 

use of plural pronouns in reference to God. Notwithstanding that the Targum102 and Aben 

Ezra103 interpreted Genesis 11:7 as God speaking to the angels, Gill contended that God 

could not be speaking to angels, since they lack the power to affect both mind and speech 

of humans.104 Moreover, he claimed that Philo of Alexandria, the Hellenistic Jewish 

philosopher, interpreted the plural pronoun in Genesis 11:7 as more than one.105 Not to 

mentioned Gill added, Genesis 11:8 declares that it was the LORD who scattered the 

people over the earth, implying that the same “us” is identified as the LORD.106
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100Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 37. In a sermon on Gen 3:22, Gill wrote, “Others would have 

the angels here meant, to whom the Lord God thus speaks. But these are not his associates and companions; 
much less of equal dignity and authority with him. They were never made his privy council. He did not 
advise with them; nor were they assisting to him in the formation of man: neither was it after their image 
and likeness that he was created. They are God’s servants, to do his will; are ministering spirits, sent forth 
to minister for them who shall be heirs of salvation.” John Gill, Jehovah’s Declaration, Behold the Man Is 
Become as One of Us, in Sermons and Tracts, 6 vols (London: Old Paths Gospel, 1997), 5–6.

101Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 37.

102Targum Psuedo-Jonathan recorded, “And the Lord said to the seventy angels which stand 
before Him, Come, we will descend and will there commingle their language, that a man shall not 
understand the speech of his neighbour.” Tg. Ps. J. Gen 11:7.

103Abraham ibn Ezra (1092/3–1167) was a Jewish scholar and exegete who published a 
commentary on the Pentateuch. W.B., “Ibn Ezra, Abraham Ben Meïr,” in God-Istria, vol. 6 of The Jewish 
Encyclopedia: A Descriptive Record of the History, Religion, Literature, and Customs of the Jewish People 
from the Earliest Times to the Present Day., ed. Isidore Singer (New York: Funk and Wagnalls Company, 
1901–6), 6:519–23.

104Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 1:88.

105Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 39. γὰρ διαλεγο' μενο' ς τισιν ω� ς α�ν συνεργοιñς αυ� τουñ (For 
he was conversing with some ones as if his fellow co-workers (my translation). Philo On the Confusion of 
Tongues 1.168.

106Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 39.



There were other passages that Gill cited as proof to establish the plurality in 

the divine essence, using plural expressions. He mentioned Isaiah 6:8 and 41:21–23. 

From the New Testament, he referenced John 14:23 where the Lord Jesus said, “If a man 

love me, he will keep my words: and my Father will love him, and we will come unto 

him, and make our abode with him.” Gill noted that the “we will come” clearly indicates 

more than one, and in the context, the “we” represent the Father and the Son. Moreover, 

he pointed out that the indwelling of Father and Son with the believer is a personal action, 

and hence it is proof of the distinct persons in the Godhead.107

The angel of the LORD is identified as and
 yet distinguished from the LORD

Besides the use of plural pronouns and various grammatical constructions with 

the plural name of Elohim, Gill argued that if the angel of the LORD is identified as the 

LORD and yet distinct from the LORD, then there must be a plurality in the Godhead. He 

wrote,“ that if there is one who is Jehovah, that sends; and another who also is Jehovah, 

that is sent; then there must be a plurality in the Godhead.”108 First, he contended that the 

angel of the LORD in Genesis 16:7–13 was not a created angel but a divine person. Gill 

discussed how Hagar after being visited by the angel of the LORD, was directed to return 

to her mistress, promised innumerable descendants, and foretold of her descendant’s 

disposition. While rejecting that any created angel himself could fulfill such a promise of 

numerous descendants, Gill explained that the response of Hagar makes it clear that the 

angel of the LORD was the LORD, for she identified the one who spoke with her as the 

LORD, the God who sees (v. 13).109
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107John Gill, A Collection of Sermons and Tracts in Two Volumes (London: George Keith, 

1773), 41; cf. Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:61.

108Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 41–42.

109Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 134.



Second, Gill argued that the angel of the LORD in Genesis 18 was identified as 

a divine person. While three angels appeared in human form, Gill explicated that only one 

of them was called the LORD (v. 13, 20, 26), the Judge of all the earth (v. 25).110 This 

angel of the LORD who is identified as the LORD and Judge of all the earth, Gill pointed 

out that not only is the LORD said to destroy Sodom (Gen 19:24) but that throughout 

Scripture God is always represented as the one who destroyed Sodom and not a created 

angel (Jer 50:40; Amos 4:11).111

Finally, Exodus 3:2 mentions that the angel of the LORD appeared to Moses in 

a flame of fire in the midst of a bush. Gill remarked that the angel of the LORD is later 

called the LORD (v. 4), the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (v. 6), who possessed 

knowledge. Such a name as the LORD and the title of the God of Abraham, Isaac, and 

Jacob, Gill declared, a created angel would never acknowledge.112  

Distinction of Two Who Are Both Called
YHWH or God

Moreover, Gill observed that there are passages in Scripture, which distinguish 

between two who are both designated YHWH or God. First, Genesis 19:24 says, “Then 

the LORD rained upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah brimstone and fire from the LORD 

out of heaven.” As already mentioned above, Gill denied that this act of judgment was the 

work of angels, since Scripture always attributed this conflagration to God (Jer 50:40; 

Amos 4:11).113 In addition, Gill commented that the one who rained fire and brimstone 

must be distinguished from the one from whom fire and brimstone was rained and “must 

be one of equal power with him” and yet both are called LORD.114 Second, Psalm 45:7 
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110Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 134.

111Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 134.

112Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 1:326.

113Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 48–49.



says, “Thou lovest righteousness, and hatest wickedness: therefore God, thy God, hath 

anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thy fellows.” Gill pointed out that the one 

who anoints and the one who is anointed must be distinct, yet they are both called God.115 

Third, Gill showed that God promised that he would save his people by the LORD their 

God (Hos 1:7) and deduced that the one who promises to save must be distinct from the 

one by whom he will save, and yet both are designated LORD.116 

Gill elaborated on the distinction between the two persons, explaining that the 

distinction is real and personal and not nominal and essential. He wrote, “Now this 

distinction must be either nominal or real; not nominal, because they both bear the same 

name in all these passages. The distinction therefore, must be real; and if it is real, it must 

be either essential or personal; not essential, for there is but one divine nature or essence; 

otherwise there would be more gods than one. It remains then, that the distinction is 

personal, and consequently that there is a plurality of divine persons in the Godhead.”117
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115Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 49.

116Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 49–50.

117Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 50.



CHAPTER 7

GILL’S DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY:
THE DISTINCTION OF THE THREE 

PERSONS IN THE GODHEAD

The Distinction of the Three Persons in the Godhead

In the previous chapter, it was shown that Gill argued that God is one and that 

within the one, there is a plurality. He then proceeded to demonstrate that the plurality 

within the one God consisted of three distinct persons and consider what distinguishes 

these three persons in the Godhead. He noted that whatever distinguishes them is not 

“merely nominal, which is no distinction at all; as when the Sabellians say, God is one 

Person, having three names, Father, Son, and Spirit; here is no distinction.”1  Nor, he 

added, is the distinction “merely modal” but “real modal,” explaining that “though there 

are modes of subsisting in the Deity, and each Person has a distinct mode, yet the phrase 

seems not strong enough; for the distinction is real and personal; the Three in the 

Godhead are not barely three modes, but three distinct Persons in a different mode of 

subsisting, who are really distinct from each other.”2 Therefore, “the Father is not the 

Son, nor the Son the Father, nor the Holy Spirit either the Father or the Son.”3 Whatever 

then distinguishes the three persons, he asserted, must be eternal, since the “one God 

existed from eternity, and if the three Persons are the one God, they must exist from 

eternity, and exist as distinct Persons” and consequently what distinguishes them must 
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1John Gill, A Body of Doctrinal Divinity; or a System of Evangelical Truths, Deduced from the 

Sacred Scriptures (1769; repr., Paris, AR: Baptist Standard Bearer, 2004), 141.

2Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 141.

3Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 141.



exist from eternity.4 Furthermore, whatever distinguishes the three persons cannot be 

attributed to opera Dei ad extra, for the opera Dei ad extra are “common to all three 

Persons; for though one may be more commonly ascribed to one Person, and another to 

another, yet the three Persons have a concern in each; and therefore they cannot 

distinguish them from one another.”5 Thus, if the external works of God never existed, 

there would still remain the distinction of three persons in the one divine essence. “If 

there had never been a creature made, nor a soul saved, nor a sinner sanctified, God 

would have been the same he is, three persons in one God.”6 What then distinguishes the 

three persons? Gill replied that it is the “distinctive relative properties, which belong to 

each person, which distinguish them one from another; as paternity in the first Person, 

filiation in the second, and spiration in the third.”7 In other words, the Father begets and 

is not begotten; the Son is begotten and does not beget; and the Spirit proceeds and is not 

begotten and does not beget. And the distinction between the Father, Son, and Spirit, 

according to Gill, was “something in the divine nature, and not anything out of it . . . not 

any works ad extra, done by them; nor their concern in the economy of man’s salvation; 

nor offices bore by them.”8 Gill added that “if one of these distinct Persons is a Father, in 

the divine nature, another a Son in the divine nature, there must be something in the 

divine nature which is ground of the relation, and distinguishes the one from the other; 

and can be nothing else than generation, and which distinguishes the third Person from 

them both, as neither begetting nor begotten.”9 This chapter will accordingly examine 
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5Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 141.

6Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 141.

7Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 142.

8Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 142.

9Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 142.



Gill’s argument that what distinguishes the three persons in the Godhead is the paternity 

of the Father, the filiation of the Son, and the procession of the Spirit.

The Paternity of the Father

Gill recognized that the Scriptures distinguished the use of the term “Father” in 

two ways: essentially and personally. There were, however, some in the eighteenth 

century who rejected the distinction of essentially and personally. William Davis, a 

Christian physician, questioned Gill’s use of the terms essentially and personally to 

explain his interpretation of Deuteronomy 6:4. Davis stated that such terms are 

unscriptural.10 Sayer Rudd insisted that there was no justification for distinguishing “God 

essential and God personal.”11 Furthermore, Rudd denied that the term Father entailed a 

personal distinction with in the Godhead.12 He continued that “Father is not the title of 

One individual, intelligent, agent, in distinction from, or opposition to Two other, 

eternally subsisting in the divine essence (which is the popular notion of the word).”13

Despite the objections of Davis and Rudd to the distinction between Father 

essentially and personally considered, Gill maintained the distinction and argued for it 

exegetically. On the one hand, when the term “Father” is used essentially, he stated that it 

denoted the Godhead of the Father, Son, and Spirit as the one God who is the Creator and 

Preserver of all humans. Thus, “Father” sometimes designated the one God in general as 

creator and not to any one person in the Godhead. Commenting on the words in 1 

Corinthians 8:6: “But to us there is but one God, the Father,” Gill wrote that the meaning 
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Small Piece, Intitled, The Great Concern of Jew and Gentile (London: H. Kent, 1743), 9.

11Sayer Rudd, The Doctrine of the Divine Being Under His Grand Distinguishing Characters 
of God, Father and Spirit. A Sermon Delivered at the Meeting House in Snow’s Fields, Southwark: 
Occasioned by the Anniversary of That Foundation, on the First of August MDCCXXXV (London: J. 
Roberts, A. Dodd, and J. Noon, 1737), 52.

12Rudd, Doctrine of the Divine Being, 19.

13Rudd, Doctrine of the Divine Being, 19.



of Father may denote the Godhead “in relation to the creatures: so this one God, Father, 

Son, and Spirit, is the Father of spirits, the creator of angels, and the souls of men, the 

God of all flesh, the Father of all the individuals of human nature, the Father or author of 

all the mercies and blessings the children of men enjoy.”14 In his treatise on the Trinity, 

Gill asserted that the word Father, as used in Malachi 2:10, sometimes designated “the 

one God, Father, Son, and Spirit; because he is the common parent, creator, and former of 

all things.”15 To the question, “Shall we not be in subjection to the Father of spirits, and 

live?”  in Hebrews 12:9, Gill understood the phrase “the Father of spirits” to be a 

reference to the one God who is the creator of the souls of men.16  Similarly, in his 

commentary on Acts 17:28–29, Gill explained that when the apostle Paul applied a 

comment from the heathen poets that all of humanity are the “offspring of God,” it 

implies that all of humanity have the same Father and Maker.17 Thus, Scripture 

sometimes uses the term Father to denote the whole Godhead as creator.

On the other hand, when the term “Father” is used personally, Gill indicated 

that it denoted the first person in the Godhead who has a peculiar relation to the Son.18 He 

wrote that the word Father may be understood with a “peculiar regard to the second 

person, the Word, who is his only begotten Son; and his Son in such a way of filiation, as 

neither angels nor saints are.”19 Remarking on the blessing offered to God in 1 Peter 1:3: 

“Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,” the Baptist pastor commented 
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15John Gill, The Doctrine of the Trinity, Stated and Vindicated. Being the Substance of Several 
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16Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 9:474.

17Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:312.

18Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testaments, 8:657.

19Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 86.



that God should not be understood “essentially, but personally considered. . . . God is the 

God of Christ, as Christ is man; and he is the Father of Christ, as Christ is God; for, as 

man, he had no father, nor is he a son by office, but by nature.”20 

Richard Muller has observed that British and continental Reformed writers   

generally disagreed whether Father in the Lord’s Prayer referred to the first person (i.e 

personally considered) of the Trinity or to the one God (i.e. essentially considered).21 

Muller noted that British Reformed writers generally believed that “Father” in the Lord’s 

Prayer referred to the one God while continental writers affirmed a trinitarian reference.22 

Gill sided with the continental writers, for in his commentary on Matthew 6:9, he wrote, 

“By ‘Father,’ our Lord means the first person in the Trinity, who is the Father of all men 

by creation, and of saints by adoption.”23 Writing in his Body of Practical Divinity near 

the end of his life, Gill reaffirmed this conviction. He considered on the one hand that 

“Father” could be understood to mean “God essentially considered; of the Three Persons 

in the Godhead, who are the one God, the Creator, and so the Father of all; in which 

respect this term, Father, is not peculiar to any one person in the Deity, but common to 

all Three.”24 On the other hand, he suggested that “Father” could be understood of God 

personally, that is, of one person in the Godhead, even of God the Father, the first Person, 

who stands in the relation of a Father in a special sense, the Father of our Lord Jesus . . . 

and our Father in Christ.”25 It was the latter meaning that Gill held, for he explained that 
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“the Father of Christ is our Father, both by adoption and regeneration; and as such may be 

addressed by us, as here directed; which shews the true order and manner of prayer, 

which is to be made to the Father, the first Person.”26

Furthermore, the Baptist commentator cautioned his readers from drawing the 

inference that when the Scriptures speak of the Father personally as the one God it  

excludes the Son and Spirit from being the one God with the Father.27 Gill argued that if 

one excluded the Son and Spirit from being God with the Father because 1 Corinthians 

8:6 states, “there is but one God the Father,” then by the same rule of interpretation he 

reasoned that “the Father, in the next clause must stand excluded from being the one Lord 

with Christ.”28

Moreover, Gill advised his readers that although the Messiah is called the 

everlasting Father in Isaiah 9:6, it did not signify the peculiar relation of the Son to the 

Father in the Godhead.29 Gill explained, 

There is but one Father in the Godhead, and that is the first Person; indeed Christ 
and the Father are one, and the Father is in him, and he is in the Father, and he that 
has seen the one has seen the other, and yet they are distinct, Christ is not the Father; 
the Son and Spirit may be considered with the first Person as Father, in creation and 
regeneration, they being jointly concerned therein, but not in the Trinity. . . . But 
Christ is a Father with respect to chosen men, who were given him as his children 
and offspring in covenant; who are adopted into that family that is named of him, 
and who are regenerated by his Spirit and grace: and to these he is an “everlasting 
Father.”30

According to Gill, what distinguishes the Father from the Son and the Spirit is 

that the Father begets. He wrote:

The grand distinctive personal act of the Father, is his eternal act of begetting the 
Son in the divine nature or essence; which though unconceivable, and unaccountable 
by us, yet is plainly revealed in the sacred scriptures; and is the true reason of his 
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bearing the character and relation of a Father; and is what distinguished him from 
the Son and Spirit. The Son is never said to beget, either the Father or the Spirit: 
And the Spirit is never said to beget either the Son or the Father: The act of 
begetting, is peculiar to the Father.31 

Gill affirmed the same truth that the begetting is the unique relative property that 

distinguishes the Father from the other two persons in the Godhead, when he mentioned 

that “it is begetting (Ps 2:7) which peculiarly belongs to the first [person], and is never 

ascribed to the second and third; which distinguishes him from them both and gives him, 

with great propriety, the name of the Father.”32 Gill denied that the Father was 

distinguished in the Godhead due to his relation to creation, providence, and grace. For 

this reason, the Baptist theologian declared that the Father would still be the Father, if not 

one angel was created, one man was made, or one person redeemed.33

Further, Gill elaborated and clarified his understanding of begetting. He 

asserted that the act of begetting is a single act.34 This single act of begetting, he added, 

must not be understood as if the Father begot the Son’s nature, since the Son’s nature is 

the same with the Father and the Spirit. Remarking on Psalm 2:7 “this day I have 

begotten thee,” Gill stated that “the act of begetting refers not to the nature, nor to the 

office, but the person of Christ; not to his nature, not to his divine nature, which is 

common with the Father and Spirit.”35 After explaining that the first person begets the 

second person, Gill clarified some misconceptions about this single act, and exhorted his 

readers to be content with the manner of divine generation. He wrote: 
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In divine generation, person begets person, and not essence begets essence; and this 
begetting is not out of, but “in” the divine essence; it being an immanent and 
internal act in God; and in our conception of it, as has been already observed, we are 
to remove every thing impure and imperfect, division and multiplication, priority 
and posteriority, dependence, and the like; and as for the modus, or manner of it, we 
must be content to be ignorant of it, as we are of our own generation, natural and 
spiritual.36

Moreover, Gill clarified that when trinitarians speak of the Father as the first 

person, they deny any notion that the Father is “first, in order of nature, or time, or 

causality.”37 He insisted that as 

the Father is God of himself, so the Son is God of himself, and the Spirit is God of 
himself. They all three exist together, and necessarily exist, and subsist distinctly by 
themselves in one undivided nature. The one is not before the other, nor more 
excellent than the other. But since ’tis necessary, for our better apprehension of 
them, that there should be some order in the mention of them, it seems most proper 
to place the Father first. . . . Though, to let us see that there is a perfect quality 
between them, and no superiority or inferiority among them, this order is frequently 
inverted.38 

Besides the Scriptures general reference to the Father as first in relation to the 

Trinity, Gill contended that the Father was always the Father. Thus, “the Father was never 

without the Son, nor the Son without the Father, but was the eternal Son of the eternal 

Father.” 39 

  The Filiation of the Son

Intimately connected with the paternity of the Father was Gill’s argument for 

the filiation of the Son as what distinguishes the Son from the Father and the Spirit. This 

section will first discuss Gill’s doctrinal understanding of the filiation of the Son or 

eternal Sonship, followed by an examination of the importance and the Scriptural 
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arguments for the doctrine. Next, several common objections will be examined and 

finally an affirmation that the doctrine has an element of mystery to it is considered.

Statement of Doctrine

There is a principle in doctrinal disputes that must be upheld: a person must 

assert not only what they do mean, but also what they do not mean. Gill exemplified this 

principle throughout his writings in addressing the eternal Sonship of Christ. He not only 

asserted what he understood eternal Sonship not to mean, but he also asserted what it did 

mean.

Negative statement of doctrine. Gill denied the meaning of eternal Sonship to 

be understood in any manner to denote the Son is inferior or subordinate to the Father. 

While speaking on the subject of Christ, the Mediator of the covenant, he remarked, 

“Though the Father may be said to be greater than Christ, considered in his office 

capacity, yet this does not suppose any subjection and inferiority of his divine Person.”40 

Nor does the Son derive his essence from the Father.41 In another place, he explained at 

length that eternal Sonship does not mean the Son is begotten in essence but in his 

person. 

The divine nature of the Son is no more begotten than the divine nature of the 
Father, and of the Holy Ghost; the reason is, because it is the same divine nature, 
which is common to, and is possessed by all three. Hence it would follow, that if the 
divine nature of the Son was begotten, so would the divine nature of the Father, and 
of the Holy Ghost likewise. The divine essence neither begets nor is begotten. It is a 
divine person in the essence that begets, and a divine person in that essence that is 
begotten. Essence does not beget essence, but person begets person, otherwise there 
would be more than one essence: Whereas, though there are more persons than one, 
yet there is no more than one essence.”42  

Moreover, Gill denied Christ’s Sonship is founded upon his miraculous 
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conception and birth, or his resurrection from the dead, or his mediatorial office.43 He 

reflected the same truth in his church’s Confession, which was modified several times 

because of the trinitarian controversy: “[he was] not a Son by creation, as angels and men 

are, nor by adoption, as saints are, nor by office, as civil magistrates.”44

Positive statement of doctrine. Positively, Gill declared eternal Sonship is to 

be understood to mean the Son is a Son “ by nature, by the Father’s eternal generation 

(Psalm 2:7) of him in the divine nature.”45 He is a true, real, and proper Son, for, while 

commenting on the words “whoever denies the Son does not have the Father” in 1 John 

2:23, Gill explained the term the Son to mean “the true, proper, natural, essential, and 

eternal Son of God.”46 Gill summarized what he did not mean and what he did mean 

when he spoke of the eternal Sonship of Christ in the opening verses of his commentary 

on 2 Corinthians 1:3: “[Christ is a Son] not by creation, as angels and men, nor by 

adoption, as saints, but in such a way of filiation, as no creatures are, or possibly can be: 

he is his only begotten Son, his own proper Son, his natural and eternal Son, is of the 

same nature with him, and equal to him in perfections, power, and glory.”47

The Importance of the Doctrine of
Eternal Sonship
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For Gill, the doctrine of eternal Sonship, or what he referred to as the eternal 

generation of the Son, divine filiation, or true, proper, and real Son in some places, is a 

fundamental doctrine of the Christian faith. He believed that it was one of the central 

tenets of true religion. Commenting on 1 Corinthians 3:11 where Paul declared that no 

one can lay any other foundation than Jesus Christ, Gill asserted Christ’s divine and 

eternal Sonship as among the fundamentals of Christianity.48 He considered the denial of 

Sonship as a damnable heresy and one of the “errors in the fundamental doctrines of the 

gospel.”49 In his work on A Body of Divinity, he expressed the same sentiments when he 

wrote that the doctrine of the eternal Sonship of Christ is one of the doctrines clearly 

revealed in Scripture and forms part of the “sum and substance of supernatural 

Theology,” and later on in the same work he asserted, “the Sonship of Christ is an article 

of the greatest importance in the Christian religion.”50

Not only did Gill consider the doctrine of the eternal Sonship to be a fundamental 

article, but he believed that it is essential to the doctrine of the Trinity. After arguing that 

the Sonship of Christ is “the distinguishing criterion of the Christian religion,” and upon 

this foundation “all the important doctrines of it [Christianity] depend,” he added, 

“without this [filiation of the Son] the doctrine of Trinity can never be supported. . . . 

without this, the distinction of Persons in the Trinity can never be maintained; and, 

indeed, without this, there is none at all; take away all this, and all distinction ceases.”51 

Preaching at the ordination of John Reynolds near the end of his ministry, Gill once again 
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affirmed the inextricable link between eternal Sonship and the doctrine of the Trinity. He 

declared, 

I have said, that “the doctrine of a trinity of persons in the unity of the divine 
essence, depends upon the article of the Son's generation, and therefore if this cannot 
be maintained, the other must fall of course;” and for my own part, could I be 
prevailed upon to part with this article of faith, I would at once give up the doctrine 
of the trinity, as quite indefensible; and indeed it would be the height of folly to talk 
of a distinction of persons in the Deity, when the foundation of such distinction is 
removed; for we pretend to no other distinction in it, but what arises from the 
internal relative properties in God, as paternity, filiation and spiration, the ground of 
which is, the eternal generation of the Son; for without that there can be neither 
Father, nor Son, nor Spirit.52

 Hence, for Gill, there can be no logically consistent position that denies the 

eternal generation of the Son and, at the same time, affirms the distinction of persons 

prior to the appointment of the Mediator. So fundamental was the doctrine of eternal 

generation that Gill saw that if this truth was removed, it would affect essential doctrines 

because the“doctrines of redemption, justification, atonement, and pardon of sin, depend 

upon the divinity of the person of Christ, as the Son of God (Gal 4:4; Rom 8:3–4; Heb 

1:3–4; 1 John 1:7).”53

Scriptural Arguments

Having stated the meaning of the doctrine and its significance to Christianity, 

Gill presented his reasons to affirm the filiation of the Son. The argument follows along 

the line that Christ is the Son of God, and this Son is the eternal Son of the Father, and 

this eternal relation between Father and Son is the only biblical and reasonable basis to 

distinguish between the persons in the Godhead. This eternal Sonship in no way denies 

the Son is equal in essence with the Father nor is his Sonship founded upon anything than 

his nature. 
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The Son is designated in Scripture as the Son of God. Gill asserted that the 

Scripture clearly and explicitly designates Christ is the Son of God. He supported his 

assertion with Scripture testimony from the Father at the baptism and transfiguration of 

Jesus (Matt 3:17; 17:15), the testimony of Jesus himself (John 19:17), the testimony of 

John the Baptist and other saints (John 1:34; Matt 16:15–16), and the devil and fallen 

angels (Matt 8:28–29). He concluded by acknowledging that there is no disagreement that 

Scripture teaches Christ is the Son of God, but what is disputed is the meaning of the Son 

of God.54

The Son of God means he is the eternal Son of the Father. Now, since all 

agree that the term Son of God is biblical, Gill devoted his attention to clarify his 

meaning concerning the phrase “Son of God.” He began by refuting all false notions and 

arguments concerning the Sonship of Christ. He rejected six arguments of the Socinians 

who denied that Christ’s Sonship is founded upon eternal generation. First, Socinians 

claimed Christ’s Sonship is based upon the Father’s love to him.55 Second, they 

contended his Sonship is based upon his likeness to the Father.56Third, they posited the 

idea that he is a Son by adoption.57These three arguments, Gill recognized, had little 

Scripture support and were not insisted upon by his opponents. 

Although Gill refuted the previous three arguments in brief, the next three he 

addressed with more thoroughness. Fourth, the Socinians argued that Christ’s Sonship is 

grounded in  his miraculous conception and birth.58 Gill replied with a battery of 

  

 245 

———————————
54Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 140–44.

55Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 149.

56Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 149.

57Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 149.

58Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 150.



arguments, which  included philological and logical reasons. For example, he observed 

that if the incarnation is the reason for the Sonship of Christ, then there would be no God 

the Father in the Old Testament; but this cannot be since Scripture clearly teaches 

otherwise in Hebrews 1:1–2 and Ephesians 1:3–4.59 Furthermore, the Socinians claimed 

that Sonship was founded upon his resurrection.60 Like his previous response, Gill 

presented six reasons why Christ’s Sonship is not dependent upon his resurrection from 

the dead. One of these six reasons was that Socinians themselves would be inconsistent, 

for they claimed that the incarnation was the basis of Christ’s Sonship, and if this is true, 

then his Sonship preceded his resurrection. Therefore, Christ’s Sonship is not dependent 

upon his resurrection.61 Further, if the resurrection was the reason for the Sonship of 

Christ, then Gill argued “his sonship would not be proper, but figurative and 

metaphorical, whereas he is God’s own, or proper son.”62 The final claim of the Socinians 

was the claim that Sonship is grounded upon Christ’s office as Mediator.63 This last view 

of Christ’s Sonship was held both by Thomas Ridgley,64 Isaac Watts,65 an anonymous 

author identified as Philalethes,66 and James Anderson (1680?–1739).67 For Gill, this was 
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to confuse the ground of Sonship because the Scriptures name the Son as antecedent to 

his investiture as Prophet, Priest, and King. Before his appointment as King, the writer to 

the Hebrews refers to the Son: “But of the Son he says, ‘Your throne, O God, is forever 

and ever, the righteous scepter is the scepter of his kingdom.’”68

Having removed all the possible options for the meaning of eternal Sonship, 

Gill asserted his understanding of the meaning of eternal Sonship of Christ. His first 

reason for believing in the eternal generation was grounded in his exegesis of Psalm 2:7. 

He interpreted the words of the Psalm“You are My Son,” to mean he is a Son in a unique 

way that cannot be spoken of any creature; and is acknowledged by God the Father to be 

“the true, proper, natural, and eternal Son of God.”69 The reason, he continued, that the 
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Son is designated as the eternal Son is because of words “Today I have begotten You” 

(Psalm 2:7). The meaning of this expression should be understood as the Father begetting 

not the essence of the Son but his person, for if the Father begot his Son’s essence, then 

the Son would not be fully God in himself.70  Aware that some of his readers who were 

not versed in theology might be bewildered at this point, he reminded them that the mode 

of begetting is inconceivable.71 It is a mystery. 

Following his exposition of Psalm 2:7, he added Proverbs 8:22–30 as 

additional evidence  to establish his assertion that eternal Sonship is biblical.72 He 

interpreted the clause “when  there were no depths I was brought forth” to speak of 

Christ’s eternal Sonship, by arguing that Targum, Syriac, and Septuagint understand it to 

mean begot or begotten.73 Likewise, the Hebrew word is used similarly to express 

generation in Job 15:7 and Psalm 51:5.74 Although some were convinced by Micah 5:2 to 

further support the eternal generation of the Son, Gill himself did not believe it was 

speaking of his Sonship but rather his eternity.75 
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The eternal Sonship is the only biblical and rational means to justify the 

distinction between the Father and the Son. After establishing the meaning of the 

phrase the “Son of God,” Gill contended that the only biblical and rational means to 

justify the distinction between the Father and the Son is the eternal Sonship. Gill 

maintained that the distinction between the Father and Son is real and not nominal.76 This 

real and personal distinction, asserted Gill, must have existed as early as God existed, for, 

if the one God is eternal and immutable, and if the three persons are one God, then the 

three persons are eternal and immutable, and therefore the three persons must have 

existed as distinct persons from eternity.77

Furthermore, Gill argued that if this doctrine of Christ’s eternal generation is 

denied, then the distinction between the persons can never be established. This was an 

important point because Thomas Ridgley rejected the eternal generation of the Son and in 

its place substituted the basis for distinction upon Christ’s office.78 Ridgley believed that 

the deity of Christ is not denied, if his Sonship rests upon his office.79 Nor, he says is the 

distinction between the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit removed.80 Gill rejected any 

suggestion that the eternal Sonship of Christ was grounded in his being Mediator, since 

he must first be proved to be a Son before he can be the mediator.81 At the ordination of 
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John Reynolds, Gill expressed how untenable Ridgley’s position was to him: “indeed it 

would be the height of folly to talk of a distinction of persons in the Deity, when the 

foundation of such distinction is removed; for we pretend to no other distinction in it, but 

what arises from the internal relative properties in God, as paternity, filiation and 

spiration, the ground of which is, the eternal generation of the Son; for without that there 

can be neither Father, nor Son, nor Spirit.”82

Various  Objections

There were several persons that objected or denied the eternal generation of the 

Son. Isaac Harmon, a member of the church where Gill was the pastor, acknowledged “he 

had long been at enmity with the doctrine of the eternal Sonship of Christ by the 

generation of the Father.”83 Harmon published a short tract in which he purposed to 

expose numerous contradictory statements made by advocates of eternal generation, such 

as Gill and other divines.84 In his tract, Harmon stated that he could not in good 

conscience submit to a doctrine which never had been and never will be proved from the 

Scriptures.85 Further, an author who identified himself as Philalethes wrote a tract, 
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defending himself and others against the charge of heterodoxy because they denied the 

eternal generation of the Son, though they affirmed there is one God and three distinct 

divine persons in the Godhead who are co-equal, co-essential, and co-eternal. Philalethes 

considered eternal generation to be “error errorum,”86 and insisted that the second Person 

could not be begotten by the first Person and still be co-eternal and co-essential, for the 

author could only conceive a begetting with a beginning and thus the first Person must 

precede the Second.87 Therefore, he argued that advocates of eternal generation to 

contend that the Father begot the Son and the two are co-eternal and co-essential was to 

maintain something impossible and contradictory.88 Instead, he argued that what 

constitutes the second Person is not the eternal generation of the Son, but his being the 

Mediator, which is the “union of two natures.”89 When the second Person was “made 

flesh, then the Sonship actually was manifested, and then it appear’d that the union of two 

Natures (the Deity shining thro’ the Humanity, and the Humanity glittering by its 

nearness to the Deity) constituted the Son.”90 He further clarified his convictions that he 

believed the second Person to be fully divine yet denied his Sonship is eternal: “It has all 

along been granted that the Person subsisting in the divine and human Nature united, is an 

eternal, self-existent Person; but the Sonship which arises from the deity in union with 

humanity, and that in union with divinity is not eternal, it was not always thus united, tho’ 

the Person in the union did himself eternally exist.”91 Samuel Stockell (1710–1750), a 
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Congregationalist minister, expressed his strong disapproval of eternal generation, when 

he wrote,

I cannot understand the terms in vogue among us, namely, eternal generation, and 
essential filiation, because I am positive, that Christ, as the eternal God, was never 
begotten, since it is impossible for me to conceive the begetter and begotten to be of 
equal date. I, therefore conclude that which he begets must be before the begotten, in 
order of time, and superior to him, in order of essence or nature; nay, ’tis impossible, 
that the begotten of God should be of the same essence with God, because self-
existence, eternity, and independence are the inseparable properties of an infinite 
essence.”92

Aware that this doctrine provoked several objections, Gill considered the four 

most common objections. First, the term eternal generation is not Scriptural. Second, the 

term eternal generation is contradictory. Next, the doctrine seems contrary to the Son’s 

eternity and independence. Finally, the doctrine appears to make the Son subordinate and 

unequal in essence with the Father.

The term eternal generation is not Scriptural. As to the objection over the 

term eternal generation, Gill stated that the term is biblical since the Scriptures speak of 

the Father as the one who begets (Psalm 2:7) and consequently he must be a Father; and it 

also speaks of one that is begotten (John 1:14, 18) and therefore there must be a Son; and 

if he is begotten, then he must begotten by generation.93 Now, for Gill the terms begotten 

and generation are the same. If the Son is begotten of the Father who is eternal, then the 

Son is begotten in eternity and therefore the Son is eternally begotten or eternally 

generated. “[N]o moment and instance can be given or pointed at, neither in eternity nor 

in time, in which Christ was not the begotten Son of the Father; therefore he must be 

eternally begotten of him.”94
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Again, Gill wrote, “Nor should the phrase, ‘eternal generation’, be objected to, 

because not syllabically expressed in scripture; it is enough that the thing is which is 

meant by it: nor are the words, a ‘Trinity of Persons’, or three distinct Persons in one 

God; nor the word ‘satisfaction,’ expressive of a doctrine on which our salvation depends. 

It is most certain, that Christ is the Son of God; and it is as certain, that he is the 

‘begotten’ Son of God; and if begotten, then the word generation may be used of him, for 

what is begotten is generated.”95

The term eternal generation is contradictory. Another objection came from 

the Socinians who believed the term eternal generation to be contradictory: “It must be 

observed this generation out of the Father’s essence involves a contradiction.”96To which 

Gill responded that it is no more a contradiction than the “Trinity in Unity” or “three 

being one.”97 He further clarified by distinguishing eternal generation from human 

generation and granted that if it meant the latter, then it would be a contradiction. He also 

suggested the distinction between the priority of order and priority of time to be helpful, 

where the Father generates the Son in priority of order but not in priority of time.98

The eternal Sonship of Christ is contradictory to the Son’s eternity and 

independence. A third objection is the claim that the one who generates must precede the 

one is generated. If this true, then it must be true that the Father must precede the Son and 

therefore the Son is not co-eternal with the Father since the Son must have a beginning.99 
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Gill responded with a rule that he says must be adhered: “correlates mutually put or 

suppose each other.”100 He meant by this that “they commence together, they exist 

together, they co-exist, and that one is not before the other, not the one after the other.”101 

He illustrated this by considering a father and a son. A father does not exist as a father 

prior to begetting a son and a son does not exist any longer as a son than the father as a 

father who begets. If the father and son should live for one hundred years, the father as a 

father will be no older than the son and the same is true about the son as a son.102 “Their 

relations rise and continue together till one or other of them cease. There is no priority nor 

posteriority, no before nor after in these relations.”103 Therefore, if you consider the 

Father and the Son, there can be no “post-existence of him that is begotten, nor pre-

existence of him that begets.”104 As long as the Father is eternal, the Son must also be 

eternal. Therefore, the Son must be co-eternal.

Some claimed that the term Son signifies dependence upon the Father. Gill 

responded by asking what dependence does a son have upon a father in human 

generation.105 A father, he stated, is not the efficient cause of his son, for God is the 

efficient cause, but the father is the instrumental cause.106 He granted that a son in the 

infant stages of life is dependent upon his father, but the opposite is true of a father who 

is dependent upon his son in the later stages of his life. Gill further explained that since 
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there is no infancy or old age in the divine nature, there can be no dependence. Moreover, 

he affirmed the Son’s α� υτοθεο' ς and independence.107

The doctrine makes the Son subordinate and unequal to the Father. Some 

argued that the Son is subordinate to the Father and therefore unequal to the Father. Gill 

replied that one must distinguish between Christ’s divine and human natures. In the 

former, he is equal with God the Father, but in the latter he is subordinate and unequal. 

One passage some used to argue for the subordination of the Son is 1 Corinthians 15:24, 

28. First, Gill replied that this text has reference to the future and therefore, it is no proof 

“of what is or has been.”108 Second, the text does not specify if it is the Son as the Son of 

God or the Son as Son of man who will hand over the kingdom. Third, he argued that it is 

the Son of man to whom the text refers and he will hand over the kingdom and will 

subject himself so that God, the triune God will be all in all.109 Further, Gill pointed out 

passages where the Son of God addresses himself to the Father without the least hint of 

subordination as John 17:24.

The Doctrine of Eternal Sonship Has
an Element of Mystery 

Having addressed common objections, Gill reminded people that the doctrine 

of eternal generation has an element of mystery in it. In particular, he acknowledged the 

manner of generation is a mystery: “As for the modus, or manner of it, we must be 

content to be ignorant of it, as we are of our own generation, natural and spiritual. . . . It is 

enough that Christ is revealed as begotten of the Father; though the manner how he is 

begotten, cannot be explained.”110 He continued, “If we must believe nothing but what we 
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can comprehend, or account for the manner, or ‘how’ it is, we must be obliged to 

disbelieve some of the perfections of God; as eternity, immensity, and omniscience, etc. 

yea, that there is a God, or that there are three distinct Persons in the Godhead.”111  He 

then cited Athanasius and Gregory Nazianzen as confirmation that eternal generation is a 

mystery. Athanasius wrote, “‘How’ the Father begat the Son, I do not curiously inquire; 

and ‘how’ he sent forth the Spirit, I do not likewise curiously inquire; but I believe that 

both the Son is begotten, and the holy Spirit proceeds, in a manner unspeakable and 

impassable.”112 Nazianzen said the same thing: “Let the generation of God be honoured 

in silence; it is a great thing, (abundantly so) for thee to learn or know, that he is begotten; 

but ‘how’ he is begotten, is not granted to thee to understand, nor, indeed, to the 

angels.”113

Historical Argument

Having argued Scripturally for the eternal Sonship of Christ, Gill further 

argued in A Dissertation Concerning the Eternal Sonship of Christ that the overwhelming 

majority of Christians throughout church history have affirmed this doctrine.114 

Beginning in the first century, he showed in each century those who had affirmed this 

doctrine and those who had opposed it. He cited from men such as Polycarp,115 

Irenaeus,116 Tertullian,117 Athanasius,118 the Cappadocian Fathers,119 Jerome,120 and 
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Augustine,121 and asserted that all the sound divines in evangelical churches after the 

Reformation have held to this teaching. At the end of this work, he presented a list of all 

those in favor of and those against it. He concluded by saying, 

Now since it appears that all the sound and orthodox writers have unanimously 
declared for the eternal generation and Sonship of Christ in all ages, and that those 
only of an unsound mind and judgment, and corrupt in other things as well as this, 
and many of them men of impure lives and vile principles, have declared against it, 
such must be guilty of great temerity and rashness to join in an opposition with the 
one against the other; and to oppose a doctrine the Church of God has always held, 
and especially being what the scriptures abundantly bear testimony unto, and is a 
matter of such moment and importance, being a fundamental doctrine of the 
Christian religion, and indeed what distinguishes it from all other religions, from 
those of Pagans, Jews and Mahometans, who all believe in God, and generally in 
one God, but none of them believe in the Son of God: that is peculiar to the 
Christian religion.122  

The Spiration of the Spirit

As mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, what distinguishes the Spirit 

from the Father and the Son is the spiration of the Spirit. For Gill, the spiration of the 

Spirit was not a name of essence or name of office but a “mode of subsistence” 

distinguishing the Spirit from the other two persons in the Godhead.123 

The Biblical Evidence for the Spiration 
of the Spirit

Gill held that the Scriptures teach the spiration of the Spirit. In his commentary 

on John 15:26, he noted that when Christ spoke of the Spirit “proceeding from the 

Father,” it expressed the Spirit’s “peculiar personal and distinctive character.”124 This 
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peculiar personal and distinctive character of the Spirit was sometimes designated using 

the term spiration, which expressed the “Spirit’s distinct mode of subsisting” in the divine 

essence.125 According to Gill, when the Lord Jesus mentioned the phrase “proceeding 

from the Father,” Christ intended to convey “the eternal, ineffable, and continued act of 

his [Spirit’s] procession, from the Father and the Son; in which he partakes of the same 

nature with them, and which personally distinguishes him from them.”126 Similarly, Gill 

mentioned the term “breath” as  synonymous with the procession of the Spirit or spiration 

of the Spirit,  which expressions denote the distinguishing character of the Spirit: “the 

relative property, or personal relation of the third person is, that he is “breathed by the 

first and second Persons; hence called, the breath of the Almighty, the breath of the 

mouth of Jehovah the Father, and the breath of the mouth of Christ the Lord, and which is 

never said of the other two Persons; and so distinguishes him from them” (Job 33:4; Ps 

33:6; 2 Thess 2:8).127 While Jesus stated to his disciples that he would send the Spirit 

from the Father (John 15:26), Gill rejected the notion that the sending of the Spirit in any 

way hints at or intimates the inferiority of the Spirit in essence or nature to the Father or 

to the Son. For, if the sending of the Spirit denotes inferiority, then it stands to reason that 

the Son is inferior to the Father and Spirit, since the latter two sent the Son on mission.128 

The Historical Debate over the Spiration
of the Spirit

In the early church, there was debate and eventually a division over whether the 

Spirit proceeded from the Father alone or from the Father and the Son.129 The Eastern 
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Churches maintained the Spirit proceeded alone from the Father, and the Western 

Churches maintained the Spirit proceeded from the Father and the Son. Showing an 

awareness about the debate in the early church over the procession of the Spirit, Gill 

affirmed the double procession or filioque: “It was once a warm controversy between the 

Greek and Latin churches, whether the Spirit proceedeth from the Son as well as from the 

Father: It seems he should, since he is called “the Spirit of the Son,” as well as of the 

Father.”130 Likewise, in his discussion concerning the intra-trinitarian love between the 

three persons within the Godhead, Gill affirmed the filioque, when he remarked that the 

Son “loves the Spirit, since he proceeds from him, as from the Father, and is called the 

Spirit of the Son (Gal 4:6).”131 Expressing the same truth but in stronger language in his 

sermon Words of David, Words of Jehovah, Gill wrote, “A dispute there was in ancient 

times, and that in the churches—whether the Spirit proceeded from the Son as from the 

Father? It is most certain he proceeded from the one as from the other.”132 

The Unfathomable Mystery of the Spiration
of the Spirit

If asked to explain or speculate on the meaning of the spiration of the Spirit, 

Gill maintained a reverent ignorance. He admitted that what is meant by proceeding, “we 

know not; we are unable to explain it: we must take it as it is.”133 In his exposition of 
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Psalm 131:1 where David speaks of not concerning himself with great matters, Gill 

pointed out that one of the great matters we should “be content to be ignorant of, or not to 

have adequate ideas of, or be capable of accounting for” is the procession of the Spirit.134 

Indeed, the procession of the Spirit is a secret thing known only to the Lord.135 

The Various Objections to the Spiration
of the Spirit

Various divines objected to the spiration of the Spirit. The Presbyterian divine, 

Ridgley, criticized the use of the term spiration, that people do not understand its meaning 

and suggested that it conveys a metaphorical expression and therefore thought that the use 

of the word “spiration” should be laid aside.136 Isaac Watts held that the names paternity, 

filiation, and spiration did not adequately account for the distinction within the Godhead 

and even stated that paternity, filiation, and spiration “seems to be made up of words 

rather than ideas.”137 He claimed that the procession of the Spirit from the Father and the 

Son is unscriptural and a deduction from an uncertain argument.138 He held that the 

procession of the Spirit derived from the “Popish Schoolmen,” and the reason that the 

Reformers did not expel such scholastic terminology was that “they knew no better way 

to explain the doctrine of the sacred Trinity.”139  Influenced perhaps through reading 

Watts, Philip Doddridge (1702–51) asserted that the term spiration was introduced by 
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“Popish school-men” and since it cannot be explained, therefore he concluded that it 

cannot be defended.140

Conclusion

Several persons opposed Gill and his doctrine of the paternity, filiation, and 

spiration. Some of these persons included such highly esteemed men as the learned 

Thomas Ridgley and godly Isaac Watts. In addition, Gill was attacked in print by a former 

member of his church, Isaac Harman, fellow Particular Baptist minister Sayer Rudd, and 

an anonymous author named Philalethes. Despite the numerous objections and 

opposition, Gill argued against these men and others, maintaining that the most faithful 

witness to Scripture to establish the divine distinctions between the Father, Son, and 

Spirit was to affirm the paternity of the Father, filiation of the Son, and spiration of the 

Spirit. Central to defending these distinctions for Gill was to maintain the eternal 

generation of the Son, for he held that one could not deny the eternal generation of the 

Son without obliterating the distinctions and thus undermine the doctrine of the Trinity.
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CHAPTER 8

GILL’S DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY:
THE DISTINCT PERSONALITY AND

DEITY OF THE THREE PERSONS

The Distinct Personality and Deity of the Father

 The previous chapter has argued that the ground of personal distinctions 

within the Godhead, according to Gill, are the paternity of the Father, the filiation of the 

Son, and the spiration of the Spirit. This chapter will examine how Gill argued for the 

distinct personality and deity of the Father, Son, and Spirit. In his commentary on 2 

Timothy 1:13, Gill remarked that Paul’s command to Timothy to “hold fast the form of 

sound words” meant that Timothy maintain among other doctrines “the doctrines 

concerning the trinity of persons in the Godhead, Father, Son, and Spirit, and the proper 

deity and distinct personality of each of them.”1  

The Personality of the Father

Although Gill believed that the paternity of the Father had established his  

distinct personality, he nevertheless presented additional reasons to confirm the distinct 

personality of the Father. Gill contended that the distinct personality of the Father can be 

deduced from the definition of a person and personal actions ascribed to him. 

Agreeing with Marcus Wendelin’s definition, Gill defined a person as “an 

individual that subsists, is living, intelligent, not sustained by another, nor is a part of 
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another.”2 This definition was then applied to the Father in order to show that the Father 

is a distinct person. Gill wrote: 

The Father of Christ is an individual, and so distinguishable from the divine nature 
he is possessed of, in common with the Son and Spirit; he subsists of himself, he 
does not owe his being to another, nor is he upheld in it by another; nor is he 
possessed only of a part, but of the whole Deity; he is the living Father, has life in 
himself, and not from another (John 5:26; 6:57) and is intelligent, knows himself, 
his Son and Spirit, and all things (Matt 11:27).3

Moreover, Gill asserted that the personal actions of the Father demonstrates his  

distinct personality. These personal actions include creation (Heb 1:2; Eph 3:9) and works 

of providence in upholding the universe (John 5:17). These personal actions also include 

sending his Son to save men and women, which Gill pointed out, meant that “he that 

sends, and he that is sent, cannot be the same person, but must be distinct.”4 Finally, the 

Father’s personal acts of grace toward the elect prove the Father’s distinct personality. 

The Father is said to have elected his people according to his foreknowledge (1 Pet 1:2), 

chosen them in Christ before the foundation of the world (Eph 1:4), and entered into 

covenant with his Son for the salvation of the elect, which acts lead one to deduce that the 

Father must be distinct from the Son.5

The Deity of the Father

Although the debate over the deity of the Father was not called into question, 

Gill still believed that it was appropriate to give four major reasons to affirm the full 

divinity of the Father: (1) divine names, (2) divine attributes, (3) divine works, and (4) 

divine worship ascribed to him. Gill applied the same categories to argue for the deity of 

the Son and the Spirit.
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Divine names. Gill asserted that the Father’s deity is demonstrated from the 

divine name “God” applied to the Father. Supporting his assertion, Gill observed that the 

Father is explicitly called God in Romans 15:6, 2 Corinthians 1:3, Philippians 2:1, and 

Galatians 1:1.6 Since the deity of the Father was not a disputed point, Gill briefly 

examined the divine names.

Divine attributes. Next, Gill considered several attributes of God that 

establish the deity of the Father. He contended that the Father has the following attributes: 

(1) self-existence, (2) eternity, (3) omnipresence, (4) omniscience, (5) omnipotence, and 

(6) immutability. First, the Father is self-existent because he “owes his being to no other; 

nor does he depend upon another, but subsists of himself.”7 Gill supported his assertion 

of self-existence of the Father from John 5:26: “For as the Father hath life in himself, so 

hath he given to the Son, to have life in himself.”8 Second, the Father is eternal, having 

no beginning of days or end of life, for he is identified in Revelation 1:4 as the “one who 

is and who was and who is to come.”9 Gill pointed out that eternity is a peculiar 

perfection of God;10 no one else but the true God is from everlasting to everlasting. 

Again, Gill asserted that God is omnipresent: he is “unbounded with respect to space and 

place” and therefore “must be everywhere.”11 Gill noted that Christ often spoke of the 

Father as being omnipresent because the Father is said to be in “heaven, and yet with him 
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8Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 87–88.

9Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 87–88.

10Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 46.

11Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 42.



on earth, and with all his people, at all times, in all ages, and among all nations.”12 And 

therefore if  believers are to have fellowship with the Father and with the Son (1 John 

1:3) through all periods and all nations, then he must be omnipresent.13 Fourth, according 

to Gill, the Father is omniscient, knowing all persons and things. The Father has perfect 

and infinite knowledge of the Son and even possesses knowledge of the day and hour of 

judgment, which neither the angels nor the Son of man knows.14 Further, God is 

omnipotent, meaning that he is capable of doing all things that are not contrary to his 

nature and perfections. The Father is omnipotent, for Christ prayed to the Father, 

acknowledging that all things are possible for him (Mark 14:36).15 Finally, Gill affirmed 

that is God  immutable. Since the Father is God, he is immutable, for Scripture reveals 

there is no “variableness nor shadow of turning with him” (James 1:17).16

Divine works. Besides the divine attributes, Gill held that the divine works of 

the Father establish his deity. These works consist of the creation of the world, 

preservation of the world, forgiveness of sin, and resurrection of the dead.17 Gill asserted 

that the “author of creation is God, and he only.”18 As God, the Scriptures teach that the 

Father created the world through his Son (Heb 1:2), and that the believers acknowledged 

in their prayer that God was the one who “made heaven, and earth, and the sea, and all 

things in them (Acts 4:24, 27).19 As God, the Father preserves and governs all things in 
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17Gill, Doctrine of the Trinity, 90–91.

18Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 260.
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heaven and earth. When Christ was accused by the Jews for Sabbath breaking, he 

vindicated his actions by replying that his Father is working until now and the Son is also 

working (John 5:17), which Gill commented shows that the Father has and still is 

preserving the world.20 Likewise, Christ uttered the same truth when he addressed the 

Father as “Lord of heaven and earth” (Matt 11:25), meaning that the Father is the creator, 

upholder, and preserver of both.21 Gill claimed that “forgiveness of sins is peculiar to 

God,” observing that the Jews were correct in thinking that God alone can forgives sins 

(Mark 2:7).22 Being God, the Father has authority to forgive sins. For this reason, the Son 

on the cross appealed to the Father to forgive his enemies who had sinned against him 

(Luke 12:34).23 Finally, the resurrection of the dead, according to Gill, is a “work purely 

divine.”24 Gill observed that the resurrection of Christ is most often ascribed to the 

Father, and the Father is identified as the one who will raise the dead on the final day (1 

Cor 6:14). 

Divine worship. For Gill, “none but God is and ought to be the object of 

religious worship and adoration,”25 because Christ declared that God alone is to be 

worshipped and served (Matt 4:10). Gill also noted that the Father is the one “whom we 

are to love, to hope, and believe in; as the object of prayer and supplication, . . . and 

stands first in the form of baptism, which is a solemn act of divine and religious 

worship.”26
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The Distinct Personality and Deity of the Son

Not only did Gill defend the distinct personality and deity of the Father, he 

argued similarly for the distinct personality and deity of the Son.

The Distinct Personality of the Son

Following this pattern of defining a person and then showing that the definition 

accords with the Father, Gill did the same for the Son. Gill defined the personality of the 

Son as

an individual, distinct, though not separate from the divine nature, he has in 
common with the Father and the Spirit; he subsists of himself in that nature 
distinctly, and independently; is not a part of another, the whole fulness of the 
Godhead dwells in him; nor is his human nature, which he assumed in time, a part 
of his person, nor adds anything to his personality; but being taken up into union 
with his person, subsists in it; he has life in himself, and is the living God; is 
intelligent, has understanding and will; knows himself, his Father and the Spirit, and 
all creatures and things, and does whatsoever he pleases.27

Besides the relative property of being begotten, Gill expressed several reasons 

to demonstrate that the Son is a distinct person. First, the Scriptures reveal that the Son 

was with God (John 1:1) and was brought up with him (Prov 8:30). Gill explained that 

the preposition “with” signifies distinction. For this reason, he wrote that the Son must be 

“a person to be with another; and he must be distinct from him with whom he is. He 

cannot properly be said to be with himself”28 or “be brought up with himself.”29 

Furthermore, the Scriptures teach that the Son was appointed from eternity to 

be the covenant head of his people, the mediator, and the one in whom all the blessings of 

grace were entrusted. Gill then reasoned that the one who appointed the covenant head 

must be distinguished from the one who was appointed, and the one who appointed the 
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mediator must be distinct from the one who is the mediator.30 Nor is it reasonable to 

believe, he added, that “a mere name and character could . . . be said to be set up, to be 

covenanted with, or to have persons and things committed to his care and charge.”31

Third, the Scriptures reveal that God sent his Son in the fullness of time (Gal. 

4:4), which clearly implies that the one who sent—the Father—is distinct from the one 

who is sent—the Son. Gill underscored that it is untenable to think that the one who sent 

and the one sent are the same person: “It is too gross and absurd to be admitted.”32 

Fourth, Gill argued that the Son advocates (1 John 2:1) and intercedes (Heb 

7:25) with the Father, plainly showing the distinction of the Father and the Son. Surely, 

he inquired, the one who advocates must be distinct from the one with whom he 

advocates, for otherwise, the Son is said to advocate with himself.33 Likewise, the Son 

must be distinct from the Father, to whom he prays to for another Comforter (John 

14:16), and the Son must be distinct from the Spirit for whom he prays.34

Finally, Gill contended that the Son’s appointment as the final judge 

demonstrates his distinct personality. As the final judge, the Son will gather all the 

nations before him, then divide them into two groups: some on his right and the rest on 

his left, and then render a final sentence.35 All such actions, Gill insisted, cannot be 

attributed to any other than a divine person who is distinct from the Father, since the 

Father is said to judge no one but has given all judgment to the Son (John 5:22), and the 

Spirit is never said to render a final judgment to the world.36
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While Gill defended the distinct personality of the Son, there were some who 

thought otherwise. Isaac Watts denied the literal and proper distinct personality of the 

Son.37 It is true that in his work The Christian Doctrine of the Trinity he spoke of a 

plurality in the Godhead. In his preface to this work, Watts wrote, “I render hearty thanks 

to God, who hath guarded the freedom of my thoughts as to keep them religiously 

submissive to plain revelation; and has made these later inquiries a means to establish my 

faith in this blessed Article; that the Father, Son, and Spirit, are three Persons and one 

God.”38 Watts spoke of one God who “subsists in three Persons.”39 In fact, he even used 

the language of distinct personality. He stated that he will argue in The Christian 

Doctrine of the Trinity that the Father, Son, and Spirit have “personal actions and 

characters ascribed to them in Scripture” and then will show that “these actions require 

distinct Persons.”40 But when Watts expounded the meaning of person in his 
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accusing Watts of denying the proper and real personality of the Son and Spirit. Abraham Taylor, The 
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he would charge him with nothing Less than grievous haeresies.” Davis, Isaac Watts, 114–15. Gill denied 
Watts was a Trinitarian, considering Watts more in the scheme of the Sabellians. John Gill, Sermons and 
Tracts, 6 vols. (London: Old Paths Gospel, 1997), 6:219.

38Isaac Watts, The Christian Doctrine of the Trinity: Or Father, Son, and Spirit, Three 
Persons and One God (London: J. Clark, E. Mathews, and R. Ford, 1722), vi.

39Watts, Christian Doctrine of the Trinity, x.

40Watts, Christian Doctrine of the Trinity, 134. Watts asserted that he cannot understand how 
anyone can deny the sacred three to be “three distinct personal agents.” Isaac Watts, Dissertations Relating 
to the Christian Doctrine of the Trinity, the Second Part (Viz.) IV. The Sentiments of the Ancient Jews and 
Christians Concerning the Logos or Word, Compar’d with Scripture. V. A Discourse of the Holy Spirit. VI. 
The Use of the Term Person in This Controversy. Vii. The Distinction of Persons in the Godhead: Or, An 
Humble Essay to Illustrate the Doctrine of the Sacred Three (London: J. Clark, R. Hett, E. Matthews, and 
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Dissertations Relating to the Christian Doctrine of the Trinity, he explained that the 

eternal Word should not be called a person in a literal and proper sense but in a figurative 

and metaphorical sense, though Watts was willing to affirm the God-man as a literal and 

proper person.41 

In the sixth dissertation, “the Use of the term Person in this Controversy,” 

Watts examined the distinctions in the divine nature and what it meant to call the Father, 

the Son, and Spirit, three persons. After affirming that the divine nature consists of “one 

single consciousness only, or one single Spirit,” he commented:  

Now, if the complete divine nature, or the infinite Spirit be represented as including 
in it two distinct powers, which are called the Word and the Spirit, by way of 
analogy to the human soul, which includes in it the powers of mind and will, and if 
we suppose the human soul acting by the mind and will, to represent God the Father 
as acting by his two divine powers, the Word and Spirit, ’tis evident that the Father 
is properly called a Person, an intelligent voluntary agent, with very little or no 
alteration of the common sense of the Word in human language. . . . But when the 
Word and Spirit are called Persons, which are supposed to be really but divine 
powers of the Father, whose inward distinction we know not, the term Person is then 
used in a figurative or metaphorical sense, and not in so proper and literal a sense 
as when the Father is called a Person (emphasis mine).42

In other words, when the term person is applied to the Father, Watts understood it to 

denote a proper and literal person, but when the term person is applied to the Son and 

Spirit, he understood it to denote a figurative and metaphorical person. Thus, for Watts, 

the Son and Spirit are not persons in the exact same sense as he understood for the Father. 

And it is because of his two different definitions of a person, Watts spoke of “three 

Persons and one God,”43 one God who “subsists in three Persons,”44 and distinct 

Persons.”45 Yet Watts wanted to maintain a “sufficient distinction between them [Father, 
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Son, and Spirit] to lay a foundation for such a distinct personal representation of them in 

Scripture.”46 For this reason, he endeavored to construct a sufficient distinction by 

showing that man’s faculties are often represented as a person. He argued that Near 

Eastern custom often personified parts and characters of man, Jews often distinguished 

“the powers of a Spirit personally from that Spirit,” and the Ancient Church spoke of the 

Logos as a personal power.47 Claiming that most, if not, all orthodox trinitarian schemes 

agree with his metaphorical and figurative interpretation of the word “person,” Watts 

wrote, “the word Person is not applied to all the Sacred Three in the full and literal sense 

of it, though the Word God is attributed to them in the literal sense.”48 Again, Watts 

complained to God that if he had revealed in Scripture in any one text that “the Father, 

Son, and Holy Spirit, are three real distinct Persons” in the Godhead, then he would never 

had suffered himself to be “bewildered in so many doubts.”49

Furthermore, Sayer Rudd denied that the Son in his divine nature was a distinct 

person in the Godhead. It is true that he affirmed that Christ the mediator is “a person and 

distinct person from the Divine Being, both as Father and Holy Ghost”50 or another 

  

 271 

———————————

Christian Doctrine of the Trinity, Part 2, 140.

46Watts, Dissertations Relating to the Christian Doctrine of the Trinity, Part 2, 187.

47Watts, Dissertations Relating to the Christian Doctrine of the Trinity, Part 2, 187–92.

48Watts, Dissertations Relating to the Christian Doctrine of the Trinity, Part 2, 194.

49Isaac Watts, A Faithful Enquiry After the Ancient and Original Doctrine of the Trinity, 
Christ; Taught by Christ and His Apostles. In Two Parts. (London, 1745), ix. According to Thomas Milner, 
this work was “printed in 1745, while the author [Watts] was still living, but for certain reasons 
suppressed.” Only fifty tracts were printed. Having read the previous works of Watts, there is nothing new 
in this work that he did not express in his previous trinitarian tracts and treatises. Thomas Milner, The Life, 
Times, and Correspondence of the Rev. Isaac Watts, D.D. (London: Thomas Richardson and Son, 
1845), 727.

50Sayer Rudd, The Doctrine of the Divine Being Under His Grand Distinguishing Characters 
of God, Father and Spirit. A Sermon Delivered at the Meeting House in Snow’s Fields, Southwark: 
Occasioned by the Anniversary of That Foundation, on the First of August MDCCXXXV (London: J. 
Roberts, A. Dodd, and J. Noon, 1737), 63.



hypostasis.51 It also true that Rudd asserted that the mediator is the “conjunction or union 

of the divine and human natures in Christ,”52 but he then explained that the divine nature 

united to the human nature was not the second person of the Godhead but the Father or 

what he preferred to call the “divine Being under the person character of the Father.”53 In 

other words, it was the Father who took on flesh and thus the divine and human natures 

were united, or stated another way “God manifest in the flesh” was interpreted to mean 

God or the divine Being described under the name of Father was united to the human 

nature of Christ.54 Therefore, Rudd stated that he did not object to distinction in general, 

but he objected to three divine distinct persons in the Godhead. He wrote, “I have no 

objection to the doctrine of personality in the main of it; but . . . my objection . . . is 

levelled against this distinct divine personality; making absolutely three distinct 

Intelligent Agents or Persons in the divine Being.”55 Fundamental to Rudd’s rejection of 

the distinct divine personality of the second person in the Godhead was his denial of the 

eternal sonship of Christ. For Rudd, the doctrine of eternal sonship was deemed 

unbiblical and contradictory.56 Indeed, he called the distinction of three persons “a 
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scholastic juggle . . . no where to be found but in the jargon of the Schools.57 

Deity of the Son

In the eighteenth century, the deity of the Son was under severe assault and 

opposition from different denominations. From the Anglican denomination, assaults came 

from Samuel Clarke and John Jackson who both denied the homoousion of the Son.58 

From the English Presbyterians, James Peirce and Joseph Hallet59 both denied the full 

deity of the Son.60 James Foster, a General Baptist, asserted that Christ should not receive 

the highest worship because he is not the supreme God.61  And Sayer Rudd argued that 

the Lord Jesus pre-existed in his human soul, which was created in eternity and united 

with God.62 According to Rudd, this pre-existent human came into existence before the 

creation of the world and was produced by God. In the words of Rudd, “the Mediator in 

his human soul, preexisting the creation of our system; as that soul and consequently he, 

the Mediator, was brought forth by the divine Being, in the closet union with himself; this 
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production, at the same time, laying the foundation of the paternal character on the side of 

God, and of the filial character on the part of Christ.”63 Moreover, Rudd held that though 

the human spirit of Christ was produced in eternity, Christ was still divine in a sense and 

worthy of worship. He wrote, 

The Word was God. This was the glorious result of producing the human spirit of 
our Lord at this time, and in this manner: being produced in union with God, he 
became a partaker with him in supreme divinity. . . . The divinity originated proper 
to God only, diffused itself thru’ the whole man; incircled the Mediator in his 
preexisting soul, in such manner, as to become part of his private nature; to be 
necessarily included in our ideas of the mediatorial person. The divine being, by 
dwelling in this human spirit, filled him with all fullness of the Godhead and so 
consequently, gave him a right and title to his characters, works, and worship.64

 Following the same pattern of argument for deity of the Father, Gill opposed 

the various objections to the deity of the Son. In his commentary on Psalm 45:6, Gill 

summarized the four points of argument concerning the full deity of the Son, noting that 

the Son “who is truly and properly God, the true God and eternal life; as appears by the 

names by which he is called, as Jehovah, and the like; by his having all divine perfections 

in him; by the works which he has wrought, and by the worship which is given unto 

him.”65 In other words, Gill contended that the divine names, attributes, works, and 

worship prove the deity of the Son.

Divine names. Gill contended that the divine names ascribed to the Son evince 

his deity. Commenting on John 1:1, Gill elaborated that the Son was “not made a God, as 
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he is said here after to be made flesh; nor constituted or appointed a God, or a God by 

office; but truly and properly God, in the highest sense of the word, as appears from the 

names by which he is called; as Jehovah, God, our, your, their, and my God, God with us, 

the mighty God, God over all, the great God, the living God, the true God, and eternal 

life.”66 

First, Gill asserted that the divine name YHWH revealed to Moses in Exodus 

3:14, meaning “I AM WHO I AM” is a unique name of the true and living God that is 

“incommunicable to another.”67 This name, said Gill, expresses God’s self-existence and 

independence and denotes that God is the Most High over all the earth (Ps 83:18).68 

Reasoning that if the divine name YHWH is applied to Christ or Christ is called YHWH, 

Gill stated that Christ must then be the Most High over all the earth.69 

Gill collated several Old Testament passages in which YHWH is identified, 

interpreting them in light of the New Testament, and showing that the divine name 

YHWH was applied to Christ. Gill observed that the Scriptures reveal that Israel tested 

YHWH in the wilderness (Exod 17:2, 7; Numb 21:5–6), yet Paul stated that the one 

whom the Israelites tested in the wilderness was the Lord Jesus Christ: “Neither let us 

tempt Christ, as some of them also tempted, and were destroy’d of serpents” (1 Cor 

10:9).70   Commenting on the fact that some of the Israelites tempted Christ in 1 

Corinthians 10:9, Gill remarked,  “Christ was the angel that went before the Israelites in 

the wilderness, the angel of God’s presence, that bore, and carried, and saved them; he is 

the Jehovah they tempted at Massah and Meribah, and elsewhere, and God they spake 
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against at this place referred to; hence it is clear that our Lord existed before his 

incarnation, and that he is truly and properly God.”71 Therefore, if Christ was the one 

tested in the wilderness as Paul has interpreted, then Christ must be YHWH and 

consequently the Most High over all the earth. Moreover, Isaiah reported that he had seen 

the Lord (Adonai), sitting on a throne, whom the seraphim and Isaiah acknowledged to be 

YHWH of hosts (Isa 6:1–3, 5). Interpreting Isaiah 6:1–3, 5 in light of the New Testament, 

Gill noted how the apostle John identified the Lord Jesus as the one whom Isaiah saw on 

the throne: “These things saith Isaiah, when he saw his glory and spake of him” (John 

12:41).72 In his commentary on John 12:41, Gill explained that Isaiah spoke of Christ as 

“the true Jehovah, the Lord of hosts; and which therefore is a very clear and strong proof 

of the proper divinity of Christ.”73 Again, Gill commented how Isaiah prophesied of one 

who would prepare the way of YHWH (Isa 40:3), which Matthew explained was John the 

Baptist preparing  the way before Jesus Christ (Matt 3:1–3).74 Another passage that Gill 

applied to the Lord Jesus was Jeremiah 23:6: “YHWH our righteousness.”75 Gill pointed 

out that both ancient and modern Jews understood “YHWH our righteousness” referred to 

the Messiah.76 In addition, Gill showed that the context of verse 6 must apply to the 

Messiah, since it is the Father who “will raise unto David a righteous branch” (23:5) and 

appoint a King who will be the offspring of David.77 Although some claimed that the 

name YHWH is given to various created beings and things, Gill replied to these various 
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objections, indicating either the name was applied to an angel who was the pre-incarnate 

Christ or the name was improperly applied to the ark, Jerusalem, altars, Mount Moriah, or 

judges and priests.78

Second, Gill argued that Christ is called God in both the Old and New 

Testaments. From Psalm 45:6: “Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever,” Gill observed 

that the God who is mentioned in verse 6 is the Son, which is confirmed in the next verse 

where verse 7 distinguishes between “God” and “your God.” And then Gill pointed out 

that Hebrews 1:8 puts the matter beyond dispute when the writer of Hebrews explicitly 

applied Psalm 45:6 to the Son.79 Gill commented as follows on Hebrews 1:8: 

Deity is here ascribed to the Son of God; he is expressly called God; for the words 
will not bear to be rendered, “thy throne is the throne of God, or thy throne is God”; 
or be supplied thus, “God shall establish thy throne”: nor are the words an 
apostrophe to the Father, but are spoken to the king, the subject of the psalm, who is 
distinguished from God the Father, being blessed and anointed by him; and this is 
put out of all doubt by the apostle, who says they are addressed “to the Son,” who is 
not a created God, nor God by office, but by nature.

Again, in Isaiah 45:22–23, God exhorted all the ends of the earth to look unto 

him and be saved, knowing that one day every knee will bow and every tongue confess. 

Gill noted that the apostle Paul applied Isaiah 45:23 to the Lord Jesus (Rom 14:10–12).80 

Then, Gill remarked that John 1:1 made it clear that the Word is distinguished from God 

and yet God, and this same Word who is God became flesh (John 1:14).  

Third, Gill pointed out other places in Scripture where the name God is applied 

to Christ with a personal pronoun. He noted that Isaiah 25:9 and 40:3 prophesied of the 

coming Messiah who is called “our God.”81 Gill considered Isaiah 25:9 to be “expressive 

of his [Christ’s] true and proper deity” and Isaiah 40:3 to be a noble testimony to the 
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proper deity of Christ.82 Likewise, Isaiah prophesied to the people: “Behold, your God 

will come” (Isa 35:4–5). Gill interpreted the coming of God to signify the incarnation of 

the Son, and as part of his promised coming, Isaiah prophesied that he would perform 

miraculous works, which Gill stated was “fulfilled in the times of the Messiah, and by 

him appealed to as proofs of his Messiahship and Deity” (Isa 35:4–5).83 Moreover, Gill 

observed that the angel prophesied to Zacharias that he would have a son, John the 

Baptist, who would turn the hearts of many back to the Lord their God (Luke 1:16).84 

Who is this Lord their God referring to? According to Gill, the meaning of the Lord their 

God must be interpreted to denote Christ, for in the next verse John the Baptist was 

prophesied “to go before him,” who is none other than the Lord Jesus Christ. Gill wrote 

that “not Jehovah, the Father; for though he was the Lord God of the Jews in general, and 

of those that were turned by John's ministry in a special manner; yet John cannot be said 

‘to go before him,’ as he is in the next verse; but the Messiah is here meant, who is the 

Lord Jehovah, and is often so called in the Old Testament.”85 Further, when Thomas 

recognized that it was his Lord who had been raised from the dead, he confessed, “My 

Lord and my God” (John 20:28). Gill observed that Christ accepted Thomas’ confession 

of him as his Lord and God, which certainly would not be approved if Christ was not 

truly and properly God.86 In sum, Gill concluded that the Son is “called our God, your 

God, their God, my God, by which epithets those that are not truly God are never 

called.”87
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Fourth, Gill argued that there are several places in Scripture where Christ is 

called God with some epithet. He mentioned that Isaiah prophesied that the one of the 

names of the Messiah would be Immanuel (God with us), signifying his hypostatic 

union.88 Isaiah foretold that one of the names of the coming righteous King would be 

“mighty God” (Isa 9:6).89 Likewise, Paul identified Christ as over all, God blessed forever 

(Rom 9:5). Gill underscored that the emphasis of trinitarian’s argument is not Christ 

being over all but his being identified as God.90 Again, Gill noted that Christ is called our 

great God (Titus 2:13) and pointed out that this epithet cannot be applied to the Father, 

since the Scriptures never speak of the Father appearing but only the Son and in the next 

verse the Son is said to offer himself to redeem sinners, which was the unique work of the 

Son.91 Finally, Jesus Christ is called the true God (1 John 5:20). Gill reasoned that the 

Son must be the true God in the context, since the immediate antecedent is the Lord Jesus 

and the same true God is said to be eternal life, which is also true of the Son who is called 

eternal life (1 John 1:2).92

Divine attributes. Besides the divine names, Gill held that the divine attributes 

of Christ prove the full deity of the Son.93 Since Scripture declares that in Christ “dwells 

all the fulness of the Godhead” (Col 2:9), Gill explained that every attribute essential to 

deity dwells in Christ.94 To declare that all the fullness of the Godhead dwells in Christ, 
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according to Gill, is to affirm that in Christ dwells “the fulness of the divine nature, of all 

the perfections of deity, such as eternity, immensity, omnipresence, omnipotence, 

omniscience, immutability, necessary and self-existence, and every other; for if anyone 

perfection was wanting, the fulness, much less all the fulness of the Godhead, would not 

be in him.”95

First, the attribute of eternity was considered “peculiar to the Godhead.”96 Gill 

pointed out that Scripture predicates the attribute of eternity to the Son. Gill explained,

Jesus Christ was not only before Abraham, but before Adam; yea, before any 
creature existed. For if he is the α� ρχὴ (Rev 3:14), the beginning, the first cause of the 
creation of God; if he is πρωτο' τοκος πα' σης κτι'σεως, (Col 1:15) the first parent, 
bringer forth, or producer of every creature; if he was in the beginning of the 
creation of all things with God; and by him were all things made; then he must be 
before all things. As Mediator he was set up from everlasting, and had a glory with 
his Father before the world was. His goings forth, or acting in the covenant of grace, 
on the behalf of his people, were of old, from everlasting. The elect of God were 
chosen in him, before the foundation of the world; and had grace given them in him, 
before the world began.97

Furthermore, the attribute of immensity and omnipresence is predicated of 

Christ. Gill observed that Christ in his divine nature is omnipresent, since as “a divine 

person, was in heaven, when he, as man, was here on earth (John 1:18; 3:13).”98 

Similarly, Gill insisted that Christ must be omnipresent in order to fulfill his promises to 

his “ministers, churches, and people, to be with them at all times, in all ages, and in all 

places, wherever they are (Matt 18:20; 28:20),” and “walk in the midst of his golden 

candlesticks, the several churches, in different places; and fill all things and persons in 

them, as he certainly does (Rev 1:13; Eph 4:10).”99 
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As with the attribute of omnipresence, Gill affirmed that the perfection of 

omnipotence was essential to deity.100 Gill observed that the Scriptures apply 

omnipotence to Christ, when it designates him as the mighty God (Isa 9:6), mighty One 

(Ps 45:3), and the Almighty (Rev 1:8). The evidence that Christ is omnipotent and 

almighty, Gill pointed out, “appears by his works of creation and providence; by the 

redemption of his people; by his care and government of them; by succouring them under 

all their temptations and afflictions; by strengthening them for every service, duty, and 

suffering; by pleading their cause, and supplying their wants; by preserving them to his 

kingdom and glory; by raising them from the dead at the last day, and by introducing 

them into the possession of the heavenly inheritance.”101 All these works of Christ’s 

omnipotence are “according to his mighty power, which is able to subdue all things to 

himself (Phil 3:21).”102

Fourth, the omniscience of Christ is another attribute that evinces his deity. 

Gill observed that the Son “knew what was in man, and needed not that any should testify 

to him what was in man; he could tell the woman of Samaria all that ever she did; he 

knew from the beginning who would believe in him, and who would betray him; he knew 

the secret thoughts of the Scribes and Pharisees.”103 When questioned by his Lord 

concerning his love, Peter appealed to his master as the omniscient God: “Lord, thou 

knowest all things, though knowest that I love thee” (John 21:17).104 Christ informed the 

angel to the Church of Thyatira that he is the one who searches the mind and heart, which 
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Gill interpreted to mean that I am the omniscient God.105 To the objection that Christ 

stated that he did not know the day or hour of judgment, Gill responded that Christ was 

speaking as the Son of Man and not as the Son of God. Thus, as the Son of Man or in his 

human nature, he did not possess knowledge of future events, and “what knowledge he 

had of future things in his humanity, he had from his deity.”106

Fifth, the attribute of immutability also demonstrates the deity of the Son. Gill 

noted that the writer of Hebrews applied Psalm 102:25–27 to Christ in Hebrews 1:10–12. 

In particular, he commented that the words “thou art the same, and thy years shall have 

no end” (Ps 102:27)  expressed the immutability of Christ.107 Similarly, Christ is 

recognized as immutable in “his person, perfections, and essence, as God” in the words in 

Hebrews 13:8: “Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, today, and for ever.”108 

 Finally, Gill contended that the Son necessarily exists and therefore must be 

fully divine. The Son, Gill emphasized, is not “α� υτουιο' ς Son of himself,” but he did 

affirm the Son is “α� υτοθεο' ς, God of himself.”109 Gill further explained, “as God [i.e. the 

Son], he owes his Being to none; it is not derived from another: He is ‘over all, God 

blessed for ever.’”110

Divine works. Just as Gill argued that the divine works of the creation of the 

world, the preservation of the world, the forgiveness of sin, and the resurrection of the 
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dead establish the deity of the Father, likewise he argued that the creation of the world, 

the upholding of the cosmos, works of miracles, redemption of his people, and final 

judgment prove the deity of Christ.

Gill declared that the Scriptures reveal that the Son, who is the image of the 

invisible God, created all things (Col 1:15–16). Similarly, Gill noted that the apostle John 

affirmed that “all things were made” by the Son and “without him was not any thing  

made that was made” (John 1:3).111 Speaking about the Son, Gill observed that the Father 

declared that the Son laid the foundation of the earth and the heavens were the work of 

his hands (Heb 1:10).112 Again, Gill pointed out that God made all things by Jesus Christ 

(Eph 3:9; Heb 1:2). Since “the author of creation is God, and he only,” Gill deduced that 

Jesus Christ must be God because Scripture teaches that Christ is the author of 

creation.113

Although Gill believed the Scriptures clearly teach the Son created all things, 

he still had to contend with the influence of Socinian exegesis which held that the 

creation spoken of in John 1:3 and Colossians 1:16 was not the original creation but a 

new creation. The Racovian Catechism held that John 1:3 “treats not of the first creation 

of all things, but of a second creation: because in the account of the first creation there is 

no direct mention of any person by whom God effected the great work, as we find to be 

done in respect to the second creation.”114 Likewise, showing that the term “create” is 

sometimes applied in Scripture to the new creation (Eph 2:10; James 1:18), the 

Catechism inferred that Colossians 1:16 should be interpreted to denote a new creation.115 
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Gill responded  that John 1:3 does not say “that all things are new made, but made.”116 

Furthermore, Gill pointed out that if John 1:3 is speaking of the new creation, then, when 

the passage says all things are made, the inference is that “all were converted” but “all 

men are not renewed, regenerated, nor reformed.”117 In response to the Socinians 

argument that Colossians 1:16 should be understood to signify the new creation, Gill 

replied, “The creation of all things, by him, is not to be understood of the new creation, 

for whenever that is spoken of, the word “new” is generally used, or what is equivalent to 

it, or some clause or phrase added, which determines the sense, and is not the case 

here.”118 Furthermore, Gill argued that if Colossians 1:16 is speaking about the new 

creation, then, it follows that the new creation applies to all that is in heaven—sun, moon, 

and stars—but these inanimate things, Gill pointed out, are not capable of a new creation, 

state, or condition. Likewise, if Colossians 1:16 is speaking about the new creation, then 

it implies that angels who are in heaven and have never sinned are renovated, which is not 

true.119 In the same manner, all things on earth cannot be interpreted and restricted to all 

men, since all men, righteous and unrighteous, are not renewed and regenerated.120 

 Another common objection to the deity of Christ established by his work of 

creation was to argue that the Son was the mere instrument of God the Father. The 

Ravocian Catechism, for instance, commented that when John wrote that the world was 

made by Christ in John 1:10, the biblical writer adopted an “expression which denotes an 
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intermediate cause.” 121 In the same way, the Socinians interpreted Colossians 1:16 to 

signify that Christ was an “intermediary or secondary cause” in creation.122 Gill, however, 

insisted that the Son was the creator of all things, not as “an instrument, but as the 

efficient cause; for the preposition ‘by’ does not always signify the former; but sometimes 

the latter; (see 1 Cor 1:9; Gal 1:1).”123 

A third common objection to the deity of the Son from his work of creation 

was to affirm that the Son created everything, but he himself was created in eternity 

before everything else. Gill reasoned that the Son cannot have been created, since he is 

eternal and maker of all things: 

“all things’”can only refer to the things that are made: eternal things can never be 
said to be created; this is a contradiction in terms; the Father is not created by him, 
nor he himself as the Son of God, nor the Spirit; but everything that is made is 
created by him: hence it follows, that he himself is no creature, otherwise he must 
create himself, which also is a contradiction, since every creature is made by him; 
and consequently he must be God, for he that made and built all things is God.124

 Not only the works of creation establish the deity of the Son, but Gill argued 

that the upholding of the universe proves the Son’s divinity. Jesus replied to the Jews’ 

objection to his healing on the Sabbath that “My Father worketh hitherto, and I work,” 

which the Jews understood to be a claim to be equal with God (John 5:17). Gill 

commented that by saying “I work,” Jesus meant that he is “a co-efficient cause in the 

works of providence, in the government of the world, in upholding all things in it, in 

bearing up the pillars of the earth, in holding things together, and sustaining all 

creatures.”125 The same truth concerning the Son’s sustenance of the world is taught in 
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Hebrews 1:3, where it says the Son is “upholding all things by the word of his power,” 

which Gill commented is evidence that the Son is “truly and properly God.”126 Again, the 

Scriptures reveal that by Christ all things are held together (Col 1:17). 

Besides upholding the universe, Gill contended that other divine works 

establish the deity of Christ. The works of miracles in the person of Christ demonstrate 

not only his Messiahship, explained Gill, but also his deity, for only God in Christ could 

perform such mighty miracles as “curing the lame, the blind, and dumb and deaf, and 

even raising the dead, by a word.”127 Again, the redemption of his people prove Christ’s 

full deity, for if he was not fully and properly God, he would not have been able to deliver 

his people from the wrath of God and the power of sin: “What gave virtue and efficacy to 

his blood, to purchase his church and people, and cleanse them from their sins, is his 

Deity.”128 Then, the final judgment of all men proves the deity of Christ. Speaking about 

Christ and final judgment, Gill wrote, “Now if he was not truly and properly God, he 

would not be equal to, nor able to go through this work. Was he not God, he could not 

gather all nations together before him, nor separate the sheep from the goats, and set the 

one on his right hand, and the other on his left.”129

Divine worship. Besides the divine works that prove the true and proper deity 

of the Son, Gill contended that the divine worship of the Son demonstrates his full 

divinity. Gill stated that when Jesus rebuffed the Tempter, his words indicate that men are 

to worship God alone (Matt 4:8). And since all the angels are called to worship the Son 

(Heb 1:6) with “a religious worship and adoration,” and men are to “honor the Son, even 
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as they honor the Father” (John 5:23), it is clearly evident that the Son is fully divine, 

especially when the LORD declares that he will not give his glory to another (Is 42:8).130 

The Distinct Personality and Deity of the Spirit

Having shown that the Father and Son are distinct personalities and fully 

divine, Gill then considered the distinct personality and deity of the Spirit.

Meaning of the Word “Spirit”

Following the pattern of the Reformed writers in the sixteenth and seventeenth 

centuries,131 Gill was careful to distinguish the various meanings of the “spirit” 

throughout Scripture. At the beginning of the chapter on “Proving the Personality and 

Deity of the Holy Ghost” in his Treatise of the Doctrine of the Trinity, he observed that 

the word “spirit” sometimes means the “wind.” In his commentary on John 3:8, Gill 

noted the same Hebrew and Greek word is used to designate the wind and Holy Spirit.132 

Other times the word “spirit” means breath.133 Equally important, Gill pointed out that the 

word spirit can also signify the “soul of man,” “angels,” or the essential nature of God, 

which latter meaning was identified to denote spirit based upon John 4:24, “for God is 

spirit.”134 Commenting on John 4:24, Gill stated that the term “spirit” refers not primarily 

to the distinct person of the Holy Spirit, but to all three persons of the Godhead and his 

essential nature: 

God is a spirit; that is God, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost: for taking the words in this 
light, not one of the persons is to be understood exclusive of the other. . . . God, as a 
spirit is immaterial, immortal, invisible, and intelligent, willing, and active being; 
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but differs from others spirits, in that he is an increated one, an immense and infinite 
spirit, and an eternal one, which has no beginning nor end.135

 After clarifying and then disposing of some erroneous views on the meaning 

of spirit, Gill concluded his review of the different meanings of spirit with the statement, 

“God, as essentially considered is said to be a Spirit . . . which may be said of all the three 

Persons, Father, Son, and Spirit; but the third person is only called the Holy Spirit or Holy 

Ghost in distinction from the Father and Son.”136 The reason Gill highlighted the various 

meanings of the word “spirit” is grounded in the exegesis of the sixteenth- and 

seventeenth-century Reformed writers, for these writers understood that certain words are 

used variously throughout Scripture and heretical groups used ambiguous terms to 

propagate their false teaching. For example, John Owen, the seventeenth-century English 

divine, in his Discourse Concerning the Holy Spirit, advised his readers to be aware of 

the various Scriptural meanings of the term spirit and warned against those who 

improperly use the term “spirit.”137 He then proceeded to discuss and prove the various 

meanings of the spirit in Scripture. Gill, therefore, following in the tradition of the 

sixteenth- and seventeenth-century divines and aware of the importance of the proper 

meaning of terms to right doctrine, seeks to establish the proper meaning of the word 

“spirit.” 

The Person of the Holy Spirit

The heart of Gill’s main argument of the person of the Holy Spirit was to 

demonstrate that the Holy Spirit is a distinct, divine person and “not a mere name and 

character, power or attribute of God.”138 He supported his assertion for the person of the 
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Holy Spirit with four reasons: (1) personal subsistence is ascribed to Him, (2) personal 

actions are performed by Him, (3) personal properties are attributed to Him, and (4) 

personal properties are predicated to Him.139 

First, Gill reasoned that since the Holy Spirit is the author of natural and 

spiritual life, he must possess life within himself, for he could not impart life, natural or 

spiritual, unless he possessed life himself.140 From the Spirit’s possession of life in 

himself, Gill deduced that the Spirit is a person. “If he has life in himself, he must be a 

person that subsists of himself.”141 

Furthermore, Gill defended the person of the Spirit by arguing that personal 

actions are performed by Him. By personal actions, Gill meant the Spirit convicts the 

world of sin, righteousness, and judgment (John 16:8), which he then drew out the logical 

inference that only a person can convict: “He that convinces another of his mistakes, 

brings him to a sense and acknowledgment of them, and to repentance for them, must be 

a person, and not a mere name and character.”142 Similar actions that the Spirit performs, 

wrote Gill, is to comfort the heart of believers, testify to their adoption, teach believers all 

things, and guide them into all truth.143 Gill explained that the Spirit comforts believers 

“by shedding abroad the love of God in the hearts of the Lord’s people; . . . by applying 

great and precious promises; by declaring to them the pardon of their sins,” which he 

deduced are all actions of a person.144 Further, the Spirit, according to Gill, also assists 
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believers in prayer, makes intercession for them, and has sealed them for the day of 

redemption.145 

Third, Gill argued that the Holy Spirit is a person because of “personal 

properties ascribed to him.”146 The two personal properties Gill especially discussed are 

the Spirit’s understanding or intelligence and will. The Spirit’s infinite knowledge of 

God, Gill contended, is evidence of his intellect. “For the Spirit searcheth all things, yea, 

the deep things of God. For what man knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of man 

which is in him? even so the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God” (1 

Cor 2:10–11). As Gill mentioned previously in his definition of the “person,” the intellect 

is essential to the definition of a person. To demonstrate the Spirit possesses a will and is, 

therefore, a person, Gill commented on 1 Corinthians 12:11: “This is a clear and full 

proof of the personality of the Spirit, who is not only distinguished from his gifts, and the 

distribution of them, which is a personal act described to him; but this is said to be done 

according to his will, which supposes him an intelligent agent, capable of choosing and 

willing.”147 Owen remarked similarly in his work the “Divine Nature and Personality of 

the Holy Spirit Proved and Vindicated” that the will is the “most eminently distinguishing 

character and property of a person. Whatever is endued with an intelligent will is a 

person.”148

Fourth, Gill argued that the Holy Spirit is a person because personal affections 

are ascribed to Him. Personal affections include being vexed, lied to, blasphemed against, 

and grieved. Gill added that the Spirit can be lied to, as Ananias and Sapphira did in Acts 

5. The Spirit can also be blasphemed and sinned against by people.149 The ungodly 
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conversation of believers grieves the Holy Spirit, noted Gill.150 Similarly, the rebellious 

conduct of Israel in the wilderness is said to have vexed the Holy Spirit (Isa 63:10).151 

Gill concluded that if the Spirit was not a person, then he could not be grieved, vexed, 

lied to, or blasphemed and sinned against.152 

The Distinct Personality of the Spirit

Not satisfied with simply establishing the Holy Spirit as a person, Gill 

proceeded to demonstrate the distinct personality of the Holy Spirit. The distinct 

contribution of this division is probably leveled at the errors of Sabellianism, for Rippon 

reported that the publication of the Treatise on the Doctrine of the Trinity “was 

occasioned by the progress of Sabellianism among some of the Baptists churches at that 

time.”153 Sabellianism is the erroneous teaching that denies the personal and real 

distinctiveness of God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit. 

Throughout the first half of the eighteenth century, several authors denied the 

literal and proper distinct personality of the Spirit. Isaac Watts wrote a two-part treatise 

entitled, Dissertations Relating to the Christian Doctrine of the Trinity, in which he 

denied the literal and proper distinct personality of the Holy Spirit and instead argued for 

a figurative and metaphorical understanding of the personality of the Spirit. In his fifth 

dissertation on the Spirit, Watts defended his metaphorical meaning of the personality of 

the Spirit against a literal and real personality. He affirmed: 

Since the Scripture represents him [the Spirit] under the characters of true Godhead, 
and under the character of a person distinct from the Father and the Son, since also it 
is exceeding hard to reconcile strict and proper deity with three strict and proper 

  

 291 

———————————
149Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 168.

150Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 168.

151Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 168.

152Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity, 168.

153 John Rippon, A Brief Memoir of the Life and Writings of the Late Rev. John Gill, D. D. 
(London: J. Bennett, 1838; repr., Harrisonburg, VA: Gano Books, 1992), 37.



personalities in the Godhead itself, in a fair consistence with reason and Scripture, it 
seems to be most agreeable to the Word of God, that we should explain the 
personality of the Spirit in a figurative sense, that we may better maintain his proper 
eternal Deity, and his unity with the Father. This seems to be much more eligible 
than that we should explain his Personality in a strict literal sense, for this would 
lead us into one of these two dangers (viz) either to make three distinct 
consciousnesses, or intelligent Minds, in the one true and eternal God, or to sink the 
character of the holy Spirit into a creature, that we might save the proper 
Personality.”154 

Further, when someone raised the objection that if the Spirit is not a real and 

proper person, how can someone offer a doxology to the Spirit with the Son and the 

Father, Watts answered that he was unaware of one example in Scripture where a 

doxology is offered directly and distinctly to the Spirit. He continued that perhaps one of 

the reasons for the omission is that “both the Father and the Son (considered as God-

Man) are proper distinct Persons, while the proper, distinct, and real character of the 

Spirit, is that of a divine Power, or Principle of Action, and ’tis only personaliz’d by 

idioms of speech.”155 Again, Watts confessed that “if the Holy Spirit were really a true 

and proper Person, it would be as difficult to account for all these and many more 

expressions in Scripture, which cannot be possibly be ascribed to a proper Person. . . . 

And thus the Spirit of God need not any where be construed into a real proper distinct 

Person.”156

Besides Watts, Sayer Rudd rejected the distinct personality of the Spirit. He 

denied the Spirit was a distinct person in the Godhead, when he wrote, “the word Spirit or 

Holy Ghost, as applicable to divinity is not to represent . . . a third divine substance or 
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hypostasis in the one God, proceeding from two other susbsistencies (which is the 

popular system).”157 Similarly, in his explication of the term Spirit or Holy Ghost, Rudd 

dismissed any notion that the Holy Spirit is a distinct person in the Godhead. He asked 

and answered, “Who is this Holy Ghost? A Third Personal Distinction in the Godhead? 

No. . . . that God and the Holy Ghost are so far from being two distinct persons, two real 

hypostates in the same divine essence.”158 In another place, he asserted that the terms God 

and Spirit are used interchangeably to denote the “Same Divine Person and not divided 

between Different Subsistencies in the Godhead.”159

The first reason Gill assigned for the distinct personality of the Spirit was the 

procession of the Spirit. This argument is essentially that the Holy Spirit was sent by the 

Father and the Son, which is based on John 15:26: “But when the Comforter is come, 

whom I will send unto you from the Father, even the Spirit of truth, which proceedeth 

from the Father, he shall testify of me.” Gill reasoned that since the Spirit proceeds from 

the Father, he must be distinct from the Father.160 He was aware of the controversy over 

the filioque clause and believed the Spirit proceeded from both the Father and the Son.161  

Furthermore, Gill argued that since the Father and the Son sent the Spirit on a 

mission, the Spirit must be distinct from both (John 14:26). He commented on this 

passage that this is a clear and unmistakable evidence of the distinct personality of the 

Spirit as it “very distinctly points out the third person in the Trinity.”162 Gill also pointed 
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out that the Spirit could not be a “mere power, attribute, or quality” because how then 

could he be sent?163 The denial that the Spirit is a mere power or attribute is directed, at 

least, at the Socinians (Unitarians) who embraced the Racovian Catechism. The Racovian 

Catechism states, “The Holy Spirit is a virtue or energy flowing from God to men, and 

communicated to them: whereby he separates them from others, and consecrates them to 

his own services.”164 Thus in denying that the Spirit is merely a power or attribute of 

God, Gill was attacking the errors of the Socinians.

Third, from John 14:16, Gill saw a clear proof of the distinct personality of the 

Holy Spirit in the request for another Comforter: “And I will pray the Father, and he shall 

give you another Comforter, that he may abide with you for ever.” His reasoning was that 

the Son, who is one person, prayed to the Father, who is another person, for another 

Comforter, which is identified as the Holy Spirit, who is yet another person. He wrote, 

“This is no inconsiderable proof of a Trinity of persons in the Godhead; here is the Father 

prayed unto, the Son in human nature praying, and the Holy Ghost the Comforter prayed 

for; who is the gift of the Father.”165 

Further, Gill maintained that the several distinct appearances of the Holy Spirit 

with the Father and the Son demonstrate the distinct personality of the Spirit. For the 

Holy Spirit was present in likeness of a dove at the baptism of Jesus. When the Lord 

Jesus was baptized and a voice came from heaven, the Spirit descending in the form of a 

dove means he must be distinct from the one being baptized and the voice speaking from 

heaven.166 Likewise, Gill reasoned that when the Spirit descended at Pentecost, his 

presence indicated a distinct person. Since Jesus was at the right hand of the Father, and 
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the Spirit was the promise of the Father, therefore, the Spirit is distinct from the Son and 

the Father. 

Finally, Gill declared that the Spirit’s inclusion in the baptismal formula is 

proof for the distinct personality of the Spirit. He reasoned that the Spirit would never 

have been placed on an equal rank with the Father and the Son, unless He was a distinct 

person.167 For if the Father is a person and the Son is a person, then surely it follows that 

the Spirit is a person, since he is placed on an equal level with the Father and the Son.

The Deity of the Holy Spirit

Gill argued for the deity of the Spirit using the same fourfold categories that he 

employed for the deity of the Father and the Son: divine names, divine attributes, divine 

works, and divine worship. Socinians, however, in their  Catechism flatly denied the deity 

of the Holy Spirit: “The Holy Spirit is never expressly called God in the Scriptures. Nor is 

to be inferred that it is itself God, or a person of the Divinity.”168 Again, in another 

section of the Racovian Catechism, the divinity of the Holy Spirit is denied: “That the 

Holy Spirit is not a person in the Godhead you may learn from hence.”169 The Socinian 

writer then proceeded to present reasons to support his denial of the deity of the Holy 

Spirit. Against such errors, it should be no surprise that Gill expended more effort to 

establish the deity of the Holy Spirit.

Divine names. First, Gill asserted that the Holy Spirit is true and proper deity 

because divine names are given to him. In Acts 5:3, Ananias and Sapphira are both 

charged with lying to the Holy Spirit. Peter then declared that they had not lied to men, 

but to God. In his commentary on the text, Gill wrote, “for he [Ananias] had lied . . . to 
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the Holy Ghost, who is truly and properly God, of which this passage is a full proof and it 

was owing to his omniscience, which is a peculiar attribute of deity.”170 In addition, Gill 

offered another reason in support of his claim that the divine name is given to the Holy 

Spirit. He showed that the Holy Spirit is called the sacred name Jehovah in Scripture. 

When the people of Israel were in the wilderness, the Scripture says that they tempted 

Jehovah (Exod 17:7). But when the prophet Isaiah spoke of the same incident, he 

declared that they vexed his Holy Spirit (Isa 63:10). Gill inferred from these two passages 

that if the people rebelled against Jehovah, and then later Scripture teaches that the people 

rebelled against the Holy Spirit, then the Holy Spirit must be Jehovah.171 Another reason 

Gill claimed that divine names are given to the Holy Spirit is that the bodies of believers 

are called the “temple of God.” He argued that since we are called the temple of God (1 

Cor 3:16) and our bodies are called the temple of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor 6:19) and we are 

commanded to glorify God in our bodies, it follows that the Spirit is God.172 Commenting 

on 1 Corinthians 3:16, Gill said,

This furnishes out a considerable proof of the deity and distinct personality of the 
spirit, since this is mentioned as an evidence of the saints being the temple of God, 
which would not be one, if the spirit was not God, who dwells therein; and since a 
temple is sacred to deity, and therefore if he dwells here as in a temple, he must 
dwell here as God; and since he is mentioned as distinct from God, whose spirit he 
is, and dwelling, a personal action is ascribed to him, he must be a distinct divine 
person.173

Divine attributes. Moreover, just as important as the divine names are to 

proving the full deity of the Holy Spirit, so are his divine attributes possessed by him. Gill 

discussed several attributes of the Holy Spirit as proof of the deity of the Spirit. He 

asserted that the Spirit possessed the perfections of eternity, omnipresence, omniscience, 
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and omnipotence.174 He is referred to as the eternal spirit in Hebrews 9:14. Again, the 

psalmist declared that no one can flee from his presence (Ps 139:7). Therefore, he must be 

omnipresent. Next, he is said to know all things, even the depths of God, the infinite God 

(1 Cor 2:16). Again, the Spirit overshadowed the womb of the Virgin and gave birth to 

the humanity of Christ. Gill in discussing the omnipotence of the Holy Spirit said, “the 

many signs, wonders and gifts of the Holy Ghost, loudly proclaim him to be the 

omnipotent God.”175

Divine works. Third, the Holy Spirit is full deity because he performs divine 

works. The Spirit, wrote Gill, was involved in creation of the world and the creation of 

man (Gen 1:2; Ps 33:6; Job 33:4). Gill interpreted Psalm 33:6 as clear proof of the 

Spirit’s work in creation and, therefore, evidence of his deity. After describing the various 

works of creation, he commented on Psalm 33:6: 

All these are made by the breath or spirit of Jehovah’s mouth: that is, by the Spirit of 
God, the third Person in the Trinity; a name which is suitable to him who is breathed 
forth, and proceeds from the Father and the Son, and to whom creation is ascribed, 
(Genesis 1:2; Job 33:4; 26:13); and which is no inconsiderable proof of his deity; 
and shows that he must be equal to the work of sanctification, which he begins and 
carries on. Now though the creation of the heavens is attributed to the Word, and the 
host of them to the Spirit, yet we are not to suppose that one Person took one part, 
and another Person another part of the creation; but they were all, Father, Word, and 
Spirit, jointly concerned in the whole.176 

According to Gill, the Spirit is also demonstrating his divine work in 

regenerating the hearts of men, preserving them to the end, inditing the Scriptures, and 

performing signs and wonders through the apostles.177
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Divine worship. Finally, Gill argued that the Holy Spirit is fully divine 

because he receives divine worship. He understood 2 Thessalonians 3:5, “And the Lord 

direct your hearts into the love of God, and into the patient waiting for Christ,” to be a 

prayer directed to the Holy Spirit since the God the Father and Christ are both 

distinguished in the verse. Since prayer is act of worship, therefore prayer to the Holy 

Spirit is worship. Further, when believers are baptized into the name of the triune God, it 

is an expression of worship to the Spirit as well as the Father and the Son. “Baptism, a 

solemn act of religious worship, is administered in his name, as in the name of the Father 

and the Son” (Matt 28:19).178

Conclusion

Although some opposed either the real and proper distinct personality of the 

Son, and Holy Spirit or the fully deity of the Son and the Spirit, Gill argued that the 

biblical doctrine of the Trinity affirms that the Father, Son, and Spirit are truly and really 

distinct persons and each person in the Godhead is fully God. 
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CHAPTER 9

GILL’S DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY APPLIED

Introduction

In his Introduction to his Body of Doctrinal Divinity, Gill asserted there is an 

intimate connection between doctrine and practice. He wrote, “Doctrine and practice 

should go together,” with the former “being the foundation of the other.”1 He continued, 

“Doctrine has an influence upon practice, especially evangelical doctrine, spiritually 

understood, affectionately embraced, and powerfully and feelingly experienced. . . . 

Where there is not the doctrine of faith, the obedience of faith cannot be expected. . . . On 

the other hand, doctrine without practice, or a mere theory and speculative knowledge of 

things, unless reduced to practice, is of no avail.”2

Having examined Gill’s doctrine of the Trinity, this chapter will show how Gill 

exhorted believers to put into practice the truths concerning the doctrine of the Trinity or 

how to apply the doctrine of the Trinity to various aspects of the Christian life, such as 

worship of the triune God, knowledge of the triune God, perfections of the triune God, 

graces from the triune God, love to the triune God, prayer to the triune God, communion 

with the triune God, and preaching of the triune God.

Worship of the Triune God

 For Gill, true worship is trinitarian. In the first chapter of his Body of Practical 

Divinity, Gill argued that the only object of worship is the Lord God because the Lord 
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Jesus declared in response to Satan’s temptation, it is written, “Thou shalt worship the 

Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve” (Matt 4:10).3 Gill then distinguished the 

worship of the Lord God in his essence and in his tri-personality.4 

Gill stated that God “considered in his nature and essence” is “the foundation 

of worship.”5 Since Scripture enjoins men and women to worship God without 

identifying any specific person in the Godhead in some passages (Rev 14:7; 19:10; 22:9), 

Gill inferred that worship is to be offered to God in his essence.6  In his commentary on 

Revelation 19:10, Gill noted that worship is to be offered to God alone, “God the Father, 

Son, and Spirit; not the Father to the exclusion of the Son, the firstborn, whom all the 

angels are called upon to worship; nor of the Spirit, who is equally joined with the Father 

and Son in baptism, a part of religious worship, and in other parts of it also; but this 

excludes all creatures, angels, and men, things animate or inanimate, and images of 

them.”7 God is to be worshipped whose essence is “simple, uncompounded, immutable, 

infinite, eternal” as the “true God, the living God, and the everlasting King.”8 

Not only are men and women to worship God as the one undivided essence and 

simple substance, but Gill also argued that we are to worship the one God who subsists in  

three distinct divine persons: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Each person is to be equally 

worshipped. Gill commented that there is no dispute that the Father is to be worshipped, 

for our Lord spoke of the hour when people will worship the Father (John 4:21, 23) and 
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he possess all the perfections of and performs all the works of deity.9 Gill explained that 

the Father is worshipped in various religious acts: (1) in baptism (Matt 28:19), which Gill 

called a “solemn act of religious worship,  (2) in prayer (Eph 3:14–21), which is “another 

part of divine and religious worship,” (3) in thanksgiving (Eph 5:20), and (4) in “acts of 

faith, hope, and love, which are acts of worship” (John 14:1; 1 Pet 1:21).10

With the Father, the Son is also the object of worship. Gill stated that the Son 

should receive the same religious worship and honor as the Father, since men are called 

to render the same honor to the Son as to the Father (John 5:23).11 Further, Gill argued 

that the Son should receive equal worship as the Father because he is called Lord and 

God by the apostle Thomas (John 20:28) and in Scripture the Son is designated as “the 

mighty God, the great God, God over all, the true God and eternal life” who has the same 

attributes as the Father and performs the same works as the Father (Col 2:9; John 5:19).12 

Gill pointed out that just as the Father received various acts of worship, so too did the 

Son. For example, baptism is offered in the name of the Son (Matt 28:19; Acts 10:48; 

19:5),13 prayer is made to the Son, for Stephen called upon the Lord Jesus to receive his 

spirit as he was being stoned to death (Acts 7:59)14 and Scripture presents doxology 

offered up to the Son of God (2 Pet 3:18; Rev 1:5–6).15 Equally important, acts of faith, 

hope, and love are directed to the Son, just as to the Father. Jesus taught his disciples to 

believe in God and believe in him (John 14:1).16 To trust in Christ would not be 
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significant, if the Scriptures did not also declare that cursed is the man who trusts in man 

(Jer 17:5). Thus, to trust in Christ is an act of worship. Jesus is designated as the object of 

hope for believers (1 Tim 1:1) and the object of their love (1 Pet 1:8).17 Moreover, the 

Son received acts of adoration. Christ received worship from magi at his birth, and his 

disciples worshipped him as he ascended to heaven.18 Additionally, angels were 

commanded to worship the Son (Heb 1:6) and do worship him with the living creatures 

and elders (Rev 5:11–13).19

Gill asserted that the Holy Spirit is also the object of worship with the Father 

and the Son, since he is with them the one God.20 The Baptist pastor pointed out that the 

Holy Spirit possesses all the same perfections and attributes as God and was involved in 

creation and government of the world.21 Just as baptism is offered in the name of the Son, 

so, too, is baptism offered in the name of the Spirit. Just as prayer is offered to the Son, 

so, too, is prayer offered to the Spirit (2 Thess 3:5).22

Knowledge of the Triune God

Moreover, if one is to worship the true God, Gill declared that there must be a 

knowledge of him.23 Without a knowledge of God, Gill commented that “there can be no 

good disposition in the mind towards God; for ignoti nulla cupido, there are no affections 
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for, nor desires after an unknown object.”24 Similarly, to fulfill the greatest 

commandment to love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and 

with all your mind, there must be knowledge of God.25 Such knowledge is not “a mere 

notional and speculative knowledge” but “spiritual and experimental” that leads “men to 

mind and savour spiritual things.26 

Furthermore, Gill then applied the knowledge of God distinctly to each of the 

three persons in the Godhead, observing that believers enjoy fellowship with each person 

as a result of their distinct knowledge of each person. First, Gill pointed out that true 

believers have knowledge of God the Father, for John wrote, “I write unto you, little 

children, because ye have known the Father” (1 John 2:13). Second, Gill elaborated on 

the content of this knowledge for believers. He stated that such knowledge consisted of 

the “love of the Father, which is in them, and which appears in their election, in the gift 

of Christ to them, and in their adoption, . . . and this is shed abroad in their hearts by the 

Spirit, and they are led by him into the heights and depths, and lengths and breadths of it; 

they are warmed by it, and comforted with it; it is a source of joy, peace and comfort to 

them.”27 The content of the knowledge that believers possess also includes the Father’s 

election of believers in Christ, his reconciliation of the world to himself, his pardon of 

transgressions, and his revelation of himself as the God of all grace.28 Such knowledge of 

the Father should evoke believers, stated Gill, to wonder, awe, and thanks to the Father.29
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Not only did Gill apply the knowledge of God to the Father, but he also applied 

it distinctly to the Son. Regenerate persons have knowledge of the Son as the true God 

and eternal life (1 John 5:20) who assumed a human nature in time and thus is truly God 

and truly man in one person.30 They possess knowledge of the Son in his various offices 

as prophet, priest, and king; they know the Son as their Redeemer and Savior; and they 

know him as their everlasting Father, their spiritual head, their brother, and their friend.31 

Such knowledge of the Son by regenerate persons consists of an “affectionate 

knowledge” in which Christ is precious and prized.32 

Further, believers have knowledge of the Spirit of God. Although the world is 

ignorant of the Spirit of God, yet, Gill stated, believers know the Spirit because he dwells 

in them.33 They know the Spirit as the one who convicts of sin and illuminates their 

eyes.34 They possess knowledge of the Spirit as the Comforter, “who comforts them by 

shedding abroad in their hearts the love of the Father and of the Son; by opening and 

applying the exceeding great and precious promises of the gospel, and by taking the 

things of Christ and shewing them to them, and their interest in them.”35 In addition, they 

not only possess knowledge of the Spirit as the Spirit of adoption, who manifests to them 

their interest in this blessing, but they also possess knowledge of the Spirit as the “Spirit 

of grace and of supplication, who first works grace in the soul, and then draws it forth 

into act and exercise.”36
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Gill described the believer’s knowledge of each person in the Trinity as 

“distinct, special, and peculiar knowledge of Father, Son, and Spirit, and in that 

communion with them, which arises from hence, inward experimental religion greatly 

lies.”37 He held that such knowledge of God is ultimately practical, humbling, satisfying, 

and superlative.38

Perfections of the Triune God

Since a biblical and spiritual knowledge of the triune God is necessary to true 

worship of the sacred Three who is One, Gill expounded the perfections of God. The 

perfections of God is foundational to a proper and true knowledge of God, and therefore 

when Gill examined the perfections, he often considered the perfections or attributes in a 

trinitarian manner. For instance, he did not merely argue that God is love in his divine 

being or nature, but he proceeded to show that the love of God manifests within the 

persons of Trinity and in relation to his people. 

Love of God

“The principal object of the love of God,” asserted Gill, “is himself. . . . God 

first and chiefly loves himself.”39 This love, argued Gill, is mutually expressed between 

each person in the Godhead so that “the Father loves the Son and the Spirit, the Son loves 

the Father and the Spirit, and the Spirit loves the Father and the Son.”40 Gill pointed out 

that the Father “loves the Son and has given all things into his hand” (John 3:35) and 
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“loves the Spirit who proceeds from the Father” (John 15:26).41 Similarly, the Son loves 

the Father because he did what the Father commanded (John 14:31) and loves the Spirit 

who proceeds from him as well as the Father (John 15:26).42 Again, the Spirit loves the 

Father into whose love he directs the saints (2 Thess 3:5), loves the Son whom he 

glorifies (John 16:14), and loves the Father and the Son, and “shreds abroad the love of 

them both in the hearts of his people.”43 

Not only did Gill show the mutual love between each person in the Godhead, 

but he also discussed the astonishing and surpassing love of the Father, Son, and Spirit 

towards the elect in Christ. He did not content himself merely to illustrate the love of the 

divine Being toward the elect, but he showed how each person in the Godhead 

demonstrates their love to those in Christ. First, Gill expounded the matchless love of the 

Father towards his people: 

The love of the Father has appeared in thinking of them, thoughts of peace; in 
contriving and forming the scheme of their peace and reconciliation in Christ, from 
eternity, (2 Cor 5:18–19) in choosing them in him from the beginning, even from 
everlasting, to salvation, by him, (2 Thess 2:13) in putting their persons into the 
hands of Christ, and securing and preserving them in him, (Deut 33:3; Jude 1:1) in 
laying up all blessings in him for them, and blessing them with them so early, (Eph 
1:3–4) in appointing Christ to be the Saviour of them; in providing, promising, and 
sending him into the world, to work out their salvation, (John 3:16; 1 John 4:9–10;  
Titus 3:4–5) in the pardon of their sins through the blood of Christ, (Isa 38:17; Eph 
1:7) in their adoption, (1 John 3:1) in their regeneration and conversion, (Jer 31:3; 
Eph 2:4–5) and in the gift of eternal life unto them (Rom 6:23).44

Furthermore, Gill explicated the unrivaled love of the Son towards the elect.

The love of the Son of God appears in espousing the persons of the elect, those sons 
of men, in whom his delights were before the world was (Prov 8:31; Hos 2:19), in 
becoming their Surety for good, undertaking their cause, engaging to do the will of 
God with that cheerfulness he did; which was to work out their salvation (Ps 40:6–8; 
Heb 7:22), in assuming their nature, in the fullness of time, to redeem them, work 
out a righteousness, and make reconciliation for them (Gal 4:4–5; Rom 8:3–4; Heb 
2:14,17), by giving himself a Sacrifice for them; laying down his life on their 
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account; and shedding his blood for the cleansing of their souls, and the remission of 
their sins (Eph 5:2,25; Titus 2:14; 1 John 3:16; Rev 1:5).45

Third, Gill discussed the superlative love of the Spirit towards those chosen in Christ:

The love of the Spirit, of which mention is made in Rom 15:30 appears in his 
coming into the hearts of God’s elect, to convince them of sin and righteousness, 
and to comfort them; by showing the grace of the covenant, and the blessings of it to 
them; by opening and applying the promises of it; and by shedding abroad the love 
of God and Christ in their hearts; by implanting every grace in them, and drawing 
them forth into exercise; by witnessing to their spirits their adoption; by assisting 
them in every duty, particularly in prayer, making intercession for them, according 
to the will of God; and in being the earnest, pledge, and seal of them to the day of 
redemption, (John 16:7–8; Rom 8:15–16, 26–27; Eph 1:13–14). 

Holiness of God

After demonstrating that the one God is holy in essence and nature and that he 

alone is “essentially, originally, underivately, perfectly, and immutably holy,”46 Gill then 

contended that the holiness of God applies to each of the three persons and not to one 

person only in the Godhead to the exclusion of the other two persons.47 The Baptist pastor 

explained that since the one God: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit “partake of the same 

common and undivided nature, and the perfections of it,” therefore each person is holy in 

nature and essence.48 Further, the Father is acknowledged as being holy, since all 

acknowledge his deity, but Gill then reasoned that if the Father is holy, then his Son must 

be holy, since the Son is of the same nature as the Father (Heb 1:3). Just as the Father is 

titled “holy Father,” Gill pointed out that the Son is not only called “the holy one of God” 

(Ps 16:10) and “the holy one of Israel” more than thirty times in Isaiah, but the Son also 

spoke to the angel of the church of Philadelphia, declaring himself as holy (Rev 3:7), and 
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was acknowledged by a demon as the holy One of God (Luke 2:34).49 Similarly, the Holy 

Spirit is holy, since he, too, partakes of the same nature and essence as the Father and 

Son.50 Gill then proceeded to show that the holiness of each person of the Trinity is 

displayed in the works of creation, works of providence, and acts of grace.51 

Omnipresence of God

Not only did Gill show the love and holiness of God in one essence and in each 

of the three divine persons, he also considered the omnipresence of God essentially and 

personally. Gill reasoned that God is omnipresent because of his general goodness 

manifested to all creatures, whom he gives testimony of his benevolence by giving them 

food and clothing, by ruling the universe with his wisdom, and by knowing all things as 

being naked and bare before him.52 

The same truth of omnipresence can be argued for the Lord Jesus in his divine 

nature, when he promised that he would be with his people in any place where two or 

three are gathered or be with his disciples to the end of the age. Gill commented that 

Jesus spoke of his gracious presence, “yet unless he was omnipresent, this could not be 

vouchsafed to all the saints, and all the churches, in all ages, at different places, at the 

same time; as when they are worshipping in different parts of the world.”53 Similarly, the 

Spirit is mentioned as omnipresent based on Psalm 139:7–10.54 Again,  Gill reasoned that 

“if there is no going from him [the Holy Spirit], then not from them [Father and Son], 

since the same nature is in the one as in the other; if there is no going from God, 
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personally considered, or as in any of the divine persons, then not from him, as essentially 

considered.”55

 Graces from the Triune God

 When Gill considered the graces of repentance, faith, and hope, he showed 

how these graces are common to each of the three persons. 

Grace of Repentance

Gill asserted that the author of repentance is God—Father, Son, and Spirit. 

God the Father is the author of repentance because Paul instructed Timothy to be kind to 

all and patient with those who wrong him with the hope that God may grant repentance 

leading to the knowledge of the truth (2 Tim 2:25).56 Christ is the author because he has 

been exalted to the right hand of God to grant repentance to Israel (Acts 4:25). And the 

Spirit is the author because he “reproves for sin, convinces of it, and works repentance for 

it (John 16:8).”57 

Grace of Faith

According to Gill, “the proper and formal object of faith is twofold, God and 

Christ; God as the first primary and ultimate object of faith, and Christ as mediator is the 

mediate object of it.”58 Just as it is not sufficient to believe that God is the primary object 

of faith and that he is one, for the devils believe the same, so it is not sufficient to believe, 

contended Gill, that there are three persons in the Godhead, but sinners must entrust their 

souls to the divine persons in matters of life, death, and eternity.59 Gill argued that God 
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the Father is the object of faith, for the Lord Jesus said, “believe in God,” (John 14:1) and 

the Father is the object of faith as the one who forgives iniquity for the sake of Christ and 

justifies the ungodly.60 Christ too is the object of faith, for Jesus said, “believe in God, 

believe also in me” (John 14:1). “Christ, as the Son of God, is the true God and eternal 

life; he is God equal with the Father, and as such is equally the primary object of faith.”61 

Although little is spoken of faith in the Holy Spirit, Gill stated that the Spirit is also the 

object of faith, reasoning that since he is equally God with the Father and Son, he too is 

the object of faith.62 Gill commented that if we are to believe the Father to keep us 

through the power of faith, trust Christ for our redemption, then we must have faith to 

believe the Spirit to finish the work of grace begun in us.63

Grace of Hope

When Gill examined the grace of hope, he asserted that God, essentially 

considered and personally considered, is the object of hope. God essentially considered, 

observed Gill, is the object of hope because the psalmist exhorts Israel to “hope in God” 

(Ps 42:11; 130:7).64 God personally considered or each person in the Godhead is the 

object of hope. Gill noted that God the Father is called the “God of hope” (Rom 15:13) 

because he is both the author and object of hope. Likewise, Gill pointed out that Christ is 

called “our hope” and the “hope of glory,” because he is “the object, and ground, and 

foundation of it.”65 Then, Gill stated that the Spirit is also the object of hope because he 

helps in the “exercise of every grace” and “performance of every duty.”66
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Love to the Triune God

According to the Lord Jesus, the first and greatest commandment is to love the 

Lord your God with all your heart, soul, and mind (Matt 22:37). As previously explicated, 

Gill believed that this command to love the Lord your God is to love God the Father, God 

the Son, and God the Holy Spirit who are the one true and living God. For anyone to love 

God, Gill stated, is a gracious work of God, Father, Son, and Spirit, since John 

acknowledged love is from God (1 John 4:7), Paul wished for love from the Lord Jesus 

Christ (Eph 6:23), and the apostle Paul declared love is a fruit of the Spirit (Gal 5:23).67 

Further, if men and women are to love God, they must remember that they love God 

because he first loved them (1 John 4:19).68 Commenting on 1 John 4:19, Gill remarked 

that “God’s love to us is prior to our love to him. . . . His love shews in the mission and 

gift of his son was before theirs, and when they had none to him. . . . Nothing more 

animates and inflames our love to God, than the consideration of the earliness of his love 

to us, of its being before ours.”69 Therefore, since God has loved us first, saints should 

love the triune God for himself, his nature and his perfections with the “strongest love 

and affection.”70 In addition, saints should love the triune God because he is their “chief 

good . . . their only good, their ALL in ALL; so to be only loved: there is none good but 

one, that is, God; God, Father, Son, and Spirit, the one Lord God, the object of his 
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people’s love.”71 This love toward God the Father, God the Son, and God the Spirit, Gill 

noted has its seat in “the heart, not the head; nor the tongue, but the heart, it lies not in 

word and in tongue, but in deed and in truth; and true love to God is a love of him with 

all the heart, soul, and strength.”72 Such love toward the triune God should be universal 

embracing all of his attributes and perfections, not only of his “goodness, grace, and 

mercy,” but also of his “holiness, justice, and truth.”73 Such love should be supreme, 

exceeding “all other loves, or love to all other persons and things; . . . not the greatest 

personages, and those of the most amiable qualities and characters; nor those in the 

nearest relation, as father, mother, husband, wife.”74 Again, such love should be constant. 

Though Gill acknowledged the ebb and flow and inconsistency of the believer to love 

God constantly, he affirmed that the principle remains.75

Prayer to the Triune God

In an address to a gathering of young men for prayer, Gill preached a sermon 

on prayer based upon 1 Corinthians 14:15. After establishing that men should offer prayer 

to the one true and living God alone and that within this one God, there is a plurality: 

Father, Son, and Spirit, Gill asserted that prayer may be offered to each of the divine 

persons.76 Gill then presented Scriptural evidence where prayer is offered directly to the 

Father alone, though he added not to the exclusion of the Son and Spirit (Eph 1:16–17; 
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3:14, 16–17).77 Next, he showed that prayers are offered to the Lord Jesus Christ, such as 

the frequent request of grace and peace from God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ 

(Rom 1:7; 1 Cor 1:3; 2 Cor 1:2; Gal 1:3), prayer to increase and abound in love (1 Thess 

3:11–12) and prayer to comfort and strengthen hearts in every good work and word (2 

Thess 2:16–17).78 Moreover, Gill noted that Stephen prayed to the Lord Jesus before he 

was martyred (Acts 7:59), and Paul prayed three times for the Lord to remove the thorn in 

the flesh (2 Cor 12:8–9).79 Not only did Gill contend that the Scripture reveals prayers 

offered directly to the Father and the Son, but he also showed that prayer is offered to the 

Spirit (2 Thess 3:5).80 Gill added that Scripture conjoins the Spirit with the Father and 

Son in a few places, such as the benediction in 2 Corinthians 13:14, as evidence of prayer 

to the Spirit.81

Although prayer is offered to all three persons in the Godhead since they are 

each God, Gill acknowledged that prayer is normally addressed to the Father through the 

mediation of the Son by the assistance of the Spirit.82 Gill explained that prayer is 

normally offered to the Father in accord with the pattern that our Lord Jesus taught his 

disciples to pray “our Father who art in heaven.”83 Further, Gill indicated that the reason 

the Father is usually addressed in prayer has to do with the “priority of order,” which is 

not a priority or superiority of nature in his deity, but rather it is because the Father “bears 

no office; whereas the other two persons do bear an office, and an office which is 
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concerned in the business of prayer.”84 Since God is holy and righteous and a consuming 

fire, sinful man cannot and dare not approach God unless he draws near by the blood and 

righteousness of the God-man.85 Still, even with the perfect sacrifice and righteousness of 

Christ, Gill showed that the Spirit is necessary in prayer, for he is the “author of prayer, 

the enditer of, who forms it in our hearts, creates breathings, and desires after spiritual 

things, stirs us up to prayer, and assists in it.”86 Thus, Gill summarized, “Christ is the 

Mediator, through whom, and the Spirit, the Assister, by whom we have access to the 

Father.”87

Communion with the Triune God

“Communion with God is the top of the saints’ experience in this life,” stated 

Gill, “it is the height of experimental religion and powerful godliness. This, of all the 

enjoyments of God’s people on earth, is the nearest to the heavenly bliss.”88 Gill then 

argued that the believers have communion or fellowship with the Father, Son, and Spirit 

distinctly.89 They have fellowship with God the Father, wrote Gill, 

when their faith and hope are exercised on him; and they are affected with his 
wondrous love in taking them into his family, and putting them among the children, 
and encouraging them to call him their Father, and not turn away from him; which 
obliges them to say, ‘What manner of love the Father hath bestowed upon us, that 
we should be called the sons of God!’ (1 John 3:1) and when they are sensible of the 
feelings of his heart for them, his sympathy with them, pity and compassion on 
them, under all their afflictions, temptations, trials, and exercises, (Isa 63:9; Psa 
103:13) then have they fellowship with the Father.

Believers have fellowship also with the Son when they place their 
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faith, hope, love, joy . . . upon his Person, as the Son of God, beholding his glory as 
the glory of the only begotten of the Father . . . when he appears to them altogether 
lovely, and the chiefest among ten thousands, and the only and all sufficient Saviour, 
able to save to the uttermost all that come to God by him; and when they are 
encouraged to look to him and be saved, and live by faith on him, the Son of God, 
who hath loved them and given himself for them; and when their love is attracted to 
him, the unseen Saviour, and the desires of their souls are to his name, and to the 
remembrance of him; and they have hope of eternal life, and an expectation of it, as 
the free gift of God through him, and rejoice in him, having no confidence in the 
flesh, then have they fellowship with him.

In addition, redeemed sinners have communion with the Spirit “in the gifts of 

his grace unto, and which they exercise under his influence,” such as faith, hope, and 

love.90 Further, this fellowship with the Spirit manifests itself in the various offices of 

grace towards believers, such as “the guide, teacher, and comforter of them; . . . as a 

Spirit of adoption, witnessing to their spirit, that they are the children of God; and as the 

earnest of the heavenly inheritance to them, and the sealer of them up unto the day of 

redemption; in whom he dwells, as in his temple, enabling them to exercise every grace 

and perform every duty.”91   

Gill then exhorted the believer to marvel at such a condescension in God, that 

the high and lofty One who inhabits eternity condescended to commune with men and 

women, that “Father, Son, and Spirit should come and make their abode with sinful men, 

and admit them to the greatest intimacy with them” is an unspeakable privilege.92 Gill 

added that of all the blessings one may enjoy in this life, none can compare with the 

privilege of communion and fellowship with Father, Son, and Spirit. He wrote, 

It is beyond all the enjoyments of life, preferable to everything that can be had on 
earth; the light of God’s countenance, his gracious presence, communion with him, 
put more joy and gladness into the hearts of his people, than the greatest increase of 
worldly things; . . . it is this which makes the tabernacles of God amiable and lovely, 
and a day in his house better than a thousand elsewhere; and because so valuable, 
hence the apostle John, in an exulting manner, says, “Truly, our fellowship is with 
the Father, and with his Son Jesus Christ!” (1 John 1:3).
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Preaching of the Trinity

Gill was a preacher of the word of God. He preached the word for over fifty 

years. Therefore, it should be no surprise that he applied the Trinity in his preaching. 

First, preaching at the ordination of John Reynold, Gill admonished the new minister to 

hold fast to the form of sound doctrine. The first doctrine he exhorted Reynolds to hold 

fast to was the doctrine of the Trinity.  He reminded him “there is but one God, and that 

there are three distinct persons in the Godhead, Father, Son and holy Spirit, and that they 

are equally and truly God.”93 After briefly defending the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity, 

Gill urged the new minister to hold fast especially to the doctrine of eternal generation of 

the Son because the doctrine of the Trinity cannot be maintained without it and then 

presented a few reasons to affirm the eternal generation of the Son.94 He also reminded 

Reynolds that while the works of God are ad extra and “common to all three” and “some 

works are more peculiarly attributed to one than another,” each person has an interest in 

them all, but these works cannot be the ground of distinction within the Godhead, since 

these works are wrought in time and the distinctions are eternal.95 

Furthermore, preaching a sermon entitled, “The Love of God Considered,” 

based upon 2 Thess 3:5: “And the Lord God direct your hearts into the Love of God, and 

into the patient waiting for Christ,” Gill argued that the subject of the sentence is the Holy 

Spirit. He explained that the text distinguishes between God the Father into whose love  

Paul prayed to be directed and the Lord Jesus into whose patient waiting Paul also prayed 

for hearts to be directed. Thus, Gill deduced that the passage teaches a Trinity of persons. 

Further, he observed that prayer is offered to the Spirit, which is a religious act of 
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worship, and would never have been offered to the Spirit unless he was fully God. If 

believers want to increase their love towards God, Gill emphasized nothing can reignite  

the cold heart of a believer than for the Spirit to direct the heart of a believer into the love 

of God. 

In a sermon entitled, “The Glorious State of the Saints in Heaven,” Gill 

encouraged the hearts of his auditors by showing them that the soul of the saint in the 

intermediate state is ravished in the presence of the triune God. He wrote,

if the gracious presence of God is so desirable by his people now, . . . if this gives 
more joy and gladness than the increase of all worldly enjoyments; what will the 
glorious presence of the Lord be in which “[his] presence is fulness of joy, and at 
whose right hand are pleasures forevermore (Ps 16:11)?  . . . If the enjoyment of him 
by his disciples at his transfiguration upon the mount, was such as caused them to 
say, it is good for us to be here (Matt 17:4); how glorious and happy must it be, to 
be for ever with him in a state where there will be no more a separation from him, 
nor interruption of communion with him, for in this state the separate soul shall 
enjoy uninterrupted communion with Father, Son, and Spirit. If fellowship with the 
Father and with the Son causes saints now to exult and glory when they enjoy it; and 
if the communion of the Holy Ghost is so desirable, and is prayed and wished for 
now, what will all this be in a state of perfection?96

Speaking of the knowledge saints will enjoy in heaven concerning the sacred 

three, Gill indicated that believers will have perfect knowledge in their soul of the Father, 

Son, and Spirit.  Believers, he said, will have “perfect knowledge of God in his attributes, 

persons, and works, so far as a creature is capable of; perfect knowledge of the Son of 

God in his person, offices, and grace; perfect knowledge of the blessed Spirit.”97 Then, he 

thrilled and comforted the heart, mind, and soul of believers by disclosing what awaits 

them in the beatific vision: “There will be the vision of God: now we walk by faith, then 

by sight; we shall see his face in righteousness, yea face to face, and even see him as he is 

(2 Cor 5:7; Ps 17:15; 1 Cor 13:12; 1 John 3:2); not his essence and nature, so as to 

comprehend it; but shall have a clear and unbeclouded apprehension of his perfections 
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and glory.”98  Then, Gill proceeded to explicate this vision as it relates to all three persons 

in the Godhead. First, we will see God the Father: “We shall see the Father of Christ and 

ours, who loved us with an everlasting love; who chose and blessed us with all spiritual 

blessings in his Son; who made a covenant with him, and us in him, ordered in all things 

and sure; who laid help on him the mighty One, and sent him in the fulness of time, to be 

our Redeemer and Saviour.”99 Next, he added, 

We shall see the Son of God himself, who became our surety, and is the Mediator 
between God and man; who assumed our nature, suffered and died in our room and 
stead; who rose again, ascended to heaven, is set down at the right hand of God, and 
will judge the world in righteousness: we shall see the glory of his divine person, 
with the eyes of our understanding fully enlightened, and his glory as mediator, of 
which we have little knowledge now, only believe it, but then we shall have a clear 
understanding and discernment of it; yea in our flesh shall we see God, as Job says 
(Job 19:26, 27), and with our corporal eyes behold the glory of Christ’s human 
body; we shall see that beautiful face that was once besmeared with sweat and 
blood, shine like the sun in its full strength; and those blessed temples that were 
crowned with thorns, crowned with glory and honour; and him whose hands and feet 
were pierced with nails, and covered with gore blood, holding the scepter of his 
kingdom, or walking in stately majesty, or sitting on his throne of glory”100 

Finally, he declared,

We shall see the blessed Spirit, who convinced us of sin, righteousness, and 
judgment, and was our quickener and comforter; who led us into truth, and took of 
the things of Christ and shewed them to us; who witnessed to our spirits that we 
were the children of God, and often assisted us in our prayers to him; was the 
earnest of our inheritance, and by whom we were sealed unto the day of redemption: 
we shall see him who began, and carried on, and perfected the work of grace in us; 
and that with the greatest pleasure and thankfulness.101

Conclusion

Throughout his writings, Gill demonstrated how the doctrine of the Trinity can 

be applied to various areas in the Christian life. He showed how to apply the Trinity to 

areas such as, worship and communion, knowledge and graces, prayer and preaching. His 
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application of the one true and living God who is three distinct persons illustrates how a 

Christian and minister should oscillate between the One and Three and thus exemplifies 

what Gregory Nazianzen wrote in his Oration on Holy Baptism: “No sooner do I conceive 

of the One than I am illumined by the Splendour of the Three; no sooner do I distinguish 

Them than I am carried back to the One. When I think of any One of the Three I think of 

Him as the Whole. . . . When I contemplate the Three together, I see but one torch, and 

cannot divide or measure out the Undivided Light.”102
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102Oration 40.41; NPNF 2.375. “Ου�  φθάνω τὸ ε�ν νοηñσαι, καὶ τοιñς τρισὶ περιλάμπομαι· ου�  

φθάνω τὰ τρία διελειñν, καὶ ει�ς τὸ ε�ν α� ναφέρομαι. Ο« ταν ε«ν τι τωñν τριωñν φαντασθωñ , τουñτο νομίζω τὸ παñν. . .    
. Ο« ταν τὰ τρία συνέλω τηñ,  θεωρία, , μίαν ο� ρωñ  λαμπάδα, ου� κ ε»χων διελειñν η�  μετρηñσαι τὸ φωñ ς ε�νιζόμενον” 
(PG 36.417b-c).



CHAPTER 10

CONCLUSION

In a circular letter from the Baptist Ministers and Messengers assembled on 

May 28–29, 1776, Robert Hall commented that he was unaware of any Particular Baptist 

churches among whom he and others represented had departed from or were opposed to 

the doctrine of the Trinity.1 While Hall does not give credit to Gill, it is reasonable to 

believe that Gill’s defense of the doctrine of the Trinity beginning around 1730, when he 

began a series of lectures on the Trinity, until his death in 1771, when he had recently 

published his Doctrinal and Practical Body of Divinity, under God played a vital role in 

preserving Particular Baptists from trinitarian apostasy.

First, the vital role Gill played in preserving Particular Baptists was to state and 

vindicate the doctrine of the Trinity throughout his ministry. Throughout his ministry, 

Gill maintained the orthodox view of the Trinity, and his writings evince abundantly that 

he declared there are three distinct real and proper divine persons who are the one God. 

By maintaining there are distinct real and proper persons, Gill rejected Sabellianism. By 

maintaining that God the Son and God the Holy Spirit are co-equal and co-eternal with 

God the Father, Gill rejected Arianism and its eighteenth-century manifestations. By 

maintaining that these three distinct divine persons are one God, Gill avoided tritheism. 

Gill loved the triune God because he believed Scripture clearly revealed there are three 
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Ministers and Messengers, Assembled at Olney, Bucks, May 28, 29, 1776, 2nd ed. (Coventry: G. Robinson, 
G. Keith, and J. Mathews, 1776), 2.



distinct persons in the Godhead and consequently defended it against all who opposed 

this truth. 

Second, Gill’s vital role in preserving Particular Baptists from trinitarian errors 

is evident from his significance and stature in the trinitarian debates. It is one thing to 

defend the Trinity, it is another for that defense to be considered of weight and 

significance. The significance of Gill’s defense of the Trinity among the Particular 

Baptists can be measured by the numerous attacks published against his writings on the 

Trinity. First, after being ejected by the Calvinistic Baptist Board and by his church for 

his anti-trinitarian views, Sayer Rudd wrote three major works defending his doctrine, the 

last work included in the title the following subtitle: A Particular Reply to all Mr. Gill’s 

Arguments for a Divine Plurality. As also Occasional Remarks on Some Other 

Extraordinary Parts of His Treatise on the Doctrine of the Trinity, both with regard to 

his Divinity and Criticism.2 The author expended much energy attempting to undermine 

Gill’s work on the Trinity, but it was to no avail. Rudd’s notion that the human soul of 

Christ was created in eternity was untenable and unconvincing. Second, a former member 

of Gill’s church Isaac Harman wrote a tract, endeavoring to expose the inconsistencies of 

those who espouse eternal generation. Although Harman acknowledged in a footnote in 

his preface that Gill was “a very eminent defender” of the doctrine of the eternal 

generation, he attempted to show that some of Gill’s statements on eternal generation 

contradicted what other divines had written or are inconsistent in his own writings.3 

Almost on every page of this tract, Harman cited from some work of Gill in an effort to 
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2Sayer Rudd, The Doctrine of the Lord Jesus Christ, Pre-Existing His State of Incarnation, as 

Man and Mediator, the Production of His Human Spirit in Union with the Father, from Everlasting: Being 
the Substance of Six Sermons, Begun to Be Delivered on the First of August 1739; and Continued for 
Several Weeks Following...Together with a Particular Reply to All Mr. Gill’s Arguments for a Divine 
Plurality...The Whole Argued on the Principles and Illustrated from the Writings of the Calvinistical 
Trinitarians (London: J. Noon, 1740).

3Isaac Harman, The Creed of the Eternal Generationists. Compiled from the Writings of Some 
of Those Sensible, Consistent, and Orthodox Gentlemen (London, 1768), viin.



show his inconsistency with other divines as John Norton (1606–63), Joseph Hussey 

(1660–1726), and Thomas Goodwin (1600–80). Next, an anonymous author, who called 

himself Philalethes and was most probably an Anglican, felt compelled to answer in 

detail Gill’s defense of eternal generation. In fact, he devoted almost thirty pages to rebut 

Gill’s denial of the Son of God as founded upon his mediatorial office.4 Moreover, an 

author identified as W.K. wrote to defend the writings of a professor of Tubingen by the 

name of John Jerom Boeswillibald. Of significance is that on the title page of this work, 

the author addressed his work to the bishops and clergy of the Established Church and 

then singled out two persons: John Wesley and John Gill.5 Evidently, the author thought 

that Gill was a man of sufficient stature and fame at that time in England, though a 

member of a small denomination, to single him out concerning three important 

propositions, one of which was on the Trinity.6 In short, Gill was viewed as a person of 

authority and significance on the Trinity whose arguments and writings needed to be 

addressed in order for opponents to make progress, for it seems unlikely that persons 

from different backgrounds would expend such time and energy attempting to refute Gill 

unless they thought his work on the Trinity sufficiently weighty.

Moreover, some hint of Gill’s trinitarian significance among Particular Baptists 

can be gleaned from the list of subscribers to his works. Gill published his Exposition of 

the New Testament, which contained many exegetical and theological comments on the 

Trinity. Subscribers to the Exposition of the New Testament included Particular Baptists 
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4Philalethes, The Divine Personality, and True Sonship of Christ Defended: Or, a Full Consent 

of Scripture and Reason, to Prove the Absurdity and Inconsistency, of Believing an Eternal, Self-Existent 
Person to Be Begotten:...  In Which is Contain’d, Some Remarks on the Rev. Mr. Gill’s Arguments for 
Eternal Generation and Essential Filiation, Found in His Treatise on the Trinity (London: J. Roberts), 38–
66.

5W. K, A Very Humble, Earnest, and Affectionate Address to the Bishops and Clergy of This 
Kingdom: Particularly to John Wesley, Dr. Gill, and All Who Are Highly Engaged for the Interest of the 
Protestant Religion..: The Whole is Intended for a Confirmation of the Writings of John Jerom 
Boeswillibald.. (London: W. Nicoll, 1766).

6K, A Very Humble, Earnest, and Affectionate Address, 26–29.



as William Anderson (2 sets), Benjamin Beddome, George Braithwaite, John Brine, 

Bernard Foskett, Joseph Stennett senior and junior, and Benjamin Wallin.7 Subscribers to 

the Exposition of the Old Testament included William Anderson, Benjamin Beddome (2 

sets), John Brine, Samuel Dew, Hugh Evans, Caleb Evans,8 Bernard Foskett,9 Isaac 

Gould, John Gill, John Ryland, and Benjamin Wallin.10  If one considers also Gill’s Body 

of Doctrinal Divinity, which included the substance of his Treatise on the Trinity, one 

will discover that there were over 700 copies requested for printing. Many of these 

subscribers were Baptist pastors and churches. Hugh Evans and Caleb Evans both ordered 

six sets each, probably for the Bristol Baptist College. Baptist churches in Arnsby, St. 

Albans, Sutton, Worcester, Bradford (six sets), and Ryton ordered sets.11 Among the 

American Baptists, Samuel Stillman ordered twenty-four sets, James Manning six sets, 

and John Gano six sets.12 It is true that we cannot be certain of the exact influence of and 

to what extent each person did read Gill, but one can suggest that given the stature and 

reputation of Gill during his life, especially regarding the Trinity it is likely that persons 

who subscribed to Gill, read him and were fortified in their arguments against anti-

trinitarianism. 
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7John Gill, An Exposition of the New Testament in Three Volumes (London: Aaron Ward, 

1746–48), 1:xix-xxiv.

8Caleb Evans did not subscribe for the Exposition of the Prophets published in 1757, though 
his father did subscribe for two sets.

9Foskett did not subscribe to the second set of the Exposition of the Old Testament published in 
1763, since he passed away in 1758.

10John Gill, An Exposition of the Books of the Prophets of the Old Testament. Both Larger and 
Lesser. In Two Volumes (London: George Keith and John Robinson, 1757–58), xv-xx; John Gill, An 
Exposition of the Old Testament in Which Are Recorded the Original of Mankind, vols. 4 (London: George 
Keith, 1763–65), ix-xiv.

11John Gill, A Body of Doctrinal Divinity; or, a System of Evangelical Truths, Deduced from 
the Sacred Scriptures. In Two Volumes (London: George Keith, 1769).

12Gill, Body of Doctrinal Divinity. Even the Anglican minister Henry Venn order six sets.



This dissertation has argued that Gill’s formulation and defense of the Trinity 

was not only Scriptural but vital to the preservation of Particular Baptist denomination. 

Chapter 1 summarized prior research in the works of Gill and concluded that a lacuna 

exists in the study of his trinitarian theology, stated the thesis of the project, and then 

noted the method of researched to be pursued. Chapter 2 discussed the context, life, and 

controversy of Gill. Gill’s political, cultural, and theological context was examined and 

then followed by a short overview of his life and writings. 

Beginning with a survey of the trinitarian crisis in Britain in the late 

seventeenth century, chapter 3 examined the trinitarian crisis in the eighteenth century. 

The chapter surveyed the crisis in two phases (1688–1711) and (1712–1729), noting that 

Stephen Nye and Samuel Clarke both played significant roles in trinitarian debates. 

Chapter 4 argued that Gill should be viewed as a Patristic scholar and then examined how 

he used his Patristic scholarship in defense of the Trinity. 

Chapters 5 through 8 are the heart of Gill’s formulation and defense of the 

Trinity. Chapter five argued that the doctrine of the Trinity was considered a foundational 

doctrine and can be only known through special revelation. The chapter also defined key 

trinitarian terms and justified the use of non-biblical terms. Chapter 6 presented Gill’s 

arguments for the unity of God and the plurality in the Godhead. Gill affirmed that the 

unity of God is a fundamental principle that must not be denied, and he also contended 

that there is a plurality within the One divine essence. Chapter 7 showed that Gill 

believed there is a real distinction between the three persons in the Godhead, and what 

distinguishes the three is nothing less than the paternity of the Father, filiation of the Son, 

and procession of the Spirit. The chapter also showed that the filiation of the Son or 

eternal generation was essential to maintain the real and proper distinction between the 

three. Chapter 8 adduced additional evidence from Gill’s writings to show the distinct 

personality and deity of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. 
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After showing Gill’s doctrine of the Trinity, chapter 9 showed how Gill applied 

the doctrine to different areas of the Christian life. In this chapter, Gill shows himself to 

be a pastor who moves back and forth between looking at the One and the Three.

Suggestions for Further Research

Studying Gill on the doctrine of the Trinity has opened up a door for other 

areas of possible study. While this dissertation has considered the Trinity, there is still 

more work to be done on Gill’s Christology, examining particularly his various sources. 

For example, researchers should consider studying Gill’s use of Reformed orthodox 

sources in developing his Christology. Moreover, more work can be done on the 

Particular Baptist’s defense of the Trinity in the eighteenth century. Although Gill was the 

prominent defender of the Trinity in his denomination during his life, other Particular 

Baptist wrote in defense of the Trinity or upheld the fully deity of Christ, such as 

Benjamin Wallin and Caleb Evans. There is also a need for a modern treatment of Watts’ 

views on the Trinity, given his several works and aberrant views on the Trinity. Finally, 

for anyone that is interested in exercising their Hebrew and Rabbinic skills, there is a vast 

field of work to be done with regard to Gill’s use of Jewish sources in his corpus, but be 

warned it is a real workout, since Gill was a brilliant Hebraist.

Coda

In an elegy written by Mary Bayly, a member of Gill’s church since Oct 2, 

1715, she penned the following lines that aptly capture the significance of Gill’s defense 

of the doctrine of the Trinity:

The Trinity he boldly did maintain
And fully prov’d that there was Three in One . . .

Sabellian schemes with zeal he did defy,
That robs the Son of his divinity;

Which say, the Father took a human form,
And the eternal Son they hold scorn . . . 

He did oppose the Arian heresy,
Who say, Three Gods are in the Trinity;
The one superior, the others are not so,

Only as magistrates are here below.
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The Unitarian also doth deny
Three glorious Persons in the Trinity;
’Tis only names and characters in one,
No God the Spirit, nor God the Son.

With all these heretics the valiant Gill
Did fight, did conquer with unequal skill . . . 
He liv’d the truth, as well the truth did prize,
Now he’s ascended far above the skies . . .

Now the saints loud Hallelujahs sing,
Eternal praises to his God and King!”13

Gill concluded The Doctrine of the Trinity Stated and Vindicated with the following 

doxology, which is a fitting way to close this project:

To the Father, to the Son, and to the Holy Ghost

three Persons, but one God

be all honour, glory, and praise,

now and for evermore. Amen.14
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13Mary Bayly, An Elegy on the Much Lamented Death of That Eminent and Faithful Servant 

of Christ, and Laborious Minister of the Gospel, John Gill D.D (London: M. Lewis for M. Bayly, 1771).

14John Gill, The Doctrine of the Trinity, Stated and Vindicated. Being the Substance of Several 
Discourses on That Important Subject; Reduced Into the Form of a Treatise (London: Aaron Ward, 
1731), 204.
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APPENDIX 1 

 
AUGUSTINE’S CITATIONS:  

BY GILL’S PUBLICATION DATES 
 
Number Gill 

Work 
 

Gill 
Ref. 

 

Year of 
Pub. 

Augustine 
Source 

 

Type
Q=quotati

on; 
P=paraphr

ase; 
S=summa

ry; 
C=comme

nt; 
R=referen

ce 
S/C=com
bination 

 

Topic 
B=baptism; 
C=church; 
E= 
error/heresy; 
G=grace and 
salvation;  
J = Christ;  
L=last 
things;  
P= 
predestinatio
n;  
R=resurrecti
on;  
S=sin and 
man;  
T=God;  
W=worship;  
M=miscella
neous 

 

Use  
p=polemical; 
e=exegetical; 
h=historical 
(illustrative) 

1728: Exposition of Song of Solomon 

1.  Exp. of 
Song of 
Solomon 
Vol. 1 

Title 
page 

1728 de Civ. 
Dei, 17. c. 
20. 

Q  C E 

2.  Exp. of 
Song of 
Solomon 
Vol. 1 

p. 67 1728 de 
Tempore, 
Serm. 201, 
p. 354. 
tom. 10. 
(spurious 
sermon) 

Q S E 

3.  Exp. of 
Song of 
Solomon 
Vol. 2 

p. 290 
(3rd ed.) 

1728 de Civ. 
Dei, 13 c. 
21.  
 

Q C E 
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4.  Exp. of 
Song of 
Solomon 
Vol. 2 

p. 480 
(3rd ed.) 

1728 de Civ. 
Dei, 22. c. 
1. 

R C H 

5.  Exp. of 
Song of 
Solomon 
Vol. 2 

p. 480 
(3rd ed.) 

1728 Enchirid. 
c. 29. 

R C H 

1731: The Doctrine Of The Trinity Stated And Vindicated Being The Substance Of 
Several Discourses On That Important Subject 

6.  Trinity p. 99 
(1731 
ed.) 

1731 de Haeres.  
c. 1. 2, 3, 
4. 
 

R T H 

7.  Trinity p. 52 
(1731 
ed.) 

1731 de Haeres. 
c. 36. 

R T H 

1732: Sermon: Doctrine of God’s Everlasting Love to his Elect 

8.  Doctrine 
of God’s 
Everlasti
ng Love 
to his 
Elect 

p. 11 1732 de Haeres. 
c. 54. 

Q T P 

1732: The Doctrine of the Resurrection Stated & Defended 

9.  The 
Doctrine 
of the 
Resurrect
ion 
Stated & 
Defended 

6:9 1732 de Civ. 
Dei: 22. c. 
28. 

R R P 

10.  The 
Doctrine 
of the 
Resurrect
ion 
Stated & 
Defended 

6:39 1732 de Haeres. 
c. 83. 

R R P 
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1733: Discourse on Singing of Psalms as Part of Divine Worship 

11.  Discours
e on 
Singing 
of Psalms 
as Part of 
Divine 
Worship 

p. 50 
(1734 
ed.) 

1733 Confess. 9. 
c. 6. S. 2. 
and 7. 1. 
and 1. 10. 
c. 33. S. 2. 

C W P 

12.  Discours
e on 
Singing 
of Psalms 
as Part of 
Divine 
Worship 

p. 50 
(1734 
ed.) 

1733 Confess. 9. 
c. 6. S. 1. 
And 10. c. 
33. S. 3. 

C W P 

1735: The Cause of God and Truth 

13.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 221 1735 Contra. 
Julian. 1, 
c. 2 

Q G P 

14.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 317 1735 Contra. 
Julian. lib. 
1. c.l1. 

R G P 

15.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 306 1735 de Dono 
Persever. 
2, c. 2 
and 21 

Q G p 

16.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 306 1735 de Dono 
Persever. 
2, c. 2 
and 21 

Q G P 

17.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 306 1735 de 
Corrupt. et 
Gratia, c. 
6,  
 

Q G p 

18.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 51 1735 Enchirid. 
c. 103 

S G P 

19.  The 
Cause of 

p. 168 1735 None 
(maybe a 

Q G P 
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God and 
Truth 

common 
phrase) 

20.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 254 1735 Confess.  
8, c. 2, s. 
2. 

R M H 

21.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 236 1735 Contra. 
duas Epist. 
Pelag:4, c. 
4. 

R P P 

22.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 235-
36 

1735 de Dono 
Persever: 
2, c. 19. 

Q P P 

23.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 237 1735 De Dono 
Persever. 
2, c. 19. 

R P P 

24.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 231 1735 de Dono 
Persever 
2. c. 14. 

Q P P 

25.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 223 1735 de Dono 
Persever. 
c. 19. 

R P P 

26.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 221 1735 De 
Praedest. 
Sanct:1, c. 
14. 

Q P P 

27.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 34 1735 Commenta
ry on John 
12:32 

R S E 

28.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 22 1735 Confess. 
10.40 

Q S P 

29.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 196 1735 Contra. 
duas epist. 
Pelag. 2, 
c. 6. 

Q S P 

30.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 192 1735 Contra. 
duas 
Epist. 
Pelag. 1, 

Q S P 
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c. 5. 
31.  The 

Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 271 1735 Contra. 
Duas Ep. 
Pelag. 4, 
c. 8. 
 

R S P 

32.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 194 1735 de Civ. 
Dei. 5, c. 
1. 

Q S P 

33.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 192 1735 de Civ. 
Dei. 
5. c. 10. 

Q S P 

34.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 192 1735 de Civ. 
Dei. 5, c. 
1;  
 

Q S P 

35.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 192 1735 de Civ. 
Dei, c. 8, 
9. 
 

Q S P 

36.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 8 1735 None Q S P 

37.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 196 1735 None S S P 

1736: Truth Defended: Being An Answer To An Anonymous Pamphlet, Entitled, Some 
Doctrines In The Supralapsarian Scheme Impartially Examined By The Word Of God 

38.  Truth 
Defended 

2:82 1736 Enchirid. 
c. 41. 

Q J P 

1746 – 1748 New Testament Commentaries 

39.  Comment
ary on 
Matthew 

Matt. 
19:12 

1746-48 de Haeres. 
c. 37. 

R M H 

40.  Comment
ary on 
Revelatio
n 

Rev. 
2:10 

1746-48 de Civ. 
Dei:18. c. 
52. 

S L E 
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41.  Comment
ary on 
Revelatio
n 

Rev. 
8:9 

1746-48 de Civ. 
Dei: 1. c. 
10. 

S M E 

42.  Comment
ary on 
Romans 

Rom. 
11:6 

1746-48 Enchirid. 
c. 32. 

P P E 

43.  Comment
ary on 
Romans 

Rom. 
1:21 

1746-48 de Civ. 
Dei, 6. c. 
10. 

Q S H 

1751: Argument from Apostolic Tradition, In Favor of Infant Baptism 

44.  Arg. from 
Apostolic 
Tradit., 
In Favor 
of Infant 
Baptism 

2:330 1751 De 
baptismo, 
contr. 
Donat.. 4. 
c. 23, 24. 

S B P 

45.  Arg. from 
Apostolic 
Tradit., 
In Favor 
of Infant 
Baptism 

2:333 1751 Contra. 
Julian. 3. c 
5. 
 

Q B P 

46.  Arg. from 
Apostolic 
Tradit., 
In Favor 
of Infant 
Baptism 

2:330 1751 De Genesi, 
10. c. 22.  

S B P 

47.  Arg. from 
Apostolic 
Tradit., 
In Favor 
of Infant 
Baptism 

2:328 1751 De 
peccato 
originali 
2. c. 18. 

Q B P 

48.  Arg. from 
Apostolic 
Tradit., 
In Favor 
of Infant 
Baptism 

2:329 1751 De libero 
Arbitdo,  
3. c. 23. 

Q B P 

49.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 

2:333 1751 de nupt,. 
& concup.  
1. c 20. &  

Q B P 
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Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2. 
c. 18. 

50.  Arg. from 
Apostolic 
Tradit., 
In Favor 
of Infant 
Baptism 

2:331 1751 De 
Peccator. 
merit. & 
remiss. c. 
20. 
 

Q B P 

51.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:331 1751 De 
Peccator. 
merit. & 
remiss. c. 
24. 

P B P 

52.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:328 1751 De 
peccator. 
merit. & 
remiss. 2. 
c. 25. 

P B P 

53.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:329 1751 De 
Peccator. 
merit. 2. c. 
25. 

S B P 

54.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:335 1751 De 
tempore 
sermo, 
119. c. 8. 

Q B P 

55.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 

2:330 1751 De verbis 
Apostoli, 
serm 10, c. 

Q B P 
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Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2. 

56.  Arg. from 
Apostolic 
Tradit., 
In Favor 
of Infant 
Baptism 

2:334 1751 Epist. 105. 
Bonifacio, 
prope 
sinem, 

Q B P 

57.  Arg. from 
Apostolic 
Tradit., 
In Favor 
of Infant 
Baptism 

2:334 1751 Epist. 106. 
Bonifacio, 
contr. 
Pelag. 

Q B P 

1753: Antipaedobaptism, or Infant Baptism an Innovation 

58.  Antipaed, 
or Infant 
Baptism 
an Innov. 

p. 336 1753 Contr. 
Epist. 
Pelag. 4 
ch. 8 

R B P 

59.  Antipaed, 
or Infant 
Baptism 
an Innov 

2:404 1753  de verb 
Apostol. 
Serm. 14. 

Q B P 

60.  Antipaed, 
or Infant 
Baptism 
an Innov 

2:406 1753 Not cited 
but located 
it in De 
Peccator. 
merit. & 
remiss, c. 
24 (PL 
44:382) 

Q B P 

61.  Antipaed, 
or Infant 
Baptism 
an Innov 

2:385 1753 de Haeres. 
c. 35. 

Q M h 

1757-58: Dissertation Concerning Eternal Sonship 

62.  Diss.Con
cerning 
Eternal 
Sonship 

6:212 1757 -58 Contra. 
Faustum, 
23. 100:1-
5. 

Q J P 
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63.  Diss.Con

cerning 
Eternal 
Sonship 
 

6: 212 1757 -58 Contra. 
Felicem c. 
11 

Q J P 

64.  Diss.Con
cerning 
Eternal 
Sonship 
 

6:192 1757 -58 de Haeres. 
c. 44. 

R J P 

65.  Diss.Con
cerning 
Eternal 
Sonship 
 

6:185 1757 -58 de Haeres. 
c. 7. 

R J P 

66.  Diss.Con
cerning 
Eternal 
Sonship 
 

p. 179 1757 -58 de Haeres. 
c. 1. 

R T P 

67.  Diss.Con
cerning 
Eternal 
Sonship 
 

p. 192 1757 -58 de Haeres. 
c. 36, 41. 

R T P 

68.  Diss.Con
cerning 
Eternal 
Sonship 
 

p. 10 1763-66 de 
Tempore, 
serm. 
201. p. 
354. tom. 
10. 
(spurious 
sermon) 

Q S E 

1763-66: Commentary on Old Testament 

69.  Comment
ary on 2 
Samuel  

2 Sam. 
1:30 

1763-66 de Civ. 
Dei  5. c. 
23 

R M H 

70.  Comment
ary on 
Esther 

Introdu
ction 

1763-66 de Civ. 
Dei : 18. 
c. 36. 

C M H 

71.  Comment
ary on 
Genesis  

Gen. 
30:39 

1763-66 de Civ. 
Dei, 18. c. 
5. 

R M H 
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72.  Comment
ary on 
Genesis  

Gen. 
25:30 

1763-66 Enarrat in 
Psal. xlvi. 
tom. 8. p. 
174. 

R M H 

73.  Comment
ary on 
Genesis  

Gen. 
50:10 

1763-66 Quaest. in 
Gen. l. 1. 
p. 54. 

R M H 

74.  Comment
ary on 
Isaiah  

Isa. 
3:21 

1763-66 Unknown R M H 

75.  Comment
ary on 
Job 

Job 
31:24 

1763-66 de Civ. 
Dei : 4. c. 
21. 

R M H 

76.  Comment
ary on 
Joshua 

Introdu
ction 

1763-66 de Civ. 
Dei : 18. 
c. 11. 

R M H 

77.  Comment
ary on 
Leviticus 

Lev. 
11:21 

1763-66 Retract. 2. 
c. 15. 

R M H 

78.  Comment
ary on 
Psalms 

Ps. 102 1763-66 Enarrat 
Psalm 102 
(Latin Ps. 
101) 

C C E 

79.  Comment
ary on 
Psalms 

Ps. 
103:5 

1763-66 Enarrat in 
Psalm; 
Opera, 
tom. 8. in 
Psal. 102. 
fol. 474. c. 
(Psalm 
103 in 
English) 

R M E 

80.  Comment
ary on 
Psalms 

Ps. 
121:8 

1763-66 Epist. 44 R M E 

81.  Comment
ary on 
Psalms 

Psalm 
39:9 

1763-66 Enarrat  in 
Psalm 
39:9 

C M E  

82.  Comment
ary of 
Song of 
Solomon 
 

p. 10 1763-66 de 
Tempore, 
serm. 
201. p. 
354. tom. 
10. 
(spurious 
sermon) 

Q S E 
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1765: A Reply to a Defence of the Divine Right of Infant Baptism 

83.  A Reply 
to a 
Defence 
of the 
Divine 
Right of 
Infant 
Baptism

2:426 1765 De 
peccator, 
merit. 2. c. 
25. 
Ep. ad 
Laetam. 1. 
1. 

P B P 

1767: A Dissertation Concerning The Antiquity Of The Hebrew-Language, Letters, 
Vowel-Points, And Accents 

84.  A Diss. 
Concern. 
The 
Antiquity  

p. 21 1767 de Civ. 
Dei : 16, 
c. 11 

R M H 

85.  A Diss. 
Concern. 
The 
Antiquity 

p. 51 1767 de Civ. 
Dei,  18. c. 
39. 

R M H 

86.  A 
Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng The 
Antiquity 
Of The 
Hebrew-
Languag
e, Letters, 
Vowel-
Points, 
And 
Accents 

p. 110 1767 Contra 
Litteras 
Petiliani   
2. p. 123. 
Tom. 7 

Q M H 

87.  A 
Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng The 
Antiquity 
Of The 
Hebrew-
Languag
e, Letters, 

p. 111 1767  Ioannem, 
Tr. 15. p. 
58. Tom. 
9. 

S M H 
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Vowel-
Points, 
And 
Accents 

88.  A 
Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng The 
Antiquity 
Of The 
Hebrew-
Languag
e, Letters, 
Vowel-
Points, 
And 
Accents 

p. 109 1767 Expos. 
Romans 
Tom. 7. p. 
363. 

P M H 

89.  A Diss. 
Concern. 
The 
Antiquity 

p. 207 1767 Opera T. 
6. contr. 
Adversar. 
Legis. et 
Proph. l. 
2. c. 1. p. 
256. 

R M H 

1769: A Body of Doctrinal Divinity 

90.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 82 1769 Contra. 
Pelag. de 
Peccat. 
Original. 
2. 

Q G P 

91.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 75 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:13. c. 
18. 

R G P 

92.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 509 1769 No 
reference 

S G P 

93.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 633 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:20, c. 
18, 24. 

R L E 

94.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 634 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:20, c. 
18. 

P L E 

95.  A Body of p. 631 1769 de Civ. Q L E 
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Doctrinal 
Divinity 

Dei:20. c. 
21. 

96.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 638 1769 de Civ. 
Dei : 20. 
c. 16. 

Q L E 

97.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 652 1769 de Civ. 
Dei, 20. c. 
5. 

P L E 

98.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 659 1769 de Civ. 
Dei: 20. c. 
7. 

R L E 

99.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 682 1769 No 
reference 

S L E 

100. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 630 1769 de Civ. 
Dei: 20. c. 
24. 

R L H 

101. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 609 1769 de Haeres. 
c. 83 

R L H 

102. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 634 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:20. c. 
10. 

Q L P 

103. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 608 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:20. c. 
23 

R L P 

104. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 634 1769 de Civ. 
Dei: 20. c. 
24. 

Q L P 

105. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 644 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:20. c. 
7. 

R L P 

106. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 334 1769 No 
reference 

S M H 

107. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

Xxxvi 
(introdu
ction) 

1769 No 
reference 

C M H 

108. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 336 1769 de Civ. 
Dei, 11. c. 
91 
 

S S P 

109. A Body of 
Doctrinal 

p. xlix 
(introdu

1769 de Civ. 
Dei, 50:4. 

R T H 

                                                 
1 Originally not cited but located citation. 
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Divinity ction) c. 27. 
 

110. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. xlix 
(introdu
ction) 

1769 de Civ. 
Dei, 6. c. 
5. 

R T H 

111. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 128 1769 de Haeres. 
c. 1 

R T H 

112. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 128 1769 de Haeres. 
c. 36. 

R T H 

113. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 169 1769 de Haeres. 
c. 52 

R T H 

114. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 298 1769 No 
reference 

S T H 

115. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

pp. 
107-08 

1769 Enarrat. in 
Psalm cix. 
tom. 8. p. 
521. 

Q T P 

 
1770: A Body of Practical Divinity 

 
116. A Body of 

Practical 
Divinity 

p. 896 1770 De 
Doctrina 
Christian:
3, c. 9. 

R B H 

117. A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 869 1770 De 
baptismo, 
contr. 
Donat. 
50:3. c. 
16. 

Q C E 

118. A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 812 1770 None R G H 

119. A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 980 1770 de Civ. 
Dei:19. c. 
15. 

Q M E 

120. A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 988 1770 None R S H 

121. A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 963 1770 Confess. 
50:9. c. 6. 

Q W H 



341 
 

122. A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 969 1770 de Civ. 
Dei, 50:6. 
c. 11. 

R W H 

123. A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 946 1770 de Haeres. 
c. 57 

R W H 

 
Date: (Unknown):  Baptism A Public Ordinance of Divine Worship  
 

124. Baptism 
A Public 
Ordinanc
e of 
Divine 
Worship  

p. 2 unknown De 
Doctrina 
Christiana
3, c. 9. 

R B H 

 
Date (unknown) Christ a Priest After the Order of Melchizedek 
 

125. Christ a 
Priest 
After the 
Order of 
Melchize
dek 

1:157 unknown de Haeres. 
c. 34 

R E H 

126. Christ a 
Priest 
After the 
Order of 
Melchize
dek 

1:157 unknown de Haeres. 
c. 47 

R E H 

 
Date: (Unknown) Dissertation on the Rise and Progress of Popery 
 

127. Dissert. 
on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:581 unknown De cura 
pro 
mortuis 

Q E P 

128. Dissert. 
on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:581 unknown De octo 
Quaestion
es ex 
veteri Test. 
qu. 123. 

Q E P 

129. Dissertati
on on the 
Rise and 

2:575 unknown De 
peccator. 
merit. & 

C E P 
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Progress 
of Popery 

remiss. 3, 
c. 7. 

130. Dissert. 
on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:581 unknown Enchirid. 
ad 
Laurent. c. 
110. 
 

Q E P 

131. Dissert. 
on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:581 unknown Enchirid. 
c. 69. 

Q E P 

132. Dissert. 
on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:577 unknown Epist. 119. 
c. 15. 

Q E P 

133. Dissert. 
on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:572 unknown Epist. 121. 
c. 9. 

Q E P 

134. Dissert. 
on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:577 unknown Epist. 86. 
&  

Q E P 

135. Dissert. 
on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:578 unknown Epist. 19. 
c. 2. 

R M 
(easter) 

P 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

AUGUSTINE’S CITATIONS: BY TOPIC 
 
Number Gill Work 

 
Gill 
Ref. 

 

Year of 
Pub. 

Augustine 
Source 

 

Type
Q=quotati

on; 
P=paraphr

ase; 
S=summa

ry; 
C=comme

nt; 
R=referen

ce 
S/C=com
bination 

 

Topic 
B=baptism; 
C=church; 
E= 
error/heresy; 
G=grace and 
salvation;  
J = Christ;  
L=last 
things;  
P= 
predestinatio
n;  
R=resurrecti
on;  
S=sin and 
man;  
T=God;  
W=worship;  
M=miscella
neous 

 

Use  
p=polemical; 
e=exegetical; 
h=historical 
(illustrative) 

1.  Baptism A 
Public 
Ordinance 
of Divine 
Worship  

p. 2 unknown De 
Doctrina 
Christiana
3, c. 9. 

R B H 

2.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition, 
In Favor 
of Infant 
Baptism 

2:330 1751 De 
baptismo, 
contr. 
Donat.. 4. 
c. 23, 24. 

S B P 

3.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:333 1751 Contra. 
Julian. 3. c 
5. 
 

Q B P 
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4.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:330 1751 De Genesi, 
10. c. 22.  

S B P 

5.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:328 1751 De 
peccato 
originali 
2. c. 18. 

Q B P 

6.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:329 1751 De libero 
Arbitdo,  
3. c. 23. 

Q B P 

7.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:333 1751 de nupt,. 
& concup.  
1. c 20. &  
2. 
c. 18. 

Q B P 

8.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:331 1751 De 
Peccator. 
merit. & 
remiss. 1. 
c. 20. 
 

Q B P 
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9.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:331 1751 De 
Peccator. 
merit. & 
remiss. 1. 
c. 24. 

P B P 

10.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:328 1751 De 
peccator. 
merit. & 
remiss. 2. 
c. 25. 

P B P 

11.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:329 1751 De 
Peccator. 
merit. 2. c. 
25. 

S B P 

12.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:335 1751 De 
tempore 
sermo, 
119. c. 8. 

Q B P 

13.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:330 1751 De verbis 
Apostoli, 
serm 10, c. 
2. 

Q B P 
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14.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:334 1751 Epist. 105. 
Bonifacio, 
prope 
sinem, 

Q B P 

15.  Argument 
from 
Apostolic 
Tradition
, In 
Favor of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:334 1751 Epist. 106. 
Bonifacio, 
contr. 
Pelag. 

Q B P 

16.  Antipaed
obaptism, 
or Infant 
Baptism 
an 
Innovatio
n 

p. 336 1753 Contr. 
Epist. 
Pelag. 4 
ch. 8 

R B P 

17.  Antipaed
obaptism, 
or Infant 
Baptism 
an 
Innovatio
n 

2:404 1753  de verb 
Apostol. 
Serm. 14. 

Q B P 

18.  Antipaed
obaptism, 
or Infant 
Baptism 
an 
Innovatio
n 

2:406 1753 Not cited 
but located 
it in De 
Peccator. 
merit. & 
remiss, c. 
24 (PL 
44:382) 

Q B P 

19.  A Reply 
to a 
Defence 
of the 
Divine 
Right of 
Infant 
Baptism 

2:426 1765 De 
peccator, 
merit. 2. c. 
25. 
Ep. ad 
Laetam. 1. 
1. 

P B P 
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20.  A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 896 1770 De 
Doctrina 
Christian:
3, c. 9. 

R B H 

21.  Comment
ary on 
Psalms 

Ps. 102 1763-66 Enarrat 
Psalm 102 
(Latin Ps. 
101) 

C C E 

22.  Expositio
n of Song 
of 
Solomon 
Vol. 1 

Title 
page 

1728 de Civ. 
Dei, 17. c. 
20. 

Q  C E 

23.  Expositio
n of Song 
of 
Solomon 
Vol. 2 

p. 290 
(3rd ed.) 

1728 de Civ. 
Dei: 13 c. 
21.  
 

Q C E 

24.  Expositio
n of Song 
of 
Solomon 
Vol. 2 

p. 480 
(3rd ed.) 

1728 de Civ. 
Dei:22. c. 
1. 

R C H 

25.  Expositio
n of Song 
of 
Solomon 
Vol. 2 

p. 480 
(3rd. ed) 

1728 Enchirid. 
c. 29. 

R C H 

26.  A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 869 1770 De 
baptismo, 
contr. 
Donat. 3. 
c. 16. 

Q C E 

27.  Christ a 
Priest 
After the 
Order of 
Melchize
dek 

1:157 unknown de Haeres. 
c. 34 

R E H 

28.  Christ a 
Priest 
After the 
Order of 
Melchize
dek 

1:157 unknown de Haeres. 
c. 47 

R E H 
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29.  Dissertati
on on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:581 unknown De cura 
pro 
mortuis 

Q E P 

30.  Dissertati
on on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:581 unknown De octo 
Quaestion
es ex 
veteri Test. 
qu. 123. 

Q E P 

31.  Dissertati
on on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:575 unknown De 
peccator. 
merit. & 
remiss. 3, 
c. 7. 

C E P 

32.  Dissertati
on on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:581 unknown Enchirid. 
ad 
Laurent. c. 
110. 
 

Q E P 

33.  Dissertati
on on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:581 unknown Enchirid. 
c. 69. 

Q E P 

34.  Dissertati
on on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:577 unknown Epist. 119. 
c. 15. 

Q E P 

35.  Dissertati
on on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:572 unknown Epist. 121. 
c. 9. 

Q E P 

36.  Dissertati
on on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:577 unknown Epist. 86. 
&  

Q E P 

37.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 221 1735 Contra. 
Julian. 1, 
c. 2 

Q G P 
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38.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 317 1735 Contra. 
Julian. lib. 
1. c.l1. 

R G P 

39.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 306 1735 de Dono 
Persever. 
2, c. 2 
and 21 

Q G p 

40.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 306 1735 de Dono 
Persever. 
2, c. 2 
and 21 

Q G P 

41.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 306 1735 de 
Corrupt. et 
Gratia, c. 
6,  
 

Q G p 

42.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 51 1735 Enchirid. 
c. 103 

S G P 

43.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 168 1735 None 
(maybe a 
common 
phrase) 

Q G P 

44.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 82 1769 Contra. 
Pelag. de 
Peccat. 
Original. 
2. 

Q G P 

45.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 75 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:13. c. 
18. 

R G P 

46.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 509 1769 No 
reference 

S G P 

47.  A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 812 1770 None R G H 

48.  Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng 
Eternal 
Sonship 
 

6:212 1757 -58 Contra. 
Faustum, 
23. 100:1-
5. 

Q J P 
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49.  Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng 
Eternal 
Sonship 
 

6: 212 1757 -58 Contra. 
Felicem c. 
11 

Q J P 

50.  Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng 
Eternal 
Sonship 
 

6:192 1757 -58 de Haeres. 
c. 44. 

R J P 

51.  Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng 
Eternal 
Sonship 
 

6:185 1757 -58 de Haeres. 
c. 7. 

R J P 

52.  Truth 
Defended 

2:82 1736 Enchirid. 
c. 41. 

Q J P 

53.  Comment
ary on 
Revelatio
n 

Rev. 
2:10 

1746-48 de Civ. 
Dei:18. c. 
52. 

S L E 

54.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 633 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:20, c. 
18, 24. 

R L E 

55.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 634 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:20, c. 
18. 

P L E 

56.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 631 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:20. c. 
21. 

Q L E 

57.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 638 1769 de Civ. 
Dei : 20. 
c. 16. 

Q L E 

58.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 652 1769 de Civ. 
Dei, 20. c. 
5. 

P L E 

59.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 659 1769 de Civ. 
Dei: 20. c. 
7. 

R L E 
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60.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 682 1769 No 
reference 

S L E 

61.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 630 1769 de Civ. 
Dei: 20. c. 
24. 

R L H 

62.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 609 1769 de Haeres. 
c. 83 

R L H 

63.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 634 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:20. c. 
10. 

Q L P 

64.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 608 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:20. c. 
23 

R L P 

65.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 634 1769 de Civ. 
Dei: 20. c. 
24. 

Q L P 

66.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 644 1769 de Civ. 
Dei:20. c. 
7. 

R L P 

67.  Comment
ary on 
Psalms 

Ps. 
103:5 

1763-66 Enarrat in 
Psalm; 
Opera, 
tom. 8. in 
Psal. 102. 
fol. 474. c. 
(Psalm 
103 in 
English) 

R M E 

68.  Comment
ary on 
Psalms 

Ps. 
121:8 

1763-66 Epist. 44 R M E 

69.  Comment
ary on 
Psalms 

Psalm 
39:9 

1763-66 Enarrat  in 
Psalm 
39:9 

C M E 
(disagree
ment with 
Augustine

) 
70.  Comment

ary on 2 
Samuel  

2 Sam. 
1:30 

1763-66 de Civ. 
Dei  5. c. 
23 

R M H 

71.  Comment
ary on 
Esther 

Introdu
ction 

1763-66 de Civ. 
Dei : 18. 
c. 36. 

C M H 
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72.  Comment
ary on 
Genesis  

Gen. 
30:39 

1763-66 de Civ. 
Dei, 18. c. 
5. 

R M H 

73.  Comment
ary on 
Genesis  

Gen. 
25:30 

1763-66 Enarrat in 
Psal. xlvi. 
tom. 8. p. 
174. 

R M H 

74.  Comment
ary on 
Genesis  

Gen. 
50:10 

1763-66 Quaest. in 
Gen. l. 1. 
p. 54. 

R M H 

75.  Comment
ary on 
Isaiah  

Isa. 
3:21 

1763-66 Unknown R M H 

76.  Comment
ary on 
Job 

Job 
31:24 

1763-66 de Civ. 
Dei : 4. c. 
21. 

R M H 

77.  Comment
ary on 
Joshua 

Introdu
ction 

1763-66 de Civ. 
Dei : 18. 
c. 11. 

R M H 

78.  Comment
ary on 
Leviticus 

Lev. 
11:21 

1763-66 Retract. 2. 
c. 15. 

R M H 

79.  Comment
ary on 
Revelatio
n 

Rev. 
8:9 

1746-48 de Civ. 
Dei: 1. c. 
10. 

S M E 

80.  Comment
ary on 
Matthew 

Matt. 
19:12 

1746-48 de Haeres. 
c. 37. 

R M H 

81.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 254 1735 Confess.  
8, c. 2, s. 
2. 

R M H 

82.  Antipaed
obaptism, 
or Infant 
Baptism 
an 
Innovatio
n 

2:385 1753 de Haeres. 
c. 35. 

Q M h 
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83.  A 
Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng The 
Antiquity 
Of The 
Hebrew-
Languag
e, Letters, 
Vowel-
Points, 
And 
Accents 

p. 51 1765 de Civ. 
Dei, 18. c. 
39. 

R M H 

84.  A 
Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng The 
Antiquity 
Of The 
Hebrew-
Languag
e, Letters, 
Vowel-
Points, 
And 
Accents 

p. 110 1767 Contra 
Litteras 
Petiliani   
2. p. 123. 
Tom. 7 

Q M H 

85.  A 
Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng The 
Antiquity 
Of The 
Hebrew-
Languag
e, Letters, 
Vowel-
Points, 
And 
Accents 

p. 21 1767 de Civ. 
Dei : 16, 
c. 11 

R M H 
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86.  A 
Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng The 
Antiquity 
Of The 
Hebrew-
Languag
e, Letters, 
Vowel-
Points, 
And 
Accents 

p. 109 1767 Expos. 
Romans 
Tom. 7. p. 
363. 

P M H 

87.  A 
Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng The 
Antiquity 
Of The 
Hebrew-
Languag
e, Letters, 
Vowel-
Points, 
And 
Accents 

p. 111 1767  Ioannem, 
Tr. 15. p. 
58. Tom. 
9. 

S M H 

88.  A 
Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng The 
Antiquity 
Of The 
Hebrew-
Languag
e, Letters, 
Vowel-
Points, 
And 
Accents 

p. 207 1767 Opera T. 
6. contr. 
Adversar. 
Legis. et 
Proph. l. 
2. c. 1. p. 
256. 

R M H 

89.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 334 1769 No 
reference 

S M H 
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90.  A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

Xxxvi 
(introdu
ction) 

1769 No 
reference 

C M H 

91.  A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 980 1770 de Civ. 
Dei:19. c. 
15. 

Q M E 

92.  Dissertati
on on the 
Rise and 
Progress 
of Popery 

2:578 unknown Epist. 19. 
c. 2. 

R M 
(easter) 

P 

93.  Comment
ary on 
Romans 

Rom. 
11:6 

1746-48 Enchirid. 
c. 32. 

P P E 

94.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 236 1735 Contra. 
duas Epist. 
Pelag: 4, 
c. 4. 

R P P 

95.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 235-
36 

1735 de Dono 
Persever: 
2, c. 19. 

Q P P 

96.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 237 1735 De Dono 
Persever. 
2, c. 19. 

R P P 

97.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 231 1735 de Dono 
Persever: 
2. c. 14. 

Q P P 

98.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 223 1735 de Dono 
Persever. 
c. 19. 

R P P 

99.  The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 221 1735 De 
Praedest. 
Sanct:1 , c. 
14. 

Q P P 

100. The 
Doctrine 
of the 
Resurrect
ion 
Stated & 
Defended 

6:9 1732 de Civ. 
Dei: 22. c. 
28. 

R R P 
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101. The 
Doctrine 
of the 
Resurrect
ion 
Stated & 
Defended 

6:39 1732 de Haeres. 
c. 83. 

R R P 

102. Comment
ary of 
Song of 
Solomon 
 

p. 10 1763-66 de 
Tempore, 
serm. 
201. p. 
354. tom. 
10. 
(spurious 
sermon) 

Q S E 

103. Comment
ary on 
Romans 

Rom. 
1:21 

1746-48 de Civ. 
Dei, 6. c. 
10. 

Q S H 

104. Expositio
n of Song 
of 
Solomon 
Vol. 1 

p. 67 1728 de 
Tempore, 
Serm. 201, 
p. 354. 
tom. 10. 
(spurious 
sermon) 

Q S E 

105. The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 34 1735 Commenta
ry on John 
12:32 

R S E 

106. The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 22 1735 Confess. 
10.40 

Q S P 

107. The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 196 1735 Contra. 
duas epist. 
Pelag. 2, 
c. 6. 

Q S P 

108. The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 192 1735 Contra. 
duas 
Epist. 
Pelag. 1, 
c. 5. 

Q S P 
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109. The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 271 1735 Contra. 
Duas Ep. 
Pelag. 4, 
c. 8. 
 

R S P 

110. The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 194 1735 de Civ. 
Dei. 5, c. 
1. 

Q S P 

111. The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 192 1735 de Civ. 
Dei. 
5. c. 10. 

Q S P 

112. The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 192 1735 de Civ. 
Dei. 5, c. 
1;  
 

Q S P 

113. The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 192 1735 de Civ. 
Dei, c. 8, 
9. 
 

Q S P 

114. The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 8 1735 None Q S P 

115. The 
Cause of 
God and 
Truth 

p. 196 1735 None S S P 

116. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 336 1769 de Civ. 
Dei, 11. c. 
92 
 

S S P 

117. A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 988 1770 None R S H 

118. Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng 
Eternal 
Sonship 
 

p. 179 1757 -58 de Haeres. 
c. 1. 

R T P 

                                                 
2 Originally not cited but located citation. 
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119. Dissertati
on 
Concerni
ng 
Eternal 
Sonship 
 

p. 192 1757 -58 de Haeres. 
c. 36, 41. 

R T P 

120. Trinity p. 99 
(1731 
ed.) 

1731 de Haeres.  
c. 1. 2, 3, 
4. 
 

R T H 

121. Trinity p. 52 
(1731 
ed.) 

1731 de Haeres. 
c. 36. 

R T H 

122. Doctrine 
of God’s 
Everlasti
ng Love 
to his 
Elect 

p. 11 1732 de Haeres. 
c. 54. 

Q T P 

123. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. xlix 
(introdu
ction) 

1769 de Civ. 
Dei, 4. c. 
27. 
 

R T H 

124. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. xlix 
(introdu
ction) 

1769 de Civ. 
Dei, 6. c. 
5. 

R T H 

125. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 128 1769 de Haeres. 
c. 1 

R T H 

126. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 128 1769 de Haeres. 
c. 36. 

R T H 

127. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 169 1769 de Haeres. 
c. 52 

R T H 

128. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

p. 298 1769 No 
reference 

S T H 

129. A Body of 
Doctrinal 
Divinity 

pp. 
107-08 

1769 Enarrat. in 
Psalm cix. 
tom. 8. p. 
521. 

Q T P 
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130. Discours
e on 
Singing 
of Psalms 
as Part of 
Divine 
Worship 

p. 50 
(1734 
ed.) 

1733 Confess.  
9. c. 6. S. 
2. and 7. 1. 
and 1. 10. 
c. 33. S. 2. 

C W P 

131. Discours
e on 
Singing 
of Psalms 
as Part of 
Divine 
Worship 

p. 50 
(1734 
ed.) 

1733 Confess. 9. 
c. 6. S. 1. 
and 10. c. 
33. S. 3. 

C W P 

132. A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 963 1770 Confess. 9. 
c. 6. 

Q W H 

133. A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 969 1770 de Civ. 
Dei, 6. 
c. 11. 

R W H 

134. A Body of 
Practical 
Divinity 

p. 946 1770 de Haeres. 
c. 57 

R W H 
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ABSTRACT

THE TRINITARIAN THEOLOGY OF JOHN GILL (1697–1771):
 CONTEXT, SOURCES, AND CONTROVERSY

Steven Tshombe Godet, Ph.D.
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2015
Chair: Dr. Michael A. G. Haykin

 In the eighteenth century in Britain, a major controversy arose over the doctrine 

of the Trinity. This controversy embroiled both the Established Church and Dissenters. 

One of the champions among the Dissenters was John Gill, a Particular Baptist minister. 

This dissertation will examine how Gill defended the doctrine of the Trinity against 

various unorthodox views. Chapter 1 introduces the thesis, history of research, and 

methodology. Chapter 2 examines the political, cultural, and theological context of John 

Gill and then surveys his life and works. Chapter 3 examines the trinitarian crisis in two 

phases: phase 1 (1688–1711) and phase 2 (1712–29). Chapter 4 surveys Gill as a Patristic 

scholar and analyzes his use of Patristic sources in the debate over the Trinity. Chapter 5–

8 introduces Gill’s doctrine of Trinity. Chapter 5 defines Gill’s key trinitarian terms while 

also considering the importance, revelation, and mystery of the Trinity. Chapter 6 seeks to 

understand Gill’s defense of the unity of God and plurality of the Godhead. Chapters 7 

and 8 examine the distinction of the three persons in the Godhead and the distinct 

personality and deity of the three persons who are one God. Chapter 9 considers how Gill 

applied the doctrine of the Trinity to several areas of the Christian life. Chapter 10 

summarizes the main arguments and suggests some areas of future study in Gill.
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